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Consultation on ‘The Future of Brent’s Youth Services’ has been undertaken by the 

Youth Service in the London Borough of Brent to ensure wide stakeholder and 

service user involvement in reshaping a new service model.    The reduction of 

annual Council investment in youth services from £1.3m to £400,000 from 2016/17 

reflects wider challenges facing the Council due to the Government’s overall budget 

reductions. This demands new and imaginative ways of working across the authority.  

 

Supported by MutualGain, between 23 July and 8 August 2015, Brent Youth 

Services held three deliberative sessions with young people and service providers to 

explore the ways in which this reduced budget could best be invested.  The method 

of deliberation was a new commissioning version of the tried and tested engagement 

technique, Participatory Budgeting. 

 

The existing £1.3m Council spend on youth services was placed within the scope of 

the exercise, plus additional costed ideas which were put forward by the voluntary 

and community sector (VCS) youth service providers.  The value of each 

commissioned and non-commissioned service was calculated as pennies within a 

pound to simplify the process so that everyone could easily participate.  

 

Participants deliberated about what services they considered most important, why a 

service was important (or not) and then decided where they wanted to invest their 

“Youth Services Pound”. 

 

Key insights about the future model included a desire for: 

 Strong support for protecting vulnerable and marginalised groups 

including young people with a disability, mental health provision, young 

people wanting to express their sexuality confidently, and female sports 

provision 

 Youth Centre-based work activity programmes as a tool for other 

interventions such as entrepreneurship, employability and mental health 

support 

 Ensure effective signposting to services and avoid duplication of 

activity with schools activity and among wider provider base 

Executive Summary 
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 Greater use of partner and stakeholder mechanisms and responsibility to 

provide preventative, early intervention and support services, drawing in 

housing and health in particular, and the wider VCS offer beyond the Youth 

Providers’ Forum 

 Greater access to mental health services through schools 

 Embedding the youth voice in democratic participation and considering 

ways in which this could be strengthened at a reduced cost 

 

Unsurprisingly views on specific services varied between providers and young 

people.  The Ability Project, the Mosaic Project, Sport as Therapy, the Youth 

Parliament and the Outreach and Detached Teams were the most popular services 

among providers.  Young people opted for the Ability Project, Poplar Grove Youth 

Centre, Roundwood Youth Centre, Cognitive Behaviour Therapy (CBT) for young 

people, the Outreach and Detached Teams, Wembley Youth Centre, QPR Health 

Kickers, the Eton Summer School and Brent in Summer. Details of these projects 

and programmes are set out in Appendix 3 of this report. 

 

The prioritisation suggests that where young people used, and providers were aware 

of, a specific youth centre they were generally positive about their experience, found 

services accessible.  There was a general assumption that ultimately the 

Roundwood myplace Centre might be retained, as it is the newest building, and a 

MyPlace centre.  While seen as a flagship facility, there was agreement that further 

consideration is required about how it can work more effectively.   

 

The following themes emerged to inform future commissioning: 

Meaningful Youth Engagement: Young people were keen to share their ideas, 

believing they knew exactly what they wanted and were able to deliver their priorities 

within the financial envelope available.  Their enjoyment of the deliberation and 

debate revealed an energy which could be harnessed in developing a future delivery 

model.  They were concerned however about whether the Council would really listen 

to their voices when the final decisions are made.  

 

Deeper dialogue with a wider selection of VCS Partners: Although the Brent 

Youth Providers’ Forum was invited to suggest ideas for consideration, there was 

general consensus that the VCS services put forward in the sessions were limited 

and did not reflect the sector’s potential to meet the needs of local young people.  

Several participants were clear that wider engagement is needed to provide an 

accurate map of existing voluntary and community sector provision and understand 

the possibilities for addressing the priorities identified by young people. 
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Build on the entrepreneurial skills of the VCS: Much of the discussion revolved 

around whether the same, or a similar, service could be provided by another 

organisation.  There was a belief that small-scale local arrangements between 

organisations could help preserve the Council budget for other services.   

Participants felt that it would possible to access funds outside of the Council budget 

and that organisations could work together to do this. 

 

Reduce Duplication: All participants were keen to reduce duplication as a way of 

cutting costs and maintaining good provision.  Suggestions were made about options 

for new providers or delivery models, such as providing lessons in schools to cover 

health or sexual education or encouraging organisations to make better use of other 

community buildings to provide services.  While it may not be possible to make these 

kinds of changes immediately, these ideas warrant further exploration. 

 

Make better use of existing statutory provision: As well as addressing 

duplication, participants believed existing statutory providers could work together 

more effectively, for example the work in housing and health on food projects.  This 

theme also emerged strongly in the discussion about mental health services, for 

example VCS organisations and the Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG) working 

closely to support young people with mild to moderate mental health problems.   

 

Investment to address community needs: There was strong support from 

providers for investment in services to support more vulnerable parts of the 

community.  Young people were also keen on this investment but also wanted a 

better way of integrating those who are vulnerable or feel marginalised into 

mainstream provision.  Across both groups a strong message for future 

commissioners and investors emerged about the importance of knowing the 

communities they serve and understanding their needs. 

 

Increase impact and outcomes of all commissioned services: Both providers 

and young people have high expectations about demonstrating the effective 

outcomes and greater impact from future investment.   Participants demonstrated 

their own scrutiny skills which could be further developed to monitor and evaluate the 

effectiveness of new service models. 

 

Develop a stronger ask from ‘big business players’ about their corporate 

social responsibility (CSR) commitments: As partnerships strengthen between 

the Council and its statutory and VCS partners it will also be crucial to explore new 

relationships with the private sector.  Larger organisations particularly have CSR 

commitments which could be exploited to support local young people, as future 
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workers and consumers.  The QPR Health Kickers project, if funded by the club, is 

one example of how this potential might be developed.   

 

An online survey also provided an opportunity for public comment from young 

people, parents, carers and service providers.  Roundwood, the Granville Youth Arts 

Centre and Brent Youth Parliament appear to be most popular current provision.  All 

respondents agreed that the future focus of services should be on after school and 

youth clubs, advice and support and education support and tuition.  The overall 

messages from the online survey therefore echo those from the public events – 

support for a range of existing provision; an awareness of the needs of vulnerable 

groups;, the importance of addressing duplication and integrating services if 

possible. 

