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Leicestershire County Council continues to face its biggest ever 

financial challenge and is having to save £54 million over the next 

four years.  

 

Special Educational Needs (SEN) and post 16 

 

Leicestershire County Council currently provides transport to 

nursery and school/college for approximately 400 children with SEN 

aged under five and between the ages of 16-19. An annual 

contribution of £660 is charged for this transport, but low income 

families1 are currently exempt from this. Some forms of transport 

provided, such as taxis and minibuses, cost much more than the 

contribution made by families. SEN transport costs have increased 

from £6.5m in 2011/12 to £9.2m in 2016/17, and is expected to 

grow by four to five per cent every year. 

 

Mainstream post 16 

 

Where a student is eligible for post 16 transport, the council 

considers providing the following options: privately run bus services, 

council contracted school buses, and taxis. An annual contribution 

of £660 is charged for this transport, but low income families are 

currently exempt from this. 
1

Low income families are families with pupils who receive free school meals or families in receipt of 

maximum Working Tax Credit payments. 

The council does not have a statutory duty to provide home to 

school/college transport free of charge to children under five with 

SEN or students aged 16 to 19 in the same way as it does for 

children aged 5-16. With transport costs for all home to school 

transport continuing to rise, the council has had to consider how the 

cost of non-statutory education transport provision can be reduced. 

 

The council is proposing to: 

 Reduce the level of discount available to students from low 

income families (SEN and mainstream) 

 Stop offering council arranged taxis and minibuses to transport 

SEN students to post 16 education and offer a Personal 

Transport Budget instead 

 Stop providing transport to post 16 education for eligible 

mainstream post 16 students 

 

Overview of the process 

The council has consulted with the public on the proposed Home to 

School Transport Policies. A consultation survey was made available 

on the council website from 25 September 2017. This was 

accompanied by an information booklet which set out the proposals.  

The survey asked for views on the proposed Home to School 

Transport Policies. The consultation closed on the 21 December 

2017 (a three month fieldwork window).  

Chapter 1: Introduction and methodology 
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Communications and media activity 
 

The council communicated the Home to School Transport Policies 

consultation in a number of ways, including: 

 Press releases sent to local media at the beginning, half way 

through the consultation process (to promote the drop-in 

events) and towards the end of the consultation. 

 Consultation promoted on BBC Radio Leicester via an 

interview with Cllr. Pam Posnett 

 On the consultation webpage of the local authority website 

(www.leicestershire.gov.uk/have-your-say) 

 Social media messages 

 Articles in the Special Educational Needs Local offer newsletter 

and on council intranet pages 

 Information disseminated to Leicestershire Schools, parents of 

children currently accessing transport, Leicestershire 

Equalities Challenge Group, District and Borough Council 

Communication teams, Healthwatch Leicestershire, 

Leicestershire Dyslexia Association, Vista, Leicestershire 

Autistic Society, Children in Care Council and Leicestershire 

Learning Disabilities Partnership Board 

 Key stakeholders (district councils, Leicestershire Parent/Carer 

Forum and equalities representatives) were advised of the 

consultation  

 Consultation promoted at a number of public consultation 

events were held throughout the consultation period 

(including: 9 October – Dorothy Goodman School, 11 October 

- Birkett House School Hall, 20 November – Ashmount School, 

21 November - Birch Wood School Hall) 

 

Alternative formats/Equality and Human Rights 

Impact Assessment (EHRIA) 
 

The EHRIA screening process highlighted equalities considerations 

and steps were put in place to make the processes open and 

inclusive, and reduce any barriers to participation. 

 

The consultation information and questionnaires were made 

available to download from the council’s website, including in Easy 

Read format. Copies were also available as hard copy and in 

alternative formats on request - as stated in the information 

booklet. A freepost return address was provided for completed hard 

copy surveys to encourage response. 

 

The consultation meetings were held at accessible venues. 

 

A help line was provided for anyone who wanted assistance 

completing the surveys over the phone. 
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Analysis methodology 
 

Graphs and tables have been used to assist explanation and 

analysis. Question results have been reported based on those who 

provided a valid response, i.e. taking out the ‘don’t know’ responses 

and no replies. 

 

The responses of different demographic groups were also 

statistically compared using Chi-Square analysis. 

 

Analysis of open-ended comments 

The survey contained seven open-ended questions. A total of 849 

comments were left across these questions. For the purpose of 

analysis, coding frames were devised for each of the questions. All 

of the comments were read and coded by analysts. Open comments 

themes are available in Appendix 2. 

