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1. Key Findings  
 

 

Current Positive Activity use, demand and barriers   
 

 Youth centres/ clubs are mostly attended by those who live within a 15 minute 
walk from them (73% of young people surveyed). 
 

 Young people appear to have sufficient and easy access to physical pursuits, 
however less than half of young people feel that outdoor, artistic and social 
activities are currently easily accessible. 

 

 There is an opportunity to encourage youth centre/ club attendance amongst 
young people who are disabled, BAME, White non-British or living in a Priority 
Neighbourhood; they are currently less likely to attend these activities than 
average, despite having an interest in them.  
 

 Taking adult and young people’s responses into account, cost is overall the 
most likely barrier for young people to attend positive activities (for 28% of 
respondents), especially in Priority Neighbourhoods (36%). Other barriers, 
mainly raised by adults, include no quick and easy way to travel there (overall 
27%), and a feeling of not fitting in (overall 23%). 
 

 Additional separate provision is most commonly perceived amongst all 
respondents to be needed for young people with learning difficulties and 
disabilities, and young people with mental health difficulties. 
 

 Young people are keen to participate in positive activities that develop their 
skills, especially practical life skills such as money management, however 
less than 20% of respondents felt there was sufficient access to this at 
present. 
 

 
Delivery of Activities through an Alternative Model 
 

 The top priority for respondents is to deliver activities to those young people 
with the highest need as defined by the needs assessment. 

 

 The second priority for delivery is spread of provision. However there is 
concern that the proposed model would not effectively deliver a fair spread 
across South Gloucestershire, and that rural areas will continue to be 
neglected. 
 

 Whilst a system of lots based on the type of delivery required gained the 
strongest approval when providers were surveyed (71% agreement), the 
majority of providers (61%) agreed with the idea of basing lots on geography. 
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Furthermore during deeper discussion at an engagement event, a flexible 
number of geographical lots was considered most able to meet the priorities 
of delivering to highest need and enabling a wide spread of provision. 
 

 The proposed model should make it easier for a range of providers to be 
involved and work together; working together more effectively was raised as a 
key issue to improve for some providers. 
 

 Providers were less confident that the proposed model would be likely to 
achieve some of the council’s aims such as improving young people’s health, 
offering a range of activities, increasing accessibility, or reaching a wide range 
of young people. 
 

 Youth worker qualifications are highly desirable to parents/ carers, 
professionals and organisations, but some activity providers and professionals 
voiced concerns about the investment in time and resources required. 
 

 Both provider and non-provider organisations would like to organise provision 
to maximise flexibility in order to meet changing needs over time and 
geographical locations. However a largely centre-based provision is the 
preferred method. 
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2. Consultation purpose, methodology 
and response 

 

2.1 Research Objectives 

 

The council is looking for new ways to deliver positive activities to young people in 
South Gloucestershire, and wanted to get a better picture of what activities are 
needed and where they should be available, as well as how they should be provided 
within our available resources. 

 

 

2.2 Methodology 

 

Process 

The consultation process was supported by a dedicated consultation webpage which 
hosted all consultation documents, an online survey and a paper survey to 
download. The online consultation system sent out a notification to registered users 
informing them of the consultation and providing links to this information: 

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/PAYP2017/consultationHome 

 

Consultation information was sent to Town and Parish Councils, South 
Gloucestershire councillors and local voluntary and community organisations. 
Notifications were also sent to a range of other stakeholders and interested parties, 
including schools and youth clubs. All libraries and One-Stop Shops were also 
notified of the consultation details and asked to cascade the information to any 
interested parties. 

 

Engagement and Feedback Methods 

 

 Consultation events 

Positive Activity Providers 31/10/17 Yate  
Youth Board 31/10/17 Yate 
Children in Care 07/11/17 Yate 
 

 Survey 

The survey was open from 14th September 2017 until 15th November 2017 

 

As part of the consultation we also welcomed comments made online and by letter, 
email, fax and over the phone and these contact methods were promoted on 
consultation literature. 

 

 

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/PAYP2017/consultationHome
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2.3 Sample and Response 

 

Interest in the consultation can be partly measured by number of unique visitors to 
the consultation webpage, and numbers of downloaded copies of consultation 
documents from there. These figures can be seen in Table 1 and Table 2 

 

The total number of survey responses was 172, of which 58 were online and 114 
were paper copies. 

 

8 emails were received in the consultation mailbox on the topic of this consultation; 
their contents can be found in section 4.1. 

 

Table 1: Number of unique visits to: 
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/PAYP2017/  

Month Number of visits 

September 179 

October 108 

November Fewer than 100 

 

 

Table 2: Downloads of consultation documents on webpage 

Consultation Document Number of downloads 

Executive Summary 127 

Initial Equalities Impact Assessment and Analysis 29 

Needs Assessment 68 

Survey for Children & Young People 27 

Survey for Service Providers 63 

Survey for the wider community 49 

 

 

 

General Caveats 

 
The results of this consultation are not statistically representative of the views of 
South Gloucestershire residents due to the nature of the consultation methodology 
used. The level of response, information gathered and views obtained still provide a 
useful indicator of wider opinion and any important issues that will need to be 
considered. 
 
Due to the software used and the different response options open to respondents, it 
was possible for people to submit more than one response. This has been monitored 
during the consultation period and analysis and it does not appear to have been 
abused or be a significant issue affecting the response. 
 

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/PAYP2017/
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Any obvious duplicate comments, personal information and comments that can 
identify individuals, have been removed from the comments analysis. 
 
Percentages used in this report have been rounded and may not add up to exactly 
100%. For some survey questions, respondents could select more than one 
response which also means that percentages or number of responses, if added 
together, can total more than 100% or more than the number of responses received. 
 
We have included all responses received direct to us as part of this consultation 
report, however we are aware of other comments made particularly via social media, 
in comments made to news articles online and in letters to the press that we have 
not been able to practically include. 
 
A full list of all comments made is available on request; there were many individual 
comments made so it has not been possible to include the full text of all comments 
within the main body of this report.  
 
 

Further Information 

 
This report was produced by South Gloucestershire Council’s Corporate Research & 
Consultation Team. 
 
Further information about this report is available from the Senior Corporate 
Consultation Officer:  
     01454 868154 
     consultation@southglos.gov.uk   
     www.southglos.gov.uk  
    South Gloucestershire Council, Corporate Research and Consultation Team, 
Council offices, Badminton Road, Yate, Bristol, BS37 5AF 
 

  

mailto:consultation@southglos.gov.uk
http://www.southglos.gov.uk/
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3. Survey Analysis 
 
 

3.1. Overall Response 
 
In total 172 respondents completed the survey, of which 114 completed paper copies 

and 58 responded online. Young people provided the majority of responses (108), 

followed by parents and carers (16) and local residents (15). 14 potential or current 

service providers participated. 

 

Table 3: Type of respondent (Q1 “are you responding to this survey as…?”) 

Base: all respondents (n=172) 

Base 172 

Are you completing this survey as:   

A young person 
108 

63% 

A parent or carer of someone aged 0 - 18 
years old 

16 

9% 

An Individual in a professional capacity 
6 

3% 

A current or potential service provider 
14 

8% 

On behalf of a business, community or 
statutory organisation 

6 

3% 

Local resident 
15 

9% 

Other / none of the above 
7 

4% 
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3.2. Activities Usage 
 

Current Use  

Overall, young people are most likely to currently be participating in social activities; 

77% of young people surveyed attend either a youth club/ centre or some other 

form of social meeting at least once a month. However, not all groups of young 

people are participating in social activities to the same extent; male respondents 

were significantly more likely than females to say they met up with friends (83% vs. 

70%), and disabled respondents were significantly less likely to attend a youth 

group (61% vs. 85% not disabled). Young people from an ethnic minority were 

significantly less likely to say they attend a youth centre or club; 73% of BAME and 

43% of White Other vs. 81% of White British young people surveyed. Furthermore, 

young people who live in a Priority Neighbourhood are less likely to go to a youth 

club (64% vs. 77% total respondents or meet friends outside of a youth centre (45% 

vs. 77% total respondents). Although the small number of respondents from a 

Priority Neighbourhood, BAME and White Other backgrounds means these results 

can’t be confidently generalised to the wider population. 

There is also a steady and consistent decline in youth club attendance as young 

people get older; starting at 95% of respondents aged 10 -12 and declining to 71% 

for respondents aged 16-18. This could be a natural progression to the equivalent 

adult-aged groups or activities once young people reach 16 (e.g. switching to 

meeting friends in a less structured environment, which 93% of respondents aged 

over 18 claim to do) but could indicate a drop in participation of positive activities, 

and therefore acquiring the positive outcomes associated them. It therefore could be 

of interest to consider how to keep positive activities (or create separate ones) that 

are appealing to those aged 16+. 

 

The second most popular type of positive activities are physical pursuits such as 

team sports (53% of young people attend regularly). Young people who are less 

likely to participate in such physical activities include those who are disabled (48% 

vs. 60% not disabled), those aged 13-15 (43%) or over 18 (27%) and those living in 

a Priority Neighbourhood (36%). 

