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Introduction and Key Findings

This review presents an emerging regional picture of the current context for
young people’s services, albeit incomplete.
Background
We reviewed London Boroughs’ youth provision in our report, Future
Models for Youth1, in August 2012. With responses from 11 boroughs, it
detailed case studies of specifically named boroughs. This was followed
up by Future Models for Youth – 18 months on, which focused more
specifically on implications the findings would have on the local voluntary
sectors.
The Cabinet Office has previously surveyed local authorities on their
youth services. This was last completed in November 20132, and had 98
responses. No follow up or report was produced from the findings, but it
was an interesting snapshot of youth service budgets and priorities at the
time.
The National Youth Agency, in partnership with the regional youth units,
has also produced a snapshot of youth services across England, including
the changes and trends in provision in November 2014. Much of the
findings are echoed in our own report but for a few variations found in
London.
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Key Findings
•

Section 1: Context

Leadership is one of the most important factors for a local
authority’s youth provision. It can protect budgets, decide
outcomes, push for complete overhauls, and improve a
service.

•

There is still huge variation across the region with no
consistent approach in most aspects of youth service
provision.

•

The trend of cutting universal services in favour of
more targeted provision has continued, with some local
authorities no longer seeing it as their place to provide a
universal service.

•

More services are moving provision in-house rather than
commissioning out, for a variety of reasons from efficiency
to flexibility.

•

There is more cooperation and collaboration in local
authorities, with merging departments, increased multiagency work and co-production.

•

Many new models are emerging, such as a staff mutual,
tri-borough arrangements and youth foundations.

•

Councils are increasingly focused on measuring impact,
using outcomes and outcome frameworks. There is no
consistent outcome framework - with many designing their
own in-house.

•

Youth voice, such as Youth Councils, has remained
intact. There are emerging means of youth participation
across the region, such as youth inspectors and youth
commissioners.

•

New research around peer education, spaces, and early
intervention are still being examined in youth service
provision.
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What is the context for local authorities?
Local authorities have been impacted by three major factors, the national
funding gap, greater funding flexibility, and the government demanding
more.
Currently local authority budgets have been cut by £18bn in real terms
since 2010 with at least another £9.5bn expected by the end of the decade.
The Department of Communities and Local Government has been cut more
than any other – 51% since 2010. 3 The Local Government Association
(LGA) has claimed the last autumn statement saw another 40% real terms
reduction to core central government funding – a 64% cut in grant funding
between 2010 and 2020.4 The LGA have called this the ‘knock-out blow’ to
local services.
The effect of cuts is being felt with over 350,000 full-time staff lost and
470 libraries closed.5 Local services have also been cut, with 150,000
fewer people now receiving adult social care, and an 8% cut to child
protection spending since 2010.6 A report in January by the National Audit
Office has found that councils are cutting emergency welfare payments
for food, heating and clothing that it describes as ‘vital’. The £2.66 billion7
public health budget is ring-fenced only until 2018, scrapped by 2020, the
consequences of which remain to be seen.8
Councils have been re-evaluating services, with vital statutory services
being prioritised, while more universal provision has been cut or severely
reduced. There have been mergers, de-layering, outsourcing of backroom
services, sales of assets, new innovative approaches, and purchaserprovider nexus.
The localism agenda has increased in prominence and emphasis in recent
years, with the localism act in 2011 and the transfer of public health by The
Health and Social Care Act 2012. As a result, there has been a removal
of ring fencing of funding, reduced central government data reporting,
scrapping top-down targets, and the retention of business rates. There are
also upcoming mayoral elections, and regional devolution being considered
in 2016’s Cities and Local Government Devolution Act. As a result,
boroughs will now seek local partnerships, and there is evidence of priority
given to grant and contract applications, which support the local economy,
and voluntary sectors.
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Section 2: Priorities

In 2012 The Social Value Act came into force, requiring local authorities to
ensure that public services connect to economic, social and environmental
well-being. They have a responsibility to demonstrate how, what they
commission supports the needs of the wider community. Local authorities
are trying to meet the requirements of this Act; however, local budget cuts
may well undermine the ability to address the principles of social value in a
holistic way.

What are the priorities for young people?
Given the context, many groups are facing reductions to their services but it
is often young people who are most affected by the cuts. They face a range
of issues, with growing problems such as poverty and remerging ones such
as obsesity.

There is no one agenda
The most important factor when considering local authorities is the variation
in contexts, approaches and structures. There is no one uniformed agenda
across local authorities. This is partly the strength of local authorities,
and the result of the Localism Act, with increasingly different approaches
across the boroughs. When approaching policy at local level, especially in
terms of commissioning, it is very fluid. Many boroughs have completely
restructured their youth services – some radically changing how they
commission services out. There has been a greater focus on achieving the
best outcomes with the budget constraints given, with emerging outcome
frameworks being adopted by many commissioners. However, with different
needs and different political priorities, outcomes also vary from area to area
– sometimes measurements vary within a single issue.

London presents many challenges for young people, despite being one of
the richest cities in the world – having more billionaires residing in it than
any other city in the world14. In 2013, London had 1,413,332 young people
under 25, of which 1,309,746 were female and 2,658,255 male.15 The
capital is generally a young city too – in 2015, 20.2% of London was aged
0-15, and the average age of London was 35.8.16 Yet in a range of areas,
young people are often the age group most in need.

