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Introduction

Background

The Youth Opportunity Fund and Youth Capital Fund have been hugely popular with young people and local authorities (LAs) alike and they are widely considered to be a major success.  It is good news that they are to continue for a further three years and this is in no small part as a result of the fantastic work by thousands of young people across England in allocating funds and leading local projects.  

Purpose
This Good Practice Guide offers a range of examples direct from local authorities and groups of young people and contains some key recommendations based on the learning from the first two years of YOF/YCF.  We know from our discussions with many LAs that some changes have already been made in the way YOF/YCF has been managed and run and yet more are planned, all built on the learning of the first two years.  This Guide draws on a range of approaches - these are not intended as ‘one size fits all’ but depend on local circumstances and the varying needs of young people.  This flexibility is in fact one of the major plusses of the Funds and means that they can more readily meet local needs.  We hope that this Guide will also serve to show what is possible and raise aspirations for the next phase of the Funds.

What we did

We worked with The National Youth Agency (NYA) to examine a range of sources, including local authorities’ reports to Government Offices; the Department for Children, Schools and Families’ year-end reports on the Funds; a research report commissioned by The NYA on the youth-led aspects of YOF/YCF in beacon authorities; and an independent evaluation of the Funds commissioned by the DCSF. We built on this existing evidence by interviewing Fund leads or support staff and some groups of young people in 18 local authorities (two for each region) to produce practical guide which reflects the range of experiences and approaches to the Funds. 
How to use it
The Guide starts with the overarching Key Success Factors we have identified and is then structured around seven sections.  Each section starts with key recommendations followed by a more detailed commentary, illustrated with many examples from local authority practice and from young people.
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YOF/YCF: Key Success Factors

This Guide outlines a range of approaches used by local authorities to manage and run YOF/YCF which vary to suit local circumstances.  However, there are a number of key success factors that apply to all.

1. Young people must decide how the money is spent.

2. Opportunities to take part in allocating funds need to be made available to as wide a range and as many young people as possible – this will mean that different methods need to be used in order to engage some groups with the Funds as decision-makers and as project leaders.  Many LAs have used multiple panels to achieve this.

3. The process needs to be rigorous – this will often include a two-stage process and increasingly involves face to face meetings between decision-makers and applicants through presentations and interviews.  Attention also needs to be paid to recording decisions properly.

4. There needs to be a range of roles for young people – not everyone will start out as or want to be a decision-maker – some will enjoy visiting projects, being involved in publicity, designing websites etc.  

5. While it is paramount that young people decide how the money is spent, adults have a vital role in the Funds – to support, guide and train young people for their roles and in protecting the principles of the Funds. 

6. Involvement in YOF/YCF panels needs to be enjoyable for young people as well as being recognised as serious and responsible work.   

7. Young people need to decide how they want to be rewarded or recognised for their efforts.

8. Resources and time need to be made available to review, learn and make changes to the way the Funds operate – young people must be central to this process. 

9. Young people’s levels of experience and confidence increase as they become more involved with distributing YOF and YCF and they can pass this on to successive panels. Therefore young people can play an increasing role in planning more effective ways of delivering the outcomes of the Funds.

Section 1: The Decision-Making Process
Key recommendations

· Young people should review criteria and priorities of the Funds regularly and use what they have learned to make improvements

· Application and decision-making processes must meet the needs of young people applying for Funds and those allocating them  

· Two stage processes can make the Funds more accessible and inclusive for young people and should be considered

· Decision-makers and applicants should (where possible) meet face to face, making it easier to identify young people led projects and to identify the support young people need to successfully run their projects

· Additional support should be provided for some young people to access the Funds and alternative application processes should be available for young people where appropriate

· All LAs should have mechanisms in place to ensure young people from disadvantaged groups are able to take part 

· LAs should ensure accurate and clear information about the Funds is available to young people and organisations supporting them – to ensure they are able to take part and to minimise the number of unsuccessful applications

· Young people must lead the decision-making process but adults play a vital role in ensuring they have the right information and support to make good decisions

1.1 Involving young people in setting criteria and priorities

Initially many local authorities held consultation events (or drew on events that had already happened) to find out what young people wanted from the Funds.  


The on-going challenge for LAs is to ensure the Funds’ criteria and priorities remain fresh, relevant and able to respond to the changing needs of young people.  In many areas, young people have become more involved in setting criteria and priorities over time as they grow in confidence and experience.  For many young people (especially those from disadvantaged backgrounds who may not be used to having their voices heard), it is only when they have begun to be involved that they start to raise their aspirations about what the Funds could achieve.

1.2 Funding rounds or continuous applications?  

A variety of approaches have been used (mainly panel based) and arrangements have evolved as they have learned from early experiences.  Key considerations when deciding whether to have funding rounds or continuous applications centre around what impact young people want from the Funds and the shape of their involvement: 

· Has summer provision been identified as a priority?  

· Does the YCF need different arrangements?  

· How many bids can the panel(s) deal with at any one time?

· How often does the panel want to meet?

· What is most useful for the young people running projects?

It is crucial to strike a balance between setting clear procedures and timescales and still having the flexibility needed to suit the applicants and decision-makers.  It is also important that young people on the panels know what is expected of them throughout the year.  Some LAs are front-loading applications – to support more summer projects and also to allow panel members get more involved in monitoring and evaluation later on in the year. Others retain open application processes as they feel these are the easiest for young people to access.  Most important is that young people are central to deciding on these arrangements.

· Kirklees: has set three funding rounds for 2008-09 – each round will be for projects starting in the next quarter.  Tighter procedures for monitoring projects on a quarterly basis are in place to avoid underspend.  Application forms are now specific to each round, so they can review and amend them – they say they wish they had done this before.

· FLOSS (Worcestershire): decided to hold a single round for 2008-09 with the closing date in May. This was in order to support summer projects, and to allow the panel to focus more on monitoring and evaluating projects in the second part of the year.

· Portsmouth: young people can apply for funding at any time. At the beginning of year two, they tested a model where they consider applications every three months, but there were problems – some young people needed funding in a shorter timescale, while some groups took longer to get organised and might be deterred from applying, so they went back to a rolling system.

In some LAs, panel members are not allowed to apply for funds, while others (particularly those with multiple panels) have found ways to manage potential conflict of interests.  In Portsmouth, panel members can apply for grants and these are assessed by other panels in the city.  In Camden, panel members withdraw from the decision-making process.  In Slough, panel members cannot apply for grants and withdraw from the process for any applications with which they have some involvement.

1.3 The application process

Since their initial processes where set up, many LAs are considering how to make it easier for young people to apply while still ensuring that panels have all the information they need to make decisions.  Although a few panels are adding additional questions to the application form, many LAs are moving to a two-stage process, where young people give very brief details of their ideas for projects and then are supported to develop more detailed applications. This approach is likely to prove more accessible and inclusive.  

· Slough: aimed to have an application form that could be completed by a 13-year-old without an adult.  In year 2 it introduced a two-stage approach: an initial ‘I have an idea’ form, then a full application if the idea seems feasible.