 

Almost 50 per cent of respondents supported the idea of a new partnership 

arrangement such as the Young Brent Foundation.   There was more uncertainty 

however about whether this partnership would be a stronger position than the 

Council to promote and strengthen youth service provision. These findings therefore 

reveal that there is still considerable work required to communicate the challenges 

facing Brent’s Youth Services to the wider community.   

 

‘Spending the Youth Service Pound in Brent’ has demonstrated the desire of local 

young people, stakeholders and VCS partners to participate in discussions about the 

nature of services and the hard decisions required in the current financial context. 

There is a keen willingness to work together on those challenging issues specifically 

around how budgets could be better spent which the learning set out here could 

inform in future approaches to engagement 
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In June the Council’s Cabinet considered the challenging financial context for Youth 

Services in Brent and the issues and opportunities related to future delivery.  

Councillors instructed officers to carry out further consultation on the proposal for a 

new Young Brent Foundation and potential changes to current provision.  As new 

partnership arrangements will be required to sustain delivery it was agreed that 

effective discussions about the future delivery arrangements would require the active 

involvement of young people and the local voluntary and community sector as well 

as other stakeholders. 

 

Key objectives of a future model included:  

 Helping to protect and extend services for young people in the longer term 

through better access to additional funding opportunities not available to the 

council 

 Being well placed to work more closely with the voluntary and community 

sector and other local partners to build the capacity of local providers, support 

more joint commissioning, of services and provide a ‘voice’ to champion local 

youth services.  

The scale of the challenge has been clear from the outset: 

Council spending on youth services in Brent will reduce from £1.3 million to 

£400,000 from April 2016. The scale of this reduction means the council cannot 

continue to deliver its youth services as they are. 

Some difficult decisions need to be made – that is why we want the people who use, 

support and deliver youth services in Brent to help us shape and design a new 

Introduction 
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model for the way these services are provided so that they benefit local young 

people in the future. 

(Brent Council – Youth Services Consultation Document) 

 

The consultation involved three public Participatory Budgeting events in July and 

August 2015, which explored how to commission a range of services, and revealed 

the challenging nature of this decision-making process.  An online survey provided 

the opportunity for public comment with a focus on the nature of a new partnership 

arrangement and other possible priorities for a new service. 

 

Delivered in partnership with MutualGain (a community engagement organisation 

committed to building social capital and involving communities in decision-making 

processes) the consultation used the principles of Participatory Budgeting to ensure 

citizens collaborated in decision-making about the allocation of resources.  The 

process helps to ‘de-mystify’ complex financial arrangements and develop future 

service models. 

 

Done well, Participatory Budgeting empowers communities, gets more people 

involved in democracy and improves local public services 

(Unpacking the Values, Principles and Standards, PB Unit, 2009) 

 

The core values of the process are to support representative democracy through 

shared responsibility.  This helps to mainstream involvement through local ownership 

and empowerment.  Deliberation, accessibility and transparency were therefore at 

the heart of Brent’s consultation.1 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
1 For more information about Participatory Budgeting see: www.pbnetwork.org.uk/ 

 

http://pbnetwork.org.uk/
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The Brent Youth Services Team wanted an innovative and inclusive approach to the 

consultation with stakeholders, service providers and young people involved in its 

design and delivery.   

 

To achieve this, MutualGain organised Pre-Engagement Information Sessions to 

gain local insight and an understanding of the needs of young people and those who 

represent the Youth Voice in Brent.  Sessions took place with:  Brent Youth 

Parliament (27 June); stakeholders (2 July); and Brent Youth Services staff and VCS 

Youth work service providers (both on 3 July).  Although timescales were tight it 

proved possible to gain a good representation of views to help inform the events and 

online survey. 

 

A key aim was to ensure delivery with, by and for young people in Brent.  Working 

with the current VCS providers, peer recruiters were identified and it was agreed to 

reward them based on the numbers of people they were able to attract to each 

event.  They were to be provided with training and a professional mentor to help 

them recruit successfully.  However, members of the Youth Providers Forum 

suggested the approach was amended and that rather than incentivising the peer 

recruiters, each young person participating in the events should be paid for their 

attendance.  Keen to draw on the forum’s expertise, it was therefore agreed that an 

incentive of £10 plus food would be offered to all young people who attended the 

youth events. 

 

Youth Parliament members and VCS organisations were also given the opportunity 

to be involved in the delivery of the public events as peer supporters - facilitators, 

scribes, providing hospitality or writing up the notes afterwards with supervision and 

support from MutualGain.  Participation was predominantly drawn from the Youth 

Parliament whose members proved to be a strong local asset. 

 

The Participatory Budgeting Events 

The aim of each event was to explain the challenges and changes due to take place 

in youth services and encourage collective peer debate about how the future budget 

should be prioritised.   They were delivered on three separate days to two different 

audiences: 59 providers of services for young people (including Council youth work 

staff) and 57 young people and service users (see Appendix One for equality 

monitoring).  Both types of audience participated in the same way to help with 

comparison of the data.  Separating the groups also encouraged safe and secure 

peer deliberation.  

Consultation approach 
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Following the welcome and introduction from MutualGain and an explanation of the 

context by Angela Chiswell, Head of Youth Support Services, two key rounds of 

dialogue took place. 

 

Firstly each group discussed Council provision including the use of buildings, e.g. 

youth centres, and the delivery of activities e.g. the Duke of Edinburgh Award.  

Programme, were costed using real budgets but approximated into their equivalent 

pennies in the pound.  Participants were asked to decide how they would ‘spend the 

Council Youth Service Pound’. 

 

After exploring the Council services, participants moved on to consider both existing 

and new VCS projects / project ideas which had been put forward by Brent based 

organisations identified either through the Youth Provider Forum or the Council 

database of youth service organisations.   

 

Services and organisations completed a template to outline the key facts and figures 

of their proposals to help initiate dialogue.  This included the cost, a description of 

the project, its intended beneficiaries, reasons to buy the service and some 

suggestions about why not to do so (see Appendix Two for full details).   

 

The Council’s finance team approximated service costs by using real and existing 

budgets and then proportionately equated their relative value in pence.  Each group 

had over £3 of Council services to choose from when commissioning £1 worth of 

services.   

 

When moving on to discuss VCS services participants could either add those 

services to their previous spending decisions if they had not spent the full pound, or 

remove services from the first round in order to commission preferred VCS options. 

 

Finally participants were given the opportunity to build on their dialogue by identifying 

gaps and areas for development, or by completely rethinking how they would 

commission services within the Council budget provided (£400k).   