Poverty

Voluntary sector
The voluntary sector has suffered a significant drop in income. In the past
five years there has been a £1.4bn reduction from its 2007/08 peak, and
has stagnated since 2009. This is partly from cuts to support from central
and local government – down by 49.3% (£2bn) between 2007/08 and
2013/14.9 This has affected smaller charities the most,10 which is a problem
in many boroughs with 48% of all charities having 25 of less employees.11
In our 2014 report, 70% of VCS groups we interviewed said it was getting
harder to get local authority funding.12 There has also been a switch from
grants to contracts in the past decade, with just 17% of income from
government in 2012/13 in grant form, compared to over 50% in 2003/4.13
As the local voluntary sector are usually those being commissioned by local
government to provide service, the lack of a strong voluntary sector can
lead to poor choice and competition in the local authority. As a result, some
boroughs are forced to meet complex needs with in-house services or by
outsourcing to larger organisations.
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•

4 in 10 children are still in poverty.17

•

Poverty among young people is highest in London at 38%, but the
proportion of young adults in London claiming an out-of-work benefit is
lower than much of the North or England.18

•

The vast majority of children in poverty are in rented housing (more
than 530), half with a registered social landlord and half with a private
landlord. The number of children in poverty in private rented housing
has more than doubled in 10 years. 19

•

Half of 0 to 19-year-olds in London (1.1m) live in a family that receives
tax credits. 20

•

There are 370,000 children in poverty in working families 21 while 19%
of children are dependent on an out of work household.22

Health
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The one health indicator that stands out for its deterioration is childhood
obesity. The proportion of children in London who were obese at age 10
to 11 is now 23%, higher than the English average and higher than five
years ago.23



The teen pregnancy rate in England and Wales is continuing to fall, and
was at the lowest point since records began early in 2015.24

Partnership for Young London ©



Young people under the age of 25 are most at risk of getting
STIs. In England, young heterosexual people aged 16 to 24 accounted
for 63% of chlamydia cases, 55% of gonorrhoea cases, 52% of genital
warts cases and 42% of herpes cases.25



Almost 25% of children in reception and more than 33% of children in
Year 6 are overweight or obese, while just 55% of London’s children are
physically active.26



An average of 67 children start smoking every day in London.27



In 2011-13 pregnancy rates of under-18s totalled 10,356, 25.5% rate
across the group with 62% of those having abortions in 2011.28



In 2012, 31% of London school pupils aged 11 to 15 years had drunk
alcohol and the weekly amount consumed by young people in the
capital was 9.4 units a week. 29



•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

The Metropolitan Police has identified 3,495 individual gang members,
of 224 known gangs, with 183 gangs linked to more than one offence in
the last 12 months and 58 considered active.43
61% of all gang members have been a victim of any crime, and 93% of
them had a previous sanction, such as conviction, caution, warning or
reprimand.44



In nine boroughs, over 40% of schools were at or above capacity, all of
them in Outer London.



16% of Inner London 19 year olds lacked a level 2 qualification in 2012,
equal to the average for the rest of England and down from around 40%
in 2005. In Outer London, the drop was from 31% to 13%.



Around 290,000 people aged 10 or over in London, around 4%, were
not able to speak English well. This rate was lower among younger
people (less than 1% of people aged under 19) and higher among older
women (around 6% for women aged 35 and over). 45



7.2% of children aged 11-16 in the UK reported that they have tried to
harm or kill themselves.33

Over five years to 2012, the proportion of Inner London 16 year-olds
entitled to free school meals who failed to get five ‘good’ GCSEs came
down 20 percentage points (to 47%).46



The impact of childhood psychiatric disorders cost London’s education
system £200m a year 34

Only 53% of London’s five year olds reach a good level of development
at this age.47



The main spoken language for pupils in London is 60.5% is English.48

In 2009/10 there were 2,286 alcohol-related calls-outs involving under
18 year olds for three ambulance services in London. 30

One in ten children and young people aged 5 – 16 years-old have a
diagnosable mental health disorder, equating to three in every class, or
more than 100,000 across the capital. 31
1 in 12 deliberately self-harm in London, and hospital admissions are up
by 68% in 10 years. 32

45% of looked after children between 5 and 17 experience a mental
health disorder. 35

Employment
•

Unemployment is two and a half times higher for 16-24 year olds than it
is for those aged 25-64.

Knife crime is up 14% in 2015, while serious youth violence has
increased by 8% in London. 36

•

In 2007, before the recession, the unemployment ratio for 16-24 year
olds was already at 11%, 1.7 percentage points higher than the 2002.49

There is a 16.5% increase in the number of firearms discharged in
2015.37

•

Around 10% 16 to 18 year-olds in London are not in education,
employment or training.



The London NEET rate has fallen slightly over the decade, while most
of the other regions saw a small increase.50

Crime
•

1,002 young people are estimated to be at risk of sexual exploitation
across London.42

Education

Young people’s mental health
•

12,540 children 11 to 17 years of age in London have experienced
contact sexual abuse in 201541

In 2012/13, 30% of young people in custody were from London.38
In London, 9,542 young people were involved in the youth justice
system in 2011-12 and over 20,000 offences were recorded.39
London’s ambulance service reveal paramedics were called to 973
victims under the age of 25 suffering a gun or knife wound in 2013.40
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8

9

Partnership for Young London ©

Priorities for the youth service

The priorities of central Government

Councils are largely prioritising the same principles - achieving the best
outcomes for young people while still making large budget savings. Most
councils we spoke to were confident that the council would make the
savings, and meet financial targets, whilst sustaining statutory duties. From
our conversations, we found Conservative boroughs focusing more on
tackling unemployment, and bringing down NEET statistics, while alongside
this, Labour boroughs are also trying to sustain universal services.
•

•

•

“Even if councils turn off every street light it will not be enough.”
- Lord Porter, chairman, Local Government Association
The recent UK General Election last year has returned the Conservative
Party to power with an overall majority. We have already seen significant
policy changes introduced in the first year of this single party government.
The extent of the budget cuts has meant a change in priority setting, with
an increased focus on the statutory delivery of targets.

One priority many boroughs, especially in Outer London, have is to
“seek funding from large business”, from the private sector to
cover shortfalls. Tower Hamlets, with a new council leader, has been
trying to be “proactive about securing outside investment.”

In November’s Comprehensive Spending Review, the chancellor
announced plans to let councils keep 100% of business rates, while cutting
the £18bn grant to local authorities. Overall, this leaves a £4.1bn gap in
council budgets, with some losing more than others depending on the value
of business rates in the area. There will also be an increase council tax bills
by 2% to pay for rising social care bills.

