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1. Introduction & purpose of report 

 

The following report summarises responses to the consultation on the proposal to change 

the way some children’s centre services are run. The views of respondents can be used to 

inform any changes in the way services are prioritised and delivered. 

2. Methodology 

 

The survey was open from 11 December 2014 to 2 February 2015 and was hosted on the 

council’s Consultation Portal and available in hard copy. Parents were notified of the 

consultation by email, text, leaflets, posters and discussion at children’s centres, and were 

able to respond either online or by completing a paper copy. Support was provided by 

centre staff to help parents complete the questionnaire. 

 

The consultation was made public so that any resident of Brighton & Hove could respond. 

The priority was to get the views of families who use children’s centres, as they would be 

most affected by the proposals. 

3. Response and response rate 

 

A total of 842 people responded to the consultation. 115 respondents completed the 

consultation on paper and 727 respondents completed the consultation online. Some 

parents responded on behalf of their household. In addition, Simon Kirby MP wrote to 

oppose the proposals. 

 

For comparison, there are 10,160 adults registered with children’s centres across the city. 

Approximately 2,800 attend centres on a quarterly basis. 

 

Respondents were self-selecting rather than forming part of a random, representative 

sample of the population. Self-selecting respondents tend to be more engaged in the issues 

being consulted on and have stronger opinions than the general public. 

 

Responders were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the proposals and whether 

they would like to make any comments.   Each comment was categorised by up to three 

themes for each question and then ranked by order of frequency for analysis purposes. 
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Respondent categories Number Percentage 

Representing an organisation that works with children under 5 19 2% 

Other 36 4% 

A future parent 60 7% 

Working for an organisation that works with or for children under 5 82 9% 

A parent / carer with a child / children age 5 - 18 197 23% 

A parent / carer of at least one child under 5 567 67% 

A resident of Brighton & Hove 744 89% 

Total respondents to this question 834 100% 

 

Respondents were able to select more than one category. The percentage represents the 

proportion of respondents who selected each category out of the total number of 

responses.  
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The table below shows the organisations which responded to the consultation and the 

number of responses from each 

 

Organisation Responses 

Bluebird parent and under three group 1 

Brighton And Hove Mummy Club 1 

CEDP children’s club 1 

Cherry Tree Nursery 1 

Childminder 2 

Coldean primary school 1 

Early childhood project 2 

Volunteer at one of the groups affected 1 

Lingo Chicos 1 

MOSAIC 1 

Puffin Community Nursery 1 

Rudyard Kipling Primary School 1 

Seaside View 1 

Total 15 

 

31 respondents selected ‘Other’ as the category they belonged to. This included: 

 

• Grandparents 

• Teachers 

• Other relatives 

• Concerned citizens 

• Members of Parliament 

 
 

 

 

 

In addition, 12 respondents (1.42%) did not identify with the gender they had been assigned 

at birth. 

  

Gender Responses Percentage 

Female 681 83% 

Male 91 11% 

Prefer not to say 48 6% 

Grand Total 820 100% 

Females represented 83% of respondents, 

which is reflective of the gender profile of 

regular centre users 

5
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NB – responses from heterosexuals have been removed from the graph because of the 

relatively low number of people with other sexual orientations completing the consultation. 

 

Sexual orientation Responses Percentage 

Bisexual 13 2% 

Gay man 4 1% 

Heterosexual / Straight 658 82% 

Lesbian / Gay woman 16 2% 

Other 3 <1% 

Prefer not to say 104 13.% 

Total 798 100% 

 

At least 10% of Brighton & Hove residents are LGBT, however it is not clear what proportion 

are caring for a child under the age of five and so it is difficult to judge the 

representativeness of the response profile. 
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Religion or belief Responses Percentage 

I have no particular religion 348 43% 

Christian 194 24% 

Prefer not to say 102 13% 

Atheist 100 12% 

Agnostic 13 2% 

Muslim 11 1% 

Other 10 1% 

Other philosophical belief 10 1% 

Buddhist 9 1% 

Jewish 8 1% 

Hindu 5 1% 

Pagan 3 <1% 

Jain 1 <1% 

Total 814 100% 

 

The percentage of respondents with no particular religion (42.75%) was similar to data from 

the 2011 census, which was 42.4%. However, the percentage of respondents who are 

Christian (23.83%) was significantly lower than the census (42.5%) as was the percentage of 

responses from Muslims; 1.4% compared to the 2.2% recorded in the census. 