 

To ensure transparency their views were recorded on flipcharts and then analysed 

according to the discussion about each service (see below) 
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Appendix Two provides the detail of the how spending decisions were made and the 

details of the services which were presented in the two dialogue rounds:  

 How the Council Pound is currently spent was coloured in green 

 How a sample of VCS services could be used to shape future investment 

was coloured in purple 

 

The table below provides the final commissioning decisions with a summary of key 

points made about each service.   

  

Exploring service options 
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The following summarises the discussion, firstly about Council services followed by 

VCS proposals. 

COUNCIL SERVICES 

Participants’ deliberations on the current Council Youth Services are set out 

below: 

Eton Summer School 
(1p) 

Providers 
Some participants questioned whether sending young 
people to Eton was socially and ethically appropriate 
given the exposure to privilege that would be part of the 
experience.  If the experience was designed to raise 
aspirations, finding another partner institution might be 
more appropriate.  On the other hand, if it is the 
preferred choice of young people to help raise their 
expectations, the costs should be met by Eton 
 
Young people 
Young people supported this scheme and liked the 
impact it could have when they applied for jobs or 
university. They also believed it was cheap, even if 
currently not that many young people benefitted from 
the opportunity.  They questioned the Council’s 
involvement as they felt the scheme could be arranged 
directly between Eton and local schools without the 
need for youth workers. 
 

Brent in Summer 
Programme (24p) 

Providers 
The programme was seen as important for working 
parents over the summer and the cost per head was 
low.  It was suggested that a third-sector provider might 
be able to run the programme in future at a cheaper 
price.  
 
Young people 
It was important to have activities for those who were 
unable to go away with their families during the summer.  
Much of the discussion was overwhelmingly supportive 
of the project’s continuation despite what was felt to be 
high running costs.  
 

Roundwood (67p) Providers 
The cost was questioned as unsustainably expensive. 
Shared experiences were not always very positive 
leading to the suggestion that, if funding is continued, 
better use of the centre should ensure that parts of the 
building are not left vacant for periods of time.  It was 
suggested that property and delivery costs could be 
split, and the latter reviewed by allowing other providers 
to run services from the building. 
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Young people 
Roundwood was seen to have real potential if its 
provision was improved. Criticism of the current services 
was mainly targeted at the lack of sporting facilities. 
Some young people felt it was too expensive and not 
well used.  
 

Brent Youth 
Parliament (17p) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Providers 
The duty to consult and engage with young people is 
met through the Youth Parliament in Brent.  As the 
current cost was perceived to be too high, questions 
were raised about whether these could be reduced by 
making better use of technology, for example holding 
meetings and reviews online.  Overall the project was 
viewed positively but there were some concerns that the 
membership of the Youth Parliament is not publicised 
and celebrated enough which leads to a perception that 
it attracts young people who are not representative of 
the Brent population as a whole. 
 
Young people 
The young people present robustly defended the Youth 
Parliament (although this is may be unsurprising as 
some of its members were facilitating at the event). 
Some concerns were raised about its broader impact on 
Council decision-making and suggestions made about 
further work to strengthen the Parliament’s voice in local 
democracy. 
 

Duke of Edinburgh’s 
Award Programme 
(16p) 

Providers 
While the DofE scheme is cheap to run per head, 
funding could be sought from sources other than the 
Council.  There was a strong feeling that it would be 
better to run the scheme from schools, who should also 
contribute to help those outside the formal education 
system. 
 
Young people 
Participants liked the extra help this provided for job 
applications and UCAS, but felt it could be delivered 
more cheaply and easily through their own schools, 
offering better value for money. 
 

Granville Plus Youth 
Art Centre (46p) 

Provider Events 
While expensive, this centre was cheaper to run per 
head than others and was engaging more people than 
Roundwood. It also offers better opportunities to build 
entrepreneurial skills than many other services, such as 
the Food Academy (see above).  



14 
 

 
Young people 
Granville provides a good service for those who use it 
and is better value for money than Roundwood. 
Participants described it as offering a “community 
feeling” which other centres lacked.  Space at the site 
was however limited thus restricting what could be 
offered / achieved. 
 

Mosaic Youth Group 
(10p) 

Providers 
This Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGTB) 
project was seen as important to protect with ring-
fenced resources.  As one of only two specialist centres 
for LGBT young people in London, participants would 
like to see more interaction between this service and 
other youth services in Brent. 
 
Young people 
While acknowledging Mosaic’s role in addressing 
prejudice and supporting a potentially vulnerable group, 
some young people felt that this service should be 
integrated into existing youth clubs.  They believed that 
this would be generally accepted.  Others however, felt 
that there should be specific support to help young 
people ‘come out’ which might not be available or 
suitably delivered in mainstream provision. 
 

Poplar Grove Youth 
Centre (28p) 

Providers 
The quality of the building is good and costs are lower 
than Granville.  There was some discussion about costs 
being passed onto the Pupil Referral Unit, who were 
now perceived to be responsible for the service. Youth 
Service representatives had to clarify the detail of the 
arrangement with the PRU on the day. 
 
Young people 
Participants who lived nearby argued robustly that they 
found Poplar Grove to be local and accessible.  They 
appreciated the sports facilities and space for 
socialising.  
  

Ability Project for 
young people with 
disabilities (1p) 

Providers  
This idea of this service was popular with participants 
although many of them had not heard of it before. 
Viewed as doing a good job and its costs are low. Given 
the nature of its users, the service should be up-scaled 
and better connections made with other council-led 
schemes. 
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Young people 
Although there was some confusion about this and other 
sports provision for young people with disabilities there 
was overall support to maintain it. 
 

Wembley Youth 
Centre (22p) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Providers 
This centre was viewed as well supported by transport 
and closeness to other facilities such as the Civic 
Centre, unlike some of the other projects discussed.  If it 
closed down there were fears young people would not 
travel to an alternative centre. The price per head was 
perceived to be relatively cheap.  There were some 
questions about whether its services duplicated those 
within schools and the small number of young women 
using it.   
 
Young people 
This centre was popular with participants for its 
accessibility and welcoming atmosphere. They believed 
it is more diverse than other centres.  Some felt the 
facilities could be improved and attract more 
participants, whilst others were unconcerned about the 
condition of the building. 

 
 
COUNCIL SERVICES 

 
 
VCS SERVICES  FOR YOUNG PEOPLE 
 
Participants’ deliberations on a range of existing or proposed projects put 
forward by the voluntary and community sector are set out below.  
  

