	Call for Evidence - Youth Sector Support Arrangements

Consultation Response Form
The closing date for this consultation is: 5 April 2008

Your comments must reach us by that date.
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THIS FORM IS NOT INTERACTIVE. If you wish to respond electronically please use the online or offline response facility available on the Department for Children, Schools and Families e-consultation website (http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/consultations).
The information you provide in your response will be subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations, which allow public access to information held by the Department. This does not necessarily mean that your response can be made available to the public as there are exemptions relating to information provided in confidence and information to which the Data Protection Act 1998 applies. You may request confidentiality by ticking the box provided, but you should note that neither this, nor an automatically-generated e-mail confidentiality statement, will necessarily exclude the public right of access.

	Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential.
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	Name
	Lucy Sandford

	Organisation (if applicable)
	Partnership for Young London

	Address:
	PO BOX 270, Guildhall, London EC2P 2EJ


If your enquiry is related to the policy content of the consultation you can contact Damon Boxer on:

Telephone: 0114 259 3605

e-mail: damon.boxer@dcsf.gsi.gov.uk
Responses
There are more specific questions under each of the following headings.  These are intended as a guide only so that submissions are focused on the key issues that DCSF is most interested in addressing as part of this consultation.  

We are particularly keen to receive propositions (both individual and joint) from partners about how sector support arrangements overall could be improved and what practical actions would need to be taken by Government – to secure coherent support for organisations from across statutory, third, and private sectors.

Please tell us your job title Regional Development Manager
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	Comments:



	


Please choose from one of the following statements:
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	I am responding on behalf of a public sector organisation / local authority
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	I am responding on behalf of a for-profit organisation
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	I am responding on behalf of a third sector organisation (see TOR)

	X
	I am responding on behalf of a network, for example a national youth sector membership organisation or a local voluntary sector forum
	[image: image8.png]



	I am responding as an individual
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	Other, please specify
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	Please Specify: Partnership for Young London is a strategic organisation working to promote and improve youth work and services for young people across London through partnerships with central and regional government, local authorities, Connexions services, voluntary youth organisations and young Londoners.  Our remit is extensive and covers youth work, services for young people and the 14 to 19 agenda. 


	


Please choose from one of the following statements: 
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	My work / the work of my organisation is focused solely on teenagers
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	I / my organisation works with a range of clients, including teenagers
	X
	I / my organisation does not work with teenagers, but they may be affected by my/our work (please specify)
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	Other, please specify
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	Please Specify:  We do not work directly with young people; instead we support the practitioners who work with young people in London.


	


Are you / Is your organisation a member of any networks for example a national youth sector membership organisation or a local voluntary sector forum? Please list all applicable.
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	Comments:  
We are members of NCVCCO – National Council for Voluntary Childcare Organisations, Network of Regional Youth Work Units : England, London Civic Forum and Independent Academic Research Studies (IARS)
We are on the steering groups of VCS Engage in London and Young Londoners Participation Network. We support London APYCO. 
 wWWW

W

Helen advice and challenge group, network of networks


	


Supporting regional and national partners
1) 
 How could regional and national youth sector organisations work better together, and with Government, to enhance delivery and challenge underperformance in the youth sector?

Points to consider in your response:

Do you think current regional and/or national support arrangements are coherent and well coordinated?

How effective are regional and/or national support arrangements at meeting the needs of professionals/organisations working with teenagers in your area?

Do you think that underperformance is challenged effectively within the youth sector, and is this true regardless of what type of organisation is providing the service? 