  

7



8 

 

 
 

Age Responses Percentage 

18 or under 1 <1% 

19 - 24 13 2% 

25 - 29 88 10% 

30 - 34 186 22% 

34 - 39 228 27% 

40 - 44 105 12% 

45 - 49 40 5% 

50+ 27 3% 

Prefer not to say 154 18% 

Total 842 100% 

 

The age profile of respondents was representative of the people who are registered at 

children’s centres. 
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The chart above compares the proportion of respondents from Black and Minority Ethnic 

backgrounds, with the census ethnic profile, and the ethnic profile of children’s centre users 

or attendees. The BME population figure was taken from the 2011 census. Attendance 

figures are taken from the council’s ChildView database and rely on self-declaration. Many 

parents / carers choose not to provide this information, and so the percentage here is 

indicative rather than absolute. 
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Ethnicity 

Registered 

Adults 

Registered 

Percentage 

Consultation 

Responses 

Consultation 

Percentage 

English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British 5330 71.40% 592 77.69% 

Any other White background 967 12.95% 103 13.52% 

Any other ethnic group 289 3.87% 3 0.39% 

Any other Asian background 139 1.86% 5 0.66% 

Indian 134 1.80% 6 0.79% 

African 90 1.21% 3 0.39% 

Irish 80 1.07% 14 1.84% 

Asian & White 77 1.03% 5 0.66% 

Black African & White 70 0.94% 2 0.26% 

Any other mixed background 66 0.88% 8 1.05% 

Bangladeshi 57 0.76% 2 0.26% 

Chinese 54 0.72% 5 0.66% 

Black Caribbean & White 40 0.54% 6 0.79% 

Arab 27 0.36% 1 0.13% 

Pakistani 23 0.31% 1 0.13% 

Caribbean 20 0.27% 1 0.13% 

Gypsy or Irish Traveller 2 0.03% 5 0.66% 

Total 7465 100.00% 762 100.00% 

 

The above table and graph compares the response by ethnicity to the ethnicity of all 

parents/carers who are registered with children’s centres. Significant differences between 

the percentage who responded to the consultation and the percentage registered with 

children’s centres have been highlighted in the table.   

 

Respondents and registrants who preferred not to say what their ethnicity was have been 

removed from the figures. 
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NB – people with no disability or health problems have been removed from the graph 

because of the low number of people who have a little or a lot of difficulty managing day to 

day activities due to a disability or health problem. 

 

Limited day-to-day activities Responses Percentage 

No 676 84% 

Prefer not to say 69 9% 

Yes a little 37 4% 

Yes a lot 23 3% 

Total 805 100% 

 

Children’s centres rely on self-declaration of disability, which the majority of people choose 

not to provide and so it was not possible to compare consultation responses with those 

regularly using the service. However, these figures are broadly similar to the 2011 census 

data. 
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Carers Responses Percentage 

No 707 84% 

Prefer not to say 92 11% 

Yes 43 5% 

Grand Total 842 100% 

 

The percentage of respondents providing unpaid care to a family or friend who is ill, frail, 

disabled or has mental health or substance misuse issues was high compared to the city’s 

2011 census results (1.7%). However, it should be noted that the census specifies at least 50 

hours of care a week must be provided and there was no such parameter on the children’s 

centre consultation. 

 

The majority (41.46%) of respondents who identified themselves as carers were caring for a 

child with special needs. 29.27% were caring for a parent, while the remainder were caring 

for other relatives. No respondents said they were caring for a friend. 