 

Response rate and stakeholder profile 
 

During the three month consultation window, 226 responses were 

received to the survey, two-thirds of which were White females 

(67%). The breakdown of respondents is shown in Charts 1 and 2, 

and a full respondent profile is in Appendix 3. 

 

The schools/other educational establishments that responded to 

the consultation are listed in Table 1. 

 

Brooksby Melton College Homefield College 

Marner Primary School Nottingham Trent University 

Stephenson College  

Table 1: Schools/other educational establishment respondents 

Chart 1: Respondent breakdown 

Chart 2: Parents/carers or users of school transport (multiple choice) 
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Respondents were asked several questions about what they 

thought about the council’s proposals.  

 

Reducing travel discount for low income families  
 
Respondents were asked a number of questions about the proposal 

to reduce the level of discount available to students from low 

income families (SEN and mainstream). 

 

Nursery children with SEN who require support with transport 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed 

with the principle of reducing the level of discount for eligible 

nursery aged SEN children from low income families. 

 

Chart 3 shows that three-quarters of respondents disagreed (74%), 

whereas a fifth said they agreed (19%). 

 

Respondents were then asked what level of discount did they think 

would be acceptable. Chart 4 shows the majority of respondents 

said full discount (58%), whereas a third said the discount could be 

between 25-70% (32%). One in twenty said no discount should be 

available (6%). Of those that said ‘Other discount’, half suggested 

the discount should be means-tested or based on income. 

Chapter 2: Our proposals 

Respondents aged 36-49 were significantly more likely to suggest 

‘Full discount’, whereas those up to 35 were more likely to suggest 

reducing the level of discount offered. 

Chart 3: Reducing discount for nursery SEN children travel 

Chart 4: Level of discount for nursery SEN children travel 
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Respondents were asked what would be the impact of the proposals 

on the ability of those affected to access nursery provision, whether 

there were any barriers to accessing alternative funding sources, and 

if anything would help reduce any negative impact. Chart 5 shows 

the top 10 codes. A full list of codes is in Appendix 2. 

 

Respondents often provided negative comments in response to the 

proposal of reducing the level of discount given to SEN nursery aged 

children.  

 

The response cited by 40 respondents (35%) was that the proposal 

may result in the child being unable to attend nursery as the family 

would struggle to pay, or may not be able to afford the transport.  

 

A quarter of respondents said that families with children with SEN 

already face many difficulties in acquiring and providing everyday 

support (25%), and that the proposal to reduce the level of discount 

would further negatively impact upon family health, relationships 

and the ability to maintain employment (26%). 

 

A quarter of respondents said school transport was a vital 

requirement due to the limited availability of local SEN nurseries. 

This meant their child had to travel long distances in order to attend 

a suitable provision (25%). A fifth stated that nurseries were vital for 

the development of cognitive and social skills, and that their child’s 

outcomes would be worse if they were unable to attend (20%). 

Chart 5: Open comments - Reducing discount for nursery SEN 
children travel (Top 10 codes) 
 

“At the time, the cost was completely funded and without this we would not 
have been able to send him to this nursery and therefore benefit from the 
specialist care, support and teaching at this setting” 

“Disabled families are already financially disadvantaged, with parents com-
monly having to give up employment to care around the clock for disabled 
children” 

“The added stress and pressure on already under pressure families will result 
in more of these young people being placed in local authority care and 
health implications on their parents or carers” 

“SEN nurseries are few and far between in the County and the discount is 
essential for families” 

“This will mean that children with a disability will be significantly disadvan-
taged with regards to early years socialising opportunities if their parents 
cannot afford to find transport costs. I believe this will have a significant 
negative impact on their ability to form friendships and relationships for the 
rest of their life, an area in which they may already be disadvantaged due to 
their disabilities” 
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Post 16 students with SEN who require support with transport 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed 

with the principle of reducing the level of discount for eligible post 

16 SEN students from low income families. 

 

Chart 6 shows four out of five respondents disagreed (80%), 

whereas one in seven said they agreed (16%). 

 

Respondents who were parents of children aged 16-17 were 

significantly less likely to disagree with the principle (73%), 

compared to those who were not parents of this age group (87%). 

 

Respondents were then asked what level of discount did they think 

would be acceptable. 

 

Chart 7 shows the majority of respondents said full discount (60%), 

whereas a third said the discount could be between 25-70% (33%). 

