Positive Futures – Final report of the four tests.
Empowering young people, in four test areas, to identify and fix quality of life and anti‑social behaviour problems.
Two Hypotheses
1. With the Police acting in a supporting and enabling role, this will positively change young people's views of policing.
2. Fixing these sorts of problems at a community level is an economically effective and sustainable intervention.
This Report Covers
· Executive Summary of all four tests
· Old Dean research report and recommendations from Dr Iain Britton
· Update to the Surrey University research report of the Spelthorne, Maybury and Tadworth tests
· Original Surrey University report from Professor Jon Garland
· Economic Evaluation of all four tests
· Options paper on “what next” to help facilitate discussion in the meeting

Executive Summary
Positive Futures – Concept and Hypothesis
Positive Futures empowers young people, aged 11 to 15, living in economically challenged communities, to identify quality of life and Anti‑Social Behaviour problems and solutions that they share with police and other stakeholders, who give them the tools to fix it.
The project tests two hypotheses:
1. Engaging young people at this critical age will positively change their views of policing.
2. It is more efficient and effective to identify and solve these types of issues at a community level.
Background
The idea came from a conversation between a Surrey resident, who was the Chair of National Neighbourhood Watch, and the then Chief Constable of Surrey Police, Gavin Stephens.
The core fundamentals are:
· Focus on economically challenged communities
· Engage young people aged 11 to 15; any later and they will have made their own life decisions
· Empower them to identify the quality‑of‑life issues that matter most to them, with police in an enabling and supporting role
· Present these issues and solutions to local stakeholders who can act on them
· Involve the whole community so solutions become fully owned and sustainable
Tests
This review covers the four tests that have been placed.
The first three were in:
· Spelthorne — graffiti and lighting under the M3 underpass
· Maybury — local park and various issues
· Tadworth — Preston Park and various issues
These tests were researched and reported by Professor Jon Garland at Surrey University.
Following his presentation, a fourth test was started on the Old Dean Estate near Camberley, again focusing on the local park. This test built on the findings of the previous three and was researched by Dr Iain Britton.
Learnings – Positives
1. In the first two tests the young people were enrolled via their local schools; in the last two via community youth clubs. Both worked.
2. The absolute number of young people was not an important factor. What mattered was measuring against the hypothesis. Both Surrey University and Dr Britton believe a minimum number of 10 is needed to have a measurable impact. This was achieved with the exception of the last test at Old Dean.
3. The young people in all four test areas agreed on the same issues and solutions. These were the right scope of problems.
4. The project must be community led. This was applied in the Tadworth and Old Dean tests, which now provide the model to take forward.
5. Local police resources played a strong enabling and supporting role. They shared the OSARA problem‑solving model, were a visible presence during scoping, and the DOCO visited each site to provide recommendations.
6. The Tadworth and Old Dean tests helped define the right resourcing structure:
· A project lead working with young people (youth club worker)
· A supporting individual with experience and skills
· Stakeholders who help deliver the solutions
7. The total paid costs of all four tests, including an allocation of police costs, is £34,727. There are currently £26,852 of unfunded activation costs, which includes the provision of £6,000 of PCC funds to cover the Maybury Park work. The section on the economic evaluation of the four tests covers this in more detail. 
8. The Tadworth test had two phases. Initial activation was limited, but following learnings from Old Dean and the McLaren recognition event, Preston Park has seen a series of positive actions showing “what’s possible”.
9. McLaren hosted a recognition event for the young people at Old Dean and Tadworth, allowing them to present their work and tour the facility.
Learnings – Modifications and Insights
1. While the resourcing model for Tadworth and Old Dean was broadly the same, the degree of activation differed. Tadworth stakeholders showed strong ownership, drive and leadership.
2. Youth club workers were paid for their project work in addition to salary. Future clarity is needed on scope and expectations, as approaches differed between Tadworth and Old Dean.
3. The young people’s energy was infectious. Slow activation reduced momentum. Tadworth’s second phase shows the value of moving at pace.
4. Sequential rollout requires a project manager working closely with Surrey Police to maintain progress.
5. Business engagement opportunities emerged across the three years of testing:
· McDonald’s — free food/drink and employment opportunities
· BP — meeting space
· Shepperton Studios — potential recognition venue
· Procter & Gamble — interest in the project
· McLaren — active support
6. Forty‑five young people took part; 25 were girls. Those now aged 15 will soon be eligible to vote. The project could link to other programmes or include skill‑building opportunities.
7. The Cadets are also testing Positive Futures, and both programmes can run in parallel.