Is there a need for rationalisation at regional and/or national level – to reduce the number of different associations / organisations/ authorities offering support to the youth sector?
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	Comments:

Regional organisations respond directly to the needs of member organisations, with regard to seminars, advocacy, practice updates, newsletters, policy briefings and consultation work. Here at Partnership for Young London (PYL) we were set up originally as a regional unit in response to demand for such an organisation to exist.  So to a large degree we operate in responding to members requirements for services a ‘ground up’ approach.  
London in its diversity does not provide a uniform ‘one size fits all’ approach; there are considerable variations.  Regionally London is governed by a number of organisations, Greater London Authority (GLA), Government Office for London (GOL) and London Councils each of whom have different responsibilities.  There is the need to work regionally to network and link the numerous organisations working in London with the various government offices that have a variety of remits.  Clarity on the relationship between national and regional would be beneficial. 
Regionally in London we do need to look at more cross borough initiatives. The current government focus is on the individual local authority as community leader and there is the danger that this erodes cross borough working as the focus becomes more individual organisation based.  There is the need to encourage even more regional working.  This is especially true of London geographically speaking, with great population density where a total of 33 local authorities operate; there is a large migration of young people attending schools in different local authorities therefore accessing youth provision not necessarily in the borough in which they reside.  Free travel in London for young people encourages access to positive activities again not restrictive to the boroughs where young people live.  There is a need for regional/cross borough working to ensure economies of scale approach so that resources and training for instance are adequately distributed.  Indeed a report from the Commission on Young People and Safety in Islington recommends the creation of cross-borough initiatives to help tackle gangs not restricted to borough boundaries and to cut youth crime as a result.   We as a regional unit provide specialist advice on a range of issues organisations in London face; I would question how a national organisation could operate in such a locality.  
The use of underperformance is not term we would favour but look more to promote good practice.  We support recommendations to put measures in place to improve performance.  However perhaps we should look to what is already in place and make better use of this, for example, the National Youth Agency Annual Audit which gathers data from all local authority youth services providing quantitative data to be examined nationally and regionally.  This information could include data from Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) who are commissioned by local authorities.  It would be a useful tool for targeting support appropriately.  National information could then be feed to regional bodies for support.  

The unfortunate demise of the current OFSTED Enhanced Youth Inspection (EYI) which will end in June this year will create a large gap for quality assessment across youth provision.  We would support the EYI being retained which would allow an independent nationally recognised quality assessment to inspect regularly and help organisations to improve their provision.  
With regards to the VCS sector the Charities Evaluation Services (CES) will start a major 3-year programme to expand the support on performance management available to third sector organisations across England. This programme is funded by Capacitybuilders and takes over where the Performance Hub left off.  However this is generic not youth focused.  Much performance management is geared towards a local level and it is national/regional funding bodies often in their service level agreements state monitoring and performance indicators that must be evidenced. Whether national or regional organisations that don’t have the leverage of funding would be able to ‘challenge underperformance’ could be questioned. 
Due to the competitiveness and social enterprise element in the VCS arena many of whom are commissioned to provide services, it is of no surprise that there are a number or regional organisations operating seeking to fulfil local need. Rationalisation of at a regional level would erode the social enterprise element created and ignore the demand from local organisations that required this in the first place.  Regional Units are unique in providing focus on youth issues across sectors for local organisations and regional government.  
Sharon Long, Regional Development Manager London VCS Engage states in her detailed year end report March 2008

“There are a myriad of forums and groups in place across London and the VCS representation within these is not coherent. The development of a network of organisations across London is under discussion to create more consistency of representation and to create a communications strategy out to the wider sector”
PYL is directly involved in the development of the network.  
There is no real coherence of national support arrangements. While national organisations provide many useful generic services (research, policy briefings, large-scale projects, data collection, sector-specific infrastructure support), there is no single clear route for local or regional organisations to find appropriate support. Regional organisations endeavour to have good relations with nationals; the Network of Regional Youth Work Units: England (NRYWU: E) has agreements with the National Youth Agency (NYA) and National Council for Voluntary Youth Services (NCVYS), and is looking to develop others; but there is a lack of coherence in the current structure. Increased clarity of purpose and communication at an earlier stage would prevent regional organisations being asked to implement faits accomplis. 

Historically, central government is responsible for the comparative difficulty faced by regional organisations of any kind accessing funding. Two years ago DCSF streamlined its 90 CYP funding streams into two (strategic and project), eliminating any possibility of organisations getting regional funding unless they worked across three government regions. Thus infrastructure funding goes to nationals, who are then supposed to support locals, but they have to come to regionals for effective distribution, because nationals are sometimes to large to have local reach. 