One in twenty said no discount should be available (6%). Of those 

that said ‘Other discount’, most suggested the discount should be 

means-tested or based on income. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chart 6: Reducing discount for post 16 SEN student travel 

Chart 7: Level of discount for post 16 SEN student travel 49
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Respondents were asked what would be the impact of the 

proposals on the ability of those affected to access education/

training, whether there were any barriers to accessing alternative 

funding sources, and if anything would help reduce any negative 

impact. Chart 8 shows the top 10 codes. A full list of codes is in 

Appendix 2. 

 

Respondents often provided negative comments in response to the 

proposal of reducing the level of discount given to SEN post 16 

students.  

 

The response cited by 59 respondents (44%) was that the proposal 

may result in the child being unable to attend college as the family 

would struggle to pay, or may not be able to afford the transport. 

Over a quarter stated that college was vital for the development of 

cognitive and social skills, and that their child’s outcomes would be 

worse if they were unable to attend (27%).  

 

A quarter of respondents said that families with children with SEN 

already face many difficulties in acquiring and providing everyday 

support (23%), and that the proposal to reduce the level of discount 

would further negatively impact upon family health, relationships 

and the ability to maintain employment (26%). 

 

A fifth of respondents said transport was a vital requirement due to 

the limited availability of local SEN colleges, which meant their child 

had to travel long distances in order to attend a suitable provision 

(18%). 

Chart 8: Open comments - Reducing discount for post 16 SEN 
student travel (Top 10 codes) 
 

“I am on a low income at the moment, I am only slightly better off in work, if 
I have to pay for my son's transport when he turns 16 I will have to leave 
work to take him, or I will just not send him” 

“The needs of the child to remain in the specialist school setting is vital prep-
aration for adult life” 

“Children with SENs would fall out of the education system and not develop 
their education and social skills, resulting in problems for them, their fami-
lies and society later on” 

“This proposal will be another kick in the teeth to disabled families, who are 
already under huge pressure. The impact will be to put disabled families 
under even more stress by having something else to manage” 

“A parent would need to give up their part-time job to transport their child 
to education / training” 

“Specialist education is often only available in selected geographic areas. 
Parents and students are limited in choice to where they can get specialist, 
appropriate SEN provision for post 16s” 
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Mainstream post 16 students who require support with transport 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed 

with the principle of reducing the level of discount for eligible 

mainstream post 16 students from low income families. 

 

Chart 9 shows nearly two-thirds of respondents disagreed (62%), 

whereas one in four said they agreed (27%). 

 

Respondents who were parents of children aged 5-10 were 

significantly more likely to disagree with the principle (75%), 

compared to those who were not parents of this age group (54%). 

 

Respondents were then asked what level of discount did they think 

would be acceptable. 

 

Chart 10 shows a third of respondents said full discount (35%), 

whereas just less than half said the discount could be between 25-

70% (45%). One in seven said no discount should be available (16%). 

Of those that said ‘Other discount’, half suggested the discount 

should be means-tested or based on income. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chart 9: Reducing discount for mainstream post 16 student travel 

Chart 10: Level of discount for mainstream post 16 student travel 
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Respondents were asked what would be the impact of the 

proposals on the ability of those affected to access education/

training, whether there were any barriers to accessing alternative 

funding sources, and if anything would help reduce any negative 

impact. Chart 11 shows the top 10 codes. A full list of codes is in 

Appendix 2. 

 

Respondents provided a mixture of negative comments, 

suggestions, and some positive comments in response to the 

proposal of reducing the level of discount given to post 16 

mainstream students.  

 

The response cited by 23 respondents (23%) was that the proposal 

may result in the child being unable to attend college as the family 

would struggle to pay, or may not be able to afford the transport. 

One in seven stated that college was vital for the development of 

cognitive and social skills, and that their child’s outcomes would be 

worse if they were unable to attend (14%).  

 

Over one in ten respondents said that the proposal to reduce the 

level of discount would negatively impact upon family health, 

relationships and the ability to maintain employment (12%).  

 

One in ten also said that the proposals were discriminatory against 

vulnerable groups, such as families with low income, and would 

reduce equality (12%). Alongside this, a fifth of respondents 

suggested service cuts for such groups should be stopped or 

reduced (19%). 