Update to the Surrey University Report
At the end of the review meeting of the research paper presented by Professor Jon Garland at Surrey University (attached), the decision was taken to open up a fourth and final test that would build on the success of the previous three and make interventions that helped to address the issues around activation.
The Old Dean Estate was chosen as it fitted the community profile, had a Youth Club, and had a Councillor living on the Estate whose daughter attended the Youth Club. A Dragons’ Den concept was added to allow the young people to present their ideas (problems and solutions) to a range of key stakeholders, and McLaren came on board to facilitate a recognition event. This is covered in Iain Britton’s report.
Whilst activation is still not complete, there was enough progress to enthuse the Tadworth test area to pick up and progress their own plans with renewed focus and energy.
The following represents the updates to the Jon Garland report and progress since. They are captured in the Economic Analysis section.
Spelthorne / Sunbury
1. Lighting of the underpass completed at a cost of £20,000, with monies coming from the CiL fund.
2. Graffiti removal from the underpass under the M3 was not actioned as the cost was prohibitively high (quoted at £60,000).
Maybury Park / Woking
1. A range of activities were generated by the young people at a cost of £6,000. These included new plants, one year’s maintenance fee, new signs and new bins. The budget is from the PCC’s office and is still being held pending further discussions with both Woking Borough and County Council. Emails have been sent and at the time of writing we are waiting for a meeting, but we would like to progress this work.
Preston Park / Tadworth
1. At the end of last year, some small‑scale planting of new bushes was completed via a grant of £1,100 from David Huse.
2. Over the last eight weeks, there has been a Youth Club organised litter pick of the park and fundraising events to help support the purchase of three new interactive bins. Cost is assumed at the same level as Old Dean (£1,000 each) and will come from the CiL fund. This is in progress.
3. The graffiti on the skatepark has been removed. This cost £500 and was paid from the CiL fund.
4. One of the bigger challenges highlighted in Jon Garland’s report was the hut in the middle of the park. This has been visited by the Council and an agreed plan of action is in place. The cost to remove it is estimated at £1,500 and will be CiL funded.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 The Project and Its Initiation
‘Positive Futures’ is a project that was designed to develop engagement and trust between young people and the police. This was to be achieved through empowering young people to develop and deliver strategies and interventions to prevent low level crime and disorder in the communities in which they live. The project originally aimed to test two broad hypotheses: (1) that engaging the community and young people to identify and then proactively solve problems will lead to sustained, efficient, and effective solutions and (2) that properly understanding, listening, and reacting to what young people tell the police will positively impact upon their perceptions of the police in both the short and long term.
The project evolved from discussions between a local Surrey resident and former Chair of Neighbourhood Watch, the (then) Chief Constable of Surrey Police, and the Chief Constable of North Yorkshire Police. Inspiration for the project came from the outcome of the research that NTU placed for Neighbourhood Watch which measured the impact of schemes on a variety of crime types (minimal/2019) coupled to a study of where schemes were in the UK and declining trends over time. In addition, observations of the spontaneous and proactive community activity that was generated in the first months of the COVID pandemic and, as the project developed, it drew on existing police problem-solving models and criminological theory and concepts (such as broken windows theory and the problem analysis triangle).
The project aimed to engage cohorts of young people (broadly aged between 11 and 15 years old) living in different communities in the county of Surrey where there were thought to be issues related to trust in the police and low-level crime problems. Local schools, the police service, youth clubs and other organisations would communicate with young people, enabling them to analyse problems and devise solutions to them.
The intention was that a project lead, from the police or local community, would work with the young people to identify the local issues about which they were most concerned. Priority problems would be identified and agreed via holding a workshop or similar event involving the young people, the neighbourhood policing team, and other local organisations. The young people would then work together with relevant organisations to devise solutions to the problems and, in turn, consideration would be given to their implementation by local agencies and organisations. The more specific details of the implementation of the project were left to the local partners to agree, and the project was delivered in different ways, which will be highlighted in this report. The

project was piloted in two secondary schools in Sunbury-on-Thames (‘Sunbury’) and one in Woking, and at a drop-in youth club in Tadworth.


2.0 Research Design and Methodology
The University of Surrey was contracted to produce an evaluation of the pilot projects.