 

 

Armed Forces 
 

Two of the respondents were serving in the armed forces at the time of completing the 

consultation. Seven respondents had previously served in the armed forces and nine 

respondents had a partner who was serving in the armed forces at the time of completing 

the consultation. 
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Children's Centre Area Respondents Percentage 

City View 103 12% 

Tarner 82 10% 

Hollingdean 71 8% 

Portslade 64 8% 

Conway Court 60 7% 

Roundabout 59 7% 

Hollingbury & Patcham 50 6% 

Moulsecoomb 50 6% 

Cornerstone 37 4% 

The Deans 37 4% 

Hangleton Park 36 4% 

West Hove 27 3% 

Out of area 14 2% 

Unknown 153 18% 

Grand Total 843 100% 

 

Respondents were asked to provide their postcode so that they could be mapped to their 

children’s centre area. The graph above summarises and ranks the number of responses 

from each children’s centre area. In addition to this 14 respondents lived outside of Brighton 

& Hove and 153 did not provide their postcode. 

 

  

13



14 

 

 
 

Children's Centre Attended Respondents 

Tarner 166 

Roundabout 82 

Moulsecoomb 69 

Portslade 64 

Hollingdean 59 

Conway Court 57 

City View 45 

Hollingbury and Patcham 42 

Cornerstone 33 

Hangleton 28 

The Deans 23 

West Hove 18 

Other 37 

Total 723 

 

Respondents were asked which centre they used most regularly. They were able to select 

more than one. The graph and table below summarises and ranks which centres 

respondents used most regularly. 

 

There is a discrepancy between where respondents live and where respondents attend 

children’s centres.  

 

40 out of the 103 respondents (38.83%) who live in the City View area listed Tarner as one 

of the centres they attend regularly. 16 out of 37 respondents (43.24%) who live in 

Cornerstone area also listed Tarner as one of the main centres they attend. 13 out of the 27 

respondents (48.45%) who live in West Hove listed Conway Court. 

 

Conversely, of the 50 living in Hollingbury & Patcham only 6 (12%) listed Hollingdean as a 

centre they attend regularly.  

14



15 

 

4. Key Findings  

 

The graph below shows the percentage of respondents who disagree or agree with each 

proposal in the consultation. A detailed analysis of the response to each proposal is 

provided in section 5 of the report. A copy of the consultation can be found in Appendix A at 

the end of this report.  

 
 

 

Overall respondents disagreed with the proposals, with the exception of the proposal to 

base priority on need. The proposal to review referral and targeted groups divided opinion. 

 

The proposals to change Baby groups and Toddler/Stay & Play groups, and the proposal to 

stop running services from community venues received the strongest opposition. 
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5. Results and findings 

 

5.1. Rationale for proposals to change children’s centre services 

 

The rationale for making changes to services offered by children’s centres is set out at the 

start of the consultation (see Appendix A). This included needing to change services to 

reduce costs because of the size of the saving proposals. 

 

Q1. Do you agree or disagree with the rationale for the proposals to change children’s 

centre services? 

 

Response Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 66 8.% 

Tend to agree 149 18% 

Neither agree or disagree 55 7% 

Tend to disagree 96 12% 

Strongly disagree 415 51% 

Don't know / not sure 38 5% 

Grand Total 819 100% 

 

 
62% of respondents disagreed (selecting either ‘tend to disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’ with 

the rationale behind the proposals to change the way some children’s centre services are 

run and more than half of respondents strongly disagreed. This compares to 26% of 

respondents who agreed with the proposals. Respondents who agreed were more likely to 

tend to agree than strongly agree. 
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Q2. Is there anything we haven’t considered or any further comments you’d like to make 

about the rationale for the proposals to change children’s centre services? 

 
Respondents were invited to make comments in support of their answer, and 289 chose to 

do so. The chart above summarises the most frequently mentioned issues referred to. 

Comments were categorised by up to three themes and then ranked by order of frequency 

for analysis purposes. The graph below shows the 10 most mentioned themes. 
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5.2. Giving priority for service to families with the highest level of need 

 

To narrow the gap in outcomes between high and low need areas, the consultation 

proposed to offer different levels of service at different children’s centres with the greatest 

reductions in low need areas and for families with the lowest needs. 

 

Q3. Do you agree or disagree that children and families who need the most help should be 

given priority for services? 