Chart 11: Open comments - Reducing discount for mainstream 
post 16 student travel (Top 10 codes) 

 

 

 

 

 

“All young people should be able to access post 16 education regardless of 
their family income. The proposal to start charging for transport would 
mean that some young people are not able to do so” 

“It would prevent many poorer children accessing post-16 education and 
therefore reducing their life chances” 

“Low income families receive benefits because they are 'low income'. This is 
designed to deliver a minimal acceptable standard of living. Any new charge 
on this income would therefore reduce the families' income below this 
'acceptable' level” 

“Again, cutting funding for low income families at a time when other cuts 
are being made is irresponsible. It has potential to widen educational gap 
between the rich and the poor” 

“Low income families are being targeted yet again with this proposal” 

“If a child can access mainstream education then perhaps transport isn't as 
necessary as special education” 

52



Home to School Transport Policies - Public consultation survey results 

 

                                                                                                       15                                                                                    January 2018  

Replace taxis/minibuses with Personal Travel Budgets 
 

Respondents were asked a number of questions about the proposal 

to stop offering council arranged taxis and minibuses to transport 

SEN students to post 16 education and offer a Personal Transport 

Budget instead.  

 

Respondents were first asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with the proposal.  

 

Chart 12 shows over four in five respondents disagreed (83%), 

whereas less than one in seven agreed (13%). 

 

Members of the public were significantly more likely to agree with 

the proposal (28%), whereas parents/carers of school transport 

users were more likely to disagree (88%). 

 

Respondents were then asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed that students from low income families should receive a 

larger Personal Travel Budget.  

 

Chart 13 shows just under half of respondents agreed (48%), 

whereas over a third said they disagreed (37%). 

 

Respondents with one, or two or more cars or vans in their 

household were significantly more likely to agree with the proposal 

(50% and 54% respectively). Those without a car or van were more 

likely to disagree (63%). 

 

 

 

Chart 12: Replacing taxis/minibuses with Personal Travel Budgets 

Chart 13: Larger Personal Travel Budgets for low income families 53
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Respondents were asked what would be the impact of the 

proposals on the ability of those affected to access education/

training, whether there were any barriers to utilising Personal 

Travel Budgets, and if anything would help utilise Personal Travel 

Budgets and reduce any negative impact. Chart 14 shows the top 10 

codes. A full list of codes is in Appendix 2. 

 

Respondents often provided negative comments in response to the 

proposal of removing taxi and minibus provision and replace with 

Personal Travel Budgets.  

 

The response cited by 43 respondents (29%) was that the proposal 

would further negatively impact upon family health, relationships 

and the ability to maintain employment. Over a quarter stated that 

they felt the monetary value of the Personal Travel Budget would 

not be sufficient to cover travel costs (27%).  

 

A quarter of respondents said that families would not be able to 

transport the child to school/college as a result of the costs 

involved, their work commitments, or not having access to a vehicle 

(25%), and a fifth said that the child might not be able to attend 

school or college as a result of the proposal (20%). 

 

A quarter of respondents voiced a number of different concerns 

about the safety, security and suitability of alternative transport 

methods (24%). 

Chart 14: Open comments - Replacing taxis/minibuses with 
Personal Travel Budgets (Top 10 codes) 
 

“I know there will be parents who would have to stop working to be their 
child's escort to and from school each day” 

“For other people getting to work becomes more difficult. It may mean hav-
ing to do shorter working days and working week, placing more families in 
the lower income bracket” 

“The Personal Travel Budget would not cover anywhere near the cost of 
transport to and from school if I were to pay for a provider” 

“As parents we have to work full time to support the family, therefore can't 
travel to take our child to school and back again, I simply would lose my job” 

“Not all families have access to a vehicle” 

“This would effectively prevent him from attending college to take his A lev-
els, thus denying his aspiration of a university education” 

“I would be concerned that taxi drivers who have not been DBS checked 
would have access to vulnerable children/adults through this scheme” 
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Stop providing mainstream post 16 transport 
 

Respondents were asked a number of questions about the proposal 

to stop providing transport to post 16 education for eligible 

mainstream post 16 students. 

 

Respondents were first asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with the proposal. Chart 15 shows the majority of 

respondents disagreed (59%), whereas under a third agreed (29%). 

 

Respondents were then asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with the proposal to offer an annual travel allowance of 

up to £150 for those who are rurally isolated or from a low income 

background. Chart 16 shows the response was split; 42% agreed, 

and 42% disagreed. Chart 17 shows most respondents agreed that 

students from low income families should receive a larger annual 

travel allowance (57%), whereas a quarter disagreed (26%). 