The second priority for many boroughs is the maintaining of
children’s centres, and universal service. One borough said that
people are “really concerned about the children’s centres,
though they’re probably shutting down one or two” while
another told us that “councillors are very keen to keep universal
services.” Efforts have been to reduce universal provision rather
than stop them, such as hub and spoke models for youth centres.

The change in business rates will mean a reduction in the central grant
from the Department for Communities and Local Government by 56%. As a
result, this will mean that statutory services will be changing their priorities,
most likely seeking to protect the statutory services. As a result, local
universal services for youth will be significantly at risk of being cut the most.

Councils are also exploring change and a reorganisation of services.
The extent of budgets means radical change to the departments.
Many councils are also changing the way the service is structured.
Several echoed the call to be “sustainable in the long-term” and
for a “clear vision” when exploring the new models of delivery. This
also means reassessing assets, to “make sure that they can bring
in additional resources, as this is the only way to secure the
future for the youth offer.”

Currently Cabinet Office has been driving mutualisation of public services,
providing funding through the Delivering Differently funding support, or
the Youth Engagement Fund. The National Citizenship Service has also
been given a big boost in the Autumn Statement, with George Osborne
announcing new funding, to serve 300,000, for a £1.1bn cost by 2020.
Funding from Cabinet Office has also helped start the Centre for Youth
Impact (CYI) 51, and released a guide for commissioners on outcome
frameworks.52
“Today, 80,000 students go on National Citizen Service. By the end
of the decade we will fund places for 300,000 students on this lifechanging programme.”
- George Osborne

Commissioning snapshot
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Importance of leadership

Democratic engagement

“The resilience of the local voluntary sector is often down to strong
leadership, good partnerships and clarity of vision.”53
- National Youth Agency’s Youth Services in England

“The current commissioning process is quite hard to find evidence of,
as many of the decisions are private”
It is difficult to identify the level of democratic engagement by young people
at local level for decisions in the youth services. The lack of local political
awareness, combined with young people being unable to vote until they
are 18 has meant that youth voice is vital in engaging the views of young
people. At the last local elections, the turnout was 42%, which was higher
than 2007 and 2003.54

In both this work, and our recent work with Ofsted on early help provision,
leadership was cited by the majority as critical to securing services. It
was interesting to note that more than outcomes, the support of a lead
member is vital regardless of whether you want to commission a service,
redesign the commissioning model, or look to reduce spending in a service.
For example, Camden maintains a strong level of universal provision is
“largely down to the leadership in the local council, where members
have a strong commitment to maintaining universal services”. Often
the leadership will take the initiative and set the agenda, shaping the way in
which reductions are made.

Councils are trying to seek more democratic engagement of the local
community and technological innovation has helped. Haringey Council
has introduced webcasts of all council meetings – with 3,164 watching at
least 30 seconds of a video in 2015. Yet council minutes, agendas, and
documents are often not accessible to young people.

“There’s quite a lot of funding to the voluntary sector. There’s a lot of
interaction with the council, but it depended on the character mayor.”

“The consultations involve talking to young people, over 100 young
people have been involved so far and more opportunities are being
created to remain in dialogue with them.”

In many boroughs, decisions about the service are decided at a
departmental level, with councillors acting as scrutiny at quarterly meetings.
Often heads of service will set out outcome frameworks, and propose
where the savings will be found. The decisions made by heads of delivery
often play a key part, as they practically tweak what has been happening
on the ground, or can see solutions to problems they encounter.

Commissioning snapshot

Consultations are also used to seek out the views of those who use the
services. While the evidence is considered in the decision making process,
there is no formal influence on the process. Response numbers can also
be low and distorted. Regardless, local authorities have a legal duty to
pay due regard to them and they can provide strong evidence which can
influence decisions.
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Section 3:
Commissioning patterns

Services continuing in-house provision
“There is no pressure to either commission out or keep in-house and
the decisions will be made based on what is best for young people.”
We found a number of boroughs we spoke to are keeping in-house services
and cutting the level of commissioning. The effect of budget cuts on in-house
provision is yet to be explored fully. One borough told us: “It’s all in-house,
delivered by the council, we don’t commission out much.” There are a
range of reasons why this is happening:

Similarities in commissioning processes
Cutting universal services
“(There is a) reduction in the number of open access sessions at
some Children’s Centres in areas where there is the most need to
preserve targeted services.”

•

Some boroughs have traditionally had a commitment to in-house
services: “90% of the provision is in-house with 10% in the VCS
which is an historic arrangement.”

Most councils we contacted are rolling back universal services, focusing on
targeted services where outcomes are often more serious and statutory.
The National Youth Agency found that between 2011-13, the budget for
universal provision across England was cut 17.6% while targeted increased
by 3.2%.55 This trend has seemed to have continued.

•

Some believe that in-house services are delivered cheaper, and
better. One told us they have a “3.2m budget, even after savings.
Which means quite a bit of in-house services.”

•

Many have no pressure to commission services: “The Youth
Service is high quality and, at this stage, there is no pressure
to commission” and that “commissioning would necessitate
diverting some of the delivery budget to quality assuring
services.”

Commissioning is often reserved for specialist targeted services. Some
councils may not have the level of expertise to deliver in-house targeted
support cost-efficiently, such as substance misuse and LGBTI in particular.
One borough told us that they: “commissioned to the voluntary sector
because they were specialist and had the knowledge to do the work”
for example. Another said that they: “only commission out work with
young carers and substance misuse.”

•

In-house provision can provide flexibility that can meet priorities,
such as “healthy lifestyles and prevention of issues such as
childhood obesity.”

•

It is often more difficult to cut in-house services, as it involves making
redundancy and involves more liabilities such as with pensions.

There are a minority of boroughs where the leadership is committed to
universal services. Some are using traded services to provide universal
services, as one borough told us: “the cost of delivery of the universal
service is no longer met by the Service and is directly commissioned
by schools.”

•

One borough told us it: “is 50% the result of the review being
conducted well, and finding in-house services to be effective
and 50% the result of the political climate.”

“The majority of the service is delivered in-house although the Youth
Service does commission aspects of the work aimed at with young
people with disabilities.”