Cognitive Behaviour 
Therapy (CBT) for 
young people at risk 
of offending (1p) 

Providers  
There was support for an increase in mental health 
services provision at a relatively low cost but with a 
potentially positive return on investment.  Although 
sometimes viewed as limited within the holistic 
experience of young people, the benefits of CBT were 
acknowledged.  If commissioned, there was a concern 
that this could duplicate other services. There would 
also need to be a strong focus on outcomes and there is 
a clear need to reduce the stigma that some service 
users feel. 
 
Young people 

Current mental health provision was heavily criticised in 
terms of quality and access so an improved CBT offer in 
and/or outside schools was felt to be required.  Effective 
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mental health support for young people would be a good 
investment and therefore this specific offer was 
considered value for money.    
 
 

12 Week Programme 
with accreditations, 
work experience, one-
to-one mentoring 
followed by drop-in 
sessions and support 
to develop 
employability and 
workplace skills (9p) 
 

Providers 
This was not considered good value for money despite 
participants reporting positive outcomes.  As 
Connexions provide a similar service this could be 
removed and supplemented with support from local 
businesses. 
 
Young people 
This scheme was fairly popular and participants 
believed the skills it developed would be helpful.  It was 
considered too expensive, however, when compared to 
work experience programmes provided by schools.  
 

 
Creative 
Entrepreneurs to 
support young people 
to showcase their art 
talents, progress to 
market and sell their 
products (8p) 

 
Providers 
The focus on life skills was seen as the most beneficial 
aspect of this project but it was felt these could be 
taught in another setting, such as at school.  The project 
is expensive and therefore would not be justified 
alongside potential cuts to services more important to 
protect, such as support for those recovering from 
mental health problems. 
 
Youth people 
Young people liked the creativity of this programme.  
While they recognised the skills could be picked up 
independently, they thought this was a useful service 
worthy of investment.  The geographical inclusion 
criteria of this specific idea (St Raphael’s estate only) 
was considered to be too limited and, if the project was 
designed to help tackle crime, this would need to be 
widened to provide greater access.  
 

Food Academy 
providing accredited 
learning in cookery 
skills, nutrition and 
healthy eating to 
develop employability 
and provide work 
experience (6p) 

Providers 
This type of learning would be best achieved in school - 
participants did not understand why these outcomes 
were not part of general education.  There were also 
some concerns that it duplicated projects offered by 
housing providers who work with those described as 
taking part in the scheme (i.e. young people leaving 
care).  At the same time there was consensus about the 
importance of improving the nutrition of young people, 
with the volume of fast food available felt to be an 
increasing problem. 
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Youth people 
This project was seen as duplicating skills available 
from other sources, such as cookery lessons at school 
or informal teaching from parents or peers.  Young 
people recognised the value of this service for those 
who had left school without these skills and were now 
struggling, but questioned whether another method of 
delivery might be better. 
 

Football for Girls 
(0.5p) 

Providers 
Generally seen as a good idea, participants shared 
anecdotal evidence that the girls enjoyed playing 
football without interruption from their male peers.  
Although football sessions for girls are provided in some 
schools, boys were able to watch and often make 
intimidating comments. 
 
Young people 
The importance of increasing female participation in 
football was recognised and supported but the project 
did not offer enough to be cost effective, as girls would 
“continue playing with or without this”.  
 

Fruit and Vegetable 
Enterprise with 
accredited learning in 
gardening, food 
growing and 
employability (5p) 

Providers 
Providers felt this project would struggle to attract local 
young people.  The employability skills developed by the 
Food Academy project (above) were viewed as more 
useful.  It was felt that healthy eating information should 
be part of wider health education delivered in school, 
through health services or the workshops described 
below. 
 
Young people 
Young people who reviewed this in detail felt that it the 
information could be better accessed elsewhere e.g. by 
watching videos on YouTube. They also felt that there 
were better ways of helping to tackle crime or provide 
education/information not already available at schools or 
other youth services. 
 

Health Education 
Workshops (1p) 

Providers 
These workshops were seen as inexpensive, important 
and desirable, but a lower priority in relation to other 
funding demands such as youth centres.  Participants 
wondered whether young people could be involved in 
delivering the workshops, both to reduce costs and 
provide opportunities for personal development.  It was 
suggested that the NHS or schools should fund these 
workshops, at least in part. 
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Young people 
This was viewed as supplementing services already 
provided by schools and the NHS and therefore 
provided no useful additional benefit. 
 

Mentoring Programme 
for young people (7p) 

Providers 
Viewed as expensive and duplicating services offered 
by Connexions, some participants felt that young people 
achieved the same benefits by taking part in the Duke of 
Edinburgh’s Award Scheme.  
 
Young people 
Young people were sceptical about this programme, as 
they believed it would be difficult to recruit the right 
people, with the right qualities.   
 

Mentoring Training for 
staff working with 
young people (8p) 

Providers 
No feedback was provided about this scheme. 
 
Young people 
There were positive anecdotes from young people in 
contact with youth workers who had benefited from this 
kind of service.  Youth workers were seen as vital to the 
future success of youth services and it was felt that they 
should be supported wherever possible. 
 

Peer Support for 
Young People and 
Sexual Health (11p) 

Providers 
While desirable, this was too expensive especially as it 
is already provided in schools.   
 
Youth people 
As with the Health Education Workshops (above), this 
was an unnecessary duplication of services in the NHS 
and schools.  Young people said they were more likely 
to visit an NHS clinic than seek peer support.  In 
addition much of the information disseminated was 
probably easily accessible online or is “common sense”.  
 

QPR Healthy Kickers 
project for young 
adults with mild 
mental health issues 
(3p) 

Providers 
All participants were keen to commission a mental 
health scheme, but questioned why the Council should 
be paying given that the football club should be 
providing the project as part of its corporate social 
responsibility.  Some concerns were raised about this 
being only for girls. 
 
Young people 
Whilst mental health projects are important this scheme 
was too specific.  Many young people would be put off 
attending because of concerns about stigma if they 



19 
 

were suffering from a mental health problem. 
 

Sport for the disabled 
(1p) 

Providers 
With the sessions viewed unique and successful, 
feedback was overwhelmingly positive and, as a result, 
this should be commissioned. 
 
Young people 
Providing “good” and “helpful” activity in a group setting 
this was popular.  One participant captured the 
sentiment by describing the scheme as “an escape” 
beneficial to those involved.  
    