· Croydon: a new application process is now being piloted.  Young people complete a postcard giving their ideas, then complete a fuller application form.  For larger projects, their support workers are asked to complete a workbook providing information on safeguarding, financial management, insurance etc. 
· Nationally guide states that projects should meet one or more Every Child Matters (ECM) outcomes of being healthy, staying safe, enjoying and achieving, making a positive contribution and achieving economic well-being.  Some panels have ‘translated’ these to ensure that young people understand them. The ‘economic well-being’ outcome is described as ‘have what you need’ by the Worcestershire panel, while in Kirklees it is described as ‘enough money’. Wakefield uses a ‘SHAPE-ometer’ as an easy way to remember the outcomes – Safe, Healthy, Achieve, Positive, Economic.
1.4 Alternative application processes and support for applicants

Some young people need different processes or additional support to make the Funds accessible to them.  Many LAs provide this either through direct support for applicants or by increasing the capacity of the community and voluntary sector, especially where young people applying do not belong to a formal project.  There were some issues identified about appropriate levels of support and remaining neutral if the support comes from members of the current panel.

Some LAs reported that many of the applications they received were ideas rather than projects, and so they now offer young people help to turn in them into projects. Wolverhampton panels, for example, help to build up projects and bring in other LA professionals if appropriate, while in Middlesbrough the involvement of youth apprentices in helping young people develop applications is seen to have improved their quality. Salford has trained Young Advocates to support applicants through the process who don’t then vote on the final bid.

· Wakefield: introduced ‘Quick YOF’ for bids under £500.

· Leeds: received a written application from a group of young people with hearing and speech difficulties, who asked to make a ‘signed’ application directly to the panel.  This demonstrated the difficulties they experienced in making their application and in turn, effectively informed the panel about inclusion directly from their perspective.  

· Middlesbrough: the panel received request for support for a youth club for young people with autism, and suggested that the young people applied via a DVD as this was easier for them because of their communication issues.

· Wolverhampton: runs ‘live funding days’ giving young people the chance to apply for small grants and money gets allocated on the day.

· Camden: the youth service and panel members run creative workshops for potential applicants and support workers before each funding round.  These include games and exercises to help young people think about the needs of their areas and possible solutions, as well as supporting young people who have an idea for a specific project to work these up into applications.  For 2008 they plan to introduce cameras into workshops so that young people can make applications on the spot.

1.5 Presentations and interviews

“We find out if it’s a genuine youth led project” Jacina, 19, Luton

Young people have been very keen to meet applicants face to face, they state that it gives them a real feel for projects, in particular how young people led projects really are.  There are resource implications for this especially in terms of staff time, and also where only some projects are visited or interviewed, there is potentially an issue of fairness.  Some panels decide whether to meet applicants according to the size of the bid, while others will meet all those that pass the first stage.  By meeting applicants, decision-makers also learn more about needs of the community and it can be a good way to recruit new panel members and provide progression routes for applicants.

· Bournemouth: uses a very simple application form followed by presentations. For instance, a group of BME young people made a ten minute presentation including poetry, rap and rehearsed speech. The panel also responds to individual needs. For instance, when a 13-year old girl with ADHD applied behalf of a local group, the panel altered the layout of the room and the formal atmosphere of the evening to better include, encourage and support her. 

· Suffolk: has developed ‘Dragon’s Den’ style interviews, which have been a success.  Panels set out the points they want addressed, which are circulated in advance to young people.  In one example, a young woman with disabilities was obviously very nervous. The panel arranged for her youth worker to interview her, and positioned seating in a way that she didn’t have to look at the panel.  These presentations are good for panel members as well as applicants – they gain greater understanding of realities of young people’s lives and issues through face to face contact.  They also realise that other young people can see them as ‘scary’ and it encourages them to be more sensitive to their nerves.  Presentations also offer a chance to encourage applicants to think about joining the panel. Panels are keen to have more presentations, but it can be difficult to get people together in rural areas.

· Worcestershire: all shortlisted projects are visited by two or three FLOSS members plus a support worker.  Visits may be made by management group members or young assessors recruited in advance of each funding round. This offers a chance for more young people to become involved in decisions, including those who would not want to get involved in more formal structures.

1.6 Aiding the decision-making process

Young people stressed to us the importance of making panel meetings fun, they understand very well the seriousness of what they are doing but need to make it enjoyable too.

“You get treated like an adult but sometimes you want to act like a teenager” 

AJ, 19, Lincolnshire

Many panels use visual props such as a map of the district or area, the ECM outcomes and the ‘sticky wall’ method of decision-making developed by YouthBank UK.  Cornwall tried postal voting during the summer when it was difficult to secure a quorum. This worked in terms of getting the money allocated, but they lost the broader decision-making processes of discussion and negotiation, as well as the social benefits. 


Some panels break into smaller teams to look at bids and then present back to the rest of the group where everyone has a vote.  In Camden panel members may ring project leaders for more information during a meeting (they do let them know in advance that this might happen) – and they have turned down projects where young people have not really known about their projects.


1.7 Unsuccessful applications

The need for a more sensitive approach to unsuccessful applicants was one of the issues identified in the NFER evaluation.  In some LAs, adults feed back to unsuccessful applicants based on young people’s decisions, recognising that this might be a difficult job for young people.  Many panels offer support to improve applications and encourage young people to apply again.  In Windsor and Maidenhead young assessors work with applicants who have not met the criteria, thus promoting their engagement in the process, rather than it being just a one off experience.  The Harrow panel also helps unsuccessful applicants improve their proposals, based on a ‘no losers all winners’ approach.

A transparent decision-making process is vital, panels need to ensure that they always judge applications against the criteria given and clearly agree and record their reasons for rejecting bids. 

For a number of LAs, some unsuccessful applications highlighted the need to develop greater understanding of the Funds among supporting organisations, so that the young people they support to apply are more likely to be successful.  LAs have adopted a range of approaches to this, including workshops and direct support to individual organisations (Camden’s approach to this is described in the box at the end of this section).

1.8 Funding disadvantaged groups – different approaches
A major challenge for LAs is how best to ensure that the Funds are accessed by disadvantaged groups.  There have been problems of definition – what counts as ‘disadvantaged’ varies within as well as across LAs.  There is also the issue of self-definition – many young people are reluctant or unwilling to define themselves or where they live as disadvantaged.  

The following examples detail different approaches to ensuring the Funds reach disadvantaged groups:

YOF and YCF is very clear that young people must make the decisions about how funds are spent.  However, the role of adults in supporting young people is vital.  

1.9 Adult roles in decision-making

In addition to the role of the support worker (see Section 4), many LAs have identified specific additional roles for adults in supporting the administration of the Funds.  Key to the success of this is a true partnership between adults and young people.  This requires clear roles and expectations that are understood by all, and requires that the involvement of adults is to enhance, rather than undermine, young people’s roles as decision-makers.  

Discussions with two authorities highlighted specific roles for elected members.  In Derbyshire, the cabinet is sent the list of projects funded each year, but to date has not sought to change any decisions.  In Wirral, elected members are invited to presentations as independent observers, with no right to intervene.  YOF staff in both authorities believed that this visibility at cabinet level had added to the status of the panels and provided evidence of the rigour of young people’s decision-making.

Senior staff can play a crucial safeguarding role to help prevent the Funds from being hijacked by other adults – either from within the authority or from other organisations.  The likelihood of this happening is minimised where there is clear understanding across the LA of the principles of the Funds.

· Cornwall: a steering group of adult representatives from the youth service, Connexions and voluntary sector plus a young person from each of these services was set up at the beginning of the Funds. Its role is advisory, not management. Initially it looked at implementation, ensuring that Funds were really youth led and not influenced by adults.  It now meets around three to four times a year, giving an update on the funding situation, and identifying issues for panels to consider such as consistency; whether a county panel was needed; and how to further engage under-represented groups.