2.1 Research Aims and Objectives
The aims and objectives of the evaluation were:

· To understand the primary outputs of the project, any problems with its implementation and participants’ views of the barriers and facilitators to its delivery.
· To understand who gets involved in the project and why.
· To identify whether the necessary business change can be achieved at an operational level; how the process can be refined; and what local conditions/characteristics might be needed to be in place to give the programme the best chance of success if it is rolled out more widely.
· To inform decisions regarding the roll-out of the programme by assessing the extent to which further investment is justified and helping to target that investment appropriately.
· To document and analyse the development and actual implementation of the projects.
· To assess whether the projects were implemented as planned and whether expected outputs were delivered on time.
· To assess the impact of the project on the perceptions of the young people who participated.

Evaluating the project involved obtaining information about how the project was implemented, run and perceived by different stakeholders. This was achieved through interviews with two groups of people who were involved in the design and implementation of the project – Group One: “Stakeholders” – people with oversight or management experience of the project, such as senior representatives of police services and schools who funded the project and oversaw its delivery along with the practitioners (people who delivered the project with the young people, such as police officers, teachers and youth workers) and Group Two: “Young people” – aged between 11-15 who participated in the project. In total, 14 young people engaged with interviews or focus groups for this research along with 27 interviews with those from the stakeholder group.

2.2 Structure of the Report
What follows considers the project and how it was initiated; the research design and its implementation; the results of the pilots focusing on project structure and operation; an assessment of the organisation and delivery of the pilots; and the background, engagement and perceptions of the young people who participated in it.


3.0 Pilot Structure and Operation
The project went through several design iterations in the run up to its original delivery in Sunbury. Preparation focused on producing workbooks to structure the delivery of the project. A workbook for participants was developed following a structure that resembled the ‘OSARA’ model. OSARA is well-used in policing and community safety work to structure the process of identifying and responding to community problems. It stands for: Objective (what is hoped to be achieved); Scanning (what the problem is); Analysis (why problems occur and reoccur); Response (the plans to address the issues); and Assessment (whether they worked or not). Workbooks were created to be digestible and engaging for use by young people. Four sessions were designed for Sunbury and ended with a celebration evening, broadly as follows:


Table 1: Broad structure of the initial Sunbury pilot


	‘Scanning’
	Session 1
	· Introductions, icebreakers, and games.
· Input into how the police deal with antisocial behaviour.
· Tours of places that might be problematic in the local area, accompanied by designing out
crime officers.

	‘Analysis’
	Session 2
	· Reflection on the locations, the issues that were discovered there and what the potential causes of those issues were.
· More detailed analysis of the problems that
had been identified, making reference to criminological theory.



	
	
	

	‘Response’
	Session 3
	· Input into how the police design responses to problems.
· Young people were invited to consider responses to the identified problems in more detail using the problem analysis triangle.
· Discussions about the proposed solutions which were ultimately agreed by the groups.

	‘Assessment’
	Session 4
	· A ‘Presentation Panel’, where participants presented their work to several local stakeholders such as business leaders, representatives from the council and charities.
· Participants were invited to set out their ideas for solutions to local problems and to try to engender support for delivering them.
· Informal networking time was also facilitated.

	
	Celebration evening
	· Where young people presented their work and received certificates for finishing the project.



The format of the Woking pilot was similar to that in Sunbury while the one in Tadworth followed the initial Sunbury model but did not in the end, for a variety of reasons, include presentations by the young people nor a celebration evening. The projects differed slightly in respect to other aspects of their operation too. In the Sunbury pilot three very specific local areas were pre-selected by the police service (‘Scanning’). The young people were asked to select which of the three they would like to concentrate on. The Woking pilot made greater use of surveys designed and delivered by Surrey Police to orient the decision making of young people. These survey data, and other data, provided a starting point to where interventions might be started. In Tadworth, young people informed the youth workers about issues they felt needed to be tackled via conversations in an informal setting. The Sunbury pilot operated on 4 consecutive weeks (plus the celebration evening). In Woking the sessions were more spread out, while in Tadworth the