 

Artistic activities are more likely to be done by those aged over 18 (73%) or disabled 

(61%) compared to average (47%). Whilst outdoor pursuits are more likely to be 

carried out by male respondents (41% vs 24% female), White Other (71% vs 34% 

overall) and those living in a Priority Neighbourhood (64%). 
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Table 4: Q2 current activity use 

Base: Young People (n=102) *Cation low base size for disabled, BAME, White Other, Priority Neighbourhood (PN) and all age groups excl. 13-15 

Counts 

Total 

Disability  Gender 
   

Age 
  

Ethnicity 

Priority 
Neighbour

-hood 

Break %   

Respondents 
Disabled 

Not 
disabled Female Male 

Prefer 
not to 
say 

Under 
10 10 - 12 13 - 15 16-18 Over 18 

Prefer 
not to 
say BAME 

White 
Other 

White 
British 

Base 
102 23* 62 37 54 5 1* 21* 30 28* 15* 3 11* 7* 72 11* 

Physical activities (e.g. team 
sports, running, dancing, 

skateboarding) 

54 11 37 20 29 1 - 15 13 19 4 - 6 5 37 4 

53% 48% 60% 54% 54% 20% - 71% 43% 68% 27% - 55% 71% 51% 36% 

Artistic activities (e.g. music, 
theatre, writing, painting, 

film-making, photography, 
vlogging, crafts) 

48 14 29 18 25 - - 11 9 13 11 - 5 3 38 6 

47% 61% 47% 49% 46% - - 52% 30% 46% 73% - 45% 43% 53% 55% 

Outdoor pursuits (e.g. 
hiking, biking) 

35 7 24 9 22 1 - 10 11 9 3 - 5 5 22 7 

34% 30% 39% 24% 41% 20% - 48% 37% 32% 20% - 45% 71% 31% 64% 

Social activities (e.g. 
meeting friends) 

79 14 54 26 45 2 1 18 21 20 14 1 8 6 57 5 

77% 61% 87% 70% 83% 40% 100% 86% 70% 71% 93% 33% 73% 86% 79% 45% 

Volunteering 
28 9 17 15 13 - - 4 9 12 3 - 2 4 22 3 

27% 39% 27% 41% 24% - - 19% 30% 43% 20% - 18% 57% 31% 27% 

Youth centre / club 
79 14 53 30 42 3 - 20 25 20 10 1 8 3 58 7 

77% 61% 85% 81% 78% 60% - 95% 83% 71% 67% 33% 73% 43% 81% 64% 

Other, please state below: 
11 2 8 6 5 - - 3 4 3 1 - 2 1 8 1 

11% 9% 13% 16% 9% - - 14% 13% 11% 7% - 18% 14% 11% 9% 

None 
3 2 - 1 - 2 - - 1 1 - 1 1 - 2 1 

3% 9% - 3% - 40% - - 3% 4% - 33% 9% - 3% 9% 
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Demand for activities  

All positive activities apart from volunteering were subject to demand for more by at least half of young people. Respondents from a 

Priority Neighbourhood were significantly more likely to want artistic, outdoor, social and volunteering activities. 

Despite social activities being the most participated in activity, it is also the one with strongest unmet demand; 69% of all young 

people would like to take part in more of these activities. This is even higher for those living in Priority Neighbourhoods (77%). 

Interestingly, disabled respondents – who are significantly less likely to be taking part in youth centre activities currently – are less 

likely to be interested in taking part in them at all (58% interested). This could suggest something is affecting their perception or 

awareness of youth clubs, in order to reduce their interest. However, more than half would still like to participate more than they do. 

 

Table 5: Q3 “Now thinking about other activities which you don't already do, how interested are you in trying or taking part in any/ more of these 

activities?” 

Base: Young People who are ‘quite’ or ‘very’ interested in activities (n=see individual activities) *Caution low base size for Priority Neighbourhood  

(PN), disabled and BAME & White Other respondents. 

Respondents 
Total 

Interested all 
young people  

Interested 
all PN 
(11)* 

Interested all 
Disabled 

(21)* 

Interested all 
BAME & White 

Other (17)* Female (35) Male (53) 

Physical activities (e.g. team sports, 
running, dancing, skateboarding) 

91 
  

56 6 13 9 16 32 

61% 60% 65% 57% 46% 61% 

Artistic activities (e.g. music, 
theatre, writing, painting, film-
making, photography, vlogging) 

90 
  

49 7 11 8 22 22 

55% 70% 65% 53% 63% 42% 

Outdoor pursuits (e.g. kayaking, 
hiking, biking) 

88 
  

55 6 12 11 22 27 

63% 76% 71% 79% 63% 51% 

Social activities (e.g. youth centre / 
club) 

86 
  

60 7 11 11 25 28 

69% 77% 58% 73% 72% 53% 

Volunteering 90 
43 5 9 8 24 16 

48% 55% 48% 47% 68% 30% 
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Activities which develop life skills were of even greater interest to young people, with practical life skills such as cooking and 

money management being the most in demand (77% of all respondents), especially amongst respondents in Priority 

Neighbourhoods (91% interested) and disabled respondents (85% interested).  

Priority Neighbourhood respondents were also significantly more interested in receiving support for personal skills (80% vs. 70% all 

young people), healthy lifestyle (72% vs. 59% all young people) and work related activities (70% vs. 63% all young people). 

Disabled respondents were significantly more interested in personal skills (81%) and work-related activities (75%). BAME and 

White non-British respondents were significantly less likely to show interest in all developmental activities except work-related ones. 

Female respondents were significantly less likely to show interest in personal skills, practical skills and work-related activity than 

male respondents. 

Table 6: Q4 “How interested would you be in receiving support for the following skills or development?” 

Base: Young People (n=see individual activities) *Caution low base size on Priority Neighbourhoods, disabled and BAME & White Other respondents 

Respondents 
Total 

Interested  all 
young people 

interested  
all PN 

Interested 
all Disabled 

interested BAME 
and White other Female Male 

Base  
 

11* 21* 17* Max. 35 Max. 53 

Personal skills (e.g. improving self-
confidence, communication, self-
awareness, problem-solving, 
teamwork) 

97 
68 8               17  10 21 39 

70% 80% 81% 56% 66% 74% 

Practical life skills (e.g. cooking, 
money management, becoming 
independent) 

97 
75 10               18  12 26 41 

77% 91% 85% 70% 74% 82% 

Healthy lifestyle (e.g. healthy 
eating, positive mental health, 
sexual health, drugs and alcohol) 

96 
57 8               13  9 21 30 

59% 72% 62% 53% 60% 62% 

Work-related activities (e.g. work 
tasters, workplace behaviour, CV 
and interview skills) 

94 
59 7               15  11 19 32 

63% 70% 75% 65% 56% 66% 
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Access to activities 

The majority of adult respondents (60%) agreed that physical activities were easily 

accessible for young people. However most disagreed that there was easy access 

to outdoor pursuits (65%) or artistic activities (54%), and less than half agreed 

that there was easy access to social activities (41%) or volunteering (27%). 

 

Table 7: Q12 “To what extent do you agree or disagree that young people in your local area are 

easily able to access the following activities if they want to” 

Base: adult respondents (n=see ‘Total’ for each item) 

 
Total 

Strongly 
agree 

Tend to 
agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Physical activities 
(e.g. team sports, 
running, dancing, 
skateboarding) 

63 9 29 3 16 6 

  14% 46% 5% 25% 10% 

Artistic activities 
(e.g. music, theatre, 
writing, painting, 
film-making, 
photography, 
vlogging, crafts) 

63 4 15 10 24 10 

  6% 24% 16% 38% 16% 

Outdoor pursuits 
(e.g. kayaking, 
hiking, biking 

62 3 7 12 26 14 

  5% 11% 19% 42% 23% 

Social activities 
(e.g. youth centres / 
clubs) 

63 10 16 13 14 10 

  16% 25% 21% 22% 16% 

Volunteering 
  

63 5 12 23 14 9 

  8% 19% 37% 22% 14% 

 

Most adult respondents disagreed that there was enough access to personal 

development activities. Practical life skills such as cooking and money 

management were seen as the least accessible (72% disagree), followed by 

health lifestyle and personal skills (both 65% disagree). 
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Table 8: Q15 “To what extent do you agree or disagree that children and young people in your 

local area currently have enough access to the following” 

Base: adult respondents (n=63) 

Respondents 

Total 
Strongly 

agree 
Tend to 
agree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 
Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Personal skills (e.g. 
improving self-
confidence, 
communication, 
self-awareness, 
problem-solving, 
teamwork) 

63 

4 3 15 25 16 

6% 5% 24% 40% 25% 

Practical life skills 
(e.g. cooking, money 
management, 
becoming 
independent) 

63 

5 5 8 27 18 

8% 8% 13% 43% 29% 

Healthy lifestyle (e.g. 
healthy eating, 
positive mental 
health, sexual 
health, drugs and 
alcohol) 

63 

5 5 12 25 16 

8% 8% 19% 40% 25% 

Work-related 
activities (e.g. work 
tasters, workplace 
behaviour, CV and 
interview skills 

63 

4 5 16 20 18 

6% 8% 25% 32% 29% 
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Accessibility 

The majority of young people who responded to the survey attended a youth centre 

that was less than 15 minutes travel from home (73%), which they usually travel to 

by walking (72%), car (41%) or cycling (21%). Those who have a longer journey are 

more likely to be travelling by bus (55% of those whose journeys last 30+ minutes). 

 

Table 9: Q5 “If you go to a youth centre / club, including mobile or outreach youth activities, 

how long does it generally take you to get there from your home?” 

Base: all young people who attend a youth centre/ club (n=79) 

Time taken  
No. of 

respondents 

Base: 79 

Less than 15 minutes 

 
58 

73% 

15- 29 minutes 
12 

15% 

30-45 minutes 
5 

6% 

More than 45 minutes 
4 

5% 

 

 

Whilst overall most respondents walk to positive activities (61%), a significant 

proportion use a car (40%). Female and disabled respondents were more likely to 

walk. Female respondents were less likely to use the bus (13% vs. 20% males), 

whereas BAME and White non-British respondents were more likely to use a bus 

than average (18% vs 15%). Disabled respondents were more likely to use a car 

(50%). 
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Table 10: Q6 “How do you travel to and from the main activities you take part in?” 

Base: all young people (n=see individual column) *Caution low base size for disabled and BAME & 

White Other respondents 

Respondents All 
respondents  Disabled 

BAME & 
White Other Female Male 

Base 101 22* 17* 38 51 

Walk 
62 15 9 26 28 

61% 68% 53% 68% 55% 

Cycle 
20 5 4 2 16 

20% 23% 24% 5% 31% 

Bus 
15 3 3 5 10 

15% 14% 18% 13% 20% 

Train 
2 1 1 - 2 

2% 5% 6% - 4% 

Car 
40 11 7 17 18 

40% 50% 41% 45% 35% 

Motorbike or 
scooter 

2 - - - 2 

2% - - - 4% 

Taxi 
2 1 1 - 2 

2% 5% 6% - 4% 

I don't 
regularly 

attend 
anything 

6 1 1 
3 2 

6% 5% 6% 
8% 4% 
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Overall, 79% of young people said they found getting to and from activities easy and 

only 9% found it difficult. However, there were some variations in experience, with 

those who take the bus more likely to find it “quite difficult” (13% vs. 7% overall). 