Steel Pan in the 
Community (15p) 

Providers 
This was disproportionately expensive compared to 
many of the other services discussed.  While the 
scheme brought people together, the cost could only be 
justified if a corporate partner could fund a sizeable 
proportion of the overall amount. 
 
Young people 
There were mixed feelings, with some believing the 
project taught good skills while others branded it 
“childish” and “useless”.  There was unanimous 
agreement that the cost was too high. 
 

Trained Mentors (8p) Providers 
While there was support for training young people to 
become peer mentors, the cost was viewed as 
expensive.  One suggestion was for business partners 
to be recruited as mentors to keep the costs lower.  
They should also be encouraged to invest as part of 
their corporate social responsibility 
 
Young people 
Participants described this as a waste of money.  They 
were cynical about whether young people in Brent 
would want a mentor from their peer group or volunteer 
their time to be a mentor. 
 

 

Although participants liked some of the Council youth services on offer, when it came 

to commissioning within a defined budget they tended to decide on alternative 

options.  This was either by having a number of smaller projects (and therefore using 

resources to buy a larger number of services) or choosing a lower cost centre with 

additional satellite projects (i.e. one central point with localised targeted smaller 

offers).  
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Inevitably the information available was limited which meant that participants wanted 

more detail about specific outcomes, target audiences and finance to make their 

decisions.  Some people were unaware of existing services and therefore some false 

assumptions were made about what was already commissioned.  For instance, 

inaccurate claims were made that the members of the Youth Parliament were white, 

middle class and affluent and, therefore, unrepresentative of Brent’s ethnically 

diverse and often disadvantaged youth population as a whole.  There were 

comments about the poor provision of preventative mental health services by the 

Youth Offending Service, who do not actually provide or commission any mental 

health services since this is the responsibility of health services. 

 

Unsurprisingly views on specific services varied between providers and young 

people as the commentary demonstrates. The Ability Project, the Mosaic Project, 

Sport as Therapy, the Youth Parliament and the Outreach and Detached Teams, 

were the most popular services among providers.  Young people opted for the Ability 

Project, Poplar Grove Youth Centre, Roundwood Youth Centre, Cognitive Behaviour 

Therapy (CBT) for young people, the Outreach and Detached Teams, Wembley 

Youth Centre, QPR Health Kickers, the Eton Summer School and Brent in Summer. 

Details of these projects and programmes are set out in  

 

The prioritisation suggests that where young people used, and providers were aware 

of, a specific youth centre they were generally positive about their experience, found 

services accessible.  There was a general assumption that ultimately the 

Roundwood myplace Centre might be retained, as it is the newest building, and a 

MyPlace centre.  While seen as a flagship facility, there was agreement that further 

consideration is required about how it can work more effectively.   

Overall, young people were more supportive of the centre and activity based 

programmes currently offered by the Council than the range of potential services put 

forward by the VCS groups.   They were more assertive about identifying where 

partner and stakeholder organisations could, or should, provide some of the 

proposed VCS services through better integration, coordination and shared funding. 

This was particularly the case with health-based provision which was felt to be the 

responsibility of health services. Similarly, there were strong views that youth 

services should not overlap with schools provision (and that schools should have 

responsibility for certain projects, such as the Duke of Edinburgh Award Programme 

and Eton Project). 

 

Overall, young people valued the Eton Programme more than providers.  Both 

agreed that it should be funded by alternative means, with one suggestion that Eton 

should resource its own commitments to support bright and talented young people. 
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Protecting services for young people with disabilities should be an essential part of 

future commissioning and appeared to provide good value for money.  Overall there 

was strong support for protecting vulnerable and marginalised groups.  As well as 

services for those young people with disabilities, this included mental health 

provision, support for young people wanting to express their sexuality confidently 

and female sports provision.   

 

The decision by young people not to purchase the Mosaic Project was based on the 

argument that LGBT needs should be integrated into generic provision rather than a 

lack of support.  As the monitoring data indicates no LGBT young people were 

identified as attending the event, those using the Mosaic service may therefore not 

support this view.  Further work should be undertaken with this group to determine 

how best to support future provision.  

 

There is recognition of the mental health support needs of young people and a belief 

that there is a growing unmet need.   Although the health-related youth work on offer 

on the day was not supported, there was a strong view that this should be part of 

generic provision, particularly in schools, but that the quality of the service needs to 

be strengthened. 

 

There was mixed support for commissioning the Brent Youth Parliament. The debate 

was often informed by misconceptions about the makeup of its members and an 

apparent lack of understanding about the level of support required to help young 

people feel confident and comfortable about participation.  Some young people felt 

democratic participation should be embedded across the Council.  Some providers 

thought that councillors could be more active champions of the Parliament. 

 

There was support for activities, such as the football programmes, as part of wider 

interventions.  This is an area where the VCS felt well placed to provide services, 

often discussing how this could be used as the hook for developing the 

entrepreneurial skills of young people. 

 

The key insights about the future service model gained from the events include: 

 Strong support for protecting vulnerable and marginalised groups 

including young people with a disability, mental health provision, young 

people wanting to express their sexuality confidently, and female sports 

provision 

 Youth Centre-based work activity programmes as a tool for other 

interventions such as entrepreneurship, employability and mental health 

support 
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 Ensure effective signposting to services and avoid duplication of 

activity with schools activity and among wider provider base 

 Greater use of partner and stakeholder mechanisms and responsibility to 

provide preventative, early intervention and support services, drawing in 

housing and health in particular, and the wider VCS offer beyond the Youth 

Providers’ Forum 

 Greater access to mental health services through schools 

 Embedding the youth voice in democratic participation and considering 

ways in which this could be strengthened at a reduced cost 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Of the 19 table discussions at all events three overspent and two underspent; this is 

a reflection of the kind of challenge councillors will face.  Participants deliberated at 

length about whether to commission more low cost, or fewer high cost services.  

Reflecting the diverse opinions of commissioning bodies and elected members, they 

grappled with quantity over quality and targeted versus universal provision.  The 

exercises therefore demonstrated the value of the participatory budgeting process 

and identified some emerging themes: 

 

Meaningful Youth Engagement: Young people were keen to share their ideas 

believing they knew exactly what they wanted and were able to deliver it within the 

financial envelope available.  Their enjoyment of the deliberation and debate 

revealed an energy which could be harnessed in developing a future delivery model.  