Commissioning snapshot

A few boroughs we spoke to are exploring commissioning out services,
due to the inadequacy of their current in-house service. One borough
found “the existing in-house service has relatively high management
and administrative costs compared with other ways of providing the
service.” The picture remains highly changeable, as one borough had seen
the provision being moved in-house, and then outsourced, and then inhouse again in the past 12 years.
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Collaboration

and supporting early help for young people. For example, the development
of youth zones, youth hubs, and multi-agency teams has supported
effective multi-agency work to take place; it means that youth work is more
efficient and more impactful.

“Local partnership working has been really strong, particularly in
the last two years when new voluntary sector networks have been
established and facilitated by the local authority youth workers.”

More focus on outcomes

We have found a greater level of cooperation in response to the
budget cuts. New models have emerged, both for commissioning and
service delivery, which place the emphasis on partnership and pooling
resources. Often the reason is to save money, with another borough
saying they have: “placed an emphasis on joint commissioning, to
maximise resources.” For example, the West London Alliance, where
“commissioning happens jointly across the consortium of 7 boroughs
in West London.” This means greater buying power, and reduced costs
through larger contracts.

“As a commissioning council we look to identify the best way of
delivering goods and services to secure the outcomes we want to
achieve, such as best value for money. This process helps form our
selection and evaluation criteria.”

Cross-borough collaboration is common in London, with capital-wide
services like the GLA, London Health and Transport for London, which
provide policy frameworks, funding, and infrastructure. Furthermore,
London’s voluntary sector has the lowest proportion of income from
Government, just 27.9%, due to the better opportunity for other funding
partnerships.56

In our last report, many organisations highlighted that the commissioning
process was “significantly more demanding and time consuming with
a greater emphasis on value for money.”57 As such there is growing
recognition that quantitative as well as qualitative evidence enables
confidence in the work they are delivering and designed, in each phase, to
meet the needs of services users. It is important in pathway mapping and
measuring the outcomes of the work at key milestones, that the process
is transparent, and that it links to a wider network of service providers.
Ultimately this enables stakeholders to see tangible evidence of how
interventions link together to improve outcomes.

“There has been an increase in networking amongst organisations to
increase levels of joined up working in the borough.”

We asked our 22 boroughs, ‘Do you use an outcome framework?’ and
found:

The internal structures of boroughs are changing, with services merging
and “joined up working” being mentioned to us several times. One borough
has had “detached teams merged with substance misuse and sexual
health being contracted out.” Another emphasised the importance
of similar service teams working in co-location, on the same floor,
encouraging cooperation and multi-agency approaches to persistent cases.
There is also a focus on creating better partnerships with the local CCGs
and voluntary sector.

•

10 boroughs meanwhile had no outcome frameworks at all, using
outputs and outcomes only. Though three of those stated they’re
currently developing or looking at one.

Our interviews have highlighted the diversity and range of frameworks used
by local authorities to evidence the outcomes of their work. Some are preexisting, ‘off -the –shelf’ models which can be adapted and applied to youth
work delivered in a range of different settings such as the Outcomes Stars
Framework and the Young Foundation Framework. However, most local
authorities tend to be creating their own bespoke frameworks, based on the
specific needs in a locality. This limits comparative studies when there is
such a great level of difference between frameworks used.

“We have brought services closer together to improve accessibility,
reduce duplication, and create high quality and seamless experiences
for children, young people and families”

Commissioning snapshot

11 clearly identified a framework, like Youth Star, Quality Mark,
or a bespoke one. Though one only used frameworks for early
intervention, and one only used it for public health.

One borough said they were: “starting to learn about outcomes, (with)
mainstream grant programmes are asking for outcomes.”

Many boroughs have placed a focus on co-production. From consultations
about service reduction, to the formation of Young Lambeth Cooperative,
a relationship between the council and those who use the service has,
in many places, increased. One borough told us “focus is around
developing a collective relationship, and for the community and
young people to take the lead.”

Partnership working has also been important to aiding preventative work

•

“Data from evaluations is drawn on to contribute to funding
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applications. An Equality Impact Assessment is done in order to
improve the service.”

•

The following frameworks are being used most frequently across the local
authorities involved in this research: Outcomes Star to measure distance
travelled, Community Asset based Framework, The Young Foundation
Framework, and bespoke frameworks.

Many local authorities are developing frameworks internally set
against the outcome indicators of their individual CYP Plans.
There is a strong emphasis on measuring the distance travelled
by young people participating in projects.

•

“Co-production features in Islington’s Outcomes Framework for
Young People as a Quality Characteristic – we believe these will
shape and define how youth work is delivered.”

Where services are commissioned externally with voluntary
sector organisations the outcomes are set jointly between the
local authority and the voluntary sector group.

•

Where authorities have used existing frameworks, such as The
Young Foundation Framework they have, at times, adapted
them to meet the specific needs of the young people that they
are working with.

An outcome framework involves the investment of time; particularly at the
beginning of a project. They are also more successfully applied to targeted
youth work rather than universal youth work, where it is more difficult to
determine direct causal links. However, feedback from those spoken to
regard it as wholly beneficial to improving services. There are also signs of
innovation utilising social media and IT.

Despite the focus on outcomes, there is no clear, consistent view – just
a range of different approaches in place. Our last report found that: “The
majority of boroughs stated that they had clear criteria for outcomes when
commissioning from the VCS but only 50% of VCS groups said they were
clear what that criteria was.”58 In the future, it will be interesting to see the
impact of the different commissioning models on outcomes, as they each
have a different focus.