project developed on a weekly basis. In Sunbury the sessions were largely completed in the school day, in Woking the sessions were partly completed in school time and partly outside of it and in Tadworth this occurred outside of school hours on a Friday evening when the MYTI youth club was open. In Woking small incentives were offered to the young people to encourage participation (such as vouchers for the cinema or clothing) which were not offered in Sunbury nor Tadworth.
In Sunbury, 12 young people (six in both schools) were selected to participate, while 13 originally took part in Woking and 12 in Tadworth. As mentioned above, in Sunbury the young people were presented with three local locations on which to apply the OSARA process. These were an underpass, a skate park, and a shopping centre. The groups from both schools picked the same place – an under path in the Sunbury area. In Woking a local park was selected by the group for attention, following the results of the survey, while in Tadworth a nearby park was cited as something that needed to be improved. The problems raised by the young people about their local parks were similar in Woking and Tadworth – better signage, improved lighting, the need for defensive planting and additional bins. Following the process described above, groups worked to understand the problems and design solutions to them. A strong emphasis on designing out problems was evident in all three pilots and summarised below:


Table 2: selected problems and proposed responses to them


	Sunbury (Group 1)
	Underpass
	· Cleaning of the underpass.
· Rework of artwork.
· Protection of renewed artwork.

	Sunbury (Group 2)
	Underpass
	· Better lighting.
· Mirrors.
· CCTV, with overt and covert cameras.

	Woking
	Local park
	· Defensive planting round the outskirts of the field to prevent people from breaking the fences and getting into the park when it was closed.
· Clear signage (boundaries, rules, timings, dogs).
· Additional and replacement bins.
· Benches.



	Tadworth
	Local park
	· Better signage
· Additional bins
· Defensive planting
· Improved lighting
· Address the issues surrounding the use of a hut



Further consideration of how the pilots unfolded in practice is provided in the sections below which focuses on the organisation and delivery of the pilots.


4.0 Results
4.1 The Positive Futures Concept
The ideas and principles behind the Positive Futures concept, outlined in section 1.1 above, were widely supported by those interviewed. Stakeholders felt that its underlying ‘community involvement’ ethos was laudable and its aims and objectives deliverable, as one stakeholder stated:
It was a brilliant idea. And to be honest, we all bought into it and it is executable, it is deliverable. It's really nice on paper and it could be a tool in future where we are connecting with the communities.
Another stakeholder, a police officer, felt that the project was a good way of instigating more proactive community involvement in the solving of local problems:
I think the concept is fantastic, I think this whole idea of actually reintroducing
the prospect of these people taking ownership and actually, “Let's resolve it
together”, instead of getting outside agencies who’re ultimately not required. So it's taking ownership to improve their lives, instead of passing the buck per se which is, from a policing point of view, basically what I see day in, day out: “It's not my problem, somebody else sort it out for me”.
For another stakeholder, key to the concept was the idea that young people could get involved in addressing local community crime and nuisance issues, making them feel as though they’ve been listened to by police officers and therefore building some bridges between them:
The concept is great. I think when it comes to policing and problems in the local area, especially in our estate, you need the community involved … I think we do need to bridge the gap between the police and young people. I think if they can see their ideas being put forward and then being acted upon, it's only going to make them realise that their voice is listened to because at the moment they feel

like it's not. If kids feel listened to, you get a better response from them, you get that relationship.
A key aspect of bringing the concept alive was the selection of the three pilot areas, with much consideration given to this and which criteria they should be chosen under, as this stakeholder outlines:
The criteria started with some definition around economically challenged, difficult communities for the police to engage people in… I would say that the people who lived on those estates neither loved nor hated the police but would typically get on the phone the moment there was a low-level crime problem and expect them to come in and solve it.
Number two, the communities thus defined needed to have a school that we
could then go to tell them about the project and then say, “You are the vehicle for us to engage the young people.” So that was the second criteria. The third is that it was going to be small enough to be measurable, so that you could kind of put your arms around it.
And I think the final one that’s worth mentioning is that Surrey Police felt that they had the means to be able to support the programme wherever we wanted it. So, there was a neighbourhood police officer in that area who also liked it, got it and would be available to help if we needed it.
Overall, it was felt that the three areas picked in the three towns – Sunbury, Woking and Tadworth
– had been sound choices, as one stakeholder mentioned:

We definitely picked the right community areas. It would have been very easy to pick ‘soft Surrey’ and 30 kids all want to take part and 35 end up staying the course because most just joined the game. That wasn’t the plan. The plan was to go to these harder to reach communities or whatever term you want to give them. So I think all of that’s gone really well.