		

	


Supporting effective practice
If we are to implement the reforms introduced by ‘Aiming high’, as well as to secure high quality, Integrated Youth Support Services (IYSS) in every local area, we need to be confident that all youth sector organisations can access information to help them in their work with young people; and to engage effectively with other professionals providing services for young people.

2) How would you improve support arrangements so that all youth sector organisations have equal access to: coherent, high quality information on practice; integrated working; and training opportunities?

 Points to consider in your response:

How easy is it for you / your organisation to access the latest information about ‘best practice’ in working with young people?

Do you feel there is sufficient support and guidance to help youth sector organisations engage effectively with other professionals providing services for young people?

How easy is it for you / your organisation to access training and development opportunities?

Is this information equally accessible to all parts of the youth sector, for example to: individuals; local authority youth services; private providers; voluntary groups and other third sector youth organisations?
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	Comments:

Our role as a regional unit is to provide easily accessible information and guidance regarding work with young people. 
Partnership for Young London aims to:

· play a co-ordinating role between the maintained and voluntary youth sectors

· support the development and delivery of high quality services for young people 
· enable the strategic planning of services for young people at cross-borough, sub-regional and pan-London levels

· provide opportunities for London-based services to respond to and impact upon national Government agendas that affect young people and young people’s services
· develop, support and disseminate good practice to be used by public, private and voluntary youth sector organisations

· provide a voice for young people’s issues in London

· demonstrate the contribution youth work can make to wider initiatives
We provide our members with regular weekly e-bulletins, website, forums, newsletters, practice updates, events and seminars the topics of which are driven either by the latest policy developments or to meet demand from our members.  We seek to enable our members and organisations working in the youth sector to access high quality information on practice in London. Our job is to help youth sector organisations engage effectively with other professionals providing services for young people enabling network opportunities to take place.  Partnership for Young London has worked in conjunction with the Training Development Agency (TDA) to host events VCS at the heart of youth matters on the 6 December 2007 and 5 February 2008 regarding IYSS and what this means especially for the voluntary sector.  A both events a document was circulated listing per borough if the VCS will be offered training in CAF and information sharing, who they should contact and whether the VCS will be invited to be part of multi agency teams. 
Smaller voluntary organisations do often state that they are not easily able to access support and advice from national and regional organisations.  Local Council for Voluntary services (CVS) are generic and to a large part Young People’s organisations make up a small fraction of the overall aims and objectives.  However there are success stories in regional working in London as Sharon Long, Regional Development Manager London VCS Engage states in her detailed year end report March 2008

Local infrastructure support

“There are a range of approaches in place across London with some effectively resourced infrastructure groups undertaking comprehensive work for the CYP sector. The picture across London is however patchy, with some boroughs investing in infrastructure support and others providing limited resourcing. North London CVS have developed a CYP partnership for infrastructure support, this addresses a wide range of both policy and workforce development areas. A report outlining progress in this area and highlighting good practice has been completed by the programme and circulated across London.”

Perhaps with further resources increasing capacity at a local and regional level we would be able to demonstrate more effective practice and increase access and promote further engage of smaller voluntary organisations.  Here at PYL many smaller voluntary organisations who are not members often attend our events and seminars.  
In July 2007 PYL published a report Partnership for the Future, A training and workforce development strategy for the youth support sector in London 2007-10 which resulted from our members and key partner identifying a need for a coherent regional strategy for workforce development for the youth support sector.  PYL still run a training and workforce development group for London which is open to our members but also with input from LLUK and others as appropriate. The development of the strategy is a good example of effective communications across the region, in that the consultation process for contributing to its development was wide and inclusive. However, in spite of the strategy representing the views of a large number of organisations within the youth support sector, finding funding for the implementation of the strategy is difficult, as it is one of those regional activities for which funding sources are not immediately apparent.