“Delivering the best outcomes, both via in-house and commissioned
services; with no one approach taking a priority.”
There was a wealth of examples demonstrating where outcome frameworks
are working really well. These included the London borough of Barking
and Dagenham for example, where projects are measured at pre and
post stage as well as at a mid-term point. They told us that they “have a
comprehensive outcomes framework, based on data that is readily
available and can provide quarterly analysis.” This means that workers
can monitor and make adjustments, if necessary, as a project progresses.
“We have developed our own ‘distance travelled’ tool to capture
the progress of individual young people in receipt of additional
support. We considered the outcomes star but the current range of
star models does not capture the breadth of the work delivered. A
bespoke outcomes star is being considered subject to cost.”
Frameworks such as Outcomes Star are flexible, with milestones that
can be set together with the young people who can then review their
progress and see the distance they have travelled. Hackney has developed
the service’s outcome frameworks alongside young people through the
Hackney Youth Charter; which will hopefully mean that the process of
outcomes measurement is more age appropriate and ‘user friendly’.

The differences in commissioning practices
Commissioning
Outcomes
vary insnapshot
the way they are set:
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The priorities of each borough are very wide ranging, based on the political
context of the council, the problems faced by the youth in the borough, and
the context of the borough itself. While London has a majority of Labour
boroughs, the breakdown at local level can be far more complicated.
Politics vary by a ward by ward basis, and the makeup of the council overall
is often more mixed.

Varying levels of commissioning
“No consistent commissioning process, but they’re trying to align a
new one and publicise it. It will become more transparent after the
new system is set out after the review.”

The different groups within a borough can also be a commissioning priority,
unique to the area:

The level of commissioning varies greatly across boroughs, each with
different levels of funding, and different forms of funding. A minority of
boroughs do commission heavily, such as one borough which “completed
a commissioning process for services worth £1.6m and created a
framework of providers.” While one we spoke to provided £200k per
year in total to “VCS groups supported to deliver services; four with
budgets of £50k per year and a smaller specialist group.” Of the
funding provided to the VCS, the proportion of funding going towards CYP
organisations also varies.
“Services provided by voluntary organisations have been
commissioned, rent subsidies have been replaced by the payment of
a full market rent, with the costs being recouped by organisations in
their contract price.”59

•

For example, some found “a disproportionate number of young
people from black and ethnic minority communities within the
youth justice system” with racial equality being a key issue for
many boroughs.

•

A neighbouring borough’s “…quality impact assessment on
NEETs, found them predominantly white British girls, which
links with the teenage pregnancy figures; with the white British
community that have the worst outcomes.” Many boroughs also
expressed a difficulty in reaching out to traveller communities.

The conditions available for local authorities vary too, such as the strength
of the local voluntary sector:

The support provided also changes, with varying grants, contracts, and
asset loans. Boroughs we spoke to seemed to favour short contracts, to
grants, with strict outcome measurement. This can be difficult to navigate
for potential bidders. There are often varying tender requirements, such as
“that contracted groups have to be working towards the London Youth
Quality Mark.” One borough told us that the “VCS understand the cut in
grants and council funding, but are burnt by prime contracting” which
alienate smaller organisations.
“Changes are anticipated because of the expected significant funding
reductions... there will be an open procurement process with no ringfencing and that the procurement will be asset based.”

•

In some cases outer London boroughs do not have as strong of
a local voluntary sector as inner London boroughs, as one said:
“when they have tried commissioning youth services there was
a lack of local groups who can apply. Some things could not be
tendered because of the lack of suitable organisations to bid.”

•

Another borough told us that there was not a “mature local VCS
youth work provider market” as a reason why there is a lack of
commissioning in the borough. The supporting VCS, or CVS, can
vary widely in funding and resources, as well as quality of service.

The financial conditions, income, and overall council budgets also vary:

Some boroughs use a “small grant giving approach to the voluntary
sector” while other boroughs are considering more long term funding
for their local voluntary sector. One borough’s current contracts for the
VCS on the framework are “for 3 years with an option of a 2 year
extension” with an “annual break clause in case of budget changes
or performance issues.” Councils like Camden Council are introducing
longer contracts, with a £5.1m per year funding package for charities for
seven-year funding length. This is hoped to introduce stability into the
voluntary sector, which they believe plays an “essential role in tackling
some of the borough’s most ingrained problems.”60

•

The Government’s plan to scrap grants in favour of local authorities
keeping business rates will mean a dramatic change for local
authorities. Research by the Local Government Chronicle has found
that many London boroughs would lose out from this change,61
but it remains to be seen what the distribution formula will be. As
a result of this uncertainty, there will be wariness about long term
contracting.

•

This is on top of the variations found between boroughs around
council tax rate. The band A rate at the London borough with the
lowest rates is £448.50, while at the highest London rates it is
£1115.98, a difference of 249%.62

Different commissioning contexts
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Emerging approaches

Often Youth Work is a core part of early intervention, and early help
provision. The often voluntary relationship with the young person allows
the identification of growing need. As one borough said, there is a “focus
on youth work as a key component of early help and prevention.” It is
seen as vital as early as possible to ward off the financial and human costs
associated with ongoing support of the statutory sector.

Youth Work and early help
“The access to a youth worker is also beneficial…as it ensures the
young person has a supportive relationship with an adult, who is able
to support them and offer guidance and sign-post.”

“Early help is a core aspect of the offer to young people – the
early intervention service is an explicit theme within the overall
programme.”

We found many councils applying youth work approaches to different areas
of youth service delivery. The youth work approach is person centred, and
utilises the voluntary relationship that the young person has with the youth
worker. It can also be used when approaching group work, and can help
facilitate peer education. There has also been a recent focus on developing
‘resilience’, which can decrease negative outcomes such as anti-social and
risky behaviour.

Peer to peer work
Young people are increasingly being involved to help improve the
effectiveness of many targeted youth services, through peer to peer work
and peer education. One council believed of “Peer led education: young
people are seen to be a trusted source of knowledge by their peers
and are far more likely to be influenced by friends than older adults.”
Good case studies are emerging of group work, with direct involvement
of friends and family creating better outcomes in persistent cases. Such
as Mason, H (2003) Peer Education: Promoting Healthy Behaviours
Washington: Advocates for Youth, which support peer approaches to social
issues. Peer approaches are being used by several councils, alongside
more traditional one to one support. Peer work can prove particularly
effective around personal subjects, such as sexual health, substance
misuse and mental health.