4.2 Assessment of the Organisation and Delivery of the Pilots
4.2.1 Development of the Pilots
A great deal of work went into the design of the sessions and associated documentation, following the broad principles on which the project had been conceived, with the structure linked to the aforementioned OSARA process.
However, generating the materials for delivering the project in schools presented certain challenges. Police stakeholders made clear that designing and ultimately delivering lesson plans

was time consuming. This was partly because of a lack of familiarity with teaching in a school context, as one stakeholder put it: “I’m not a teacher, I’m not used to working with young people”.
More specifically, consideration had to be given to the language used in the OSARA model, which is strongly associated with police work, and whether this was suitable for young people. Hence, the formal language of OSARA and police problem solving was modified for its use with young people. Overall, though, stakeholders agreed that that broad process could be adapted for and used with young people, as one stakeholder stated: “Actually it turned out that we could adapt what we used for adults for young people to use”.
Whilst time-consuming to develop, stakeholders agreed that once the documentation was available it could be reproduced, albeit with some modification, in different schools. As one stakeholder put it: “We do have some infrastructure in place now, in terms of planning, session, workbooks for the children, PowerPoints etc” and for another: “We didn’t need to start completely from scratch. So yes, I guess don’t feel like you have to reinvent the wheel, you can use the tools and things that are already in place, it’s just a case of adapting them”.


4.2.2 Commitment and Workloads
In Sunbury and Woking the pilots were police led and delivered via schools with other partners involved, while in Tadworth the pilot was led by community youth workers via a drop-in youth club. Stakeholders, from the perspective of the police, schools and youth club, tended to report that the delivery of the project was labour intensive. From the perspective of the police service, the delivery of the project was time consuming and might be difficult to scale out. For this stakeholder: “I think one of the things that will be interesting for us to discuss, let’s assume we’ve done two or three pilots in Surrey, is how do we scale this so that it is not a drain on police time but is a very efficient thing for them to be able to manage”, while another stakeholder mentioned:
I would see how much I could scale the work down by, because I was fortunate in that my bosses gave me a lot of time to devote to this project. That wouldn't be viable on an ongoing basis, and police officers certainly, and that team just wouldn't have the time to be devoting that much resource on every iteration.
Stakeholders from the schools made similar observations. Whilst positive about the project, the required administration was seen as fairly onerous both in terms of paperwork and organising time and space in the school day. Those involved in the youth drop-in centre project made similar comments:

Any work that we did towards [Positive Futures] would come out of our own time. I think that's where it got a little bit hard. But it was nothing that couldn't have been sorted through. It still worked and it's worth all the extra effort that went into it and all the extra time.
If you've got a school, the teachers could probably carve it out in their day. If you're aiming at a similar setting to this, then it probably needs to be a paid role.
Stakeholders from the schools suggested that material that they needed to engage with young people and their carers was delivered quite late and that there was a lot of paperwork that needed to be completed. In addition, space needed to be found in the school which was another organisational task that needed to be completed.
Concerns were also raised about labour intensity given the relatively small number of young people that were involved in the project. For one police stakeholder: “I think it has changed their perceptions of policing, but it is a very small group, to do that with, and it’s really labour intensive to achieve that”. For another school-based stakeholder: “I mean you also have to imagine that we’ve got one thousand students here and it just had an impact on four to six of them, a direct impact on a really small number”.
Some of the young people involved were also less than positive about the amount of time and effort needed to participate, as two noted:
At some points, it did get a bit tiring where week after week … it was long at some
points because it was just the same thing and same thing.

At one point, it was quite boring because every Tuesday after school, during school, and we needed to stay after school as well. So, you just want to go home after a long day.
Taken together, concerns about the labour-intensive nature of the project led to questions being asked about sustainability and, in short, whether the time invested was going to generate worthwhile returns.


4.2.3 Role of Agencies and Issues with Bureaucracy
A number of stakeholders identified issues with multi-agency partnership working, including its laborious nature; the slow functioning of partnerships, and the issue of having to deal with layers of bureaucracy even for the smallest of issues, as one stakeholder highlighted: “There’s bureaucracy out there, even for the smallest of things like painting underpasses, that just drives you nuts”. Another noted the painstaking nature of much of the partnership working:

If we could keep going with Positive Futures, I could only see that it could get better and better and better, but it needs to be drilled down so we have less people having meetings and having input once everybody knows each other. It should have been an easier thing to in the early stages of everyone getting to know who's who and who's involved. That's been a bit laborious.
Another stakeholder noted, with some frustration, the seemingly inevitable delays to project implementation that were apparently caused by involving many organisations in the projects:
Just getting things going on the other side of the project has taken so long and I've been in e-mail chains even I think it was two or three months ago where it was said, you know, we're still trying to get the underpass painted, but it's going to cost a lot of money and we think well, it's been was it 2-3 years now and we're still in, it feels like the same position. I know everybody has been working on it.
It's nobody's fault in particular.