		

	


Improving local commissioning and assuring quality
Local commissioning and growth

To secure a high quality local offer for all young people, it will be vital that local children’s trust arrangements, in particular local commissioning arrangements, are robust enough to engage, and harness the capacity of individuals and youth organisations in the third and private sectors.  The role of local authorities – and the practical help they receive to act as strategic commissioners of young people’s services – will be crucial in achieving this.  It will be equally important to secure the sustainability of these providers, as well as, where appropriate, to promote and support their growth. 

3) What improvements could be made to help youth sector organisations access local commissioning opportunities, and where applicable, to grow their business / organisation?
Points to consider in your response:

How easy is it for you / your organisation to understand and access local commissioning opportunities (such as contracts and grant funding)? 

What are the barriers to growth for youth sector organisations?

What support could we offer Local Authorities to help them improve their commissioning practice, including helping them to engage with and support local third sector youth organisations?
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	Comments:

With 33 local authorities operating in London, there are a variety of different infrastructures in place with regards to commissioning. Some commissioning is based on needs rather than geographical.  There is in the London area, a move to area based commissioning, around clusters of schools.  Whether schools have the expertise to commission the youth sector could be called into question.  It is particularly difficult for VCS organisations operating across several local authority areas to access information on commissioning arrangements for extended schools. Although the advice given is to contact cluster co-ordinators rather than individual schools, this advice is not widely circulated, nor are the identities of cluster co-ordinators. The multiplicity of tendering processes, combined with the lack of transparency on the schools’ part, makes the process unnecessarily complicated. There is also greater need for schools to understand not only what the VCS but also local authority youth-related services can offer to them to help them meet their requirements. 

The training of commissioners has been promised, but has not materialised in a consistent way.  The commissioning process is certainly an area at PYL we would seek to see more development in, a proper coherent framework to exist.  Following the two events we held in conjunction with TDA, as mentioned in the answer to question 2, we have circulated documents to our network and broadly across London listing per borough how the VCS will influence strategy, sustainability and needs analysis and who is the contact for VCS commissioning.  This relevant and up to date information has been particularly useful to smaller VCS organisations. 
Sharon Long, Regional Development Manager London VCS Engage states in her detailed year end report March 2008 examples of major challenges faced in London
“The research completed by the programme (VCS Engage) has provided an effective baseline of what is taking place in boroughs. A consistent issue across London is the lack of a coherent approach with some boroughs taking this forward effectively and others demonstrating very little engagement. Capacity and resourcing for the sector to engage effectively is a consistent issue with the ever increasing demands of the CYP change for children agenda. Additionally it is important to note that the movements around commissioning and the lack of clarity around key areas such as the Children’s Fund, commissioning priorities among others are having a demonstrable impact on the sector. Critical factors such as the resourcing of engagement were raised across all areas of research with VCS Representatives citing both the complexity of the agenda and also the demands of the new structures as a barrier for engagement. This is more significant where there is no resourcing for engagement and that lead workers are removed from delivery in order to participate.

Lack of clear structures for policy support was also cited as an area that was particularly challenging with some groups being provided with multiple options for support and others whose overall awareness of the agenda was extremely limited.”  
Again this emphasises the networks of networks, which recognises that the VCS does not – nor should it have to – see itself as a consistent entity. Organisations have different focuses, which meet both the needs of their beneficiaries and their charitable aims. The result is a matrix of interest that cuts across age (13-19; 0-19); interest (sports, arts, youth work); community (faith, ethnicity, disabled young people) etc. Their common need is to be able to influence policy, nationally and regionally, and to be part of a smooth communications process to share that policy and practice outwards to their members.
Cross borough targeted youth support commissioning might be a prudent step as often need is not confined to borough boundaries, and economies of scale could be employed to provide effective provision.  Already many VCS organisations already work across more than one borough boundary; but where one VCS operates in 3 boroughs they have to complete 3 different commissioning and application processes, all of which can be time consuming and costly to complete. Those who do not have the infrastructure in place to deal with this are automatically excluded.  The variety of commissioning processes in the 33 boroughs can act as a barrier to growth; some organisations are just managing to sustain existing provision. Possibly local authorities need to take more of a sophisticated market approach and invest to ensure a free market to ensure VCS involvement is increased.  Information flow is crucial that the correct people are receiving the information at the right time and it is cascaded to networks in a timely fashion.
There is concern in the voluntary sector of the private sectors’ involvement, which could, in terms of commissioning, under cut third sector youth organisations who provide services.  Whilst from a social enterprise standpoint many VCS welcome competitive commissioning there is the concern that some large national private sector organisations are able to ‘loss lead’ on certain projects, resulting in the loss of local VCS organisations. 