Types of respondents who were more likely to find getting to activities difficult include 

male (12% vs. 3% female) ages 13-15 and over 18 (17% and 18% respectively), 

disabled (19% vs. 6% not disabled), LGBTQ+ (27%) and those who live in a Priority 

Neighbourhood (18%).  

These difficulties could be to do with access to and availability of transport, distance 

or time of journey, safety, health and other issues, and do not necessarily relate to 

public transport. For instance, when asked what made getting to activities difficult, 

three young people mentioned anxiety about leaving the house or meeting other 

people, one respondent mentioned it was difficult without getting a lift in a car and 

one mentioned physical challenges walking.  

Nevertheless, 73% of those who said they found it difficult to get there, did say they 

had experienced difficulty or felt uneasy travelling on buses or trains, compared to 

only 28% of those who said it was easy to get to activities. Interestingly most (66%) 

of the respondents who had found it difficult or felt uneasy travelling on buses and 

trains claimed that it was easy to get to activities, and no female respondents who 

had felt uneasy on public transport claimed getting to positive activities was difficult. 

 

Table 11 Q7 “How easy do you find it to get to the activities you want to go to?” 

Base: all young people (n=see individual columns) *Caution low base sizes for cycle, bus, train, 

motorbike/ scooter and taxi 

Respondents Total 
Walk Cycle Bus Train Car 

Motorbike 
or 

scooter Taxi   

Base  62 20* 15* 2* 40 2* 2*   

                    

Very easy 
48 35 9 5 2 20 2 2   

48% 56% 45% 33% 100% 50% 100% 100%   

Quite easy 
31 18 7 5 - 14 - -   

31% 29% 35% 33% - 35% - -   

Neither easy 
nor difficult 

12 3 3 3 - 3 - -   

12% 5% 15% 20% - 8% - -   

Quite 
difficult 

7 5 1 2 - 3 - -   

7% 8% 5% 13% - 8% - -   

Very difficult 
2 1 - - - - - -   

2% 2% - - - - - -   
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Barriers to attending activities 

 

When asked if there were any barriers preventing or discouraging young people from 

attending positive activities, there was a noticeable difference between the 

responses given by young people compared to adults such as parents/carers, 

professionals, or local residents. 

42% of young people said there were no barriers, however since the vast majority 

of young people surveyed attend positive activities, these responses come from 

those who are less likely to have found any issue a sufficient barrier to stop them 

from attending. It is striking that in comparison no parents/carers, professionals, or 

organisations, and only one local resident selected ‘none/ nothing’ for barriers. 

Looking specifically at the adult responses, the most commonly selected issue was 

‘no quick or easy way to get there or back’ (59% all adults but only 13% of young 

people). This may indicate adult respondents are aware of some transport issues 

which the young people who are able to make it to activities are not inconvenienced 

by. Accessibility was most likely to be selected by organisations (80%). Young 

people who were more likely to experience this barrier were those aged over 18 

(29%), use the bus (31%) or White Other (29%). 

The second most popular response for adults was cost (46% but only 20% for young 

people). Young people more likely to experience cost as prohibitive were aged 16-18 

(30%), disabled (28%), White Other (29%) or from a Priority Neighbourhood (36%). 

A feeling of not fitting in was a common choice (44% adults, 15% young people). 

This was more likely for young people who were 13-15 (21%), over 18 (29%), female 

(23% vs. 10% male), disabled (28% vs. 10% not disabled), LGBTQ+ (18%) and 

living in a Priority Neighbourhood (55%). 

Young people were most likely to select cost (20%) or not being interested in the 

activities (19%) as reasons they were discouraged from attending positive activities. 

Young people who were more likely to not be interested in the activities were aged 

16+ (22%), male (26%), disabled (22%), White Other (43%) or living in a Priority 

Neighbourhood (27%). 

Some young people also mentioned additional barriers they had experienced such 

as no-one in their older age group attending, not being interested in meeting new 

people or finding interactions with others stressful, mental health issues, or finding 

the activities boring/ repetitive. 

From professional individuals’ and providers’ perspectives, the main issue that would 

stop young people attending positive activities is the cost (10 mentions). It was felt 

some activities had high costs which prevented children from disadvantaged families 

from participating. Almost as frequently mentioned was the issue of rural areas not 

being provided with activities or affordable transport to reach the urban areas with 

activities (7 comments). Providers and professionals also mentioned that there were 

not enough trained or experienced staff (4 comments), and that positive activities 
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were not being held at convenient times and locations for young people (4 

comments).  

 

 

 

Current provider of youth services in Staple Hill 

 

Table 12 Q22 “Which of the following factors are you aware of stopping or discouraging young 

people from taking part in youth or play activities in your area?” 

Base: all respondents (n=132)  

 

 

  

Respondents Total

All young 

people All adults

Base 132 93 39

35 12 23

27% 13% 59%

17 3 14

13% 3% 36%

9 3 6

7% 3% 15%

14 5 9

11% 5% 23%

31 14 17

23% 15% 44%

32 18 14

24% 19% 36%

37 19 18

28% 20% 46%

6 4 2

5% 4% 5%

40 39 1

30% 42% 3%

12 9 3

9% 10% 8%

None of the above/ nothing

Other, please list as many 

other reasons as you like:

Fear of bullying

Feeling of not fitting in

Not interested in the 

activities

Cost

Staff being unfriendly or not 

welcoming

No quick or easy way to get 

there or back

No safe way to get there and 

back

Caring duties for family 

member(s)

Staple Hill is a deprived area where activities will depend on parents’ ability to pay. The 
youth centre is open on 2 evenings only offering limited access to young people 
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Types of young people who are significantly more likely to experience at least one 

type of barrier to attending activities include those aged 16-18 or 18+ (70% and 64% 

respectively vs. 58% all young people), respondents who are female (63%) or 

disabled (72%), those who live in a Priority Neighbourhood (91%), are White non-

British (86%), or LGBTQ (73%). 

 

Chart 1 Q11 “Which of the following have stopped or discouraged you from taking part in 

youth or play activities?” 

Base: young people (n=93) 
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As indicated by adult respondents, one potential barrier is accessibility. When asked 

specifically about whether using public transport caused any difficulty or 

unease, 38% of young people said yes, comprising of 12% saying this was often, 

13% sometimes and 13% rarely. Amongst those who usually use a bus or train to 

access activities, 50% said yes. Respondents who were more likely to encounter 

difficulties with public transport whilst travelling to a positive activity were female 

(48% vs. 31% male), aged 16+ (50-52%), disabled (48% vs 29% not disabled), non- 

White British (59% and in particular BAME 70%) and LGBTQ+ (60%). 
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Table 13 Q7 “How easy do you find it to get to the activities you want to go to?” and Q9 “Has using buses or trains on your own ever caused you 

difficulty or made you feel uneasy?” 

Base: all young people (n=see individual columns) *Caution low base sizes for ages 10 – 12, 16 – 18, Over 18, disabled, all non- white British, BAME, 

LGBTQ+, and Priority Neighbourhood (PN) 

 

 

For those respondents who had experienced an issue with public transport, other people/ “strangers” was a common theme (7 

mentions); this can take the form of overcrowding and feeling confined or that strangers get too close, act weirdly, rudely or 

abusively. There were also practical issues such as not knowing where to get off / getting off at the wrong stop, transport being 

unreliable, and not being able to sit down (3 mentions). Some young people mentioned feeling anxious, nervous or unsafe (4 

mentions). 

 

 

 

Respondent Type
Female Male Under 10 10 - 12 13 - 15 16-18 Over 18 Disabled

Not 

disabled

all non 

White-

British BAME LGBTQ+ All PN

Base 100 38 53 - 21* 30 26* 17* 22* 60 17* 10* 11* 11*

Total Easy 78% 81% 81% 0% 85% 77% 88% 59% 77% 85% 71% 60% 54% 64%

Total Difficult 10% 3% 12% 0% 0% 17% 4% 18% 19% 6% 12% 11% 27% 18%

Transport issues - yes 

often/ sometimes/ rarely 38% 48% 31% 0% 19% 30% 52% 50% 48% 29% 59% 70% 60% 27%

Gender: Age:

All young 

people

EthnicityDisability 
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3.3. Delivery of Activities  

 

Priority of Need 

 

Areas with higher need were most likely to be selected as the highest priority (by 

48% of respondents). This was followed by ensuring there is a spread of provision 

across all areas of South Gloucestershire, including rural areas (36% highest 

priority). 

Although not considered the top priority, overall, high population density of young 

people is considered to be an important factor, with 50% of respondents placing it in 

the top two. 

Almost half (45%) of respondents considered the lowest priority to be providing for 

areas of significant planned growth and development of housing. 

 

Chart 2 Q16 priority of need 

Base: providers and wider community (n= see individual columns) 
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Priority Groups 

 

Overall, 66% of all respondents felt that there was at least one group of young 

people who required additional provision. Young people were more likely to not be 

aware of any groups having this requirement (45% vs. 20% adult respondents). 

The young people which were most often considered to need separate provision 

were those in a specific age group within under 18s (32% of all respondents 

identified this need). This perception was driven by young people themselves, but 

also parents/ carers (43%) and non-provider organisations (60%). Under-18s of all 

ages were equally likely to select this response, and there was no particular age 

group identified in the comments more than any other, perhaps indicating all ages 

would prefer to mix with only their own age group at positive activities. 

Another key group were young people with disabilities or learning difficulties 

(need identified by 31% of all respondents). Individuals in a professional capacity 

were the most likely to highlight the needs of this group (60%), followed by parents 

and carers (50%) and providers (46%). 36% of young people with any kind of 

disability and 44% of those with learning difficulties also selected this group for 

additional provision. One respondent commented that children with dyspraxia are 

currently not provided for. 

Young people experiencing mental health difficulties were identified by 31% of all 

respondents as needing additional provision; a need particularly noticed by parents/ 

carers (43%) and providers (62%). 38% of young people with mental health 

conditions also highlighted the additional needs of this group vs 27% of all young 

people. Respondents noted that having more opportunities for one-to-one support or 

a mentoring type of service would be beneficial as it would help build a trusting 

relationship (10 comments). 

Young male respondents were much more likely to consider themselves to need 

additional provision compared to young female respondents (36% vs. 14% female 

young people), which has driven a high overall response for this group (27%), 

despite only 10% of them experiencing a feeling of not fitting in at current activities. 