They were concerned however about whether the Council would really listen to their 

voices when the final decisions are made.  

 

Deeper dialogue with a wider selection of VCS Partners: Although the Brent 

Youth Providers’ Forum was invited to suggest ideas for consideration, there was 

general consensus that the VCS services put forward in the sessions were limited 

and did not reflect the sector’s potential to meet the needs of local young people.  

Several participants were clear that wider engagement is needed to provide an 

accurate map of existing voluntary and community sector provision and understand 

the possibilities for addressing the priorities identified by young people. 

 

Build on the entrepreneurial skills of the VCS: Much of the discussion revolved 

around whether the same, or a similar, service could be provided by another 

organisation.  There was a belief that small-scale local arrangements between 

Themes to inform future commissioning 
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organisations could help preserve the Council budget for other services.   

Participants felt that it would possible to access funds outside of the Council budget 

and that organisations could work together to do this. 

 

Reduce Duplication: All participants were keen to reduce duplication as a way of 

cutting costs and maintaining good provision.  Suggestions were made about options 

for new providers or delivery models, such as providing lessons in schools to cover 

health or sexual education or encouraging organisations to make better use of other 

community buildings to provide services.  While it may not be possible to make these 

kinds of changes immediately, these ideas warrant further exploration. 

 

Make better use of existing statutory provision: As well as addressing 

duplication, participants believed existing statutory providers could work together 

more effectively together, for example the work in housing and health on food 

projects.  This theme also emerged strongly in the discussion about mental health 

services, for example VCS organisations and the CCG working closely to support 

young people with mild to moderate mental health problems.   

 

Investment to address community needs: There was strong support from 

providers for investment in services to support more vulnerable parts of the 

community.  Young people were also keen on this investment but wanted a better 

way of integrating those who are vulnerable or feel marginalised into mainstream 

provision.  Across both groups a strong message for future commissioners and 

investors emerged about the importance of knowing the communities they serve and 

understanding their needs. 

 

Increase impact and outcomes of all commissioned services: Both providers 

and young people have high expectations about demonstrating the effective 

outcomes and greater impact from future investment.   Participants demonstrated 

their own scrutiny skills which could be further developed to monitor and evaluate the 

effectiveness of new service models. 

 

Develop a stronger ask from ‘big business players’ about their corporate 

social responsibility (CSR) commitments: As partnerships strengthen between 

the Council, its statutory and VCS partners it will also be crucial to explore new 

relationships with the private sector.  Larger organisations particularly have CSR 

commitments which could be exploited to support local young people, as future 

workers and consumers.  The QPR Health Kickers Project, if funded by the club, is 

one example of how this potential might be developed.   
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An online survey was also available for those unable to attend the events or wished 

to give their views in another way. 119 responses were received from young people 

(users and non-users of youth services), parents and carers and service providers. 

 

 

 

A young person using youth services in Brent 63 53% 

A young person not using youth services in Brent 6 5% 

A parent or carer of a young person in Brent 25 21% 

A youth service provider 25 21% 

 

The majority of provider responses were from the voluntary and community sector 

with others from a range of local organisations apart from faith groups. 
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Respondents came from a range of types of local activity, particularly after-school 
and youth clubs, education and volunteering. 
 

 

 

‘Other’ covered services providing advocacy, apprenticeships, cooking skills, 

participation abroad, financial and enterprise education (outside schools), outdoor 

education such as sailing and the Duke of Edinburgh’s Award. 

 

Of the services used by young people the Roundwood youth centre, the Granville 

youth arts centre and Brent Youth Parliament were the most frequently used by 

respondents: 

 

Services used by young people Total (more than once a 
week – less than monthly) 

Brent Eton summer school 11.11% 

Brent in summer programme 6.35% 

Brent youth parliament 22.22% 

Duke of Edinburgh’s award programme 19.05% 

Granville youth arts centre 28.57% 

Roundwood youth centre 49.21% 

Mosaic youth centre for GLB 11.11% 

Ability project for YP with disabilities 0.00% 

Outreach and detached project/youth bus 1.59% 

Poplar Grove youth centre 15.87% 

Wembley youth centre 4.76% 

Other services provided by local organisations 6.35% 
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Young people also used a number of other services including the ACF and OK 

Clubs, the young adults group at St Joseph’s Roman Catholic Church, street games, 

sport and volunteering at Poplar Grove, Chalk Hill and the Pavilion Stonebridge.   

 

Only six young people said that they did not use youth service and two of these were 

unaware of the offer.  There was support for services to develop employability skills.  

One respondent did not have time to visit the services as “I find it hard enough to 

balance school, work and a social life.” 

 

When asked about the kinds of focus a new partnership should make to meet the 

needs of young people, the most popular first options chosen respectively by young 

people and providers were the same:  

 After school and youth clubs – 24 and 25 per cent 

 Advice and support – 21 and 24 per cent 

 Education support and tuition – 15 and 13 per cent  

 

Other types of services mentioned included accreditation that supports a young 

person’s ability to progress in life, education and employment, advocacy and 

mentoring, LGBT youth “as we have nowhere to go” and existing provision such as 

the Youth Parliament, Eton Summer School and the Duke of Edinburgh’s Award 

Scheme.  

 

Although one respondent was captured the mood of those who disagreed, stating 

“there shouldn’t be a new partnership – it should all be council funded as outside 

funding is unreliable”, 49 per cent strongly agreed or agreed that the Council should 

support a new partnership arrangement called the Young Brent Foundation: 

 

The council is considering supporting a new partnership provisionally called the Young Brent Foundation 
(YBF) which is being developed by voluntary and community sector partners who fund and work with 
young people in Brent.  To what extent do you agree with the council supporting this kind of partnership 

Number % 

Strongly agree 18 15% 

Agree  41 34% 

Neither agree nor disagree 23 19% 

Disagree 8 7% 

Strongly disagree 27 23% 

No reply 2 2% 

 

There was an even distribution of views about whether a new partnership would be 

in a stronger position than the Council to develop new ways of promoting and 

strengthening youth service providers. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that a new partnership like the Young Brent Foundation (YBF) 
will be in a stronger position than the council to develop new ways of promoting and strengthening 
youth service providers in Brent 

Number % 

Strongly agree 14 12% 
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Agree 32 27% 

Neither agree nor disagree 24 20% 

Disagree 26 22% 

Strongly disagree 21 18% 

No reply 2 2% 

 

47 per cent disagreed or strongly disagreed that the Young Brent Foundation would 

be able to deliver youth services with less money from the Council and raise more 

money from other services. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that a new partnership like the Young Brent Foundation (YBF) 
will be able to deliver youth services with less money from the council and raise more money from other 
services 

Number % 

Strongly agree 6 5% 

Agree 25 21% 

Neither agree nor disagree 31 26% 

Disagree 28 24% 

Strongly disagree 27 23% 

No reply 2 2% 

 

When asked to choose from a list of options how £400,000 should be spent the 

following were the most popular: 

 

29 per cent of young people supported the investment in a small team of qualified 

youth workers and 24 per cent the development of the Roundwood Myplace Centre 

while 22 per cent wanted both.   