 

Chart 15: Stopping mainstream post 16 transport 

Chart 16: Travel allowance for isolated or low income families 

Chart 17: Larger allowance for low income families 55
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Respondents were asked what would be the impact of the 

proposals on the ability of those affected to access education/

training, whether there were any barriers to utilising an annual 

travel allowance, and if anything would help reduce any negative 

impact. Chart 18 shows the top 10 codes. A full list of codes is in 

Appendix 2. 

 

Respondents provided a mixture of negative comments, 

suggestions, and positive comments in response to the proposal of 

stopping the transport provision for eligible post 16 mainstream 

students.  

 

The response cited by 25 respondents (26%) was that the monetary 

value of the Personal Travel Budget would not be sufficient to cover 

travel costs. One in seven felt some children may not be able to 

attend school/college as a result of the proposal (15%), and one in 

ten said families may not be able to transport the child to school/

college, as result of the costs involved, their work commitments, or 

not having access to a vehicle (11%). 

 

Nearly a fifth of respondents suggested that the provision of 

transport for post 16 mainstream students should be decided on a 

case-by-case basis, based on family income or distance between 

their home and school/college (18%). Nearly one in seven felt the 

suggested service cuts for vulnerable groups, such as families with 

SEN children or low income, should be stopped or reduced (13%). 

Chart 18: Open comments - Stopping mainstream post 16 
transport (Top 10 codes) 

“That is a laughably inadequate sum for a years transport. Doesn't even cov-
er one term” 

“Many children would be unable to access post-16 education if transport 
were not provided” 

“Most of the parents work and would not be able to provide transport” 

“If you live near enough to a mainstream school to walk or cycle then it is 
not a problem and you don't need transport or an allowance. If you don't 
then you need assistance and this should vary according to financial need” 

“Travel bursaries should not be means tested, they should be based on the 
child's individual needs” 

“Anything to help students of low income families achieve further education 
is a must—to aid social mobility, long term life chances and better quality of 
life for those that desire it” 
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The proposals overall 
 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed 

that the proposals provide a reasonable way forward 

given the financial challenges the council faces. Chart 19 shows four 

of five respondents disagreed (80%), whereas one in seven agreed 

(14%). Members of the public were significantly more likely to agree 

(31%), whereas parents/carers of school transport users were more 

likely to disagree (87%). 

Respondents were asked whether there were any alternative 

options for the council to make the required savings. Chart 20 

shows the top 10 codes. A full list of codes is in Appendix 2. 

 

The suggestion provided by 32 respondents (24%) was that services 

for vulnerable groups, such as families with SEN children, low 

income, or single parents, should be prioritised or protected. One in 

ten respondents suggested all families should be asked for a 

contribution towards school/college travel costs in order to create 

greater equality in charges (11%). Just under one in ten suggested 

the council should challenge central government for greater funding 

(9%), and that councillor costs should be reduced (9%). 

 

In addition to the suggestions, one in ten felt the proposals were 

discriminatory against vulnerable groups, such as families with a 

SEN child or low income, and would reduce equality (9%).  

Chart 19: The proposals overall 

Chart 20: Open comments - Alternative options for making 
required savings (Top 10 codes) 

“I don't think vulnerable people should be affected to save money!” 

“Charge a flat rate for all SEN transport for ages 2 to 19, this would spread 
the cost for families” 

“Continue to campaign for fair funding” 

“Reduce councillors allowances whilst cuts have to be implemented” 

“Yet again the most vulnerable in our society are targeted” 
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Any other comments 
 

Respondents were asked whether they had any other comments. 

Chart 21 shows the top 10 codes. A full list of codes is in Appendix 2. 

 

Respondents predominantly provided negative comments, with 

some suggestions and positive comments. 

 

The response cited by 33 respondents (31%) was that the proposals 

were discriminatory against vulnerable groups, such as families with 

a SEN child or low income, and would reduce equality.  

 

A fifth of respondents said that families with children with SEN or 

low income already face many difficulties in acquiring and providing 

everyday support (21%), and that the proposal to reduce the level 

of discount would further negatively impact upon family health, 

relationships and the ability to maintain employment (21%). 

 

A fifth also stated that school/college was vital for the development 

of cognitive and social skills, and that children’s outcomes would be 

worse if they were unable to attend (20%).  

 

Alongside these concerns, a fifth of respondents suggested that 

services for vulnerable groups, such as families with SEN children, 

low income, or single parents, should be prioritised or protected 

(21%). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chart 21: Open comments - Any other comments (Top 10 codes) 

“Once again LCC want to target the most vulnerable members of society. Bit 
by bit you are taking it all away. Firstly you took away his youth club, then 
short breaks and now his schooling! Disgraceful!” 