As part of our support for our statutory, connexions and VCS members, we provided a seminar on commissioning, to identify some models of practice and allow for discussion. The resulting report is one of the tools we use, along with a toolkit produced by the South West Regional Youth Work Unit, to promote and disseminate information about commissioning.
The NCVCCO regional conference will be held 12th June 2008 on commissioning, delegates will include Local Authority and VCS.  PYL as a member of the VCS Engage steering group is assisting in its development and promotion. 


	


Quality Assurance
4) 
What improvements could be made to drive up and assure the quality of services for young people?

Points to consider in your response:

Is there a case for further regulation and what form could this take?

What role should quality assurance and kite marking and award schemes play?

How can we ensure more consistent standards of quality without creating barriers to smaller organisations?

How can young people’s safety and ‘safeguarding’ issues be included within quality assurance arrangements?

How should young people be involved?
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	Comments:

There is certainly a range of quality assurance products and toolkits in the market place. The NYA recently re launched Quality Mark and with NCVYS published Raising the Standards: a guide to quality systems in the youth sector.  YMCA Insync standards are accredited by the Charity Commission and North London Connexions run Youthmark, which consists of young people who interview service users and staff and assess how good the organisation is at providing services for young people.  The YMCA is also peer monitored and consultation of young people is widespread in many organisations.  London Youth are also developing standards for youth clubs.  Whilst broad national agreed standards for youth work might be useful there should remain the opportunity for innovation and greater recognition with the possibly of the pass porting of quality assurance services.  With kite marks cost and resources would have to be examined to ensure smaller organisations can access them.

Nationally speaking, contained in the new LAA’s is the positive activities indicator in PSA 14.  This indicator is still to be finalised and currently is a TellUs survey format.  By using this survey It will be important to engage a wide spectrum of young people through a variety of channels.  PSA 14 will be important in measuring the quality of services delivered and not simply just the numbers accessing provision.  Local authorities for the past two years have with Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPI’s) collected data on accredited and recorded outcomes, which to a degree measures performance and were a starting point for quality assurance. With the introduction of integrated of services it is open to question whether LA’s will still collect this data.
Training and workforce development is key to delivering high quality services for young people in terms of safety and safeguarding.  In PYL report Partnership for the Future “There was strong consensus for, and commitment to improving quality and driving up standards. Respondents want to see training that is quality assured at local level and support a regional approach to the use and/or establishment of quality criteria and systems. Interviewees felt this would also increase consistency and portability of local training courses”. It is clear that without a highly trained and suitably qualified workforce high quality services can not be delivered.  


	


Promoting Private Sector and Personal Contributions
It is clear that there are many individuals and businesses willing to invest expertise, resources and time to support local and national third sector youth organisations and projects.

This can range from substantial financial investments in buildings or projects, to a commitment of a few hours a week to offer advice and support on finance, fundraising or project planning.  Regardless of the scale of investment, it is always valued.  Government believes there is potential to do more, through reform of youth sector support arrangements, to attract such investment to the youth sector, and match investors to projects. 

 5)
 How could support arrangements be improved so that third sector youth organisations can benefit from expertise, resources, and time offered by private individuals/organisations?

Points to consider in your response:

How easy is it for third sector organisations to access support from private individuals / organisations?

Do you feel there is sufficient support to help individuals / organisations match their skills and resources to suitable third sector youth organisations?
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	Comments:

Certainly volunteers from the private sector and corporate social responsibility policies have enriched the VCS sector. Again it is a matter of infrastructure and capacity building for individuals/organisations in channelling this support in terms of skills and resources. There are examples of the VCS connecting with private sector such as the Prince’s Trust, and in terms of employability of young people it is an avenue that is beneficial.