· Croydon: an adult panel meets after the young people’s panel has made decisions to consider issues such as safety and supporting organisations’ history of good money management. This panel includes a voluntary sector representative plus others from the authority’s finance, democratic services, youth service and building management departments.  If this panel raises concerns or questions, the support worker can go back to applicants for further information.

Section 2: Decision-Making Panels

Key recommendations

· Panels need to ensure that their members represent the communities in which they are based.  In particular panels need to ensure that they engage young people disadvantaged by society – this may involve outreach work or setting up special interest panels

· Panels need to have clear recruitment processes with good information on roles and expectations of panel members 

· Young people need to decide on the name for their panel

· Panels need to meet to suit the needs of the young people taking part as well as the needs of the Funds - including where, when and how often

· Having a greater number of panels means more young people can participate

· Having a variety of roles on panels means that more young people with a range of interests, experiences and abilities can take part

· LAs should make available information on progression routes for young people moving on from involvement in YOF/YCF

2.1 Involving a range of young people

At the start of YOF/YCF, many LAs chose to build upon existing structures such as youth councils or forums, due to issues of time and resources, and many still do. Others have set up new panels specifically to give out funds, in order to involve different young people and avoid overload on those already involved in participation structures.  Setting up new panels can be time-consuming but could lead to a wider range of young people taking part.  

Some LAs have used a combination of approaches, involving young people from existing groups as panel members, plus actively seeking to engage other young people, through open publicity, networking and outreach.  Many LAs have sought to involve young people from funded projects as panel members.   The accessibility and diversity of forums and councils varies hugely - some have succeeded in including a range of young people, others less so, or have struggled to involve specific groups. Where this has been the case, panel members have been active in considering how to involve different groups. 

It is crucial that panels are representative of the communities they serve and so LAs must ensure a range of young people are able to participate both in the panel and in funded projects.

In particular LAs need to ensure young people from disadvantaged backgrounds are able to take part.  This has proved difficult for some LAs but there are many examples of them successfully involving disadvantaged young people (see below).   A number of LAs targeted panel members through specialist teams and projects (third sector and LA), such as disability projects, traveller education teams, youth inclusion teams etc.  Others target grants to disadvantaged groups and then provide support for them to take part in decision-making.  There can, however, be problems with identifying disadvantaged young people, since some are reluctant to define themselves or their communities as disadvantaged as they do not want to put themselves into boxes.


2.2 Recruitment

Some LAs recruit young people using very formal approaches, for example in Croydon young people apply against job descriptions and are interviewed by other young people.  The panel meets weekly and members have six-monthly appraisals.  The emphasis is on continuity and consistency.  This requires high levels of commitment but provides a huge opportunity for personal development.  

Others are much more informal. Suffolk, for example, seeks to engage as many young people as possible, involving a total of 184 in the first two years.  Young people can join on a rolling basis; this approach has the advantage of being easy to access by lots of young people but needs good training and support to ensure young people get the most out of their role. 

Whatever approach LAs choose to take in recruiting their panels, it is vital that young people are clear about what they are signing up to and what is expected of them.  Experienced panel members are a vital source of opinions and information when it comes to subsequent recruitment and need to have an input into how this is done.  

2.3 Ownership of panels – what’s in a name?

YOF panels have chosen a range of names – from the young people-friendly FLOSS in Worcestershire (Funding For Lots Of Stuff), the more neutral approach in Portsmouth – Young Money, through to the formal title of Young Commissioners in Lewisham. The names of panels may give different messages – what is crucial is that that young people consider this and decide for themselves whether their name should focus more on attracting young people or establishing their status within the local authority and the wider community.  This helps to bring a real sense of ownership by the young people of their panel. 

2.4 How often and where should they meet?  

Frequency of panel meetings appears to vary widely among authorities. In some areas (e.g. Croydon, Wakefield and Wolverhampton), panels meet weekly. This is seen as important in promoting identity and continuity and offering opportunities to  take part in a range of activities including teambuilding, publicity and monitoring, as well as decision-making.  Young people in some other areas have said they would like to meet more frequently – but this of course has implications for the levels of resources required.  Other panels meet monthly, which is less time-consuming for the young people as well as the workers supporting them.  In others, the frequency of meetings varied according to the stage of the funding rounds. 

There were also variations in the young people’s preferences for where they met.  In some areas (for instance Portsmouth) it was thought to be important to meet young people on their own ‘patch’, where they felt comfortable.  In others, young people were reported as liking more formal meetings – for example in Middlesbrough they meet monthly at the Town Hall, with an evening meal.  Again, what is important is that assumptions are not made about young people’s preferences and that they consider, together with their support staff, what will work best for their area and their own circumstances. 

2.5 Multiple or single panels?

Many local authorities have moved towards setting up multiple panels during the initial period of YOF/YCF. This approach is particularly suitable for some authorities, i.e. those covering large geographical areas or those covering areas containing very different types of communities (seaside towns, rural, etc).  Multiple panels have the advantages of a greater number of young people being able to get involved; more local panels mean greater local knowledge of the young people involved;  and it can be easier to reach disadvantaged young people (in rural areas for example).

Some authorities have developed a mix of local and central panels to combine understanding and experience of local needs with a more strategic approach.  A frequently used model is to allocate YOF funding to locality or district panels (usually based on 13-19 populations), while applications for YCF and bids covering more than one area are considered by a central panel. In some areas the central panel is seen as having strategic responsibility for the Funds, and may be responsible for agreeing recommendations from local panels.  However, in other areas membership of the central panel is more fluid, with attendance open to any district panel members, representing some young people’s reluctance to create a more ‘senior’ group.

In contrast, there are many single panels, especially appropriate in smaller geographical areas.  In some of these authorities, for instance Slough and Newcastle upon Tyne, the panel itself is seen as having an important community cohesion role in bringing together young people from different areas and cultures across the authority. 

Again what is important here is that young people are able to look at the options and decide what is best for their area, with adult worker support.  Their views on this may change over time.  

· Suffolk has seven district panels and one county-wide panel. Young people wanted district structures, but a county forum was also set up to look at countywide bids and also to address issues of conflict of interest issues.  In rural areas young people may know young people applying for grants, so the central panel looks at bids to ensure transparency.  Any panel member can attend the county panel, to ensure it is not seen as superior or elitist. 

· Wolverhampton operates six area panels and a special projects panel focusing on groups who may otherwise be excluded – e.g. young people in care, young carers, those with disabilities. There is also a city-wide panel which sets criteria and signs off recommendations of the other panels, and looks at city-wide projects. 

· Kirklees and Wakefield both initially used a central/local panel model, but have now moved to local panels only. They found that the central panel did not have a clear enough role, and the change gives more ownership to local panels. 

· Portsmouth initially set up a single panel but struggled to sustain this – it had a total membership of around 14 members, but never more than any seven at one time. In year two, they changed to an outreach approach targeting specific groups of young people to form panels, including those living in a foyer, those with experience of the care system, and young offenders and those at risk of offending.  

2.6 Involving applicants in panels

This approach has much in common with Participatory Budgeting, where communities come together to decide what is needed in their community.  The Bournemouth panel uses this method.  They have a very simple application form followed by a presentation evening for all of those groups progressing to stage 2 with one panel member assigned to each group.  As well as making presentations, applicant groups are inducted into the judging criteria and fill out assessment forms for other groups applying on the night.  It is emphasised that enough money is available for all so it is not a competitive process.  In this way project leaders become decision-makers as well as applicants.

