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1. Executive Summary 

 

Birmingham City Council (the Council) Short Breaks service provides planned and unplanned short 

breaks for adults with learning disabilities and respite services for carers.  Unplanned short breaks 

enable the Council to respond to situations such as carers going into hospital, break down in a care 

placement and in the worst case where there has been a sudden death of a carer/parent. 

 

The Council runs short breaks services at two locations: 

 

• The Laurels (Stechford) has 17 beds, some of which are accessible to people who use 

wheelchairs; and 

• Brook House (Lozells) has 14 beds, the majority of which are accessible to people who use 

wheel chairs. 

 

Between 6th July 2016 and 4th October 2016, the Council held a public consultation on options for 

The Laurels and Brook House short breaks services.    

 

The purpose of the consultation was to find out what people thought about a range of proposals and 

to use the information to support further development of proposals and form a recommendation to 

be presented to Cabinet for decision in autumn 2016. 

 

The purpose of this report is to present the findings of the consultation.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Background 
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2.1 Council Business Plan and Budget 2016+  

The scale of funding reductions and the pace of change in which we now operate is unprecedented.  

To effectively manage this ever-changing environment, the Council has recognised the need for 

radical change in how our organisation works; its roles and functions and the culture that 

determines how we work together with and for Citizens of Birmingham.   

 

Part of the Council’s Business Plan and Budget 2016+ included proposals for change to the Council’s 

internal operated Specialist Care Services.  This included the Learning Disability Short Breaks service. 

 

2.2 Why are the changes being proposed? 

The Council is committed to developing services for people that help them to live as independently 

as possible, exercising choice and control over the planning and delivery of the support they need. 

 

At the moment, the Council has significant funds tied up in block contracts; it seeks to move away 

from this position and give people choice and control over which service they can purchase.  To do 

this, the Council intends to reorganise its internally provided services so that, in future, people may 

choose to buy services which meet their assessed eligible needs for care and support.  The Council 

intends to encourage people to do this by taking a Direct Payment.  

 

The Council gives people a Personal Budget, of which all or some can be taken as a Direct Payment 

to spend on their care and support needs.   We will encourage eligible service users to take this 

budget as a Direct Payment, from which they can buy a range of services including traditional 

residential short breaks, support from a personal assistant or other types of community-based 

support.  The Council’s approach will be to encourage people to manage their own resources and 

care wherever they can to maximise their independence.    

 

A review of the Short Breaks service run by the Council and other provision in the city was carried 

out in Spring 2016.  An Outline Business Case was developed that explored a number of different 

options. On 28th June 2016 the Council’s Cabinet approved this Outline Business case and gave 

permission to commence consultation on the options outlined in the report. 
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3. Options to be Considered   

     

3.1 Options considered 

 

The Outline Business Case considered six potential options and carried out an initial appraisal of 

these.  The options are shown below: 

 

3.1.1. Option 1 – No change 

 

Under this option the Laurels and Brook House would continue to operate as normal. 

 

3.1.2 Option 2 – Close the Laurels and move service to alternative Council owned 

accommodation  

 

Under this option Brook House would continue to run as normal and the Laurels closed and moved 

to a refurbished building.    

 

3.1.3 Option 3 – Close the Laurels and continue to provide a service at Brook House in the 

medium to long term 

 

Under this option Brook House would continue to run as normal.  People using the Laurels would be 

given a Personal Budget and the offer of a Direct Payment to purchase alternative short breaks 

services.  The Council will manage the person’s personal budget on their behalf if they do not want 

to take a Direct Payment.  

 

3.1.4 Option 4 – Close the Laurels and transfer Brook House to an alternative provider 

 

Under this option a procurement process would be carried out to secure an alternative provider for 

Brook House.  People using the Laurels would be given a Personal Budget and the offer of a Direct 

Payment to purchase alternative short breaks services.   The Council will manage the person’s 

personal budget on their behalf if they do not want to take a Direct Payment. 

 

3.1.5 Option 5 – Close the Laurels and Brook House on a phased basis and offer service users 

alternative provision 

 

Under this option the Laurels would close first followed by Brook House.  People using the Laurels 

and Brook House would be given a Personal Budget and the offer of a Direct Payment to purchase 

alternative short breaks services. The Council will manage the person’s personal budget on their 

behalf if they do not want to take a Direct Payment.  Those people using the Laurels would have the 

opportunity to use Brook House on a temporary basis while it remains open.    