Whilst young people overall highly voted LGBTQ+ needs for provision (32%), 

LGBTQ+ respondents themselves were much less likely to perceive this as a need 

(11%).  Nevertheless only 45% of LGBTQ+ respondents currently attend youth clubs 

vs 71% all young people surveyed, and 75% of them say they would be interested in 

attending one, suggesting there are some factors discouraging those interested from 

attending at present, but that providing an additional separate group may not 

particularly address this. 

Respondents also commented that geographical areas of deprivation need to be 

prioritised, and noted that young people from disadvantaged backgrounds could be 

encouraged to participate if they felt less different from others attending and if the 

stigma associated with their socioeconomic disadvantage could be removed (4 

comments).  
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Table 14 Q23 “Are you aware of any of the following groups of young people which require 

specific positive activities to be provided, above what is already offered?” 

Base: all respondents (n=134) 

 

Total 

A 
young 
person 

A parent 
or carer 

of 
someone 
aged 0 - 
18 years 

old 

An Individual 
in a 

professional 
capacity 

A current 
or 

potential 
service 
provider 

On behalf of a 
business, 

community or 
statutory 

organisation 
Local 

resident 

Other / 
none of 

the above 

Base 134 

78 14 5 13 5 13 6 

Female 
31 15 5 2 3 1 4 1 

23% 19% 36% 40% 23% 20% 31% 17% 

Male 
36 18 5 3 3 2 4 1 

27% 23% 36% 60% 23% 40% 31% 17% 

Specific age 
group(s) within 

under-18s; please 
specify below 

43 24 6 1 4 3 4 1 

32% 31% 43% 20% 31% 60% 31% 17% 

Specific ethnic 
group(s); please 

specify below 

12 8 2 1 - - 1 - 

9% 10% 14% 20% - - 8% - 

Religion or belief; 
please specify below 

17 12 3 1 - - 1 - 

13% 15% 21% 20% - - 8% - 

LGBTQ+ 
32 25 2 1 2 1 1 - 

24% 32% 14% 20% 15% 20% 8% - 

Children in care 
32 21 3 1 2 1 2 2 

24% 27% 21% 20% 15% 20% 15% 33% 

Young people 
experiencing mental 

health difficulties 

41 18 6 1 8 1 5 2 

31% 23% 43% 20% 62% 20% 38% 33% 

Young people with 
disabilities or 

learning difficulties 

41 24 7 3 6 - 1 - 

31% 31% 50% 60% 46% - 8% - 

Young carers 
33 17 4 5 3 1 2 1 

25% 22% 29% 100% 23% 20% 15% 17% 

Young people at risk 
of homelessness 

30 17 5 1 1 - 5 1 

22% 22% 36% 20% 8% - 38% 17% 

Young people who 
are engaged in the 

justice system 

27 13 4 1 3 2 2 2 

20% 17% 29% 20% 23% 40% 15% 33% 

Young people not in 
education, 

employment or 
training 

33 14 6 - 5 1 5 2 

25% 18% 43% - 38% 20% 38% 33% 

No, I'm not aware of 
any of these groups 

needing additional 
activity provision 

46 35 4 - 2 - 3 2 

34% 45% 29% - 15% - 23% 33% 
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Method of Provision 

 

Most providers (65%) were keen to have at least half of provision offered through 

youth centres, less than half of provision through outreach/ detached (77% 

agreement) and less than half through mobile provision (71% agreement). 

Table 15 Q17 “How much of our provision do you think should be offered through the 

following access points?” 

Base: Providers (n=see individual options) 

 

Total None 

Less 
than 
half Half 

More 
than 
half 

All/ 
only 
this 

Centre-based 14 
- 5 4 5 - 

- 36% 29% 36% - 

Detached / outreach 13 
- 10 1 2 - 

- 77% 8% 15% - 

Mobile 14 
1 10 1 2 - 

7% 71% 7% 14% - 

 

Providers were given the following description of the council’s preferred option to 

commission several hubs:  

 “The council to have one single fund for Positive Activities to be 

commissioned to 3 to 5 providers who will act as leads for provision across a 

range of providers, and will form partnerships or sub-contract other providers 

to deliver the contract 

 A clear plan for what activities are provided and where, based on the 

principles stated in the needs assessment 

 Continuing some provision in the 5 Priority Neighbourhoods (Patchway, 

Staple Hill, Kingswood, Cadbury Heath, and Yate & Dodington) and for young 

people with learning difficulties or disabilities” 

 

Based on this description, providers expected to encounter the following 

challenges: 

1. Funding: funding is only held by a small number of large providers (5 

comments). It was felt that small, local organisations need more support and 

funding from the local authority, and that a lack of funding in general was 

leading to reduced services which are in turn creating increased mental health 

issues, drug and alcohol abuse and antisocial behaviour. 

2. Rural areas being at a disadvantage: this model only focuses on priority 

neighbourhood areas (4 comments) 

3. Lack of communication and less joined-up working from using a range of 

different providers (4 comments) 
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Lots 

Providers most strongly agree with the options of lots being based on the type of 

delivery required (72% agree). The next preferred option is any number of 

geographical based lots (61% agree). Suggestions for geographical lots included 

basing them on Community Engagement Forums, and the areas of Patchway, Staple 

Hill, Kingswood, Cadbury Heath, and Yate & Dodington. The least popular option 

was dividing the areas into 5 geographical lots based on Priority Neighbourhoods 

(46% agree, 38% disagree). 

6 providers made other suggestions including continuing the current model, basing 

lots on populations and need for type of activity, a rapid response model focused on 

areas of highest need, having a central lot with a response team focussed on 

supporting vulnerable/ high need young people, having an equal spread across the 

authority and using the space in supported housing for activities. More extensive 

provider feedback and suggestions for an alternative model can be found on p57-58 

from the providers’ engagement event. 

 

Table 16 Q21 “We are looking at different ways in which the service could be commissioned. 

To what extent do you agree with the following ways of commissioning this service?” 

Base: Providers (n=see individual options) 

Respondents 
Total 

Strongly 
agree 

Tend to 
agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Divide the area in to 5 
geographical lots based 
around the Priority 
Neighbourhoods 

13 3 3 2 2 3 

23% 23% 15% 15% 23% 

Any number of 
geographical based lots 
(please specify below 
what lots you would like 
the area to be divided into) 

13 3 5 1 2 2 

23% 38% 8% 15% 15% 

Lots based on the type of 
delivery required (LDD, 
Priority Neighbourhood & 
open access) 

14 4 6 3 1 - 

29% 43% 21% 7% - 

Other, please specify 
below: 

4 2 1 1 - - 

50% 25% 25% - - 
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3.4. Efficacy of proposed model 
 

Overall, providers did not have very high expectations that the proposed model 

would achieve many of the council’s aims. The only aims which more than half of 

providers (57%) felt would be successfully achieved were those which would 

benefit providers: 

 Make it easier for a range of different organisations to be involved in 

delivering youth activities 

 Encourage different organisations to work together and co-ordinate their 

services better 

 Help organisations draw in other funding 

 

In terms of benefits to young people, providers felt the most likely outcomes 

would be meeting the needs of young people who are facing additional 

challenges (42% agree) and providing a comprehensive range of different 

activities to choose from (36% agree), to which marginally more providers agreed 

than disagreed. Some of the hurdles providers envisaged when attempting to 

provide for those with the highest needs or additional challenges included 

difficulties engaging with these groups; it did not feel clear to some respondents 

how they would be identified and targeted, particularly if these young people do 

not identify themselves in this way, do not have access to a nearby youth centre 

or do not want to engage with positive activities (5 comments). Additionally some 

respondents were concerned about how this outcome could be achieved without 

additional funding.  

 

However providers were especially unlikely to feel that the model would allow 

young people to access positive activities wherever they lived (50% disagree), 

and were more likely to disagree than agree that the model would reach young 

people from all backgrounds (36% disagree) or make the most effective use of 

resources (42% disagree). There were a range of difficulties identified with 

making activities accessible to all young people, including the target audiences 

not identifying themselves with the groups the council is attempting to target or 

not being interested in the services on offer. More flexible, varied and responsive 

services were suggested. Cultural and language barriers were also identified, as 

well as the need for more specific training for workers. 

 

50% of respondents had no opinion/ did not know whether the model would 

promote positive health, and 28% disagreed that it would. One of the main 

barriers providers saw to achieving this aim was that more staff and training was 

needed (9 comments), along with more funding (3 comments). Some also stated 

that the poor availability of transport combined with the current location of 

activities meant that it wouldn’t necessarily reach those most in need. 
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Provider of Youth Services in Patchway 

  

We know that many young people who have additional needs are those who are 

more vulnerable through disengagement or social / educational exclusion. They 

do not all have the view that 'mainstream' services' are for them the staff may 

not be trained to provide suitable responses. We also know that just a single 

programme offer to ALL young people cannot always make the reasonable 

adjustments which may be required for a young person to engage or have the 

capacity to respond. Whilst an aim of working with young people from these 

communities should be empowering them to access mainstream provision if they 

wish it is very likely that there will be the need for some targeted work or project 

work. Organisations would need to have the capacity and resources to 

undertake this. This would include, space, time, training, access to other specific 

services and working in partnership 
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Table 17 Q20 “To what extent do you agree or disagree that the proposed model would be able 

to successfully...” 

Base: Providers (n=14) 

 Strongly 
agree 

Tend to 
agree 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Allow young people to 
access positive activities 
wherever they live in South 
Gloucestershire 

2 
14% 

2 
14% 

3 
21% 

5 
36% 

2 
14% 

Reach young people from 
all backgrounds 

3 
21% 

1 
7% 

5 
36% 

4 
29% 

1 
7% 

Meet the needs of young 
people who are facing 
additional challenges 

3 
21% 

3 
21% 

3 
21% 

3 
21% 

2 
14% 

Help deliver services that 
promote the positive 
physical, mental, emotional 
and sexual health of young 
people 

2 
14% 

1 
7% 

7 
50% 

2 
14% 

2 
14% 

Provide a comprehensive 
range of different activities 
for young people to choose 
from 

1 
7% 

4 
29% 

5 
36% 

3 
21% 

1 
7% 

Make the most effective 
use of resources 

3 
21% 

2 
14% 

3 
21% 

3 
21% 

3 
21% 

Make it easier for a range 
of different organisations to 
be involved in delivering 
youth activities 

2 
14% 

6 
43% 

4 
29% 

1 
7% 

1 
7% 

Encourage different 
organisations to work 
together and co-ordinate 
their services better 

3 
21% 

5 
36% 

2 
14% 

3 
21% 

1 
7% 

Help organisations draw in 
other funding 

3 
21% 

5 
36% 

3 
21% 

1 
7% 

2 
14% 
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3.5. Youth Worker Qualifications 
 
Overall 81% of respondents say that youth workers having relevant qualifications is 
important. This is lowest amongst young people (77%) and local residents (71%), 
and highest amongst parents and carers (94%) and organisations (100%). 
 