2.7 Panel roles

Having a variety of roles gets young people participating more widely in the management of the Funds and develops a much better understanding of what is involved.  Additional roles on some panels include marketing, policy and inclusion, monitoring, conducting project visits etc.  This way, some young people can take part who may not be ready or don’t want to be involved in formal decision-making but would like to participate in other ways.  It is also a good way of ensuring the active involvement of a greater number of young people.  

A relatively new issue involves those young people who have been involved in YOF/YCF panels and have to move on, either because of their age or because of the rules of their panel (many panels have time limits to ensure new opportunities for other young people).  Young people who have served on panels have a range of skills, experience and knowledge of their local community and can offer a great deal to their community or the wider area.  Often young people develop a taste for this kind of activity and it is important that progression routes are made available to them.  These could be around other decision-making elsewhere in the LA – in particular devolved and participatory budgeting, or participation in community / voluntary organisations.   

Section 3: Projects Funded – Spending the Money

Key recommendations

· LAs should explore ways that YOF and YCF can complement or bring in other funding and therefore add greater value

· More strategic solutions to the expressed needs of young people should be considered – for instance by funding a central resource that can be used by many rather than several smaller, similar projects

· Appropriate roles for adults should be agreed including advising young people and ensuring all legal requirements are met

· Adults and young people must be clear about their own and each others’ roles and have feedback mechanisms in place.

3.1 Strategic approaches

Many panels are moving towards more strategic approaches by, for example, combining bids or providing a central resource.  Panels have consistently demonstrated a clear commitment to securing value for money.  But this does not just mean cost per head – as different interviews highlighted, this may mean encouraging applicants to ask for more money to ensure that they buy good quality equipment, funding projects for an initial period and then seeing how they have developed, and understanding the circumstances of particular groups.  All of these approaches must still ensure that the activities funded are additional and are young people led.
“The project (YOF/YCF) is very good value for money.  It needs specialist staffing and more staff than usual, but is still not expensive for what is being provided.” Slough panel member

· Slough: bringing applications together.  The panel received lots of requests for basketball – rather than fund separate applications, the panel decided to work with a voluntary sector provider, ‘Slough Tornados’, delivering a borough wide programme and holiday camps. These are now accessed not only by the original applicants but a wide range of young people across the borough.

· Wakefield: panels are developing more strategic approach linked to the youth offer. The idea behind ‘Quick YOF’ (grants for under £500) is to encourage groups to bid for projects, gain experience and confidence, and then put in bigger bids to benefit more young people who would otherwise not have access to these activities, and which develop capacity for positive activities within the borough.  Examples include bringing together applicants applying for motorbike activities to develop a programme which would benefit the whole borough; and the involvement of sports development workers supporting young people to create a local infrastructure for organised sports. 

· Middlesbrough: received a YCF application to develop an extreme aerial course at a local (popular) outdoor education centre. There was no equivalent provision locally.  The panel approved the grant because it would allow the outdoor education centre to generate income, and it would no longer need to approve YOF grants for young people to access provision outside the borough.

· Suffolk: the county panel has commissioned leisure centres across the county to offer a range of free or reduced cost activities for young people over the Easter holidays, in response to young people saying they wanted more ‘normal’ activities. They found out that there is very limited leisure centre provision for over-13s and had not realised this before.  If this initiative is successful, the panel will be proactive in making the case for more leisure centre provision.

· Southwark: the panel decided that a percentage of funding should be used for a large scale project which all young people could benefit from.  They funded two large scale mobile arts and media resources – young people who do not feel comfortable accessing existing resources will now have opportunity to take part in arts and media activities in a familiar environment.
3.2 The Youth Capital Fund

Arrangements for YCF often differ from YOF.  It is more likely to be allocated by a central panel and due to its nature, more likely to fund a smaller number of large scale projects (although some panels have set relatively low limits to support a larger number of small-scale projects).  YCF arrangements have also tended to have greater adult involvement – with adults having a key role in dealing with other professionals including checking out health and safety, management and financial arrangements.  These negotiations with other professionals provide great learning opportunities for young people, so it is important that young people and adults agree on appropriate roles for each group. 

Adult intervention may increase with the development of integrated capital strategies but this can also mean that young people have influence over much greater sums of money.  It is important that adult involvement focuses on supporting young people to have a clear role in the development and implementation of these strategies, thus enabling them to allocate larger funds in partnership with the adults involved. 

· Portsmouth: has a two-stage model for YCF, developed by the youth service following discussions with legal, planning, finance, insurance and health and safety departments.  In stage 1 the panel gives approval in principle to an application for YCF. The local authority then carries out background checks to investigate whether planning permission would be needed and to identify any legal issues.  It also reports on the timescale involved. Having received a more detailed application, the panel can then make an informed decision based on whether the project is can be completed by the end of the funding year.  This approach means that young people still have decision making power on capital projects, but are supported in identifying technical issues and how these should be addressed. 

· Worcestershire (FLOSS): In the future, the YCF is likely to become part of the county’s integrated youth capital strategy.  The key to this is to develop processes which give young people a real role in decision-making alongside adults, moving to a more strategic partnership approach.  YCF therefore will no longer be seen as an existing discrete funding stream, but its principles will inform young people’s involvement in decision-making over larger budgets, linked to the overall youth offer.  Panel members have discussed how this would affect young people’s ownership of the money and the youth support officer has attended meetings to explain the changes.  The young people are happy with this development – they feel that they are informed about its rationale and that their role is valued. 

· Wirral: an Officers’ Liaison Group supports the grant panel in advising and supporting successful YCF applicants. It has representation from various organisations and departments, including Parks and Gardens and Building Inspectors, in order to support young people developing youth shelter or building refurbishment projects.  

In some LAs, YOF/YCF has been used to complement each other:


3.3 Complementary funding from other sources
While the Funds do not require projects to secure matched funding, some panels looked favourably on projects where young people themselves were engaged in fundraising, thus demonstrating their commitment.  On a larger scale, many local authorities have added other funds or resources to YOF/YCF allocations to ensure a greater impact for young people. In other instances receiving YOF/YCF has been a catalyst for projects to access other funds.

· Calderdale: a Youth Parliament group applied for a grant to subsidise prices for young people for the ice-rink provided by the Council during December – they had previously complained that young people aged 12+ were charged the full adult rate.  Community Services (which provides the ice rink) worked with the Young People’s Service and the Youth Parliament group to negotiate how prices for young people could be subsidised. Youth Parliament received a YOF grant of £14,000, while the additional cost for the rink of £236,000 was raised through sponsors such HBOS, advertising sales and council funding. Prices for all 13-17 year olds were reduced from £7 to £4 in winter 2007.

· Suffolk: YCF supported the development of a young people’s space at Ipswich Mosque as part of the rebuild of the premises, adding value to funds already raised by elders. 

· Cumbria: young people are developing a disused railway station into youth premises, including a youth café.  Young people have negotiated with the railway company to sell tickets and will be able to keep a percentage of ticket sales.

3.4 Types of projects funded

3.4.1 Young People’s Favourites

3.4.2 Community cohesion

YOF and YCF has been used to fund community cohesion projects in many LA areas – the Funds lend themselves well to such projects as the need is identified by young people, projects are run by young people and grants are allocated by young people all from within their own communities.