 

3.1.6 Option 6 – Close the Laurels and Brook House together and offer service users alternative 

provision 

 

Under this option the Laurels and Brook House would close at the same time.  People using the 

Laurels and Brook House would be given a Personal Budget and the offer of a Direct Payment to 

purchase alternative short breaks services. The Council will manage the person’s personal budget on 

their behalf if they do not want to take a Direct Payment.   
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4. Methodology 

 

4.1 Consultation 

 

4.1.1 Questionnaire 

 

Between 6th July 2016 and 4th October 2016, the Council held a public consultation on the six options 

outlined in Section 3.   

 

An online version of the questionnaire was available publicly on the Birmingham Be Heard website 

and a postal copy was sent directly to all 130 service users and their family / carers (Appendix A).  

 

Five service user consultation meetings were held in and attended by 23 people. 

Six family carer consultation meetings were held and attended by 20 people. 

Employee and trade union consultation meetings were also held and attended by 48 staff. 

 

 A range of options were made available for people to respond including by email, post and 

telephone.   

 

4.1.2 Other methods 

 

There were a number of ways family carers, service users and citizens could get involved and have 

their say in the consultation process: 

 

• Email – gave carers and service users the option to ask a question, provide feedback and 

share their views. 

• Suggestion Boxes - Service users and carers were given the choice to write down their 

opinions and post them in one of our suggestion boxes placed in the The Laurels and Brook 

House. 

• Telephone - Service users and carers also had the option to speak to us about the 

consultation and the proposals being made. 

• Face to Face - Consultation meetings gave a more personable approach and allowed officers 

to explain the rationale behind the proposals and hear first-hand the thoughts and feelings 

of carers, family members and service users. 

 

To support a positive response rate, a range of methods to promote the consultation were used: 

 

• Fact sheets provided on line 

• Marketing materials including posters and flyers 

• Feedback mechanisms 

• Targeted stakeholder engagement 

• Press releases 

• Facebook and Twitter 

• Consultation events 

• Focus groups. 
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4.2 Analysis of responses  

 

All responses were submitted onto the Council’s Be Heard consultation database. The completed 

extract was down loaded into Excel format and responses were coded to enable detailed analysis 

(Appendix B).  

 

Quantitative analysis was undertaken using Excel and providing a number of how many people 

supported or did not support each option (Appendix C).   

 

The qualitative responses were analysed in two different ways: 

 

• All comments were considered overall and any emerging themes/common issues were 

highlighted accordingly.  The comments for each question were then considered and again 

common themes/issues highlighted. 

• The comments were also then coded using a range of themes (Appendix B).  This approach 

enabled each question to be evaluated individually and the number of comments under 

each theme to be counted (Appendix C).   
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5. Findings 

 

5.1 Quantitative (closed question) analysis 

There are 37 responses of which 41% were service users or parents, 28% unpaid carers, 18% 

professionals and 13% other or unknown. 

 

Table 1 outlines the main findings from the questionnaire: 

 

• Most respondents were keen for services not to change, as seen by the support for Option 1 

(69%).  This was the only option to over half of respondents expressing their support; 

• Of the two recommended options in the outline business case (5 and 6), Option 5 had the 

most support (28%); and 

• Most opposition was recorded for options 4 and 6 (68%). 

 

Table 1: Percentage of respondents who support, were neutral to or oppose the options 

Option A B C Total

Support Neutral Oppose

1 68.8% 12.5% 18.8% 100.0%

2 43.8% 15.6% 40.6% 100.0%

3 28.1% 18.8% 53.1% 100.0%

4 18.8% 15.6% 65.6% 100.0%

5 28.1% 15.6% 56.3% 100.0%

6 18.8% 15.6% 65.6% 100.0%  
 

Further data can be seen in Appendix C. 

 

5.2 Qualitative (open question) analysis  

 

In addition to gauging the level of support for each option, respondents were asked to let us know 

the reasons for their response and to consider, if the option was implemented how it might affect 

them.  The majority of respondents provided comments at each stage. 