 
In terms of the council supporting providers to ensure staff have appropriate 
qualifications, providers raised the following points: 

 Affordability of training for staff can be an issue. Some youth centres and 
providers are finding it a challenge to offer training to the extent they would 
like. For example, the time commitment and cost of a youth work qualification 
may not seem worth it if there are only weekly sessions held at the youth 
centre (5 comments) 

 Better availability of good quality, free or accessible training: there are fewer 
opportunities for training as funding in the sector decreases (4 comments) 

 Experience may be more important than qualifications; it isn’t the qualification 
that determines how good a youth worker is but their personal skills (3 
comments) 

 A lack of volunteers in general makes it hard to be selective about whether 
they have qualifications 

 

 

 

 

Positive Activity Provider

“Coordinated training across all organisations. Need not lead to formal qualifications but 
sharing resources and training all to a common base would be useful and also allow 

members (some of whom may be volunteers) to meet and interact would be beneficial” 
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Table 18: Q24 “How important is it that delivery of these positive activities include staff who have qualifications relevant to working with young 

people?” 

Base: all respondents (n=150)  

 

  

Respondents Total 

A young 
person 

A parent 
or carer of 
someone 
aged 0 - 
18 years 

old 

An Individual 
in a 

professional 
capacity 

A current or 
potential 
service 
provider 

On behalf of a 
business, 

community or 
statutory 

organisation 
Local 

resident 
Other / none of 

the above 

Base 150 87 16 6 14 6 14 7 

Very important 
85 47 8 5 6 4 10 5 

57% 54% 50% 83% 43% 67% 71% 71% 

Quite important 
36 20 7 - 5 2 - 2 

24% 23% 44% - 36% 33% - 29% 

Neither important nor 
unimportant 

20 15 1 - 2 - 2 - 

13% 17% 6% - 14% - 14% - 

Not very important 
5 2 - - 1 - 2 - 

3% 2% - - 7% - 14% - 

Not at all important 
4 3 - 1 - - - - 

3% 3% - 17% - - - - 

         
Total Important 81% 77% 94% 83% 79% 100% 71% 100% 

Total Unimportant 6% 5% 0% 17% 7% 0% 14% 0% 
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3.6. Profile of Survey Respondents 
 
All Respondents 
 
Age 

 

Chart 3 Q29 and Q32 “your age” 

Base: all respondents (n=128) 

 
 

Gender 

 

Chart 4 Q31 “your gender” 

Base: all respondents (n=126) 
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Ethnicity 

 

The majority of respondents were White British (82%). 10% of all respondents were 
BAME. This included 2% Arab/ Arab British, 2% Asian/ Asian British 2% Black, 4% 
Mixed White and Black African or Black Caribbean. 8% of respondents were White 
Other, including 3% Irish. 

 

Table 19 Ethnicity aggregate based on Q41 “your ethnicity” 

Base: all respondents (n=118) 

  

Total A young person 

A parent or carer of 
someone aged 0 - 18 

years old 

Base 118 91 14 

BAME 
12 11 1 

10% 12% 7% 

White Other 
9 7 1 

8% 8% 7% 

White British 
97 73 12 

82% 80% 86% 

 

 

Q41a “Other, please tell us”: 

Canadian 

Filipino 

White European 

South African 
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Disability 

 

The majority of respondents did not have any kind of disability. However 16% of 
young people had a learning disability or difficulty and 11% had a mental health 
condition. 

 

Table 20 Q40 ““Do you consider yourself to be disabled?” 

Base: Individual respondents (n=114) 

 Total 
Respondents 

A young 
person 

A parent or 
carer of 

someone 
aged 0 - 18 
years old 

Local 
resident 

Base 114 96 16 2 

No 
76 

67% 
62 

65% 
13 

81% 
1 

50% 

Prefer not to say 
5 

4% 
4 

4% 
1 

6% 
- 
- 

Yes - Physical impairment, such as difficulty 
using arms or mobility issues which may mean 

using a wheelchair or crutches 

3 
3% 

3 
3% 

- 
- 

- 
- 

Yes - Sensory impairment such as being blind/ 
having serious visual impairment, or being deaf/ 

having a serious hearing impairment 

4 
4% 

3 
3% 

1 
6% 

- 
- 

Yes - Mental health condition, such as 
depression, anxiety or schizophrenia 

13 
11% 

11 
11% 

2 
13% 

- 
- 

Yes - Learning disability/difficulty (such as 
Down's Syndrome, dyslexia, dyspraxia) or 

cognitive impairment (such as autistic spectrum 
disorder) 

18 
16% 

15 
16% 

2 
13% 

1 
50% 

Yes - Long standing illness or health condition, 
such as cancer, HIV, diabetes, chronic heart 

disease or epilepsy 

2 
2% 

2 
2% 

- 
- 

- 
- 

Yes - Other (please state) 
6 

5% 
6 

6% 
- 
- 

- 
- 

 

 

Q40a. “If other, please tell us:” (base: respondents with an “other” disability) 

Diabetes 

Anxiety 

ADHD 

I may have disabilities but do not consider myself disabled 

Half blind, undiagnosed learning difficulty 

Heart problem 

Arthritis 

Down's Syndrome 
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Postcode and area 

Table 21: Q30 “please tell us your full postcode” 

Base: all respondents (n=121) 

Ward Local authority Number 

Almondsbury South Gloucestershire 2 

Boyd Valley South Gloucestershire 2 

Cotswold Edge South Gloucestershire 1 

Dodington South Gloucestershire 6 

Downend South Gloucestershire 2 

Emersons Green South Gloucestershire 3 

Filton South Gloucestershire 8 

Frampton Cotterell South Gloucestershire 3 

Frenchay and Stoke Park South Gloucestershire 1 

Frome Vale South Gloucestershire 2 

Hanham South Gloucestershire 2 

Kings Chase South Gloucestershire 3 

Ladden Brook South Gloucestershire 13 

Longwell Green South Gloucestershire 1 

Oldland Common South Gloucestershire 1 

Parkwall South Gloucestershire 6 

Patchway South Gloucestershire 7 

Rodway South Gloucestershire 6 

Severn South Gloucestershire 1 

Siston South Gloucestershire 4 

Staple Hill South Gloucestershire 4 

Thornbury North South Gloucestershire 6 

Thornbury South and Alveston South Gloucestershire 1 

Westerleigh South Gloucestershire 1 

Winterbourne South Gloucestershire 1 

Woodstock South Gloucestershire 2 

Yate Central South Gloucestershire 9 

Yate North South Gloucestershire 9 

Total 107 

Out of area 

Hillfields Bristol 1 

Lockleaze Bristol 2 

Westbury-on-Trym and Henleaze Bristol 1 

Keynsham East BANES 1 

Unknown Unknown 9 

Total 14 

Grand total 121 
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Table 22 Respondents in Priority Neighbourhoods 

Base: all respondents (n=18) 

 

 All Respondents Young People 

Base 18 11 

Cadbury Heath Priority Neighbourhood Area 4 3 

Kingswood Priority Neighbourhood Area 4 1 

Patchway Priority Neighbourhood Area 1 1 

Staple Hill Priority Neighbourhood Area 4 2 

Yate & Dodington Priority Neighbourhood Area 5 4 
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Young People 
 

Sexual Orientation and Transgender  

 

Table 23 Q33 “Sexual orientation” 

Base: Young People (n=93) 

 

  
No. of 
respondents 

Base 93 

Bisexual 
5 

5% 

Gay male 
1 

1% 

Gay female/ 
lesbian 

1 

1% 

Heterosexual 
58 

62% 

Other 
2 

2% 

Questioning 
2 

2% 

Prefer not to say 
24 

26% 

 

 

Table 24 Q.24 “Do you identify as transgender?” 
Base: Young people (n=80) 

 
 

 No. of 

Respondents 

Base 80 

Yes 
3 

4% 

No 
65 

81% 

Prefer not to say 
12 

15% 
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Religion  

 

Chart 5 Q35 “Religion/ Belief” 

Base: Young People (n=93) 

 

 

 

Q35a: 

If other, please tell us: 

Satanist 

Rasta 

Anti-theist against religion 

I am non-religious 

Pagan 

I believe in the theory of 
evolution 

Agnostic 

God is a mysterious concept 

White Buddhist 
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Adults 
 

Parents  

Just over half (57%) of adult respondents had children our young people living at 
home. The majority of parents (65%) had children aged 5-10 years old, however 
almost half (47%) looked after children aged 13-15. 

 

Chart 6 Q35 “How many children under the age of 18 are there living in your household?” 

Base: Adult Individuals (n=30) 

 
 

 

Table 25 Q38. “Which of the following age groups do the children in your care fall into?” 
Base: Parents and carers (n=17) 

 
 

 No. of 
Respondents 

Base 17 

Under 4 
2 

12% 

5 to 10 
11 

65% 

11 to 12 
7 

41% 

13 to 15 
8 

47% 

16 to 18 
3 

18% 

Not applicable 
- 
- 

 

 

 

43%

10%

37%

7%
3%

None

1

2

3

4 or more
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47% of parents and carers had children who had at least one kind of disability, the 
most common being a mental health condition (18%) or a long standing health 
condition (18%). 