· Wolverhampton: highlighted that young people’s approaches to community cohesion were different from those of adults. They cited the example of a project they funded in a high crime area – if the work had been adult led it would have focused on guns and gangs.  But young people wanted a more positive focus and got together to look at how they wanted to improve their area, engaging with architects and youth services to get the provision they wanted.  They identified that a music resource was needed, and worked with the local college to find out about project management and studio technology.  

· Wirral: In from the Cold: six young people who were drug and alcohol users and misusing their local (rundown and neglected) park developed a successful bid for a youth shelter, following initial contact with a detached youth worker. The group has shared plans with other young people through the area youth forum, contributed to Elected Member training and worked alongside the council’s Parks and Open Spaces staff and architects to develop and refine their ideas for the shelter. They were awarded £24,500 for the project, pending a public consultation through the local adult area forum. The young people attended the forum (with 70 adults) where they acknowledged their previous past poor conduct and explained how they saw their project as benefiting the whole community, not just themselves. At the end of the meeting, local residents suggested forming a ‘friends of the park’ group with a guaranteed role for young people. Through the project, young people have developed into local community activists, the youth service has increased its profile among adults and young people in the area, the community has gained improved facilities at no direct cost and intergenerational relationships have greatly improved.

· Sunderland: Young Asian Voices (YAV) received an award of £25,000 to establish a base for Black and Minority Ethnic young people in Sunderland. The aim is to give young people the opportunity to meet and learn from other young people from different backgrounds.  The project plans to provide a service relevant to the needs of young people in general and in particular to promote the needs and interests of young Asian people. YAV will work other organisations, and local people to promote education, health, welfare, training, leisure and employment opportunities that improve young people’s social and economic life chances. 

· Hull: Inclusive Tennis. This project built upon a successful bid in 2006-2007 and provided some additional coaching, small equipment and court fees.  The project is open to young people with and without disabilities, providing an opportunity to play tennis and receive coaching together.  All participants use the same adapted wheelchairs (provided by the previous bid and matched by £10,000 from the Lord’s Taverners Charity).  Outcomes include physical fitness and well-being, confidence, increased motor skills and co-ordination and greater awareness of disability issues. 

· Staffordshire: The Bridge International Youth Project was awarded £8,361.  This group is made up of Kurdish, Afghan, Eritrean, Iranian and Zimbabwean young people aged between 14 and 19.  They are a youth group who mix the arts, sports and cultural activities with education, citizenship, friendship and individual support for young refugees and asylum seekers and other displaced young people from newly migrant communities.  The grant will be used to allow the young people to buy ICT equipment which they can use to create websites, video and photography projects to keep in touch with their family and friends at home, supported by their sponsor organisation Beavers Arts.

3.4.3 Transport

Transport has been identified as a key issue in rural communities and has had to be addressed in terms of enabling panel members to meet.  This includes meeting the cost of taxis – and recognising that while they may appear expensive, they may in fact be cost effective when the time of youth workers driving young people is factored in.  Transport is also a major issue for many young people across different communities, with transport projects appearing to be more common in smaller (and urban) LAs. Where it has been addressed in rural authorities, it appears to be at district, rather than countywide level, where the problem may seem too big to be addressed through the Funds. 

· Bedfordshire: set up a transport token scheme with a YOF grant of £50,000 and came to an arrangement with taxi drivers to accept tokens.   The scheme is administered by Mid Bedfordshire DC and has allowed approximately 4,000 young people to access facilities and engage in projects they otherwise would have struggled to do.  MYPs (who developed the application) are now trying to involve bus companies. 
· Bournemouth: funded a minibus in 2006-07, which is being used by Youth Inclusion Projects across the Borough, to enable groups of young people to travel to their activities affordably and in comfort. The Bus is managed by the panel and rented out to other groups.
· Luton: following consultation with young people which identified the need for more youth provision and the pilot of a mobile youth centre, it was decided to use YCF for two mobile youth centres.  A further consultation was undertaken to get young people’s views on the use of these, including purpose, design and layout, location, equipment and activities.  The youth service provides funding of £16k a year for a driver. 
· Coventry: funded a citywide project to build an environmentally friendly bus that is fuelled by green fuel.  The objectives of the project are to design, develop and build an environmentally-friendly bus, fit a cleaner and more efficient eco-friendly engine and system, design and paint the inside and outside of the bus and design the interior.

3.4.4 Individuals

Many panels have chosen not to fund individuals.  Most of those that do will fund only those with particular needs, or where it is clear that the grants will help young people achieve specific outcomes, often related to re-engagement in education or employment, or skills development.  Again it’s crucial that the young people themselves set their criteria.

· Middlesbrough: makes grants to individuals. This has not been a big issue for the panel, perhaps because the council already makes grants to individual young people – through education bursaries, sports development, personal development grants – and some panel members have benefited themselves. But the panel does scrutinise carefully to ensure longer-term benefit.  Examples of individual grants include a young man wanting a new suit for interviews - when the panel suggested a cheaper shop; tools for college courses; and attendance at international conferences. 

· Swindon: Global Young Leaders Conference – one young woman was funded to attend this conference.  She has then reported back to her school on her experiences emphasising community cohesion on a global scale.

· Derbyshire: originally supported driving lessons for young people, not in education, training or employment, but forum members expressed concerns about whether young people would be able to make use of them given costs of cars, insurance etc. and decided not to fund any more after the pilot project.

3.4.5 Overseas travel

Again, many panels have decided not to fund overseas travel; where it is funded it appears to be linked to community cohesion, volunteering and taking part in major international events.

· Birmingham: has funded a range of projects including an Indian Exchange where two different groups of young people worked together to plan, organise and attend an exchange visit to India.  One of the groups was from a predominantly white inner city area while the other was from a neighbouring area where mainly Muslim young people lived.

· Stoke on Trent: Challenge South Africa.  This group project of 25 young people from different backgrounds was a joint partnership between youth services and Stoke on Trent College.  The project is for individuals to work as a team and promote social cohesion.  The grant will support the group to travel to South Africa and build positive relationships.  The project will also build relationships between different cultures and students and will raise awareness of HIV, Aids and extreme poverty.

· Brent: young people visited Jamaica to meet the Maroons who are descendants of the first free slaves in the western hemisphere to form the basis of their photography and film project. They plan to tour local schools in Brent, will hold an exhibition at the Docklands and have been asked to leave a legacy of their project at The Institute of Jamaica.

· Wolverhampton: originally funded trips abroad, e.g. to Malawi and Spain, but following advice in response to questions from auditors will no longer fund overseas trips due to insurance and safeguarding issues. 

Section 4: Support and Training 

Key recommendations

· The support worker is key to a successful panel and needs the time and resources to carry out this role effectively

· Experienced young people can play a vital role in supporting new panel members and applicants 

· Young people should receive accreditation where possible for their work on YOF/YCF
· Young people need to be consulted on the rewards and incentives that mean the most to them

4.1 Support for young people

Allocating funding to benefit other people requires young people to learn and develop a range of skills and knowledge including assessing need and decision-making policy and processes.  This can be done in a range of ways, to suit different circumstances and the varying needs of young people.  As the YOF/YCF processes were new to most authorities, there was a great deal of learning to be achieved in a short space of time both for young people and the adults supporting them.