“It's not fair to force personal budgets onto parents whose life is already 
hard and stressful. Looking after a disabled child is hard and is stressful” 

“Removing SEN post 16 transport will have life changing consequences for 
many of those affected. In effect parents will need to give up jobs in many 
cases to provide transport for their child” 

“It is very short-sighted to make these cuts...how much may it cost you in the 
long run when there are increases in children put into social care, parents 
suffering with mental health and depression because this is what will hap-
pen” 

“What about the impact on the child/young person? In some cases you will 
be taking away their only outlet to education, further training, life skills, and 
eventually employment and independence” 

“Cutting services to vulnerable children/adults with disabilities should be the 
very last cuts the Council should make” 
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Agree/Disagree 
 

Chart 22 shows the responses to 

the nine ‘agree/disagree’ 

questions, sorted by level of 

agreement. The majority of 

respondents disagreed with six of 

the nine questions. 

 

The proposal that students from 

low income families should 

receive a larger annual travel 

allowance received the most 

agreement from respondents 

(57%), whereas the proposal to 

remove taxi and minibus provision 

for SEN post 16 eligible students 

and replace with personal budgets 

was met with the most 

disagreement (83%). 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 3: Overview of responses 

 

Chart 22: All agree/disagree questions 
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Level of discount 

 

Chart 23 shows the responses to the three ‘level of discount’ questions. 

 

Respondents felt similarly about SEN children in both nursery and post 16 settings; about six in ten said a full discount should be provided for 

these groups (58% and 60%), and a third of respondents felt a discount of between 25-70% would be acceptable (32% and 33%). 

Approximately one in twenty said they would accept no discount being provided to SEN children in nursery or post 16 settings (6% and 6%). 

 

In contrast, respondents were more willing to accept a reduced level of discount for post 16 mainstream students, with just under half 

suggesting the discount could be reduced to 25-70% (45%), and one in seven said they would accept no discount being provided (16%). Just 

over a third suggested the full discount should be provided to this group (35%). 

Chart 23: All level of discount questions 
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Open comments 
 

A number of consistent themes were observed across the seven 

open-comment questions. 
 

Many respondents stressed their concerns about the potential 

implications of the proposals. Respondents were often concerned 

that families would not be able to afford the additional costs to 

transport their child to school/college as a result of the proposals. 

Some respondents said their child needed to travel long distances 

to their school/college as a result of inadequate provision closer to 

home, and that the proposed costs to families would be heightened 

as a result.  
 

Alternative funding streams, such as the proposed Personal 

Transport Budget, Disability Living Allowance (DLA), or Personal 

Independence Payment (PIP) were often not considered to be viable 

options due to their insufficient monetary value or issues relating to 

accessibility of the award.  
 

Other respondents were more concerned that families would not 

be able to transport their child to school for other reasons, such as 

work commitments, not having access to a vehicle, or having to 

transport their other children to a different school.  
 

Respondents often felt that the proposals would be an additional 

burden on families that already face a large number of difficulties in 

everyday life. Several respondents voiced their concerns that the 

proposals would result in increased stress, poorer health, a 

diminished ability to work, and strained family relationships. 
 

Schools/colleges were considered vital for children’s social and 

cognitive development, and the organised transport provision itself 

was a vital mainstay of children’s education due to the social and 

experiential benefits for the child. As a result of the proposals to 

reduce the transport provision, respondents felt some children 

would not be able to attend school/college and that their future 

outcomes would deteriorate as a result. 
 

The proposals were often seen as discriminatory against vulnerable 

groups, such as families with SEN children or low income, and would 

result in greater inequality between these groups and non-

vulnerable families. A frequent suggestion from respondents was to 

protect or prioritise services for these groups, or to find savings 

elsewhere. 
 

Several respondents queried whether the proposals would result in 

cost savings, as they felt the poorer outcomes for the children and 

families would result in greater costs to the public system 

elsewhere, including social care, out-of-work benefits, and health 

services. 
 

Respondents also made a number of other suggestions, including: 

determining transport fees case-by-case; all families contribute 

towards school/college travel costs to create greater equality, 

challenge central government for greater funding; and support 

access to more local school/college provision. 