 

5.2.1 Common themes and issues 

 

When the comments are considered overall the following represent the main themes and issues 

recorded: 

 

• Change and its impact on the service user is a major concern. 

• Allowing sufficient time for change is crucial. 

• People are worried about service users becoming isolated (stuck at home) and losing any 

independence they may have. 

• People felt Direct Payments were confusing. 

• There was concern about being able to fund alternative service provision. 

• There is an impact on the family or carer as well as the service user. 

• People felt they may not be able to cope as this is the only break they get. 

• Staff were mentioned as caring and delivering a good service. 

• There was a wide range of concern concerning; health, stress, stability, continuity and being 

settled. 
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It should be noted that the most comments were recorded for option 1.  

 

5.2.2 What respondents thought of the options?  

 

Option 1 - No change 

 

• Why support or oppose 

 

Many people reported that they felt very settled at either the Laurels or Brook House and felt that 

staff were caring, understood the needs of service users and were friendly and helpful.  Several 

people liked the location of Brook House, but a few recognised the issues around finance and that 

this may not be a viable option.  In addition there were a few comments about the condition of the 

Laurels building not being fit for purpose.   

 

There was recognition that this might not be a viable option due to financial issues and concern 

regarding the condition of the Laurels building.  Following coding the most comments, 22%, related 

to concerns around how change may affect the service user followed by the recognition of the high 

quality of staff and enjoyment of stay, 16% and 20% respectively.   

 

• How would it affect you? 

 

By implementing this option, many respondents felt happy that service users could continue to 

attend places they were familiar with, feeling happy and settled.   A few people felt that this 

proposal would not affect them and also some were against implementing this option.  There were 

lots of comments around people being happy that service users could continue to attend places they 

were familiar with, feeling happy and settled.  But, people were also concerned that if this option did 

not happen service users would become isolated and that people were happy with both locations.   

 

The responses were separated into different themes. Change, its effects on people and wanting the 

Laurels to remain open received 28% of comments. Whilst 14% of comments related to people not 

being affected.  Over a quarter of comments were in support of the Laurels remaining open and 25% 

for Brook House staying open.  

 

Option 2 - Close the Laurels and move service to alternative Council owned accommodation 

 

• Why support or oppose 

 

There were many comments supporting the continuation of the service at Brook House and for the 

refurbishment of the Laurels as it was recognised it was currently not fit for purpose.  In addition it 

was felt that the Council had enough buildings for this option to be viable.   

 

When the responses were separated into different themes 19% of comments related to the fact that 

people liked and/or preferred Brook House, and 12% were in support of the refurbishment of the 

Laurels.  In addition there was again cause for concern around the effect of change and 15% of 

comments were made in respect of this. 

 

• How would it affect you? 
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There was a really wide range of comments reflecting on how this option would affect people.  This 

included support for Brook House to remain open as it was seen to be the only respite family/ carers 

got.   

 

Some respondents recognised benefits to this option, including for service users, but as with most of 

the options there was concern about the potential impact of change.  

 

Overall  a clear message emerged that provision of or access to respite care is still required with 24% 

of comments stating that people would be happy that there would still be a Council service at Brook 

House.  In addition 14% of comments reflected that people felt they would not be affected by this 

option. 

 

Option 3 - Close the Laurels and continue to provide a service at Brook House in the medium to 

long term 

 

• Why support or oppose 

 

Some respondents opposed this option in relation to Personal Budgets and Direct Payments; with 

others feeling that they would not be able to manage their finances.  

 

Again, concern relating to the impact of change emerged with some particularly nervous about how 

Brook House would cope with the extra demand, and how difficult it will be for service users to 

manage change.   

 

Almost a third of comments were in favour of Brook House remaining open and many reflected that 

it was the better service, whilst 13% of comments were related to people being unhappy with the 

proposed offer of a Direct Payment. 

 

• How would it affect you? 

 

Many respondents were concerned about the level and quality of care in the private sector 

compared to Council run services which were well liked. There was also clear concern about having 

to manage budgets and financial issues and a strong message about the detrimental impact of 

change on service users.   

 

As for the previous options, the main message emerging is around the impact of change.  Almost 

30% of responses related to concern about the level and quality of care, whilst 17% reflected that 

people felt they would be okay as long as Brook House remained.  But a further 17% expressed 

concern about where they would go.   