4.1.1 The support worker

Support workers are key to ensuring the Funds are allocated by young people in an effective, appropriate and enjoyable way.  They play a vital role in advocating on behalf of the panel to others and also ensuring that the young people on the panel have all they need to make good decisions.  We met with four groups of young people involved in decision-making on YOF/YCF  and these were the key roles of a support worker they identified:

	· Encourages us to strive for the best 

· Is friendly, approachable and trustworthy

· Guides us – help us with queries, explains things 

· Makes connections – knows about things 

· Makes it fun

· Makes sure we arrive and leave safely

· Provides food and transport 

· Texts us before meetings 

· Tells people who don’t get funding

· Looks after the paperwork


Interviews with support workers identified some other takes on their role.  These included an element of challenge – encouraging groups to think beyond their individual experiences or to think about the consequences of decisions, such as asking groups to obtain funding from other sources.  Some workers also highlighted their role in promoting good group dynamics, particularly where panels brought together young people who would not normally mix, or where different friendship groups were involved.  Some workers also helped to ensure that new panel members were welcomed and supported – although most stressed that panel members were keen to recruit other young people. 

A few staff also identified a role in preparing panels to deal with any challenges to their decisions.  They mentioned instances where councillors or adults from supporting organisations had queried why particular projects had not been funded and stressed the importance of ensuring that reasons for decisions were accurately recorded.  One worker described an instance where an adult supporting organisation had tried to change young people’s ideas for their project.  The worker had facilitated the panel to successfully resolve this issue and believed that the mandate from young people was key to allowing her, as a local authority officer, to challenge the inappropriate use of the Funds.

3.4.2 Peer support 

This has come through strongly in our interviews, some LAs employ young people as peer support workers and trainee youth workers, while others draw on experience of the first tranche of panel members.

4.2 Training and accreditation

“Developing our own skills makes us better panel members” Mandy 19, Lincolnshire.

4.2.1 Panel members’ training

Virtually all panels are offered accredited training - many are using YouthBank UK’s Introduction to Grantmaking (OCN accredited), others include MV, Asdan, Duke of Edinburgh’s Award Scheme, and Youth Achievement Awards.  A number of authorities also use local award schemes. 

· Croydon: its training programme stresses panel members’ personal development and includes twice-yearly appraisals. This takes the form of a chat, giving feedback and setting targets, which is then written up and contributes to young people’s portfolios.  While the process is intended to be informal and accessible, it does use the language of ‘appraisal’, indicating to young people the seriousness of what they’re doing and how important their personal development is. 

· Derbyshire: training has covered areas such as developing the criteria for the Funds, representing other young people, questionnaire design and marketing. It also covers the general protocols of working as a committee.  It has drawn on expertise across the council including the Head of Youth Services, the council’s marketing and PR team and the cabinet member responsible for young people. 
· Camden: provided initial training for the first panel members in summer 2006 on equal opportunities and diversity and grantmaking.  Training is ongoing – young people identify areas they need to know more about, e.g. faith and single sex provision.  Camden’s disabled young people’s forum is experienced


	· in delivering training about disability – it will train the panel covering issues such as communication, making applications more accessible, what makes it easier for disabled young people to engage and the barriers they face.  It is hoped that a member of this forum may then join the YOF panel.

· Portsmouth: its commitment to involving as many young people as possible in decisions means that it is particularly important that training equips young people to make consistent, well-informed decisions. Once a group has been accepted as a panel, it has an introductory session, including the background to the Funds and what they’re for, previous grants awarded, exercises on ‘the ideal panel member’ and decision-making processes.  Additional training needs are identified once they start working as a panel.  One panel consists of local foyer residents and their involvement in YOF is incorporated in their ‘Get Real’ accredited training programme intended to help young people re-engage in education, employment or training. 




4.2.2 Project leaders’ training
A number of LAs offer accredited training to project leaders - this can be harder to achieve for young people’s groups who do not have adult support.  In Hampshire and Tameside AQA accredited training is offered (which Salford now plans to use), and Derbyshire has allocated YOF money to support young people in funded projects to gain accreditation.  Certificates and records of achievement are also useful.  

4.3 Use of Incentives 

One LA Youth Service leader praised the contribution of young people on her YOF/YCF panels and thought that their commitment and time should be recognised: “it is important to remember we get more from them than they get from us”.  

Many LAs provide some forms of incentives or rewards for young people.  Some of these we would expect to be provided anyway such as food and transport (food came up in all of the group interviews with young people as being important to them). Accreditation is also seen as an incentive by many young people.  However in terms of additional rewards or recognition, it is important to ask the young people themselves what they would value most. 

We asked the young people we met which ‘rewards’ they received and which they valued most. There was agreement across all groups about what they valued most and these were:

· accreditation 

· residentials

· trips out

· parties and celebration events 

Also valued were positive press stories (although all groups commented that these were really hard to get) and invitations to see funded projects.

Section 5: Marketing, Publicity and Outreach

Key recommendations

· LAs should consider a range of creative ways of promoting the Funds

· Young people have a vital role to play in this area, often having better ideas about what appeals to other young people and greater understanding of new technology and new media

· Targetted approaches for specific groups should also be considered, particularly those which make good use of specialist services and voluntary sector partners

5.1 Publicity ideas 

The NFER evaluation of YOF/YCF recommended that LAs consider alternative ways of promoting the Funds e.g. outreach.  Again the role of young people in identifying innovative approaches to publicity as well as knowing what will attract young people is crucial.  There are plenty of examples of creative approaches in reaching a range of young people and some are listed below: 

5.2 Young people’s involvement

Many young people are interested in marketing and publicity and often have a better understanding of what appeals to other young people than adults.  They also tend to know more about what media and services other young people access.  In all of the groups we met, young people were involved in marketing and publicity,with roles including:

· Designing materials including leaflets, websites, social networking sites, logos 

· Staffing promotional stands in a variety of settings

· Telling young people – in schools, youth clubs, nightclubs (13-18 night in Luton)

· Giving out leaflets in town centres

· Appearing in local papers / radio

Some young people who may not want or may not yet feel able to get involved in decision-making may well prefer a role in publicity and related activity.

5.3 Targeted promotion
Some areas have used different approaches to promote the Funds to particular groups of young people; some targeting young people directly, others working through voluntary and community sector and specialist LA provision who work with particular groups.  Examples include: 

Section 6: Monitoring, reviewing and sharing the learning

Key recommendations

· Providing projects with choices about how they convey information about their projects has proved successful

· Celebration events should be considered both as a means of publicising the Funds and of reviewing funded projects

· Panels from different LAs should meet to compare processes, procedures and outcomes.
6.1 Information from funded groups

Many LAs reported problems in getting information back from funded projects and had tried a variety of methods to improve this.  Methods included asking for feedback in a format to suit the projects - DVDs, music, invitations to attend funded events etc.  Others provided special folders to put in reporting information including photographs.  Many organise celebration events which are very popular with decision-makers and grant recipients - it is important that such events are young people led.  One variation on this is Redbridge’s ‘Bring your evidence curry night’. 

6.2 Roles of young people in monitoring and reviews

A number of LAs referred to carrying out reviews after years 1 and 2 as well as undertaking continuous monitoring of where the money is going.  This has resulted in changes to application forms and processes, tightening up criteria to place greater emphasis on disadvantage and identification of gaps in how money is spent.  Many young people from panels conduct visits to projects after funding has been awarded, this can provide an opportunity for some young people to take part who may not want to take part in decision-making.  It is important that young people are central to any reviews of the work of panels; for the future YouthBank UK has been funded by the DCSF to work with young people to produce a Peer Assessment Tool for grantmaking. 


