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Consultation with Parent/Carers with Children/Young People with SEND: 

Parent/Carers Knowledge About the  

Graduated Response for Individual Pupil (GRIP) 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

Derbyshire Parent Carer Voice (DPCV) put together 10 questions alongside the 

Local Authority, to gain views on how successful the GRIP process was being rolled 

out and how families found the process.  These questions were devised in March 

2017 when the survey ran for a four week period. 

 

This consultation was reopened Thursday 12th April for four days and heavily 

advertised to attract visitors to the Survey Monkey.  The reason for reopening the 

survey was to make a comparison a year on.  The reason for the survey only being 

open for four days as we were asked to gain parent/carer views for the Peer Review 

taking place in Derbyshire and felt an update would be of more benefit alongside a 

comparison. 

 

The survey carried out through Survey Monkey was to elicit the views of 

parent/carers only. 
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Methods Used to Request Information for the Consultation 

 

An email was sent to the full membership on our database that supplied us with an 

email address.  This email gave a link to our website, a brief description of the 

consultation and then click to go through to Survey Monkey site directly to carry out 

the consultation.  This reach was approx. 770 emails. 

 

 

 

Methods of Information Gathering Used and Sources Consulted  

 

Email was the main form of communication with families.  It is was published on 

social media and tagged to the top of the Facebook page to gain more views of the 

post due to the urgent nature and short time frame, of this survey. 

 

We had 6 shares of the post but we cannot see how many times the post was 

shared again.  There were only 10 visits from Facebook to our website.  This is not 

specific enough to tell us which pages were visited and how many of the 10 went on 

to do the survey.  Over the four days of the survey we had 123 people visit the 

consultation page and 27 people clicked to look at the GRIP survey from this 23 

participated. 

 

It is also important to state the running alongside this survey the My SEND Learning 

Plan survey was also running, so of the 123 visits to the consultation page some 

people chose to visit this survey rather than the GRIP survey and some will have 

chosen to do both.  We cannot determine how many people how many did both but 

can state that 31 people visited the My SEND Learning Plan survey. 

  

 



 
 

Page | 4 

 

 

 

 

 

Purpose of the Consultation 

 

1. Establishing the knowledge of parent/carers in relation to the GRIP funding 

2. Gauge the effectiveness of schools delivery to explain and apply for GRIP  

3. Establish how person centred the applications for GRIP funding is 

4. Gain feedback on the process and how it could be made better 
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1. To establish the knowledge of parent/carers in relation to the GRIP funding 

 

The survey showed that 65% of respondents were aware of the GRIP funding, the 

further 35% didn’t know or were unsure.  The comments show a basic understanding 

of the GRIP that it is there to support children/young people within school.  Others 

not really sure maybe only heard the term and trust in the school to do the best for 

their child. 

 

Through this we also established 43% of parent/carers taking this survey had their 

child/young person’s school apply for GRIP funding to support their needs. 
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2. Gauge the effectiveness of schools delivery to explain the GRIP process 

 

We asked parent/carers taking the survey to give a score 1-10 (1 being no 

explanation and 10 being explained very well) how well they felt the GRIP application 

had been explained to them. 

 

1. 40% 

2. 0% 

3. 20% 

4. 10% 

5. 10% 

6. 20% 

7. 0% 

8. 0% 

9. 0% 

10. 0% 

 

50% of parent/carers felt that they weren’t confident the school knew the process 

well and wasn’t submitted quickly.  Very few comments were left but the ones that 

were left came across as very confused parent/carers. 

 

22% of parent/carers completing this survey stated they knew the time frame for 

GRIP funding application, but when looking at the comments left their answers were 

incorrect.  The information is evidently not being passed on correctly or even the 

people applying for the funding are unaware themselves. 

 

Although the time frame for this survey was very short the following figure show the 

percentage of applications made and their outcome to date: 

 

Accepted  50% 

Decline  25% 

Waiting  25% 
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3. Establish how person centred the applications for GRIP funding is 

 

70% said that their child/young person’s views were not sort during the application 

process.  Giving the view that the process was not aimed around the child.  Taking 

that into consideration, only 40% didn’t feel the parent/carers views were sought. 

 

Satisfaction of the outcome of the GRIP application varies and there is an 

assumption that families that marked a low score on this scale of 1-10 would be that 

their child/young person’s funding was declined.  Due to this being an anonymous 

survey we cannot look into this further to ensure that this is the case but from looking 

at the comments it is highly likely to be the case. 

 

(scale of 1-10, 1 being completely unsatisfied and 10 being completely satisfied) 

 

1. 11% 

2. 22% 

3. 0% 

4. 22% 

5. 0% 

6. 11% 

7. 11% 

8. 11% 

9. 0% 

10. 12% 
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4. Gain feedback on the process and how it could be made better 

 

Some parent/carers feel unsupported through this process and also feel 

children/young people are being let down!  Its felt some schools are predicting an 

outcome before submitting an application and therefore not making the application. 

 

There were a few questions posed:  

1. Why can this funding cannot not be used to access a special school? 

2. Why isn’t it available for post 16 provision? 

3. Why don’t families receive a letter to state whether or not the application has 

been successful or not? 

Because parent/carers aren’t fully aware of what the GRIP can achieve they rely 

upon schools to share this information with them but unfortunately it seems some 

schools are not up to speed on the process and make applications that are 

incomplete. 
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 Summary - Key Themes Identified 

 

These identified themes are more or less the same as a year ago. 

• The understanding is no quite there for parent/carers although they believe 

they know about the funding and timescales, it’s clear they have been 

misinformed or was not stated clearly 

• Awareness of GRIP for both schools and families 

• More opportunities for schools to carry out GRIP training 

• Making the applications person centred not just asking as a token gesture 

• Clear guidelines on time scales would be useful to everyone 

• If a SEND Locality Team member has helped with the application it has a 

positive outcome 
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Key Points to consider in relation to the information collated 

 

• Numbers were slightly higher than a year ago and only carried out for a very 

short period of time, it could be a reflection of the amount of people who are 

aware of this type of funding 

• Is there a high percentage on our database of parent/carers who have children 

with an EHCP therefore would not have interest in this type of survey? 

• For schools who are submitting incomplete or quality deprived applications this 

should be noted and raised as a training issue.  This would support the Local 

Authority in having clear applications coming through and also support 

children/young people quicker and less chance of them failing through a 

decline in funding 

• If an application is declined school should be given reasons why and how they 

can better support the child/young person with their current funds 

• Parent/carers having a copy of the letter given to school on the application 

result would save parent/carer stress from chasing school all the time 

• Examples of what a good application looks like or anonymised successful 

applications look like for schools to get an idea of what information is required 

and share good practice in how to use the funding 

 

 

 

 

Report Completed by Derbyshire Parent Carer Voice  

15.04.18 
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