 

Option 4 - Close the Laurels and transfer Brook House to an alternative provider 

 

• Why support or oppose 

 

There was clear support for continued provision from Brook House as people liked it and enjoyed 

their stay.  There was also some support for the Laurels but respondents recognised that the 

building was in poor condition.   

 

Respondents were concerned about future service provision and questioned whether alternative 

provision would be better.  
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Around 21% of comments expressed concern about future provision of services, for example would 

there be enough or will it be the same quality?  A quarter of comments stated that people liked 

Brook House.   

 

• How would it affect you? 

 

There was clear support for the continuation of respite care with some respondents uncertain about 

what they would do without it.   

 

The majority of comments related to managing finances, the overall impact of change, and the 

location of other service provision which appeared to be of significant concern.    

 

There was also concern about the effect of this option on service user’s health and stress, but also 

additional stress faced by families or carers. 

 

Option 5 - Close the Laurels and Brook House on a phased basis and offer service users alternative 

provision 

 

• Why support or oppose 

 

Only 28% of respondents were supportive of this option, regarding it as a sensible and cost effective 

solution.  Respondents believed phasing would be a good idea to mitigate the impact of change and 

people. 

 

Some respondents were concerned about capacity of services, for example having more respite 

services in other parts of the city or merging the Laurels and Brook House.  

 

Of the two recommended options in the outline business case, this option received the most 

positive comments and support. 

 

Around 21% of comments reflected concern about capacity issues and 13% related to people being 

happy with the current situation or feeling that they would struggle to find support elsewhere.   

 

• How would it affect you? 

 

The impact on service users and the suitability of new services were concerns for many respondents 

with others concerned about what they would do.  

 

Almost half of the comments received for this option expressed concern about the impact on service 

users and the suitability of new services.  In addition, over a quarter of comments related to people 

being unsure about what they would do. 

 

 Option 6 - Close the Laurels and Brook House together and offer service users alternative provision 

 

• Why support or oppose 

 

The main theme of responses to this option reflected the importance of respite care and the concern 

regarding capacity of services with the proposed closures.  Respondents were concerned about the 
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difficulty in finding trusted provision and that sudden closures would not allow time to change and 

make appropriate adjustments.  

 

There were 27% of comments stating opposition to this option and 15% were concerned about the 

amount of time available to adjust and find alternative provision. 

 

• How would it affect you? 

 

The main concerns focused on the difficulties in finding alternative, trusted provision and of service 

users settling down.  Again, the impact of change emerged as a major concern.  There was also 

concern regarding how the new proposals would work in practice.   

 

Almost half of comments expressed concern about the difficulty in finding somewhere else.  The 

impact on health and stress issue were also highlighted and 29% of comments made suggestions 

such as filling the empty beds or increase the hours offered to enhance capacity . 

 

5.3 Additional comments 

 

There were only 13 additional comments.  The majority of these (31%) related to changes not being 

good for service users or carers and almost a quarter relating to potential alternative options 

including increasing available hours and fill empty beds.  

 

Respondents also suggested alternatives such as raising service charges or the Council reducing costs 

elsewhere. 

 

5.4 Feedback from other methods 

 

Feedback was also received from a number of focus groups and consultation events.  Consistent 

messages included: 

 

• Change for individuals with learning disabilities is challenging and the period of adjustment 

to alternative providers will be a traumatic experience. 

• Carers have commitments, especially over the Christmas period.  Therefore, the time scales 

with regards to closures is a priority for them. 

• There is a concern that alternative providers will not have the experience to deal with those 

individuals with severe learning disabilities and there will not be enough providers to meet 

the needs of the cohort. 

• Opposition to any proposal which would result in a negative change of service from the one 

currently being received. 

• Consistency and familiarity is very important for service users. 

• The quality of staff in Council run services was highlighted. 

• There was concern about the effect on health and stress for service users, family and carers.  

 

 

5.5 Staff feedback 

In addition to the focus groups and consultation events there was specific meetings arranged for 

staff which provided the following feedback: 

 

• Option 1 

o There is not enough investment and a need to improve. 
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o Not acceptable due to the building at the Laurels not fit for purpose. 