 
Table 26 Q39 “Do any of the children you care for face any of the following challenges?” 
Base: Parents and carers (n=17) 

  No. of 
Respondents 

Base 17 

Physical impairment, such as difficulty using arms or mobility issues which 
may mean using a wheelchair or crutches 

1 
6% 

Sensory impairment such as being blind/ having serious visual impairment, 
or being deaf/ having a serious hearing impairment 

- 
- 

Mental health condition, such as depression, anxiety or schizophrenia 
3 

18% 

Learning disability/difficulty (such as Down's Syndrome, dyslexia, dyspraxia) 
or cognitive impairment (such as autistic spectrum disorder) 

2 
12% 

Long standing illness or health condition (such as diabetes or epilepsy) 
3 

18% 

No/ none of the above 
8 

47% 

Prefer not to say 
1 

6% 
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Professional individuals and responses on behalf of organisations 

 

Table 27: Type of organisation and professional respondents 

Base: non-parent/carer adults (n=46) 

 
Number of 
Respondents 

Base 46 

Please tick if you are any of the following:   

South Gloucestershire Council employee 5 

Current provider of youth services 14 

Previous provider of youth services 2 

Town or Parish Council 5 

School or college 2 

Youth worker or volunteer 10 

None of the above 16 

 

 

Table 28: Q1a Nature of professional capacity 

Base: individuals responding in a professional capacity (n=6) 

Retired youth worker 

Youth Worker 

School mentor 

Youth Support Worker, South Glos Council 

Young Carers Support Worker, South Glos Young Carers 

South Glos Council employee 
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Table 29: Q1b name of organisation 

Base: individuals responding on behalf of an organisation (n=18) 

Westerleigh Parish Council 

Juice Community project 

FACE 

DofE and Air Training Corps 

Friends of Kingswood Park 

Thornbury StreetSpace youth project (an initiative of Thornbury Baptist Church) 

scouting 

Thornbury Baptist Church 

Friends of Kingswood Park 

BIMHN 

The You Foundation 

Chief Officer, Kingsmeadow Community Flat 

South Glos PNYW, Yate, Kingswood, Cad Heath 

Priority Neighbourhood Youth Work Team 

Pucklechurch Parish Council 

Wickwar Youth Centre 

Bromford Housing 

Yate Town Council 
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Other representations 

4.1 Emails and Letters 
 
 
8 emails were received in response to the consultation. Themes include: 
 

 Desire for flexibility, especially to be able to adapt to changes over time 

 Interest in a having providers’ partnership for training, staff support and 
workforce development 

 Need for better public transport in order for young people to access positive 
activities; this was an issue for some towns as well as rural areas 

 Working together better was seen as a priority for improvement. Better co-
ordination of the professional network would have a number of benefits; a 
joined-up offer could increase awareness and interest through more targeted 
communications, as well as being more efficient, and better links with other 
organisations e.g. mental health services could improve outcomes 

 Ambivalence around small providers; too many small providers can cause 
difficulty, but they have the benefit of local knowledge, and there was a feeling 
of wanting to avoid everything going to one big provider 

 More rural provision 

 Benefits and challenges with lots being geographical 
 
 
 
 
Table 30: List of email respondents and contents of emails 

 
Respondent  Comments 

Bradley Stoke Town 
Council 

Bradley Stoke Town Council’s response to South Gloucestershire Council’s Positive 
Activities Subsidy consultation: 
 
BSTC Full Council met on 15th November 2017 and unanimously agreed the following 
response to South Gloucestershire Council’s Positive Activity Consultation.  
 
In recent years Bradley Stoke Town Council has demonstrated a direct commitment to 
developing youth work and youth provision in the locality. The Town Council’s 
commitment is laid out and reinforced through the Councils Five-Year Plan and 
through the direct employment of a professionally qualified Youth Worker to lead on 
both infrastructure and youth work project and programme developments.   
Consequently, substantial progress has been achieved in recent years through the 
combination of BSTC core funding and the successful attraction of external capital and 
revenue funding, including the receipt of SGC Positive Activity Subsidy (PAS) monies.  
The ‘pump priming’ effect of core funding has helped to attract additional funding and 
resources and cannot be underestimated. Likewise, core funding by BSTC often 
eliminates the need for external funding to be ‘top sliced’ with management costs and 
therefore enabled external funding to be spent directly on the delivery of youth work 
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programmes or projects. For example, all current PAS funding is spent on sessional 
delivery and resources. 
In addition, the benefits of BSTC directly delivering Youth Work and employing their 
own professional youth worker and youth work staff team are numerous including:  
• Actively embracing the ‘localism agenda’ within our approach to Youth Work. 
• Actively engaging with the key principles of the Charter between SGC & T&PC 
within our approach to Youth Work delivery. 
• Having our own Youth Development & Participation Worker (YD&PW) based 
within the local community and accessible to young people outside of regular youth 
work sessions. 
• Helping local young people to relate more directly to their local Town Council 
and improve psychological access and ownership. 
• Helping to enable the voices of young people to be heard on various issues, 
developments and the shaping of projects and programmes. 
• The development of significant local infrastructure projects such as the new 
skatepark and current further development of the associated building. The park is a 
quality ‘destination’ facility and associational space and also highlights that our local 
youth provision and youth work also engages young people from neighbouring areas, 
including priority neighbourhoods. 
• Being proactive and flexible within our local youth work, but also having the 
capacity to be quickly reactive to certain issues and challenges. 
• Being able to offer support and advice to other BSTC staff on youth matters. 
• Local youth work being directly accountable to BSTC through regular reports 
and YD&PW attendance at Council meetings as well as ongoing dialogue. 
• Continuing to develop our own in-house structure of professional 
development, support and supervision of youth work staff and volunteers. 
• Continuing to build and enhance local social capital through networking and 
liaison with a range of local agencies and members of the local community. 
• Local youth work directly helping to promote intergenerational work and 
break down intergenerational barriers. 
BSTC therefore recommend the following: 
• That SGC, as highlighted above, continue to recognise the significant range of 
benefits of BSTCs direct provision of youth work activities, programmes and projects 
within the local community.  
• That BSTC believe that our approach to youth work effectively embraces the 
‘localism agenda’ and key principles within the refreshed Charter between SGC & 
Town & Parish Councils.  
• That BSTC request that SGC adjust the current proposed PAS commissioning 
model and include the option to be able to directly allocate Positive Activities Subsidy 
funds to Town & Parish Councils where applicable. 
• That BSTC suggest that SGC consider Youth Work training courses at Level 2 
and Level 3 could be offered as a discrete ‘commissioning lot’. The training ‘lot’ would 
therefore remove the need to cost Level 2 & Level 3 training within individual lot 
submissions. It would also facilitate accessible training to organisations or Parishes 
that provide youth work activities, but are not in receipt of PAS funding. This could 
help with a shared aspiration (discussed at recent PAS consultation meeting) to re-
establish appropriate qualification levels.  
• That BSTC believe that Town & Parish Councils can be more understanding, 
flexible and responsive to local needs by connecting youth work with local decision-
making processes and the wider community. This approach helps enhance local youth 
democracy and promotes greater ‘ownership’. 
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• That BSTC has had positive discussions with other Parish Councils and would 
welcome the opportunity to work with SGC to further explore potential collaboration 
to mutually enhance youth provision (e.g. staff support and development, cover staff, 
etc). This could also involve SGC encouraging Parish Councils to make budgetary 
provision for youth work. 
 
 Bradley Stoke Town Council – 15th November 2017 
 

Creative Youth 
Network 

We are pleased that South Glos Council are looking at further commissioning for 
positive activities and youth services.  As a key provider in the area and leader of the 
South Glos Youth Partnership we are pleased to be working with you to shape 
support, opportunities and services for young people in the area.  We have promoted 
the consultation throughout our network to both young people and staff who have 
sent in separate responses based on their views.  However, we wanted to put forward 
a slightly more strategic response to the proposals that we hope will be considered.   
 
We would also like to thank South Glos Council for continuing to invest in this work 
despite the pressures on budget and the need to prioritise services for the most 
vulnerable.  We believe that with continued investment in Positive Activities and 
youth work the numbers of young people reaching their potential and avoiding 
serious problems will continue to be low.  In turn saving money further ‘downstream’ 
in more expensive statutory services.   
 
Our response to the specific consultation questions are given in the positive spirit of 
working together to do the best for young people. 
 

1. Type and provision of activities.  Overall we believe there are adequate 
numbers and types of activities within the urban areas of the LA area.  
However, rural areas do suffer from a lack of provision as funding cuts have 
meant the withdrawal of support for services there.   We believe the funding 
should be used to:- 

a. Ensure an equitable distribution of services between rural and urban 
areas with larger proportions being allocated to rural provision than 
are currently being allocated. 

b. Ensure a flexibility of service – Service provision (both type and 
geography) should be based on the needs of young people that are 
articulated through both consultation and through numbers attending 
the activity.  The service commission should allow for flexibility and 
change in the types of services provided and where they are provided. 

c. Promote services to young people.  Young people often report not 
knowing about the activities available and funding towards 
promotion is money well spent. 

2. Proposed service delivery model. Clearly, provision where the highest indices 
of deprivation are prevalent makes sense and Creative Youth Network would 
be supportive of this.  However, the types and location of these services 
should be flexible to meet changing needs over time.  The joining of the two 
funding streams would allow for this flexibility and give greater resource and 
flexibility to meet these emerging needs.  The way the service is 
commissioned is key to achieving this:- 

a. Allow flexibility of types of service to meet all young people’s needs.  
Encouraging partnerships with a range of providers will support this 
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end.  Local knowledge should be combined with high quality 
provision.  Creative Youth Network believes the service should be 
commissioned by area, rather than by activity. 

b. Allow flexibility of provision across the LA area.  Where provision is 
commissioned in too tightly a defined geographical area there is little 
scope for strategic change.  It is impossible to meet emerging 
geographical needs through numerous and small commissions.  The 
Commissioning model should allow the reallocation of resources to be 
simple.   Thus, Creative Youth Network would support the model with 
3 area based commissions that allows for strategic responses to 
problems, longer term investment and partnership development 
between Parish and Town Councils and the Voluntary sector. 

3. Specialist Types of activity.  One of the key weaknesses of the current model 
is the lack of communication between FYPS and current PAS providers.  Both 
sides do a good job but seem not to share information, activities or 
opportunities to broaden the support available to young people.  Whilst 
Creative Youth Network would support specific provision for LDD, LGBT and 
young people in care it is vital that other areas of need are met with good 
joint working rather than the creation of a new programme or service.  The 
commissions should insist on bidders proposals on how this could work and 
ensure the FYPS teams are open to further joined up work.   