61



Home to School Transport Policies - Public consultation survey results 

 

January 2018                                                                                     24 

Only a small number of respondents made positive comments 

across the open comment questions, but these comments included: 

that alternative funding options were available for families to fund 

school transport; savings need to be made; reductions in 

mainstream provision would be more acceptable as mainstream 

pupils have more options than SEN pupils, such as using public 

transport or finding employment; the Personal Transport Budget 

could be a viable option for families; and that the proposals may 

result in the ability to tailor school transport to the child’s needs. 
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In addition to the responses received to the formal consultation, 13 

letters and emails were also received. The content of these 

responses is summarised below. 
 

Most of the feedback received was negative.  
 

Several letters from families with SEN children emphasised the 

importance of school/college for their child’s current and future 

life, and felt the proposals would create obstacles for a good 

quality of life.  
 

Some families outlined that they already face many difficulties in 

day-to-day life, and that family life, including relationships, finances 

and employment, was already strained. Other families felt there to 

be a limited number of suitable schools/colleges for their child, 

thereby resulting in their child needing to travel long distances to 

appropriate provision. 
 

Others raised concerns about the potential impact of the proposals 

upon school/college children and families.  
 

Several families said alternative transport options, such as 

independent travel, public transport, or transporting their child 

themselves, were not feasible due to work commitments, safety 

concerns, the child’s needs, and insufficient funding via the 

Personal Transport Budget. Some felt the proposals would 

therefore make it more difficult for children to attend school/

Chapter 4: Other consultation feedback 

college, and therefore negatively impact upon their future 

prospects.  
 

Other responses feared that the proposals would result in 

negative implications for the wider family, including reduced/loss 

of employment, fewer opportunities for respite, and deterioration 

in health.  
 

One response suggested the potential impact of the proposals 

should be evaluated prior to implementation. 
 

Several responses suggested the proposals were discriminatory 

and felt that vulnerable groups, such as families with SEN children, 

were being targeted in order to make savings. Other responses 

queried whether the proposals would result in cost savings, 

suggesting the proposals may result in greater use of the health 

and social care system. Consequently, several responses suggested 

the council to reconsider the proposals, maintain the current 

provision, and find savings elsewhere. 
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Appendix 1 - Questionnaire  
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Q6: Reducing discount for nursery SEN children travel - by sentiment Q9: Reducing discount for post 16 SEN student travel - by sentiment 

Appendix 2 - All open comment themes 
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Q12: Reducing discount for mainstream post 16 student travel - by 

sentiment 

Q15: Replacing taxis/minibuses with Personal Travel Budgets - by 

sentiment 
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 Q19: Stopping mainstream post 16 transport - by sentiment Q21: Alternative options for making required savings - suggestions 
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Q21: Alternative options for making required savings - positive/

negative/other 

Q22: Any other comments - by sentiment 
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Appendix 3 - Respondent profile 

 Survey Responses  2011 Census (16+) 

Gender identity* 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Male 40 18.7 17.7 49.0 

Female 172 80.4 76.1 51.0 

Other (e.g. pangender, nonbi-
nary etc.) 

2 0.9 0.8   

No reply 12  5.3  

*2011 Census asks for re-
spondent gender  

    

     

Is your gender identity the 
same as the gender you were 
assigned at birth? 

226 

% Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Yes 207 98.6 91.6 

N/A    No 3 1.4 1.3 

No reply 16  7.1 

     

Age 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Under 15 2 1.0 0.9  

15-24 7 3.5 3.1 14.3 

25-34 19 9.4 8.4 13.2 

35-44 59 29.2 26.1 17.2 

45-54 88 43.6 38.9 17.8 

55-64 19 9.4 8.4 15.9 

65-74 6 3.0 2.7 11.6 

75-84 2 1.0 0.9 7.2 

85 and over 0  10.4 2.9 

No reply 24     

*NR = No reply 

 Survey Responses  2011 Census (16+) 

District 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Blaby 25 15.5 11.1 14.3 

Charnwood 44 27.3 19.5 25.9 

Harborough 31 19.3 13.7 12.9 

Hinckley & Bosworth 17 10.6 7.5 16.2 

Melton 10 6.2 4.4 7.7 

North West Leicestershire 19 11.8 8.4 14.2 

Oadby & Wigston 15 9.3 6.6 8.7 

No reply 65  28.8   

     

IMD 2015 County band 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Top 10% (most deprived) 11 6.8 4.9 

N/A   

10-50% 63 39.1 27.9 

50-90% 68 42.2 30.1 

Bottom 10% (least deprived) 19 11.8 8.4 

No reply 65  28.8 

     