• Option 2 

o This is a good idea. 

o The Council has a very good service and staff. 

o The Laurels needs to close, but service moved to other Council accommodation. 

o Best for Council to provide service. 

• Option 3 

o Can see this working and would increase occupancy levels. 

o Issue around capacity of Brook House. 

o Staff will have to travel further. 

• Option 4 

o Council provide best service. 

o Alternative providers may cost more and be focused on generating income. 

• Option 5 

o Council need to support people with learning disabilities. 

o At least one service should be run by the Council. 

o How about respite emergency? 

• Option 6 

o Impact on service users was the main concern. 
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Appendix A – Summary of questions 

 

Option 1  

 

• Question 1 - Do you support option 1? 

• Question 2 – Please tell us why you support or oppose option 1? 

• Question 3 – If, after consultation, option 1 is implemented tell us how it might affect you? 

 

 Option 2  

 

• Question 1 - Do you support option 2? 

• Question 2 – Please tell us why you support or oppose option 2? 

• Question 3 – If, after consultation, option 2 is implemented tell us how it might affect you? 

 

Option 3  

 

• Question 1 - Do you support option 3? 

• Question 2 – Please tell us why you support or oppose option 3? 

• Question 3 – If, after consultation, option 3 is implemented tell us how it might affect you? 

 

 Option 4  

 

• Question 1 - Do you support option 4? 

• Question 2 – Please tell us why you support or oppose option 4? 

• Question 3 – If, after consultation, option 4 is implemented tell us how it might affect you? 

 

Option 5  

 

• Question 1 - Do you support option 5? 

• Question 2 – Please tell us why you support or oppose option 5? 

• Question 3 – If, after consultation, option 5 is implemented tell us how it might affect you? 

 

 Option 6  

 

• Question 1 - Do you support option 6? 

• Question 2 – Please tell us why you support or oppose option 6? 

• Question 3 – If, after consultation, option 1 is implemented tell us how it might affect you? 

 

Additional question 

 

Do you have any alternative suggestions the Council could implement to achieve the savings it needs 

to make through changes to its Short Breaks services? 

 

There was also a range of questions about you, for example age and ethnicity.  
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Appendix B – Analysis coding  

 

B1. Quantitative coding 

 

Short stay quantitative  

 

A – Strongly support 

B – Support 

C – Neutral 

D – Oppose 

E – Strongly oppose. 

 

Short stay quantitative – who?  

 

A – Employee 

B – Professional 

C – Unpaid carer 

D – Parent 

E – Service user or representative 

F – Adult placement carer 

G - Other 

 

B2.  Qualitative coding 

 

Question 1 – why? 

 

A – Not cost effective. 

B – Not fit for purpose. 

C – Issues around change. 

D – Staff good quality. 

E – Enjoyment stay. 

F – Not appropriate setting. 

G – Miscellaneous. 

H – Settled and need stability. 

I – Break or lifeline for carers. 

 

Question 1 – affect 

 

A – Won’t be affected. 

B – Would want Brook House to remain open. 

C – Issues around change. 

D – Would want Laurels to remain open. 

E – Enjoyment stay. 

F – No other financial support. 

G – Miscellaneous. 
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Question 2 – why? 

 

A – Miscellaneous. 

B – Enough services and under- utilised. 

C – Issues around change. 

D – Prefer and like Brook House. 

E – Refurbished building better. 

F – Location. 

G – Happy and settled. 

H – Prefer option 1 but would accept option 2. 

I – Need these services. 

 

Question 2 – affect 

 

A – Won’t be affected. 

B – Still able to get support at Brook House. 

C – Location issue for relatives and service user. 

D – Nowhere to go. 

E - Miscellaneous. 

F – Continuity and stability. 

 

Question 3 – why? 

 

A – Brook House better. 

B – Not okay with personal budget. 

C – Miscellaneous. 

D – The Laurels better. 

E – Change issues. 

F – Happy and settled. 

G – Does not affect me. 

 

Question 3 – affect 

 

A – Won’t be affected. 

B – Brook House okay. 

C – Where would I go? 

D – Level care affected. 

E – Financial issues. 

F – Location issues. 

G – Change issues. 

 

Question 4 – why? 