“Youth workers have been deployed across CYPS to the innovation
funded Family Learning Intervention Programme. This is an
innovative new project that aims to support better outcomes for
young people on the edge of care.”
There are varying approaches to early intervention:
•

Many local authorities prioritised capacity building in schools so that
they can absorb some of the needs of children and young people
before they require intervention services.

•

In Hackney the early help offer includes a whole family approach,
through its Family Learning Intervention Programme.

•
•

“Peer-led education, detached work, and counselling methods are
being used within the overall targeted programme offer.”

The West London Alliance has also received external funding to
invest in working with families as part of their early help work.

Some youth services do not directly commission peer education work,
but instead help to foster this indirectly through shared spaces. Several
councils are placing a focus on the spaces that young people share
together; one borough saw the importance of: “connecting them
to universal opportunities through the network of youth hubs
and commissioned projects so that positive peer groups can be
established.” Boroughs have to consider this when considering the
reduction of a universal service and youth centres, which many are doing.

Camden is working with its CCGs to open a youth centre which
focuses on mental health. More generally utilising Multi-Agency
Safeguarding Hubs also support early help initiatives.

As we found from our interviews, youth work approaches can be very
flexible and responsive, being used for early interventions and a range of
challenges. Furthermore, it can support work in a wide range of spaces,
like youth clubs, or directly on housing estates – which has been found
more effective than institutional spaces, like schools, when engaging with
‘hard to reach’ groups. This can be key in either early intervention for those
at risk, or to target specific needs.

“The service recognises the critical importance of child and
adolescent development, and that this takes place in the context of all
their relationships; particularly those with their peers and families”

“IYS merged with the 14-19 Team in April…this has led to some
innovation. Youth work staff are analysing NEET and unknown lists
for any young people they know or can follow up on.”

Commissioning snapshot
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Section 4:
Involving young people

Children in Care Councils (CiCC)
Children in care councils are an important in giving an effective route to
inform services, give a direct link to the corporate parents responsible for
care. They vary in each borough, but most often act as informal forums,
discussing matters that are important to the children. They can be formal,
or informal, and meet as often as fortnightly or once every three months.
The size of the council also vastly varies, from a small group of children, to
over 20 young people up to the age of 25.

“Providers should ensure young people have an opportunity to fully
participate and make decisions on behalf of young people at the
project”

During the Children’s Care Monitor 2013/14, conducted by Ofsted, the
children were asked: “How much difference do the opinions of the
Children in Care Council make to what happens for children in care in
your area?”65

In our last report we found that all the boroughs interviewed gave examples
of significant youth involvement in the commissioning process, with
inspection of services and being on boards of governance. We are focusing
on public forms of youth involvement, rather than more social or individual
mechanisms, since it is most likely to have an impact on commissioning
decisions. This has remained largely unchanged, with more diversity in
the methods of youth involvement and a strong focus on co-production of
services with young people. As one borough explained: “Co-production is
the key delivery approach - young people and professionals working
together in equal partnership to plan, deliver and review services for
and by young people.”

31% thought their local CiCC made some or a lot of difference
for children in care in their area. 16% thought it made not much
or no difference. Figures for 2011 were 29% and 14%

•

53% told us they didn’t know about a Children in Care Council
in their area.

The London Borough of Tower Hamlet’s CiCC was used as a good practice
example by Ofsted, and details the way engagement was successful.66
Effective practice included:

“The response to financial pressure has been to conduct a holistic
service review putting children and young people at the centre of
service design.”
The 2005 Youth Matters green paper saw a focus on the involvement of
young people in making decisions about their service. However, as one
council stated: “It has become increasingly difficult to involve young
people with the planning and delivery of work due to the level of
targeted provision.” There are now more emerging ways to engage young
people, such as youth inspectors and commissioners, alongside more
established Youth Councils.
The Government’s continued support for youth voice elements, such as
Positive for Youth63 has partly contributed to youth voice elements being
largely protected. Recently the Government announced it will continue to
fund the British Youth Council (BYC) to support its youth voice initiative until
2020. Many councils have a commitment to youth voice and it is often seen
as essential.
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•

•

The CiCC monitoring progress of promises made in the Pledge
for Looked After Children, with feedback fed to multiple levels
of service, from front line staff to Cabinet Office.

•

Active involvement by young people, attending evaluations,
training staff, and having involved events such as making and
sharing dinner with staff responsible for the service.

•

It is important to have good partnership, planning, and multiagency work, with communication across the services, senior
management groups, partners and the CiCC.

Youth democracy
Youth representation through an elected council, parliament, and forum
is still the most common form of youth participation across London. Each
borough has a way in which young people can get involved in decision
making processes in their local area. According to the British Youth
Council, there are only two boroughs which don’t have some form of
representative youth body, the other 31 do. Youth representation varies
between boroughs, and is often not placed in the youth service, with
different sources of funding.
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Section 5:
Outline of different
commissioning models

“Same level, Youth Parliament, etc. Part funded by Public Health. This
year we have addition, of a new young mayor. Youth Parliament is
proactive, meets members, and sits on selects committees with other
members.”
•

•

The most common form of youth voice is the Youth Council. Some
boroughs have increased the Youth Council to a larger Youth
Parliament; “with 72 young people involved and attended
regularly by councillors.” In the majority of examples, the Youth
Council interacts with the main council executive, meeting on a
quarterly basis.

There are many different models used by boroughs across the capital.
Many are ‘spinning out’ services into staff-led mutuals, like EPIC
Community Interest Company (CIC), Achieving for Children, and Lambeth
Young Cooperative. Some models are placing greater emphasis on
cooperation, such as the tri-borough, or traded services, and Young
Hackney. There are also newer innovative approaches emerging, like the
Young People’s Foundations detail below.

There are also variations on the model, with a Disabled Youth
Parliament in Barking which has been “involved in developing the
borough’s transition plan.”