 

Response Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 195 24% 

Tend to agree 264 32% 

Neither agree or disagree 79 10% 

Tend to disagree 92 11% 

Strongly disagree 181 22% 

Don't know / not sure 13 2% 

Grand Total 824 100% 

 

 
 

The majority of respondents (56%) agreed with the proposal to give priority access to those 

most in need in the context of the rationale. A significant minority (33%) disagreed with the 

proposal, and respondents who disagreed were more likely to feel strongly about their 

answer. Comparative numbers of respondents both strongly agreed and strongly disagreed. 
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Q4. Is there anything we haven’t considered or any further comments you’d like to make 

about prioritising services for those with the most need? 

 

 
 

The most common comment on the proposal to prioritise services for those most in need 

was in relation to working families requiring support as well as families in receipt of benefits 

and on low incomes. This was linked to the second most common comment where 

responders asked how need was defined and whether this was based on economic factors. 
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5.3. Proposals to merge children’s centres 

 

The consultation proposed to merge four children’s centres into larger areas: 

 

• Cornerstone and City View with Tarner (Tarner as the main centre) 

• Hollingbury and Patcham with Hollingdean (Hollingdean as the main centre) 

• West Hove with Conway Court (Conway Court as the main centre) 

 

Q5. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to merge the identified children’s centres 

into eight main children’s centres? 

 

Response Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 52 6% 

Tend to agree 153 18% 

Neither agree or disagree 70 8% 

Tend to disagree 162 20% 

Strongly disagree 363 44% 

Don't know / not sure 29 4% 

Grand Total 829 100% 

 

 
The majority (63%) of respondents disagreed with proposals to merge sites into eight main 

centres, with those who disagreed were more likely to feel strongly about their answer. 

Those who agreed (25%) were more likely to tend to agree with the proposals than strongly 

agree with them. 
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Q6. Is there anything we haven’t considered or any further comments you’d like to make 

about the proposals to merge children’s centres? 

 

 
The graph shows the most frequent themes to emerge in comments made about proposals 

to merge centres. The most common comment was in relation to the difficulties and 

expense of having to travel further to attend sessions. This was backed up by the second 

most common theme, where respondents felt that children’s centres were most effective 

when they were part of the local community. 
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5.4. Proposals to merge advisory groups 

 

The consultation also proposed to merge advisory groups for the children’s centres that 

would merge, with the exception of West Hove and Conway Court, which already operated 

under a joint advisory group. 

 

Q7. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to merge the identified children’s centre 

advisory groups? 

 

Response Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 58 7% 

Tend to agree 154 19% 

Neither agree or disagree 164 20% 

Tend to disagree 115 14% 

Strongly disagree 263 32% 

Don't know / not sure 71 9% 

Grand Total 825 100% 

 

 

 
More respondents disagreed with proposals to merge advisory groups than agreed (45% 

compared with 26%). There was a high percentage of respondents who neither agreed nor 

disagreed, or weren’t sure (22%). This could reflect that people did not know what the 

purpose of an advisory group was. 
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Q8. Is there anything we haven’t considered or any further comments you’d like to make 

about the proposals to merge some advisory groups? 

 

 
 

The high frequency of comments relating to the theme of not understanding the question 

relates to respondents not being clear about the role and purpose of an advisory group. A 

significant number of comments were made about advisory groups for larger areas 

struggling to represent the needs of the local community. 
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5.5. Proposals to change the way baby groups run 

 

The consultation proposed to no longer offer on-going baby groups in all areas. Instead 

parents would be invited to attend an eight week course. Parents who needed additional 

support would be invited to attend more sessions if required.  

 

Q9. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to change the way baby groups are run? 

 

Response Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 38 4% 

Tend to agree 73 9% 

Neither agree or disagree 40 5% 

Tend to disagree 117 14% 

Strongly disagree 554 67% 

Don’t know / not sure 10 1% 

Grand Total 832 100% 

 

 
Respondents overwhelmingly disagreed with the proposal to change the way baby groups 

are run (81%). Of these, respondents were far more likely to strongly disagree with 

proposals. Respondents who agreed with the proposals (13%) were more likely to tend to 

agree than strongly agree. 
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Q10. Is there anything we haven’t considered or any further comments you’d like to make 

about the proposals to change the way baby groups are run? 