Such delays caused issues with achieving the project’s overall aims, as one stakeholder stated:

We just really wanted the community to have ownership over the solutions, the solutions just didn't quite materialise in the way we were hoping them to and the sort of timescale we were hoping to.
For a further stakeholder, it was the uncollegiate way that some partners worked within the multi-agency setting that was causing issues:
Unfortunately, as we've probably found a couple of times in this project, there are others that don't grasp what partnership working is, what problem solving actually means, and sometimes you have to look beyond the obvious and that happens in a lot of public organisations and private organisations. They solve their own problem and actually create 10 more for other people.


4.2.4 Funding
Funding for new projects is very often a problem for the delivery and implementation of pilot projects, but for this one, unusually, funding was not a problem. This was largely the result of voluntary donations that had facilitated the delivery of aspects of the pilots. Because this funding situation was seen as unusual, concerns were expressed by some stakeholders that if these sources of funds were not available it could be difficult to reproduce the pilots and thus to sustain such initiatives over time, as one stakeholder put it: “If we are looking at doing some of this in the future, [named individual’s] money won’t be behind it, so what will that look like?”. However, other stakeholders were more positive that funding could become available, and that the issue of funding was more linked to being able to locate and apply for it than it not being available at

all. As one explained: “I don’t think there is an issue that is so insurmountable that would stop us in our track right now. I definitely don’t think it’s funding at all because … clearly the higher up the mountain we go, the more money there is”.
Other issues related to funding, or more broadly, allocation of resources to implement the solutions identified by the young people, were noted by participants. Whilst funding might have been available to facilitate the delivery of the project and certain specific interventions, others might well have been costly or otherwise hard to deliver. Many of the suggestions regarding the solutions that were made by young people would have required a degree of funding but also the commitment of local agencies who would need to implement them or facilitate their delivery in practice. This has clearly been a challenge as the practitioners involved in the delivery of the pilots might not have been able to access the necessary mechanisms within local government that they needed to. One stakeholder explained: “The work with the young people is finished to a certain extent, but it hasn’t [been completed], because now [named person] and I have got to have meetings with all the stakeholders for the field to make sure that everyone is happy and on board with what we’re doing. Then we then have to get the money”. As another stakeholder put it: “We haven’t been able to actually implement the solutions yet, because we’re having a bit of a red tape situation with the councils…”, and for another:
I think the biggest blockers have been not the process itself, but … you suddenly land in this world where the kids are coming up with really, really good ideas, and stuff that isn’t hugely expensive, but you come into this big world of public service bureaucracy where it gets rather confusing!
Ultimately, not getting this kind of wider support is potentially risky since, as one stakeholder stated: “There is a danger that it will never happen, and as you say you know the impact of that is it loses credibility because then people think, ‘Yeah, well that was good as a talking shop, and nothing changed’”. Indeed, many of the solutions identified by the young people, whether funded at all, would have had to rely on decisions made by other organisations and agencies, with support not being guaranteed.
Linked to this, and compounding problems regarding implementing the solutions suggested by young people, some of the officers and staff delivering the pilots in schools may not have had experience of project management and how to secure community support. As one stakeholder put it: “Coming towards the end of the project when we were then having to actually start putting things in place, that was when it was starting to get very stressful, because we were then having to tie down people within the community to commit”.

Issues regarding funding and resources also links more generally to matters related to the engagement of wider partners, discussed below.


4.2.5 Engagement with Partners and the Wider Community
Stakeholders generally agreed that having more systematic engagement with wider organisations and other partners would be beneficial to the overall operation of the projects. This would be because, whilst young people might come up with ideas for solutions to community problems, they may well need to be delivered by a different organisation or agency, even if funding were to be available as discussed above.
However, more broadly, stakeholders suggested that wider partners might not want to be involved in pilots such as these, because of competing priorities and staff having the time to engage. As one stakeholder stated: “So, you have got those kind of typical blockers that are a little bit political, a little bit typical working in public service and partnership, that people have got different priorities”. It therefore is important to secure the engagement of those who can help to deliver projects early on in their development.
Stakeholders drew attention to how engagement and involvement by the wider community was also likely to be important for the long-term future of the project. Two of the pilots were police led and delivered in schools. As noted previously, concerns were raised by some stakeholders that this model might not be sustainable in the long term because of the resource implications. Accordingly, it was suggested that greater community ownership would be needed to facilitate long term sustainability of the project, as one stakeholder asserted:
I think one of the key things we’re going to have to wrap our mind around is who owns this and if it’s the police and they want to own it, but they want to devolve it within the communities, how do we make that so easy for them, so that it just doesn’t become a burden but an absolute enabler. I think that’s a good
discussion, I don’t think that’s a problem.