Feedback indicated that the impact of Youth Council on policy or
commission was not clear. Council meeting minutes will cite that the
opinion of the Youth Council was taken into account, but it is a difficult
to access the actual impact of such. Ofsted is one such indicator, for
example judging the Greenwich Youth Council to using “views of children
and young people being used effectively to inform service delivery
(Ofsted 2013).” While one borough stated they “involve young people
in decisions about services that affect them unless time constraints
mean that they would lose funding” – often time constraints and other
financial factors limit youth voice. When surveyed, 62% of young people on
Youth Councils reported their biggest achievement as increasing the quality
of youth services.67
•

•

These new models each feature a new way of approaching the delivery
of young people’s services. Each involved changing the way staff had
previously thought about the service, such as the way decisions are made,
the role of the service, and the approach they take. Some have focused
on sustainability through profit making exercises or some on a holistic
approach.
Each borough faced its own challenges when introducing a new way of
delivery. From our interviews, problems like pension liabilities, staff support,
changing leadership, asset transfer (CIC status locks the assets so they
can only be used for social/community benefit) and data transfer as some
of the biggest challenges. New commercial skills were also needed around
business planning, tax planning, and pensions too.

Another approach is to give funding for delivery by the elected youth;
“we have a Youth Council, youth MPs and a few deputies. They
have a budget of £75k, though that’s coming to an end.”

The staff-led mutual approach, supported by Cabinet Office’s Delivering
Differently programme68 provided funding to explore ‘spinning out’ as well
as legal advice. The latest local authorities to receive support from this
programme (a share of £200k) include Lewisham and five others based
outside of London.69

Similarly, in another council: “The Young Mayor and Youth
Council work together on how to spend the budget of £25k
to help deliver the promises of the Young Mayor’s manifesto
points.” This is a direct way of empowering youth democracy, but is
a rare in a time of tightening budgets.

“Yong people are consulted with and 20% of the funding is allocated
to youth services is spent according to what young people want.”
Many councils will seek young people’s opinion on specific consultations,
especially with a raft of changes occurring due to budget restraints.
Especially when reducing the amount of universal provision at youth
centres; “young people and the local community were invited to
consultation meetings to inform them about the early adopter process
and to elicit their views, ideas and opinions.” This is often done more
formally through “a steering and delivery group for these projects with
young people on them.” It is also very hard to measure the impact of
consultations on the council leaders, who ultimately make the decisions.
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Staff mutual – EPIC CIC

4Children
4Children has been commissioned by Wandsworth to deliver the youth
service for 11-19 year olds, in partnership with The Prince’s Trust. It
covers the provision of youth work services, youth crime interventions and
gang prevention work. The contract value is £1,860 per annum. Service
provision started in June 2015, and has a four-year contract with the option
to extent for two more subject to satisfactory outcomes. The staff pensions
arrangements were not transferred via The Transfer of Undertakings
Regulation 2006 (TUPE) due to difficulties surrounding the Teachers’
Pensions Scheme, but seconded from the Council to 4Children.

“In order to lead a business transformation on this scale you have to
be completely convinced it is the right thing to do. If you are not, it
will show and your staff will be unnerved by your apparent doubts.”
After a vote by youth service employees, EPIC CIC went live on the 1st of
January 2014, supported by Cabinet Office’s Mutual Support Programme.
As a freestanding social enterprise, it aims to reduce overheads, contract
with the local authority at a reduced cost by identifying other sources of
funding, and remain independent.
An aim of the staff mutual was to create a democratic organisation, with
the board including five elected employees and two young people, who
approve the annual budget. The model provides employee ownership,
involving employees in decisions, such as collectively designing a new staff
appraisal system.
The model allows bidding for streams of funding not available to a council
youth service, and exploring fundraising in a different way - attracting
outside investment, sponsorship, reinvestment of surpluses, and ability
to trade more freely. They currently have a kayaking centre on the River
Thames that makes profit from the general public, to be reinvested into the
core youth services. EPIC recently won a contract with the local CCG, and
saved £140k changing IT systems.70

As a large charity, focusing on children and young people, it has built up the
capacity to bid for such large contracts since its inception in 1983. Before
taking the entire youth service provision from Wandsworth, 4Children has
run programmes with a range of London boroughs including Bexley, Barnet,
Greenwich, and Westminster. Most recently, it participated in a programme
with Richmond, exploring co-production of services.

Isledon Arts CIC
“Developing a sustainable model and balanced offer for youth work
delivery that makes best use of resources and assets in Islington”71

Young Lambeth Cooperative

Isledon Arts CIC delivers public services with two local youth hubs – one
specialising in creativity and one on healthy lifestyles and one community
youth club offering opportunities for young people aged 8 and up.

“The YLC became the commissioners of services for children
and young people aged 5-19 in April 2014 to give greater voice
and influence to young people. YLC is an independent entity, with
a rapidly growing membership. YLC commissions services that
are developed and monitored in substantive consultation with its
members through its commissioning and engagement arms.”

Islington council commissions its services, while it is free to generate profits
from private sources such as venue hire and gym membership fees. This
should ensure that there are sustainable assets in place, as to guarantee
the universal youth offer in the coming years.

Young Lambeth Cooperative (YLC), is a community benefit society
operating separately from the council. The aim is for it to have 20,000
members by year 5 of which 50% will be young people (11-19) and 50%
adult members. Young People are involved in all decision making from
interviewing staff, to participating in our Steering Group / Board.
This year, across the Early Intervention and Prevention Programme, YLC
will fund over 13,400 sessions with over 7,500 young people and children
in Lambeth, aimed at generating measurable improvement in their social
and emotional capabilities. YLC will also continue to fund a range of play
services across the borough, ensuring hundreds of families in Lambeth can
access high quality play opportunities.
Given the success of the model to date in cost-effectively enabling the
delivery of quality services, there is potential to attract income, beyond
Lambeth’s initial grant, from statutory, institutional, individual and
commercial sources in order to undertake further rounds of commissioning.
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Young People’s Foundations

OnSide

John Lyon’s charity is helping to set up Young People’s Foundations
across London, as a response to cuts to local youth services. It aims to
support the youth sector to deliver high quality youth provision, while being
sustainable. There are already three Young Foundation Models up and
running in Brent, Harrow and Barnet, with further discussions in several
other London boroughs.