 

 
 

This question had the most comments.  There were a significant number of comments 

relating to the importance of providing services that were available to all families. A 

common theme across many of the questions was around how need is defined. Many 

respondents assumed that the definition of need would be based on whether a family was 

in receipt of benefits.  

 

This question also led to many comments about how important the baby groups had been 

for them.  Responders felt that a time limited course would increase the risk of post natal 

depression and isolation, which respondents felt universal drop-in groups were important in 

helping to prevent. 
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5.6. Proposals to change the way toddler/stay & play groups are run 

 

The consultation proposed to stop running on-going drop-in toddler, stay and play and jump 

for joy groups, which are open to everyone. Instead parents would be invited to a time-

limited group aimed at children under two which would run for a term. A booking system 

would be implemented to manage demand and extra support would be provided to families 

with high need. 

 

Q11. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to stop running on-going drop-in toddler, 

stay and play and jump for joy groups and to run time limited groups which are open to 

everyone? 

 

Response Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 32 4% 

Tend to agree 64 7% 

Neither agree or disagree 37 4% 

Tend to disagree 112 14% 

Strongly disagree 572 69% 

Don't know / not sure 9 1% 

Grand Total 826 100.00% 

 

 
 

The response pattern to the proposals to change the way toddler groups are run is similar to 

that of the questions about baby groups. The vast majority (83%) of respondents disagreed 

with the proposal, with most of them strongly disagreeing. The respondents who agreed 

with the proposal (11%) were more likely to tend to agree than strongly agree. 
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Q12. Is there anything we haven’t considered or any further comments you’d like to make 

about the proposal to stop running on-going drop-in toddler, stay and play, and jump for 

joy groups and to run time limited groups? 

 

 
The themes that emerged from comments relating to proposals to change the way toddler 

groups are run were similar to the themes relating to baby groups. In addition, there was 

concern around the lack of provision for children who were older than two. There were also 

a significant number of comments about the proposal not being flexible enough, and that 

the current drop-in format was more practical for families with young children. 
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5.7. Proposals to no longer run drop-in groups in libraries and other community 

venues 

 

The consultation proposed a reduction in funding for voluntary sector partners in line with 

the changes to stay and play groups. Under the proposals, drop-in groups would no longer 

run in libraries and other community venues. 

 

Q13. Do you agree with the proposals to no longer run drop-in groups in libraries and 

other community venues? 

 

Response Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 17 2% 

Tend to agree 33 4% 

Neither agree or disagree 53 6% 

Tend to disagree 129 16% 

Strongly disagree 572 69% 

Don't know / not sure 23 3% 

Grand Total 827 100% 

 

 

 
The majority (85%) of respondents disagreed with proposal to stop running drop-in groups 

from community venues and libraries. Those that disagreed were more likely to feel strongly 

about the issue. This question had the lowest rate of respondents agreeing with the 

proposal (6%) and only 2% strongly agreed. 

  

28



29 

 

Q14. Is there anything we haven’t considered or any further comments you’d like to make 

about the proposals to no longer run drop-in groups in libraries and community venues? 

 

 
There were 200 comments that were against closing universal groups in community venues, 

which supports the high percentage of respondents who strongly disagreed with the 

proposal.  

 

The second most common theme related to the added benefit of using libraries as a venue 

and how that encouraged young children to read. 

 

There were also a significant number of comments relating to larger catchment areas where 

having a single venue to attend would be impractical. 
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5.8. Proposals to reduce the number of home visits offered by children’s centres 

 

The consultation proposed to encourage more parents to attend groups in children’s 

centres to get support instead of receiving resource intensive home visits. Parents who 

needed it most would continue to receive home visits. 

 

Q15. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to reduce home visits and encourage 

families to attend groups in children’s centres? 

 

Response Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 54 6% 

Tend to agree 153 19% 

Neither agree or disagree 81 10% 

Tend to disagree 119 15% 

Strongly disagree 399 48% 

Don't know / not sure 21 3% 

Grand Total 827 100% 

 

 

 
The majority (63%) of respondents disagreed with proposals to reduce home visits and focus 

on encouraging families to attend their local centre. Those who disagreed tended to 

disagree more strongly. 25% of respondents agreed with the proposals, and of these, they 

were more likely to tend to agree than strongly agree. 
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Q16. Is there anything we haven’t considered or any further comments you’d like to make 

about the proposal to reduce home visits and encourage families to attend groups in 

children’s centres? 