 

Nevertheless the lack of one clear popular option was also apparent in the range 

comments which showed a diversity of preferences: 

 
 

£400,000 is not enough money to run services in the whole of Brent compared to 
£1.3 million.  Roundwood is a state of the art youth centre and it would be a travesty 

to close it down or spend less money.  If anything, a lot more money should be 
invested in Roundwood to have it open every day after school until late in the 

evening. 
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 I’m not sure any of these options are very creative.  From experience I know that 

external agencies can fundraise more effectively than local authorities.  I do worry 

that a huge bank of knowledge is lost in such a transfer process. 

 

LGBT youth club as this is the only place where I can be myself as my parents don’t 

know and my school is too religious. 

 

Make sure to keep Brent Eton Summer School.  If it is costing too much then 

increase the price for the trip.  It was an amazing week and I learnt things that I don’t 

think I could have learnt anywhere else.  Brent stands out as a borough, what other 

boroughs hold this kind of trip? 

 

Support for Black businesses to grow and provide employment opportunities to 

young Black men and women, who are statistically the most vulnerable group, with 

the highest rate of unemployment. 

 

When asked for suggestions about other ways of investing the money in youth 

services respondents wanted to keep things as they are and/or a request for more 

services including: 

 Employment opportunities and employability skills 

 Cooperative council model (along the lines of Lambeth) 

 Maximising the potential for media use 

 Opening up the £400k for small organisations to bid for funding 

 Ensuring any future model was not dependent on Council funding 

 Using the money to open a Youth Information, Advice and Counselling 

Service - an integrated health and wellbeing model supported by the 

Department of Health 

 Using the money to encourage greater integration of services 

 

When asked if organisations could help in any way to support future provision a 

range of suggestions were made about sharing resources and expertise.  One 

parent urged the Council “to remember that our children are the future of 

Brent…[and] create a better legacy than what has previously been done and instead 

of our children looking for a way out of the area, give them a reason to stay and build 

it up.”  Providers were keen to see robust monitoring and evaluation (including 

payment by results), longer-term planning, a centralised offer for vulnerable young 

people, more consultation with young people and better advertising of existing 

services to prevent duplication or a need for further funding. 
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The messages from the online survey therefore echo those from the public events: 

 support for a range of existing provision,  

 an awareness of the needs of vulnerable groups,  

 the importance of addressing duplication and integrating services if possible.   

 

There is support for new partnership arrangements, but there remains scepticism 

about how this will work and its potential benefits.  While the Participatory Budgeting 

events demonstrated an appetite – and an ability – to tackle hard decisions, the 

survey results indicate the ongoing challenges of communicating and negotiating 

these with the wider resident population.  Nevertheless engagement in the survey 

demonstrated community support for the Council’s consultation and the importance 

of continuing to do it as a way of understanding need and finding new solutions, as 

one respondent urged:  

 

“Speak to young people and you will get a realistic view of what's 

happening on the ground”. 
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The purpose of Participatory Budgeting is to encourage local people to deliberate 

over the difficult decisions about local service provision.  In doing so they are 

encouraged to tap into their creativity and new ideas.  A strong message from the 

event is that more thinking needs to be done collectively with providers and young 

people when services are commissioned in the future.   

 

A co-designed, co-produced, and co-delivered service model will ensure that the 

best ideas are given the time and energy for development.  It will, however, require 

investment in the longer-term participation of young people and the smaller and less 

well-known VCS organisations who want to engage, but may not currently be aware 

of how they can do that.   

 

The following data is from questionnaires completed by participants at the end of the 

events: 
 

 

Evaluating the approach 
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In addition to the commissioning conclusions, there were suggestions for improving 

the process.  Overall, participants enjoyed the events and valued their innovative 

nature.  There was support for more of this type of engagement and the following 

feedback could help the ongoing development of the technique locally. 

 

More detail: Many participants would have liked more detail in the pack they 

received, preferably in advance of the events.  This would allow better-informed 

deliberation. 

 

Data capture: Capturing all the discussions is vital to the success of the process. 

For future events, a formal template could be used to capture the overall decisions 

and then allow participants to add bullet points about what they found important in 

making it. 

 

Recruitment and engagement: The recruitment process did not achieve as much 

engagement as expected from users of VCS services, despite direct communication 

beforehand with key VCS provider forums.  In future exercises that the Council or 

partners pursue with young people, it may therefore be preferable to recruit through 

other channels, such as in schools, on the street and through other statutory 

provision. A fourth event was planned but unfortunately no one attended.  We are 

unsure of the reasons.  
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Conclusion 

The consultation exercise about ‘Spending the Youth Service Pound in Brent’ has 

demonstrated the desire of local young people, stakeholders and VCS partners to 

participate in discussions about the nature of services and the hard decisions 

required in the current financial context. 

They have highlighted service priorities, important messages and areas for further 

development: 

 There is strong support among providers and young people for targeted 

services which support the most vulnerable young people, including outreach 

and detached services, mental health services, services for disabled young 

people and those wanting to express their sexuality more confidently. 

 Young people were keen to see support for vulnerable groups more integrated 

into mainstream provision 

 Young people support youth centre based activities, particularly if programmes 

can deliver other interventions, such as entrepreneurial, employability and 

mental health support.  

 Individual youth centres are especially valued by those who use them 

 New services for young people need to be informed by meaningful youth 

engagement and address identified needs 

 Appropriate partner and stakeholder organisations should fund specialist 

provisions – for example, mental health services and public health programmes 

targeted at young people should be funded by health agencies rather than the 

Council.  

 There is a commitment to embed the youth voice in democratic participation 

and consider ways this could be strengthened at a reduced cost. 

 Both providers and young people support commissioning models which 

focused strongly on positive outcomes for young people, lever in future 

investment and reduce duplication. 