Onside Youth Zones are a charity that is currently in the process of setting
up five new youth centres across London. So far Croydon, Barking, and
Barnet have confirmed Onside in their boroughs, with the first expected to
open in 2018. OnSide currently run six youth zones in Blackburn, Bolton,
Carlisle, Manchester, Oldham and Wigan with plans to open a further 15 by
2020.

The primary purpose of the YPFs is to support and build capacity in
the Children and Young People’s sector. They will work strategically to
bring different groups together to develop partnership projects and share
resources and good practice.

“Spent £6 on OnSide £6m youth facility at the proposed site…
open seven days-a-week, with more than 20 activities on offer every
session for young people aged 8 to 19, or up to 25 for those with a
disability.”

The stated four main strands of work that the YPF will concentrate on are:
•

They will facilitate centralised fundraising based on a consortia
approach in order to access funding from a variety of sources
including Big Lottery and European Social Fund

•

They will provide a ‘Venue Bank’ for groups to share and access
available sites

•

They will distribute a small grant fund to member organisations

•

They will organise sector specific capacity building72

It uses a cross-sector funding model, bringing together local authority,
corporate sponsors, and private donations. Annual running costs are £1m;
40% met by local authority support, 50% by the local private sector and
10% through membership and entry fees from young people. OnSide
secure the first three years of private sector funding. The centre itself costs
£6m to build, and the local authority contributes around half and provides
the site.
The OnSide model involves a brand new youth centre, with good facilities,
providing both universal and targeted service in one building. Provision is
co-produced with young people, and provides a wide range of activities,
alongside bidding for other programmes.

Young Hackney
“The focus of realignment was to create small teams capable of
providing a holistic service of support and opportunities for children
and young people, and this divided into two key areas; Active and
Achieving and Safer and Thriving.”
Young Hackney started full service delivery in 2011, devised as a rethinking
of the approach taken to youth provision in the borough. It places more
emphasis on systemic thinking, for both the local authority and individuals.
Using more youth work approaches, there is a focus on relationships
and the social and cultural components of a young person’s life. Young
Hackney saw the Youth Service, Youth Offending Team, and Youth Support
Team combined.
A review of the services found that a number of young people receiving
services from the YOT, YST and Children’s Social Care and there was
duplication of work. The Young Hackney model of working puts the
focus on the skills and competencies needed to deliver services for
young people, rather than on organisational structures that have led to a
proliferation of specialised roles which resulted in moving a young person
from one group of workers to another.
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Models not specific to youth services

Traded services

Social Enterprise – Achieving for Children

“There is also a well-established’ ‘bartering’ system where VCS
groups can offer provision and the council will provide their buildings
free to enable them to deliver to young people. The council also
funds work with young people through their housing service and
commissions this work.”

Achieving for Children (AfC) is the first entire children’s service in the UK to
spin out from its local authority partners, launched on 1st April 2014 as a
social enterprise. It is wholly owned by Richmond and Kingston councils.
Awarded £500k from the Government’s transformation fund, the transitional
cost of delivering Achieving for Children has been £1.5m with £6m worth of
savings over three years from the initial merging predicted.

As budget cuts are made, many youth services across London are
sustaining elements of the youth offer by trading services. Traded services
include services like PSHE, and on site delivery of positive activities.
There are more targeted services, such as accredited learning after school
programmes, and one to one support but also more universal programmes
such as a National Volunteering Award. In one borough, the youth service
is moving to a completely traded out model.

The Trust has the support and commitment of senior officers of the council
and other agencies who make up the Children and Young People’s Trust
Board. This board is responsible for agreeing priorities, commissioning
services for children and young people and monitoring the effectiveness of
our work in improving the outcomes for children and young people. There
are 1,263 AfC employees, 647 full time equivalents, and it also focuses on
renewed participation by staff with a staff council and staff awards voted by
staff, not managers.

“The in-house service is commissioned by other authorities to
undertake work such as gangs and crime work in Westminster using
their outreach bus and it also provides LGBTI provision in Ealing.”
From those we interviewed, the most common services to be traded out
are careers advice, counselling, mentoring, and public health work. There
are also examples of more innovative programmes being offered, such as
workshops on participation and children’s rights. The services are often
extra-curricular, with the majority being universal provision.

Tri-borough commissioning – structure and form
“At single borough scale, prior to shared services, some teams were
losing sustainability. For example, the treasury and pensions teams
were becoming too small to be viable before they went tri-borough.”73

The conversion by many schools into academies, and the foundation of
free schools, has slightly changed the relationship in regards to children’s
services. A 2011 survey of 80 lead members and directors of children’s
services found that 90% believed academies will continue to purchase
council-provided services, but 74% at the time believed the academy
conversions would cause maintained schools to pay more for traded
services. It remains to be seen what the impact of academies have had on
traded services A few boroughs remarked on the benefit on cooperation of
maintained school teams being based within the council.

In October 2010, Westminster City Council, Hammersmith and Fulham
London Borough Council, and Kensington and Chelsea London Borough
Council planned to combine specific areas of service delivery in order to
save the £112m required – a 31% cut.74 Bold Ideas for Challenging Times,75
set out plans to share services, combine management costs, and predicted
a £33.4m saving. Each authority would remain legally distinct entities.
Children’s service, adult social care and the library service were combined
to create a single service, as well as many of the backroom services,
such as IT systems. There is in place a 19-point sovereignty guarantee
– including the idea that no council can be ‘out-voted’ by the two other
councils. When a council became Labour in May 2014, there was enough
flexibility for it to define its own relationship in the tri-borough, with small
changes in procurement arrangements.
The tri-borough has been successful in many respects, seeing services
generally improved with increased resident satisfaction despite savings.
The tri-borough councils are on track to save £43m a year by 2015/16. This
figure exceeds the original estimate of £40m.76 Management costs have
reduced by half, and there is less duplication of effort in business planning
and ICT systems. A shared contract management arrangement with one
client function is simpler than three for contractors, and presents savings to
them and the boroughs.77
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