6.3 Sharing the learning

The NFER evaluation of YOF/YCF includes a recommendation that panels share ideas with other panels / young people.   We have found that this is already happening in some areas:


Section 7: What next? 

Key recommendations

· Young people’s positive contributions through YOF and YCF are valued and publicised as widely as possible

· LAs offer a range of progression routes for young people who have been involved in the Funds 

· LAs use the lessons of YOF and YCF to increase the participation of young people across all services

7.1 The impact on young people 

YOF and YCF has given thousands of young people the opportunity to make a real difference by giving out money in their communities and provided even more young people with the opportunity to devise and run their own projects.  Through the experiences and the development of young people’s skills, confidence and knowledge, every LA has young people who could continue to offer much to their communities.  It is important that their valuable contributions are recognised and that further opportunities are offered for them to grow and develop and remain active in their communities in ways that they choose.  

We asked groups of young people what they got out of being involved, the most popular responses were:

7.2 The impact on local authorities

In many authorities, YOF and YCF has already had an impact on other areas of activity, giving us a glimpse of a promising future:


7.3 What next?

The introduction of YOF/YCF has already had a significant impact on the involvement of young people in influencing the work of local authorities and lessons will be learned from the final evaluation.  A number of factors indicate that this influence is set to increase still further:
· the extension of the Funds for a further three years;

· the increased involvement of young people in actively shaping budgets for services to young people announced in Aiming High for young people (25% by 2018);

· their role in commissioning of services; and 

· the introduction of Participatory Budgeting for all local authorities by 2012.

The impact of YOF/YCF was evident in the responses to a survey on young people’s involvement in decision-making on positive activities budgets carried out by The National Youth Agency for the Department for Children, Schools and Families and the Local Government Association in February 2008. When discussing how their authority intended to involve young people in allocating budgets, respondents overwhelmingly stated that they intended to build on the structures developed for distributing YOF/YCF. In many cases, local authorities had already involved young people in allocating other funding streams, and some reported arrangements to involve young people in the delivery of the local youth offer, including planning, commissioning and evaluating activities.
Bolton: Thai boxing – training for instructors and building renovation (£10,000 YCF, £10,000 YOF) attracting young people from a range of backgrounds.


Derbyshire:  A number of projects combine YCF and YOF funding or supplement other funding sources, in line with DYF’s commitment to building on existing provision.  For instance, following the council’s allocation of £40,000 for a new roof for a youth centre, the centre has been awarded a YCF grant to upgrade its interior facilities. YOF has also been used in tandem with the Capital Fund to provide staffing for new projects. YOF grants have also been made to to extend youth centres’ existing opening hours and to provide additional detached youth work sessions.  


East Riding:  Young people applying do not have to specify whether they are applying for Youth Opportunity or Youth Capital Funds - this is done by the senior youth worker, based on what is being requested.  Funded projects included the Hessle Breakfast Club: young people were banned from meeting in the town square by a dispersal order under the Anti Social Behaviour Act. They received a grant to convert a corridor of a youth centre into a chill out area. Their application was supported by the local community police, who recognised that the young people they were moving on didn’t have anywhere to go. 





Sheffield:  held a celebration event in July 2007 which brought together many of their funded projects.  Young people volunteered to showcase the work of their projects through performances, displays and showing some DVDs that had been produced. This event reflected the diversity of projects funded and brought young people together through workshops to share their experiences.





Camden: young people’s participation is now becoming embedded in the council’s broader decision-making.  Panel members were involved in decisions on PAYP spending last year and the council has now suggested that the panel should be involved in decisions in youth service core funding from 2008-09.  YOF has demonstrated young people’s capability to make responsible decisions.  


Salford: has reported an increase in multi-agency working and has “a finger on the pulse of the local community” through these Funds.  


Plymouth: YOF panel is now allocating city council grant funding (previously allocated by adult panel) to organisations working with young people.  Although applications come from organisations, the application process has been changed to require the applicant to provide evidence of how they are involving young people in deciding how the money is spent.  There is also a compulsory visit by the panel to meet young people participating in the projects to ensure that this is indeed happening.


Dudley: the council identified young people’s future role as grantmakers and commissioners. Young people are to allocate funding for 2008 summer schemes.


Slough: has developed some funding dedicated to children and young people’s play facilities next year, and is looking at the YOF model to determine how money aimed at 13-19 year olds is allocated.  


Lambeth: two young people are on youth joint commissioning panel which will commission universal youth provision for three year contracts from April  08


Worcestershire: there is a £200,000 voluntary sector fund, which is member led with each councillor having an allocation.  Applicants need to demonstrate how young people are involved in identifying the need for provision. In effect there will be two different funding pots in the same area for similar activities – in future there may be scope to pool these, or for members to delegate these budgets to local youth forums to manage.





Redbridge has succeeded in getting a wider range of young people on panels through employing an outreach worker to network with organisations working with specific communities – LGBT, gypsies and travellers, young parents and carers, Eastern European communities, those not in education, employment or training.  Detached workers and the mobile unit also promote the Funds in disadvantaged areas of the borough. 


Many of Wolverhampton’s decision-makers come from disadvantaged areas of the city  Also from the start they targeted particular groups – e.g. deaf young people and young people with severe learning disabilities. They worked with the latter group to find out what they would like from the Funds – an outcome of this was a wet-room in the local residential centre.  They also have a ‘special branch’ group – including young carers, looked after young people, and young people with disabilities.











Promoting the Funds as open to all young people: in Worcestershire, the panel considered ring-fencing funding for certain groups of young people but decided against this as they felt that it is still possible to involve a wide range of young people while keeping it open to everyone.  Slough’s panel decided not to target BME groups, as they were already well-engaged, nor specific areas of town because of the small size of the borough.  With the exception of other targeted groups, projects must be open to all young people and advertised as such. In Suffolk, young people taking part in a residential event to develop criteria for the Funds were clear that they wanted to encourage and support vulnerable young people to access universal provision rather than allocating funds to particular groups.


Ring-fencing some money for disadvantaged young people: Kirklees ring-fenced £20,000 for applications from disabled young people. The Wirral panel decided to reserve £30,000 of each Fund for vulnerable and Wirral-wide groups. 


Giving extra weight to applications that meet specific criteria: some LAs have developed scoring systems.  The Newcastle panel decided to give an extra five points to all disadvantaged groups, rejecting the idea of ranking by types of disadvantage.  In Wiltshire, the application process and scoring criteria has an explicit weighting in favour of specific hard-to-reach groups: care leavers, homeless young people, young carers, young people with learning disabilities, ethnic minority young people, young travellers, lesbian and gay young people and young people who are disadvantaged because of where they live.


Fast-tracking applications which meet specific criteria: in Sandwell, bids from looked after young people, groups from disadvantaged areas, young people with disabilities and BME young people take priority over other bids waiting to be assessed.


Awareness training:  Wakefield panel members took part in a training residential dealing with issues around equality of opportunity and the need for targeted support to impact on areas of structural disadvantage. As a result they were particularly supportive of applications from BME and disabled young people.  In Newcastle, it was recognised that panel members (and applicants) found it difficult to understand the concept of community cohesion, although this was identified as a priority. Specific training was organised for panel members using examples of real projects. 