 

 
The most common theme relating to the proposal to reduce home visits was the feeling that 

it would increase risk for the most vulnerable families and those who would not otherwise 

attend a centre. 
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5.9. Proposals to reduce funding for childcare for children in need 

 

The consultation proposed to reduce childcare care funding in line with the recent increase 

in two year old children eligible for free childcare places. There would still be funding for 

childcare places available for children under two for the families who need it most. 

 

Q17. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal around funding childcare places for 

children with high levels of need? 

 

Response Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 68 8% 

Tend to agree 144 18% 

Neither agree or disagree 116 14% 

Tend to disagree 137 17% 

Strongly disagree 307 38% 

Don't know / not sure 46 6% 

Grand Total 818 100% 

 

 

 
 

While the majority (55%) of respondents disagreed with the proposal to offer funded 

chilcare places to famlies most in need, a fifth (20%) neither agreed nor disagreed, or 

weren’t sure about the proposal. This could be due to the number of people who did not 

know what the funding was, or what the current criteria for receiving it were, as suggested 

in the comment summary below. In addition, 26% of repondents agreed with proposal and 

those who agreed were more likely to tend to agree. 
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Q18. Is there anything we haven’t considered or any further comments you’d like to make about 

the proposals around funding childcare places for children with high levels of need? 

 

 
 

Most respondents who commented on this question felt that changes to the way childcare 

funding for children in need is provided would lead to worse outcomes for children. 

However, there were also a significant number of comments around not fully understanding 

the definitions and process of funding allocation. 
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5.10. Proposals to review targeted and referral groups 

 

The consultation proposed to review existing groups aimed at families who need extra help 

to make sure they were effective and the children and families who need most help can 

access them. 

 

Q19. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to review referral and targeted groups? 

 

Response Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 97 12% 

Tend to agree 217 26% 

Neither agree or disagree 145 18% 

Tend to disagree 80 10% 

Strongly disagree 237 29% 

Don't know / not sure 40 5% 

Grand Total 816 100% 

 

 
There was a fairly even split in the percentage of respondents who agreed and disagreed 

with proposals to review how targeted and referral groups are run. 38% of respondents 

agreed with the proposals while 39% disagreed. However, respondents who disagreed did 

so more strongly than respondents who agreed. 
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Q20. Do you have any comments or suggestions in relation to referral and targeted 

groups? 

 

 
The majority of commenters felt that more information was needed about what the 

proposal to review the way targeted groups are run means. In addition there were a 

significant number of comments about how services offered by children’s centres are 

excellent and should not change. 

 

This question saw the highest number of positive comments about the way children’s 

centres currently operate and there were particular mentions for several of the parenting 

courses that run, including the Positive Parenting Programme and Feeling good, feeling safe 

groups. 
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5.11. General comments 

 

At the end of the consultation, respondents were asked if there was anything else they 

would like to say about proposals to change the way some children’s centre services are 

run. The following graph shows the most common themes to emerge from this question. 

 

 
 

  

36



37 

 

The chart below summarises the frequency of all the themes identified in the comments. 

 
The above graph shows the most common comment themes to occur throughout the entire 

consultation regardless of which question they were made under.  

 

The graph below shows each question and the total number of comments made for it. 

 

 
 

37



38 

 

38



Appendix A 

39



 

40 

 

40



 

41 

 

41



 

42 

 

42



 

43 

 

43



 

44 

 

44



 

45 

 

45



 

46 

 

46



 

47 

 

47



 

48 

 

48



 

49 

 

49



 

50 

 

50



 

51 

 

51



 

52 

 

52



 

53 

 

53



 

54 

 

54



 

55 

 

55



 

56 

 
 

56


	Agenda
	60 Supplementary Financial Information for Budget Council
	Children Centre Consultation Summary Report - Final Feb 2015