 Both providers and young people felt the Council should lever in more 

resources from private sector partners, helping them to meet their own 

corporate social responsibility commitments. 

 Providers felt that smaller, local organisations were often better placed to 

deliver services more cheaply and effectively than the Council, with more focus 

on entrepreneurial approaches. 

 

These accord with the Council’s existing commitments and therefore indicate the 

potential to move forward with stronger partnerships.  At the same time, particularly 

from messages emerging from the online survey, there is still considerable work to 

do to communicate the challenges with the wider community.  This consultation 

demonstrates the opportunities to learn from this exercise in order to continue to 

meet Brent’s challenges collectively in any future commissioning decisions. 
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Appendix One: Equality Monitoring 

The following is a headline summary of the make-up of the participants in the public 

events: 

Providers 

 Female: 14; Male: 10; Transsexual: 1; Prefer not to say: 1 

 Under 34: 10; 35-44: 7; 45-54: 5; 55-64: 3 

 Three people declared a disability 

 No religion or belief: 6; Christian: 10; Jewish: 1; Buddhist: 1; Other: 1; Prefer 

not to say: 2 

 Two participants were married or in a civil partnership 

 Asian/Asian British: 2; Black/ Black British: 12; Mixed/Dual Heritage: 1; 

White/White British: 6 

 Heterosexual: 16; Other: 2; Prefer not to say: 2  

 

Young people 

 Female: 24; Male: 32 

 0-11 years: 1; 12-15: 16; 16-25: 39 

 No one declared a disability 

 No religion or belief: 8; Christian: 26; Jewish: 1; Hindu: 2; Muslim: 8; 

Rastafarian: 2; Jain: 2; Other: 1 

 Two participants were married or in a civil partnership 

 Asian/Asian British: 10; Black/Black British: 28; Mixed/Dual Heritage: 7; 

White/White British: 7; Other ethnic group: 9 

 Heterosexual: 50; Bisexual: 3; Other: 1; Prefer not to say: 2 

 

The following is a headline summary of the make-up of respondents to the online 

survey, based on information provided: 

 Female: 35; Male: 56: Prefer not to say: 3 

 0-11years: 8; 12-15: 20; 16-24: 36; 25-34: 7; 35-44: 11; 45-54: 9; 65+: 1: 

Prefer not to say: 2; No reply: 25 

 Two respondents declared a disability 

 No religion or belief: 15; Agnostic: 7; Christian: 30; Hindu: 30; Jewish: 1; 

Muslim: 9; Prefer not to say: 15; no reply 12 

 Asian/Asian British: 27; Black/Black British: 27; Mixed/Dual Heritage: 5; 

White/White British: 25; Other ethnic group: 2 

 Heterosexual: 67; Bisexual 4; Gay man 4; Gay woman /lesbian 3; Prefer 

not to say 14 
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Appendix Two: Spending decisions and service details 

Final Spending Decisions – Provider Event Tables 

Table  1 2 3 4 5 6
2
 7 8 9 10 Chosen 

Overall Spend £1 99p £1.05 ? £1 £1.37 77p £104.05 £155.50 £1.46 

CBT for at risk 
YP (1p) 

          4/10 

12 Week 
Programme 
(9p) 

          0/10 

Creative 
Entrepreneurs 
(8p) 

          0/10 

Food Academy 
(6p) 

          1/10 

Football for 
Girls (0.5p) 

          4/10 

Fruit and 
Vegetable 
Enterprise (5p) 

          3/10 

Heath 
Education 
Workshops (1p) 

          1/10 

Mentoring 
Programme 
(YP) (7p) 

          3/10 

Mentoring 
Training (Staff) 
(8p) 

          0/10 

Peer Support 
for Sexual 
Health (11p) 

          1/10 

QPR Healthy 
Kickers (3p) 

          2/10 

Sport as 
Therapy (1p) 

       X3   6/10 

Steel Pan (15p)           0/10 

Trained 
Mentors (8p) 

          1/10 

Eton Summer 
School (1p) 

 X3         2/10 

Brent in 
Summer (24p) 

          2/10 

Outreach and 
Detached team 
(46p and 15p) 

  NB
3 

 NB
3 

     5/10 

Brent Youth 
Parliament 
(17p) 

          6/10 

Duke of 
Edinburgh 
(16p) 

          1/10 

Granville (46p)           2/10 

Mosaic (10p)           8/10 

Poplar Grove           3/10 
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(28p) 

Ability (1p) X6  X2     X3   8/10 

Wembley (22p)           3/10 

Roundwood 
(67p) 

        PR
2
  4/10 

 

1. Rest of money to be spent by BYP in PB exercises. 
2. PR = Just property costs kept 
3. NB = No bus funded 

Final Spending Decisions - Youth Event Tables 
 

Table  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Chose
n Overall Spend 74p 97.5p £1.20 57p £1.41 £1.71 £1.56 £1.26 99p 

CBT for at risk 
YP (1p) 

         4/9 

12 Week 
Programme 
(9p) 

         3/9 

Creative 
Entrepreneurs 
(8p) 

         2/9 

Food Academy 
(6p) 

         2/9 

Football for 
Girls (0.5p) 

         2/9 

Fruit and 
Vegetable 
Enterprise (5p) 

         0/9 

Heath 
Education 
Workshops (1p) 

         1/9 

Mentoring 
Programme 
(YP) (7p) 

         2/9 

Mentoring 
Training (Staff) 
(8p) 

         0/9 

Peer Support 
for Sexual 
Health (11p) 

         0/9 

QPR Healthy 
Kickers (3p) 

         4/9 

Sport as 
Therapy (1p) 

         3/9 

Steel Pan (15p)          1/9 

Trained 
Mentors (8p) 

         3/9 

Eton Summer 
School (1p) 

         4/9 

Brent in 
Summer (24p) 

         4/9 

Outreach and          3/9 
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Detached team 
(46p and 15p) 

Brent Youth 
Parliament 
(17p) 

         2/9 

Duke of 
Edinburgh 
(16p) 

         1/9 

Granville (46p)          1/9 

Mosaic (10p)          1/9 

Poplar Grove 
(28p) 

         6/9 

Ability (1p)          6/9 

Wembley (22p)          4/9 

Roundwood 
(67p) 

         4/9 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX THREE: SUMMARY OF PROGRAMMES AND PROJECTS INCLUDED 

IN THE PARTICIPATORY COMMISSIONING 
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