More generally ownership by the community was considered important for making decisions about allocating resources. As one stakeholder explained:
I think having the community actively involved in that process and potentially ideally young people very much involved in choosing what’s going in there and feeling like it’s part of the community and they have a say in it, I think that will dictate whether or not it does last.

Again, this links again to sustainability and making sure that the solutions identified by young people can be delivered in practice.


4.3 Delivery of the Sessions with Young People
The stakeholders identified several issues regarding engagement with young people and the delivery of the sessions, including logistics of delivery, design, timing, location and conduct of sessions, as well as panel sessions.


4.3.1 Logistics of Delivery
Logistically the project has been somewhat complex to deliver. Taken together, the project involved three schools and a youth club, many venues, and liaison with multiple individuals which required considerable organisational and administrative input. Moving the children to different venues, whilst adding to the value of the project, also added to its complexity. Strongly linked to this, issues regarding administrative procedures were noted. In Sunbury and Woking, other than the delivery of the sessions which was mostly police-led, day-to-day administrative tasks in respect to the young people generally fell to the schools. However, the teachers were not especially well versed in the details of project – which of course was unfamiliar to them – and not always able to answer the questions posed by young people. As one stakeholder stated: “I think because we didn’t know that when the kids were asking us those questions, we just had to go, we’re not entirely sure but it’s going to be great, off you go, have a great time and you’re going to be with the police and you’re going to be doing this, that and the other. We had to chivvy them along like that because we couldn’t answer their questions”. A key issue that held back progress in Tadworth was the illness of one of the key people involved, which impacted upon the management of the pilot, the resources available and its schedule.


4.3.2 Timing
The timing of the sessions was considered by stakeholders to be important, especially as, for those projects based in schools, the project needed to fit around the academic day and the young people might get tired or otherwise become disengaged. Stakeholders drew attention to the importance of thinking about breaks and lunch times and the best time to finish. The two school-based pilots had slightly different approaches to timing. Sunbury broadly delivered the project between 13:00 and 16:00 hours one day a week. Woking delivering one hour at the end of the day and one hour after each week. This links also to the year group and what the young people might

be missing from their schoolwork. In Tadworth, the project was delivered during the three-hour window (4.15pm-7.15pm) in which the youth club was open on a Friday evening.


4.3.3 Location
For the pilots based in schools, there was also the suggestion from stakeholders that young people might have been better engaged in the classroom than outside of it. Early indications suggest that that this is because the young people are more familiar with this format – a result of their usual classroom-based work. Likewise, the young people seemed more likely, or at least more confident to, engage with the workbook material in the classroom.
For the stakeholders involved in facilitating the project at the drop-in youth club, finding the time to dedicate to the project each Friday (when the club was open) and being able to work with the same young people each week on the project, were clearly significant hurdles, as one stakeholder noted:
We get called out constantly. We have issues every Friday. There's never a session that goes by that we aren't involved in something. So, we couldn't sit and just dedicate the whole four hours on a Friday to this project and because we run on a drop-in service, we could have all the good intentions, put all the planning in place to do all of this X, Y, Z. On that Friday, none of the kids that we need are in. So, then you can't do anything.
Another stakeholder at the same venue highlighted similar issues:

I'd say the challenges from it were nothing to do with the project itself, but just to do with us as a setting. It just might not have gelled very well with the fact that we're a drop-in, the same kids don't come in every day.
For a stakeholder involved in a schools-based project one of the most significant problems related to booking rooms for the project while making sure that the key individuals involved were going to attend:
Logistically this was by far the most challenging aspect, making sure each space was booked and paid for, making sure people who are going to be there were going to be there.