Camden’s approach focuses on building capacity among small local community groups, particularly through its partnership with Voluntary Action Camden which has good links with hundreds of small voluntary groups, especially those working with specific BME communities.  Camden YOF and VAC run ‘meet the funders’ workshops for small local community groups, to inform them about YOF.  These workshops are often these groups’ first contact with the youth service and the LA, and act as a trigger to them accessing more funding. For instance, a group of young travellers applied for funding to develop a project on Romany culture to learn more themselves and pass their learning on to others. VAC supported them in their bid and in working towards becoming a registered charity – the young people are now applying for a second grant.  YOF also acts as a trigger for young people to have more of a say in community groups where participation is often not well understood or embedded.








Portsmouth: The Youth Affairs Unit (which manages YOF) employed two young people to help with administration, to support panels and help young people applying for funds.


Croydon: plans to formalise peer support in a two year programme for panel members.  After a year as decision-makers, young people will continue on the panel in year 2 to mentor new members, then leave once new members have grown into the role.  They have recognised the need for more training for the mentoring role. 


Wolverhampton: young people are supported by young trainee youth workers – Peer Education Workers (PEWs), who mostly do not have high levels of school achievement.  PEWs support both the application and evaluation process.











Making the community a better place


The opportunity to do something different and positive


Confidence, self esteem


Learnt more about me as a person


Learnt that older people can let young people make the decision on things


Friends


Involved in other things e.g. Young People’s Action Group (YPAG), recruitment, our youth centre committee group


More of an idea of what the other young people would like


Learnt and developed skills 


Got to know different people around the different areas


Fun experiences


Gained financial expertise


Good food!








“I have been in Young Fundz for 2 years, since it began.  I have enjoyed being part of the group and feel that it has improved my confidence and self esteem.  It has allowed me to represent and show youth’s identity in a positive way, improve Luton and give youths a voice that has the power to make a difference”.  Shurla 17, Luton


“I used to be the mouse of the group, now I’m the Chair!” Kristie 17, Bournemouth





The Youth Opportunity Fund and Youth Capital Fund were introduced in April 2006, providing £115 million over two years across all local authorities (LAs) in England, to be given out by young people.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.everychildmatters.gov.uk/youthmatters/aiminghigh/" ��Aiming high for young people� extended the Funds for a further three years.








Young people from Wolverhampton told us they find their weekly meetings relaxed and friendly, but still make sure they get the work done. The best things included meeting new people they otherwise wouldn’t meet, finding out other people’s views and helping the community.  They emphasised the role of application forms in decision-making. “It used to cause arguments if we didn’t have enough information, now we don’t discuss it until we get all of the information in”.  Amie 16


Luton: young people stressed the importance of finding out if projects were really young people led. They found interviews really useful for this, and the interviews themselves had got more structured over time as panel members grew in confidence and experience and were much clearer about what they were looking for.





Project Name: Young Carers


What did it do? Involved them in trips, meetings and other fun stuff.


Why did you like it? Because it is helping young people who have responsibilities to care for other people such as kids, disabled parents, and gives them a reward. (Luke, 16)





Project Name: Peer Pressure Film Premier


What did it do? Young people made some films with a film company about peer pressure in Bournemouth – they wanted a ‘premier’ for their work to be recognised.


Why did you like it? They challenged the media … to show how positive young people are. (Lex, 18)





Project Name: Traveller and Gypsies Life Awareness


What did it do?  Goes out into local schools and explains about Gypsies and tries to change stereotypes.


Why did you like it? Because it breaks down stereotypes and makes the community accept them. (Mandy, 19)





Young people in Wakefield were invited to take part in a ‘Democracy Wall’ event at the town hall, where they communicated their needs and wants to elected members and officers.  Each group attending received £250 towards their identified goal.


Derbyshire used a mix of questionnaires and direct contact (which ensured that specific groups such as young people in hospital or in contact with drug and alcohol teams were involved) and received responses from 4,500 young people to its consultation on  ‘Help us spend a million quid’.








Buckinghamshire: secured a regular slot for their YOF flyer to be the screensaver on PCs throughout the county council.


Portsmouth: used local cinemas to advertise the Funds and reach young people not in touch with the youth service.


Camden: adverts were placed on sides of 200 buses serving the borough during September and October 2006.  ‘How would you spend £240,000 – if you’re 13-19 and buzzin’ with ideas, this money is for YOU’.


Slough: ‘some of the easier ideas have been the most effective’ – emailed leaflets and flyers to all known groups, asking them to forward on – they have received applications from groups the youth service previously had no contact with. 


Wolverhampton: celebration events – a showcase was held to celebrate achievements and talents of young people and included displays, presentations, DVD and performers.  Young people have designed a website and used social networking sites to advertise.


Word of mouth has been identified as becoming more important as the Funds become established. While it should not be used on its own (as only reaching groups already ‘in the loop’), it has served to convince young people that the Funds really do offer something different – ‘this is real, we really can get the money’.





Slough: promoted the Funds to targeted groups first to give them a head start, before more general publicity.


Nottinghamshire: advertising material has been produced to raise the awareness of the ‘Youth Initiative Grants’. This has been produced in languages other than English and material has been developed aimed at disabled young people and young people with learning difficulties. 


Croydon: the team spent time at the start of 2007-08 looking at which groups were not benefiting from funding and how to reach them.  They promoted the Fund through a Roadshow over the summer and networked with community groups e.g. a stand at the MELA. They have formed a closer partnership with Croydon Voluntary Action: the YOF worker has done workshops at CVA events e.g. their refugee forum and CVA is signposting groups to the Funds.


Richmond-upon-Thames: The borough has prioritised the development of work in the five most deprived wards through an integrated approach.  This has meant the youth service, the Primary Care Trust, the voluntary sector and other agencies are working together to publicise YOF/YCF opportunities. On some Friday nights over the summer up to 10 staff from across these agencies worked together to promote awareness of the Funds with hard-to-reach young people.


Kent: the youth service employs 12 part time field officers to support small voluntary projects.  They have encouraged young people in smaller projects to apply for funding, proving particularly helpful in rural areas. 








Lincolnshire: The YCF panel visits projects with a list of questions for both young people and youth workers and take pictures to bring back to the full panel (they go out in twos or threes with no worker).  They visit every YCF funded project and would like to do this for YOF funded projects but do not currently have the resources to support this. 


In Camden, panel members undertook a 12-week peer inspection training programme funded by YOF.  They carry out two visits to projects, one announced and one unannounced.  Many panels conduct monitoring visits to larger funded projects but this may not be appropriate for some smaller projects.  There are also issues around being able to resource this in some areas. 





Wolverhampton: has found that being a member of YouthBank UK has been important in networking. Young people have met other YouthBanks from across the UK, have taken part in regional and UK-wide residentials and have also helped others to set up their YouthBank.  The support worker reported that it has been beneficial for young people to have developed the confidence to do this and has been good for Wolverhampton.


Other panels have set up visits and exchanges, bringing together panels with very different experiences, such as a visit to Camden by the Newcastle panel (with a reciprocal visit planned subject to funding.)  As a result of this visit, both panels identified new approaches that they could adopt. 


Cornwall and Bournemouth panel members have also met – this was  described as an “excellent networking opportunity with a very fruitful exchange of information and anecdotes”
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