 

Thornbury Town 
Council   

Thornbury Town Council noted the content of the consultation on Positive Activities 
for Young People and would object strongly to any reduction in overall funding in this 
area. It would also like to emphasise the growing population of Thornbury, the 
pockets of high deprivation in the town, the isolation of young people from rural 
areas to access services, facilities and amenities, poor public transport to other areas 
and importance of facilities for young people locally which the current funding and 
support provided contribute towards. 
 

Wick and Abson 
Parish Council 

Until transportation is available to transport youth from rural areas to the facilities 
young people in Wick and Abson will not benefit 

Kingsmeadow 
Community Flat 

Can I please ask that KCF are included in any future discussions in relation to youth 
provision in Kingswood - PN area (New Cheltenham).   
 
We are currently working on a programme of provision for children & young people 
during after school and holidays.  Our work will be focusing on Physical activities and 
skilled based activities/sessions to support young people to thrive and benefit 
from improved physical/mental health, aspirations in education, training & 
employment and sense of pride and belonging in their community/neighbourhood, 
which will hopefully trigger many positive wider outcomes in relation to health, crime, 
unemployment, education attendance and attainment. 
 
Sorry to bombard you with this information, but wanted to show a real commitment 
to this network, consultation and furthermore delivery of youth provision in the 
area.     
 

South 
Gloucestershire 
Council staff 
member 

 
Please find below a few specific comments relating to positive activities for young 
people. 
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1. It would be good if the new commissioned providers marketed their 
respective offers in a linked way. I.e. one marketing document for the whole 
programme that is then widely shared with front line practitioners and advertised in 
public venues like libraries, leisure centres and schools etc. We need one joined up 
offer. 
2. Can all the providers be asked to use a common set of indicators and ideally 
link in with the same questions used in the online pupil survey. That way we will have 
a consistent data set for comparison both in terms of comparing providers, comparing 
against a South Glos mean and showing pre and post intervention scores. 
3. Can the positive activities offer make sure it links in with CYP mental health 
services such as Off the Record and CAMHS? This is very relevant to the new i-thrive 
model CAMHS are adopting. We know from the mental health needs assessment that 
young people value positive activities for their role in improving mental health so the 
join up needs to be supported between positive activities and CYP mental health 
services. This could include targeting of CYP on the waiting lists for CAMHS. 

South 
Gloucestershire 
Council staff 
member 

I wanted to say firstly that the needs assessment has been very well written and 
structured to give a clear indication of current need and the focus for setting 
commissioning objectives. 
 
One of the challenges that my team face is in the numbers of providers of activities 
and the difficulties in developing relationships with a range of organisations. Having 
fewer providers delivering positive activities will enable services like mine to provide a 
more consistent level of support across the authority.  
 
The considerations for commissioning within the needs assessment ensure that focus 
is given to specific vulnerable groups & recognises the inequality that exists within the 
authority. Could targets be set to measure outcomes that contribute to the child 
poverty strategy? 
 
The ‘relationships’ that youth workers build with young people is one of the key 
strengths of providing positive activities. A priority in delivering services must 
therefore be to ensure that the workforce is sufficiently skilled and resourced to 
maximise all opportunities with workforce development that enables youth workers 
to use positive relationships to support young people around risk taking behaviour, 
emotional well being and developing resilience. Could targets be set for providers 
around areas such as linking with targeted services, workforce development and the 
breadth of curriculum areas covered? 
 
Please let me know if there is anything I can do to support the process particularly 
around commissioning consideration 11 (substance use) 

 

 

We also received the following letter as an email attachment from Bitton Parish 
Council: 
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4.2 Engagement Events 
 
Engagement events provided an opportunity to discuss with providers and young 
people the reasons for their preferences around positive activities. For instance 
providers were clear that the priority needs to provide for were highest need and 
spread of provision, and this stemmed from a desire to have the greatest positive 
impact as well as offering equal opportunities to all young people. These priorities 
consequently affected preference for model of delivery, with geographical lots 
appearing to be the most likely to deliver to those most in need. 
 
The question of youth worker qualifications created ambivalence, with providers 
being adamant that it is necessary to provide standards of professionalism in the 
industry, but also being aware that training comes at great cost in time, money and 
resources to their organisations, whilst young people were clear that the personal 
qualities of youth workers are far more important than knowledge or expertise. Two 
providers (Bitton and Bradley Stoke town councils) suggested any new 
commissioning process should consider shared training and networking 
opportunities to disseminate good practice between providers.’   
 
Additional provision for young people with mental health conditions and learning 
difficulties and disabilities were seen to be the priority, since although young carers 
and LGBTQ+ were seen as also requiring additional provision, these groups were 
identified as having some separate provision already. 
 
Young people were keen to receive support in developing practical life skills from 
positive activities. The main barrier they faced to attending activities was a lack of 
confidence and comfort in socialising with new groups, and then would welcome a 
way to make the induction stage and overall process of fitting in easier. Having a 
safety net of a familiar and trusted person was the most common and appealing 
solution, for instance being introduced to a youth worker or some members of a 
youth group in advance. 
 
 

Providers’ Event  
 
An event was organised to invite current or potential providers to discuss options for 
models of delivery of positive activities for young people. This took place on 31st 
October 2017 in the Armadillo Youth Café, Yate, 18 individuals attended from the 
following organisations: 
 
Creative Youth Network 
Krunch 
Diversity Trust 
Wickwar Youth Centre Management Committee 
Southern Brooks Community Partnerships 
South Gloucestershire Council 
Youth & Community Services 
Bradley Stoke Town Council 
Yate Town Council 
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Bitton Parish Council 
Wickwar Parish Council 
YOU (Staple Hill) 
 

A. Future location and access to facilities 
 
Providers classified the highest priority for delivering services to be the areas with 
highest needs (identified by the needs assessment on criteria such as poverty and 
crime as the Priority Neighbourhood areas). The approach of targeting those who 
are most at need was liked since it was seen to have the greatest beneficial impact, 
however there was some confusion about what ‘high needs’ meant; for instance 
does it include mental health. It was felt that focusing on high needs provided the 
flexibility to target provision on whichever geographical area might be high need at 
any time. The risk of duplicating other services in the area was also highlighted, as 
was the risk of focussing too heavily on targets and overlooking those young people 
outside of the priority areas, or young people who don’t fall into a “naughty” category 
of crime or no employment, education or training. 
 
Closely following high needs as an area of priority was offering a spread of 
provision so that activities were not just concentrated in urban areas. Some 
participants felt that high need areas would be automatically addressed through 
offering a spread of provision. Others felt that the benefit of this focus would be that 
any young person in need would have equal chance to access positive activities.  
 
However there was the concern that spreading provision too thinly would firstly mean 
that the funding will be too sparse to provide high quality outputs, and secondly 
would mean some of the activities in rural locations would be too far from most 
young people. Participants wanted to avoid young people paying the price for their 
parents’ decision to move to rural areas by having reduced opportunities. Certain 
solutions were suggested, such as having a minibus to collect young people from 
rural areas and transport them to the urban areas where activities were held.  
 
The third priority was considered to be areas with a high density of resident young 
people. Some participants were concerned this would leave large mostly rural areas 
without any provision, and that it was too rigid and lacked flexibility or future-proofing 
by taking into account future housing development and changes in demographics. 
Despite this criticism, basing provision on future growth and development was no a 
popular option, since it was seen as risky to plan current provision on potential 
developments that may either change or may not contain young people when they 
are filled. 
 
A number of considerations and concerns were raised regarding the provision of 
youth activities in certain locations. For instance some participants were concerned 
about the risk of PAS funding being reduced or stopped. They were also mindful 
that council funding has an important role in pump-priming and attracting further 
funding to certain town and parish councils. 
 
Others mentioned issues in the day to day running of youth activities, such as it can 
be difficult to share community spaces with other groups since young people want 
to feel that they have their own space and identity, and a sense of belonging to the 
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place where they meet. However other participants thought that young people want 
to feel ‘normal’ at times rather than separated out from others. A neutral and safe 
setting was also felt to be important in order for young people to feel comfortable 
talking to youth workers, since they are neither connected to home or school.  
 
 

 
Activity at providers’ event to show perceptions of priority for service delivery 

 

B. Groups who may need additional provision 

Providers were asked to choose three groups they believed were in need of separate 

provision. Whilst there was a general feeling that many groups of young people 

should be welcomed into the standard youth groups in order to make them inclusive 

spaces, there were some unique needs identified: 

 

Young carers 

It was seen as important that young carers are able to get together and share the 

issues and experiences of being in their situation; these would be things they 

wouldn’t have in common with young people in general. It was acknowledged that 

there are existing young carer projects that could be used or linked to, however 

these were felt to be too irregular. 

 

LGBTQ+ 

It was felt that greater access to specialist provision was needed across a wider area 

of South Gloucestershire than is currently available (in Yate). There is an evidence-
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based need, and youth groups were seen as a way to build resilience by creating a 

safe space to be oneself. 

 

Mental Health 

Mental health was seen as crucial since it was relevant to all groups of young 

people. Additionally the current threshold for accessing services is very high and the 

CAMHS waiting list is too long. The role of youth workers to signpost young people 

to others like them, as well as provide support meant that some providers wondered 

if a mental health representative would be useful for each youth centre. 

 

Learning Difficulties and Disabilities (LDD) 
 
Providers acknowledged that there is already specialist provision for this group, 
however it was felt that a combination of separate and universal provision was 
needed. 
 
Risk of Homelessness 
Since there is a 16-25 service for those at risk of homelessness, it was felt there may 
be a gap in provision for those under 16 
 
Children in care and NEET (not in employment, education or training) young people 
were known to already be receiving extra support and therefore should not be a 
priority for funding 
 
 

C. Staff Qualifications 
 
There was a sense that standards are important for any profession, and that 
requiring qualifications encouraged aspirations amongst volunteers and employees 
by helping them to see it as a career choice. That said, in order to provide career 
progression, providers needed to allow unqualified individuals into entry level 
positions. 
 
It was suggested that assistant workers should have a level 2 qualification, workers 
should be JNC qualified, and leaders should have level 3 diplomas. Whilst it was felt 
that management-level staff should all have a qualification, some participants 
acknowledged that there are managers without qualifications who perform better in 
their role than those with qualifications, so it was no guarantee of best practice. The 
importance of personal qualities unrelated to qualifications was emphasised. 
However the individual with overall responsibility of the service should have a 
nationally recognised qualification to at least level 3. 
 