  

A – Not happy/concerns with direct payments. 

B – Like Brook House. 

C – Effect on provision of services. 

D - Miscellaneous. 

E – Change issues. 

F – Stress on family and carers. 
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Question 4 – affect 

 

A – It won’t’ affect me. 

B – Not sure how will manage, concern about new locations of service. 

C – Financial. 

D – Can still use Brook House and new provider may be good.  

E – Unsure new provider. 

F – Miscellaneous. 

G – Health and stress issues. 

H – Change issues. 

 

Question 5 – why? 

 

A – Cost effective and sensible solution. 

B – Happy with current situation. 

C – Issues with capacity. 

D – Phasing good idea. 

E - Miscellaneous. 

F – Stress issues on family and carers. 

G – Struggle to find elsewhere. 

H – Oppose or strongly oppose. 

 

Question 5 – affect 

 

A – Not sure what would do. 

B – Concern for service users and suitability of services 

C - Miscellaneous. 

D - Stress issues on family and carers. 

 

Question 6 – why? 

 

A – Opposed/not an option. 

B – Prefer option 5. 

C – Change, not enough time to adjust and make changes. 

D – Want Brook House to remain. 

E – Support this option. 

F - Miscellaneous. 

G – Support needed. 

H – Only council run service. 

I – Where is other support or services? 

 

Question 6 – affect 

 

A – Hard to find somewhere else. 

B – Concern how it will work. 

C - Miscellaneous. 

D – Health and stress issues. 
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Additional comments 

 

A – Laurel and Brooks should merge. 

B – Changes not good for service users or carers. 

C – Fill empty beds or increase hours offered. 

D – More use shared lives. 

E – Financial. 

F – Should keep open. 

G - Miscellaneous. 
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Appendix C – Data 

 

C1. Quantitative data 

 

Table 1 shows the number of people expressing their support or opposition for each option. 

 

Table 1 – Support or oppose 

 

 

Option A B C D E Total

Strongly Support Neutral Oppose Strongly

support oppose

1 20 2 4 2 4 32

2 8 6 5 6 7 32

3 4 5 6 10 7 32

4 1 5 5 2 19 32

5 4 5 5 2 16 32

6 2 4 5 5 16 32

Total 39 27 30 27 69  
 

Table two shows the percentage levels for support or opposition by each option. 

 

Table two – Percentage support or oppose 

 

Option A B C D E Total

Strongly Support Neutral Oppose Strongly

support oppose

1 62.5% 6.3% 12.5% 6.3% 12.5% 100.0%

2 25.0% 18.8% 15.6% 18.8% 21.9% 100.0%

3 12.5% 15.6% 18.8% 31.3% 21.9% 100.0%

4 3.1% 15.6% 15.6% 6.3% 59.4% 100.0%

5 12.5% 15.6% 15.6% 6.3% 50.0% 100.0%

6 6.3% 12.5% 15.6% 15.6% 50.0% 100.0%  
 

Table three combines all support or oppose responses. 

  

Table 3 – Combined support or oppose 

Option A B C Total

Support Neutral Oppose

1 22 4 6 32

2 14 5 13 32

3 9 6 17 32

4 6 5 21 32

5 9 5 18 32

6 6 5 21 32

Total 66 30 96  
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Table four shows the percentage levels for support or opposition by each option. 

 

 

Table four – Percentage support or oppose 

Option A B C Total

Support Neutral Oppose

1 68.8% 12.5% 18.8% 100.0%

2 43.8% 15.6% 40.6% 100.0%

3 28.1% 18.8% 53.1% 100.0%

4 18.8% 15.6% 65.6% 100.0%

5 28.1% 15.6% 56.3% 100.0%

6 18.8% 15.6% 65.6% 100.0%  
 

Table five illustrates who responded to the questionnaire. 

 

Table five – Who responded? 

 

 

Code No' %

Employee 2 6%

Professional 3 9%

Unpaid carer 9 28%

Parent 1 3%

Service user/rep 13 41%

Adult placement carer 1 3%

Other 3 9%

Total 32 100%  
 

C2. Qualitative data 

 

Table six illustrates the coded qualitative responses to option 1. 