Larger voluntary organisations are well entrenched with the private sector and have corporate fund raising department liaising directly.  Where direct donations can not be made use of facilities is provided by corporate partners many of which in London have their UK headquarters, and London is fortunate to be in this position.  Possibly more could still be done to maximise this opportunity.  Smaller local voluntary organisations do not tend to benefit unless the headquarters are based primarily in the borough in which they operate.  


	


Empowerment: young people influencing services
Programmes such as the Youth Opportunity Fund have demonstrated clearly the benefits of empowering young people to influence local decision making. New legislation requires local authorities to ascertain and take account of young people’s views on local positive activities and facilities and the Government has committed to extend the Youth Opportunity Fund until 2011.

These are important steps, but Government is keen to go further by empowering young people to influence national policy, including decisions taken about a wider range of services which affect and interest them – such as environment, health and transport.

6) 
What would be the best way to help young people, particularly the most disadvantaged, influence policy making at national level?
Points to consider in your response:

How effective are mechanisms and organisations currently offering a voice to disadvantaged young people and/or those from minority groups?

What more could these organisations do to secure that young people’s voices are heard?

What role should be played by central Government departments?
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	Comments:

There exists a range of ways in which young people can be involved in decision making.  Currently there are organisations such as Citizenship Foundation, UK Youth Parliament, and YMCA who work with young people to develop and run campaigns to seek to influence and challenge government policy.  Many of the young people who take part are from a variety of ethnic backgrounds, and with physical and learning disabilities. London in particular has The Young Londoner's Network set up by the Mayor of London's Children and Young People’s Unit with the support of the Government Office for London, to make sure the opinions of children and young people are taken into account by the people who make decisions.  Youth Opportunity and Capital funds have become well established in the London boroughs and the consultation of young people whether through these funds or youth councils is embedded in most organisations operational mechanisms. The NYA ‘Hear by Right’ has been adopted by some local authorities and voluntary organisations to assess and improve practice and policy on the active involvement of children and young people.   
Many organisations do endeavour to engage with young people from disadvantaged groups to have their view heard in the decision making process.  Some of the consultation processes though can be lengthy in time and whilst expenses are usually reimbursed this does require a great deal of commitment from young people who have of course have competing sets of priorities. Often training is required to be undertaken by the young people to sit on consultation panels initially.  Youth services are a universal provision, those hard to reach young people will be coming through targeted provision and progressing to universal provision.  So there will have been considerable progress made by young people to have got to the panel stage, and at that point may now be judged not come from a disadvantaged group.  That said analysis of consultation panels of young people in terms of ethnicity, gender, age and disability was undertaken from Government Office for London for the youth opportunity and capital funds and this information might prove useful to answer this question.  To encourage more young people to take part in decision making, examples of good practice could be demonstrated to illustrate young peoples view really are listened to and consultation of young people is not tokenistic.        


	


Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below.

Please acknowledge this reply x
Here at the Department for Children, Schools and Families we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be alright if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents?

	X Yes
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No


All UK national public consultations are required to conform to the following standards:

1. Consult widely throughout the process, allowing a minimum of 12 weeks for written consultation at least once during the development of the policy.

2. Be clear about what your proposals are, who may be affected, what questions are being asked and the timescale for responses.

3. Ensure that your consultation is clear, concise and widely accessible.

4. Give feedback regarding the responses received and how the consultation process influenced the policy.

5. Monitor your department’s effectiveness at consultation, including through the use of a designated consultation co-ordinator.

6. Ensure your consultation follows better regulation best practice, including carrying out a Regulatory Impact Assessment if appropriate.

Further information on the Code of Practice can be accessed through the Cabinet Office Website: http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/regulation/consultation-guidance/content/introduction/index.asp
Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation.
Completed questionnaires and other responses should be sent to the address shown below by 9th April 2008

Send by post to: 

Damon Boxer
Department for Children, Schools and Families
E4B
Moorfoot
Sheffield
S1 4PQ

Send by e-mail to: YouthSectorSupport.CONSULTATION@dcsf.gsi.gov.uk  
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