RUC 2011 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Rural town and fringe 27 16.3 11.9 12.2 

Rural village and dispersed 20 12.0 8.8 9.2 

Urban city and town 119 71.7 52.7 78.0 

No reply   26.5  
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 Survey Responses  2011 Census (16+) 

Are you a parent or carer of a 
young person aged 17 or un-
der? 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Yes 166 75.8 73.5 (Data includes all people 
cared for regardless of 

age)  
No 53 24.2 23.5 

No reply 7  96.9 

     

If yes, what are the ages of the 
children in your care? 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

0-4 18 11.0 8.0 
(Data includes all people 
cared for regardless of 

age)   

5-10 53 32.3 23.5 

11-15 92 56.1 40.7 

16-17 59 36.0 26.1 

     

     

Are you a carer of a person 
aged 18 or over? 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Yes 39 19.1 17.3 (Data includes all people 
cared for regardless of 

age)  
No 165 80.9 73.0 

No reply 22  90.3 

     

Do you have a long-standing 
illness or disability?* 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Yes 44 20.4 19.5 19.1 

No 172 79.6 76.1 80.9 

No reply 10  95.6  

*2011 Census asks if respond-
ents day-to-day activities are 
limited a lot     

     *NR = No reply 

 Survey Responses  2011 Census (16+) 

Ethnicity 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

White 189 89.6 83.6 92.2 

Mixed  2 0.9 0.9 0.8 

Asian or Asian British 10 4.7 4.4 6.0 

Black or Black British 3 1.4 1.3 0.6 

Other ethnic group 7 3.3 3.1 0.4 

No reply 15  6.6  

     

Religion 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

No religion 83 39.9 36.7 25.3 

Christian (All denominations) 106 51.0 46.9 62.6 

Buddhist 1 0.5 0.4 0.3 

Hindu 6 2.9 2.7 2.8 

Jewish 1 0.5 0.4 0.1 

Muslim 2 1.0 0.9 1.2 

Sikh 2 1.0 0.9 1.2 

Any other religion or belief 7 3.4 3.1 0.4 

No reply 18  8.0 6.3 

     

Cars/vans in household 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

None 24 11.5 10.6 15.3 

One 80 38.5 35.4 41.3 

Two 90 43.3 39.8 33.0 

Three 8 3.8 3.5 7.7 

Four or more 3 1.4 1.3 2.7 

Don’t know 3 1.4 1.3  

No reply 18  8.0  
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 Survey Responses  2011 Census (16+) 

LCC employee 226 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Yes 26 11.9 11.5 

N/A  No 193 88.1 85.4 

No reply   3.1 

     

Sexual orientation  % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Bisexual 9 4.8 4.0 

N/A   

Gay 0 0.0 0.0 

Heterosexual/straight 171 91.9 75.7 

Lesbian 1 0.5 0.4 

Other 5 2.7 2.2 

No reply 40  17.7 

*NR = No reply 
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About the Strategic Business Intelligence Team 
 
The team provides research and insight support to the council, 
working with both internal departments and partner organisations. 
 
The team provides assistance with: 

 
 

 Asset Mapping  Forecasts/modelling 

 Benchmarking  Literature reviews 

 Business case development  GIS Mapping/ Mapinfo  

 Community profiling   Needs analysis  

 Consultation  Profiling  

 Cost benefit analysis  Questionnaire design 

 Journey mapping  Randomised control trials  

 Data management  Segmentation  

 Data cleaning/matching   Social Return on Investment/evaluations 

 Data visualisation/ Tableau  Statistical analysis/SPSS 

 Engagement   Surveys (all formats)/ SNAP 

 Ethnography   Voting handsets  

 Factor/cluster analysis   Web analytics  

 Focus groups/workshops  Web usability testing 

Contact 

Jo Miller      
Strategic Business Intelligence Team Leader 
     
Strategic Business Intelligence Team  
Strategy and Business Intelligence 
Leicestershire County Council 
County Hall, Glenfield 
Leicester LE3 8RA 
 
Tel:   0116 305 7341 
Email:  jo.miller@leics.gov.uk 
Web:    www.lsr-online.org 
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Strategic Business Intelligence Team  
Strategy and Business Intelligence 
Chief Executive’s Department 
Leicestershire County Council 
County Hall 
Glenfield 
Leicester 
LE3 8RA 
 
ri@leics.gov.uk 
www.lsr-online.org 
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