 

Table six – Option one 

 

 

Code Why Code Affect

No' % No' %

Not cost effective 3 7% Won't be affected 5 14%

Not fit for purpose 4 9% Brook House to remain 9 25%

Issues around change 10 22% Issues around change 8 22%

Staff good quality 7 16% Laurels to remain 10 28%

Enjoyment stay 9 20% Enjoyment stay 2 6%

Not appropriate setting 1 2% No other financial support 1 3%

Miscellaneous 4 9% Miscellaneous 1 3%

Settled/need stability 3 7% 0 0%

Break for carers 4 9% 0 0%

Total 45 100% Total 36 100%  
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Table seven illustrates the coded qualitative responses to option 2. 

 

 

Table seven – Option 2 

 

 

Code Why Code Affect

No' % No' %

Miscellaneous 4 15% Won't be affected 3 14%

Enough services/underutilisation 1 4% Still get support 5 24%

Issues around change 4 15% Location issue 2 10%

Prefer/like Brook House 5 19% Nowhere to go 2 10%

Refurb building better 3 12% Miscellaneous 8 38%

Location 3 12% Continuity/stability 1 5%

Happy/settled 1 4% 0 0%

Prefer option 1 but would accept 1 4% 0 0%

Need these services 4 15% 0 0%

Total 26 100% Total 21 100%  
 

 

 

Table eight illustrates the coded qualitative responses to option 3. 

 

Table eight – Option 3 

 

 

Code Why Code Affect

No' % No' %

Brook House better 6 26% Won't be affected 2 11%

Not okay with personal budget 3 13% Brook House okay 3 17%

Miscellaneous 7 30% Where would I go? 3 17%

Laurels better 2 9% Level care affected 5 28%

Change issues 2 9% Financial issues 2 11%

Happy/settled 1 4% Location issues 1 6%

No affect 2 9% Change issues 2 11%

0 0% 0 0%

Total 23 100% Total 18 100%  
 

Table nine illustrates the coded qualitative responses to option 4. 

 

Table nine – Option 4 
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Code Why Code Affect

No' % No' %

Not happy/concern Direct Payments 3 11% Won't be affected 1 6%

Like Brook House 7 25% Not sure how will manage 5 29%

Effect provision services 6 21% Financial 3 18%

Miscellaneous 6 21% Can still use Brook House 1 6%

Change issues 4 14% Unsure new provider 1 6%

Stress family/carers 2 7% Miscellaneous 2 12%

0 0% Health/stress issues 3 18%

0 0% Change issues 1 6%

Total 28 100% Total 17 100%  
 

Table ten illustrates the coded qualitative responses to option 5. 

 

 

Table ten – Option 5 

 

 

Code Why Code Affect

No' % No' %

Cost effective/sensible 2 8% Not sure what would do 6 27%

Happy current situation 3 13% Concern service users 9 41%

Issues capacity 5 21% Miscellaneous 4 18%

Phasing good idea 2 8% Stress family/carers 3 14%

Miscellaneous 6 25% 0 0%

Stress family/carers 1 4% 0 0%

Struggle find elsewhere 3 13% 0 0%

Oppose/strongly oppose 2 8% 0 0%

0 0% 0 0%

Total 24 100% Total 22 100%  
 

Table eleven illustrates the coded qualitative responses to option 6. 

 

Table eleven– Option 6 

 

 

Code Why Code Affect

No' % No' %

Opposed/not an option 7 27% Hard to find somewhere else 8 47%

Prefer option 5 2 8% Concern how will it work? 2 12%

Not enough time for change 4 15% Miscellaneous 5 29%

Want Brook House to remain 2 8% Health/stress issues 2 12%

Support this option 1 4% 0 0%

Miscellaneous 4 15% 0 0%

Support needed 2 8% 0 0%

Only council run service 2 8% 0 0%

Where is other support/service? 2 8% 0 0%

Total 26 100% Total 17 100%  
 

Table 12 illustrates the coded qualitative responses to any additional comments. 

 

Table 12 – Additional comments 
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Code No'

Why % why

Laurels/Brook should merge 1 8%

Changes not good for service users 4 31%

Fill empty beds/increase hours 3 23%

More use Shared Lives 1 8%

Financial 2 15%

Should keep open 1 8%

Miscellaneous 1 8%

Total 13 100%  
 