There were certain practical issues with requiring qualifications. For instance the 
investment of time and money in training for a staff member who only works 2-3 
hours a week was considered disproportionate, especially when the organisation has 
to organise cover for employees whilst they are on training. There was a similar 
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issue when staff turnover was high, especially in smaller organisations with tighter 
budgets. Additionally there was a risk that demanding qualifications could put off 
decent candidates when recruiting.  
 
Southern Brooks was identified as the only place that offers qualified training, 
within the South Gloucestershire area. It offers volunteers and young people over 19 
the ‘introduction to youth work’, which is free if the person is unemployed or has a 
mental health condition, and has a link with the University of Gloucestershire. 
 
What kind of training was also a topic of discussion; some training was felt to be 
quite generic but other issues such as mental health were seen as very focussed on 
pertinent issues. Training requirements might depend on the service e.g. sports and 
LGBTQ+ groups would require different knowledge and skills. 
 
Whilst all staff training should be the responsibility of the provider, some participants 
suggested that the local authority could run training sessions which catered for its 
own staff but offered reduced cost places to the voluntary sector. 
 
 
 

D. Delivery Model and Organisation of Tender 
 
 
The following three options for models were offered for discussion: 
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Or…. 
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Overall, there were benefits and drawbacks expressed about each model. Whilst 
Model B was seen as the most likely to deliver against the specified priority needs of 
spread of provision and highest need, Model A could most easily be pictured as 
running smoothly and effectively, and Model C was liked for the flexibility and 
autonomy it offered providers. 
 
Model A received support as it was seen by some as the most appropriate format, 
similar to current arrangements and following on from previous five-area groupings 
such as the Area Forums. A geographically-based model was seen to work most 
effectively, and it was suggested that three Priority Neighbourhoods which were 
geographically close could be clustered together, and in doing so encourage 
partnership working. Some participants also suggested basing the geographical 
areas on other statutory working boundaries such as the CCG. Benefits included 
giving greater focus and being able to use the local knowledge that smaller, local 
providers have. With this model there was the possibility that local parishes could 
take the lead role and subcontract to providers. 
 
However there were concerns about how rural issues would be sufficiently 
addressed as well as covering higher density areas with enough provision. And there 
were questions on how communications and relationships between partners would 
be manged, for instance who would oversee and control everything. There was seen 
to be a risk of creating gaps in provision, for instance in the north of South 
Gloucestershire, and of having reduced flexibility as well as a lack of local, shared 
knowledge. 
 
Model B was seen by some as too confusing and having too many organisations in 
control, which would cause administrative issues. However for others it offered better 
defined areas, greater flexibility and less chance for a single big provider to win over 
smaller providers. Model B was seen to fit with the priority of focussing on spread of 
provision as well as keeping a funding focus on Priority Neighbourhoods. However 
some participants were still concerned that rural areas could miss out on provision, 
and others raised the risk of small contracts leading to silos of services, so they 
suggested greater outreach provision with this model. 
 
Model C was seen to offer clarity, based on the strength that a provider can focus on 
a specific type of provision, and each provider can bring local understanding and 
knowledge to the table, encouraging partnership working. Some participants also 
believed it offered more flexibility in service delivery and gave providers the 
autonomy to define the provision. However there was uncertainty whether providers 
would be willing to work in this way, and that putting everyone together equally would 
create confusion of roles. There were also questions about possible additional costs 
in setting up new provision such as an LGBTQ+ group, and whether bigger lots 
create more management costs 
 
Yate Town Council and Wickwar Parish Council wished to build on the successes of 
the system they have already established, while others felt it was unclear with any of 
these models how rural areas and some areas such as Thornbury would fit in. Some 
participants suggested having more, smaller areas since it reflects how young 
people move between different areas, and increasing the amount of mobile and 
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outreach provision being run from a ‘hub’ in order to increase flexibility. The three 
model options were felt by some to hinder pump priming of projects. 
 
There was a desire to keep local providers in South Gloucestershire due to their 
established knowledge of the area; using social value as a procurement criteria was 
suggested.  
 
There were seen to be some instances where an umbrella approach might work. For 
example a suggestion to pool training funds and resources between providers, in the 
way that Bath and North East Somerset do, so that costs are reduced, and to have 
shared outcomes such as equalities commissioning. An alternative suggestion was 
that instead of inviting providers to bid, the local authority could co-design a grant 
fund process with providers. 
 
 
 

Youth Board Focus Group 
 
6 young people who are members of the South Gloucestershire Youth Board took 
part in a focus group on the evening of 31 October 2017 at the Armadillo Youth 
Centre in Yate. 
 
Participants were asked about their interest in positive activities which developed 
skills or knowledge. Work related and practical skills were considered the most 
desirable, and in particular cooking and money management were seen as key to 
being able to live independent lives in the future.  
 
Participants mentioned wanting to avoid or be able to deal with a number risks such 
as getting into debt, personal information being hacked, or handle friends and 
themselves encountering safety or health issues with drugs or alcohol. For cooking, 
sexual health, and drugs and alcohol they felt that school, and to a lesser extent 
youth club, taught subjects “by the book” but did not give practical knowledge that 
would help in a real-life situation. Money management and work related skills such 
as interview preparation were seen to be completely absent, with the only focus 
being on how to write a CV, yet these were seen by participants to be “obviously” the 
most important skills to have in years to come. 
 
Although little interest was shown in learning personal skills such as confidence, this 
proved to be an area that participants did really want to develop in, but just perhaps 
not though direct teaching or activities. From the participants’ descriptions of 
attending activities, it may be possible these skills are most easily picked up 
incidentally from the social interaction, support and other opportunities that any 
positive activities provide. 
 
A significant barrier for attending positive activities was needing social confidence. 
Meeting new people was a concern, but so too was attending something where other 
children or young people who might be unfriendly or bullying at school may be 
present. The main solution to this was to be able the have a familiar and trusted 
person there already; this could take the form of an existing friend, but could also 
be a youth worker/ leader, or one or two existing youth group members who the 
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individual has met and got to know in advance of attending the activity. This idea 
seemed to offer a kind of safety net, as did the option of attending the venue 
beforehand whilst it was quiet.  
 
Ensuring that the staff were friendly, approachable and reassuring was a key factor 
to these young people. On this point, participants were keen to stress that the 
personal qualities of staff or volunteers were much more important than any 
knowledge, skills or qualifications. They were more likely to attend and keep going 
to an activity if youth workers demonstrated the qualities of being supportive, 
caring, approachable/ down to earth, good listeners, trustworthy, and attentive 
to if something is not quite right (e.g. in the demeanour of the individual or the group 
dynamics of how they are being treated). They also voiced that more, younger youth 
workers would be desirable as they felt more approachable. Participants mentioned 
that they would be happy to have a specialist brought in to teach particular skills or 
knowledge and that the youth worker doesn’t need to be the expert; perhaps more 
that they are a facilitator. 
 
It would also help some people to know who to go to at the event if it becomes 
overwhelming, and to have a way to mentally prepare for the group or activity, for 
instance by having access to information on what would happen on the day/evening 
in advance, especially if it involved talking about a particular subject which might be 
sensitive or embarrassing, or bringing anything along. For instance some 
respondents mentioned a lack of money being an issue when needing to come 
dressed in a costume. Fitting in was a concern for some, including being the right 
age, wearing the right clothes, feeling the right response (e.g. enjoyment) to an 
activity, and wondering what others will think of them. 
 
The demand on their energy levels and time also seemed to be an important 
barrier to attending, and being convenient was crucial to overcoming this. 
Participants were put off if the journey would take too long, if it made their overall day 
too long after school, and if they were already tired from the day. They were also 
mindful of whether they had homework to do, if they should be doing other activities 
instead such as getting a job, and whether the activity would fit in with their current 
interests or ways they want to develop. 
 
 
 
 

Children in Care Focus Group 
 
10 young people from the Children in Care Council took part in a focus group on 7th 
November in Yate. 
 
Participants were asked about their interest in positive activities which developed 
different types of life skills. Overall, practical skills such as becoming independent 
were voted as most important, followed by healthy lifestyle (eating, positive mental 
health, drugs and alcohol). Personal skills such as confidence or self-esteem were 
seen as important but participants felt that one could develop them from doing other 
activities. 
 



61 
 

Whilst the opportunity for fun and free activities as well as food or sweets were seen 
as good motivators to go to a youth activity, there were a number of potential barriers 
to attendance. The most significant were felt to be not knowing anyone and 
anxiety around fitting in. Some respondents were concerned that people they don’t 
like (e.g. those who bully them) would be there, or that the people attending would 
be younger children rather than 16-17 year olds. Some respondents had concerns 
about how others would treat them with regards to their disability, or whether they 
will be listened to. 
 
There were practical concerns such as the additional cost of extra activities that 
weren’t subsidised, and whether the time and location were convenient. And others 
felt that finding out about activities was an issue. 
 
Additionally the activities were not seen as engaging or memorable enough, and 
some participants were not convinced they would be fun. 
 
Participants felt that the practical help with the cost, transport or more locations 
would make it easier to attend. More of the free activities such as quizzes would be 
welcomed or more activities involving free food for example.  
 
Ensuring the activities appealed to young people as well as children, by involving 
them more in the planning of activities was suggested. Having the right mix of 
activities appeared to be an important choice of which youth club to attend for those 
who lived in urban areas and had a choice. 
 
One of the main ideas was helping to make induction into the group easier by 
having an introduction day or meeting youth workers in advance. 
 
Thinking about the role of youth workers, young people felt that personal qualities 
are much more important than knowledge or qualifications; they did not make a link 
between qualifications in youth work helping people develop those personal skills 
they wanted. However they did see training as important in order to be safe 
during activities, and in order to spot and tackle bullying, and having a DBS was 
seen as necessary. They felt that a good youth worker is passionate about their job 
and hardworking, supportive and understanding, good at building close relationships, 
approachable and trustworthy. Youth workers don’t need to know everything, so long 
as they can signpost young people appropriately or bring in an expert to teach 
particular activities. 
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Appendix 
 

A. Copy of Young People’s survey 
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B Copy of Providers’ survey 
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C. Copy of wider community survey 
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Full comments are available on request. 