4.3.4 Conduct
Stakeholders discussed the importance of keeping young people alert and engaged in the project sessions while being mindful of the time of day and that the children may already have had a

number of lessons in school. They suggested that a mixture of the formal project work and games and icebreakers was desirable to maintain momentum, as one stakeholder explained:
When we were doing the lesson plans, the tactics we had to use, we had to be mindful that they’d already been at school learning. So we then had to change the style and the way that we were doing stuff with them to keep them enraptured. So when we were having heavy sessions we would break the sessions up by incorporating games. We introduced a game at the first session to get the kids all communicating and talking with each other. Then we’d start doing some of the work. Then when you started seeing them tapering off slightly, we would then stop the training and we then introduced another game where we’d get them out of their seats, we’d mix them up a little bit. And that seemed to work quite well. They mixed, they engaged, they were laughing. They were very communicative.


4.3.5 Panel Sessions/Communication
The panel sessions seem to have been something of a highlight of the two projects in which they occurred, certainly from the perspective of the young people who clearly found them rewarding (see later sections). However, stakeholders noted certain issues regarding the operation of these sessions. Reflecting the points about partnership working made above, it was suggested that greater involvement from those individuals who participated in the panel was helpful, especially in terms of implementing responses, raising awareness of the project, and facilitating community ownership of the project. There seems to have been a lack of clarity about what those who attended the panels would actually do, which might have been the result of limited communication, with one stakeholder stating:
Communication was a bit patchy throughout, so it’s probably a combination of not fully understanding what the project is or that it is now their role to implement the remainder of it, and also… staffing pressures, which means that they don’t really have the time to explore, at this stage, how they can help us.
This links to not over-promising what the project is likely to deliver which may leave young people disillusioned (see later sections). There may be very good reasons for why the solutions suggested by young people can’t be delivered – unexpected events, costs – but it is important that these are clearly communicated to them.

4.4 Background of Young People, Project Engagement and Perceptions of Outcomes

4.4.1 Background of Young People and Reasons for Engagement
As discussed above, the suggestion in the early stages of the project’s development was that the children selected should be on the cusp of engaging in antisocial behaviour and/or interested in tackling community problems. It seems that the children selected to participate on the project had slightly different backgrounds, with some studying hard with the aim of going to university. This links to how the children were selected for the projects. Speaking generally across the three projects, children were selected because they showed an interest in being involved. Drawing on interviews with the young people, overall, their original attitudes towards the police were somewhat neutral. The young people typically had little experience of engaging with the police before working on the project. However, through social media especially, some may have developed negative opinions towards the service. One young person explained that “Well, sometimes I just like looking around and stuff. I don’t have any opinion on the police, but what I see on social media, I just don’t like the police”.
Whilst the young people had not generally had bad personal experiences with the police, they suggested that the presence of police officers could make them nervous, as one young person explained: “The police are solving stuff, so they're good but when you see them, you think that something scary has happened”. This was reflected by a police officer, who felt that the issue of who the police were and what they represented in the eyes of some created a barrier at the beginning of the project:
We are blocked by our uniform, blocked by our job … we had to reassure parents or carers that actually this isn't a trick, we're not here because we're trying to get your children into trouble, we're actually trying to do a project.
Interviews with both the stakeholders and young people suggested that that there were several reasons why young people got involved. These were oriented around a genuine interest in community safety, wanting to see improvements in their community and, in the case of some, an interest in developing their CV. As one stakeholder put it:
I think a large portion of them did want to see an improvement in the local area, I think some of the older students have done it with a view of future careers and future life posts, some have done it for the experience and adding to their CV, I suppose, in terms of supporting and working with the community. I would say, probably the rest are doing it in a sense of improvement in the community.

Young people from across the three areas reflected this viewpoint, including the following:

Our form tutor last year said, "Oh, there's a thing about improving the local area," and immediately me and two of the other people said to each other, "Oh, that would be pretty fun." We thought we might be able to do something with Sheerwater Park and then yeah, we all signed up.
I thought it would be very fun and to do with problem solving, and, yeah, we'd solve stuff.
One young person outlined another, more functional reason for signing up:

I first heard about it when I think [my teacher] was coming down with a piece of paper to volunteer. He explained a brief summary. All I kind of picked up was the lesson time, you get out of lessons. So I thought ‘okay’. Well, I was kind of interested anyway and I wasn’t really going to sign up if I thought it would be boring.


4.4.2 Levels of Engagement
Across the three areas, stakeholders generally felt that levels of engagement from the young people were actually pretty high, both in terms of the amount of effort they put into the projects and the length of time that they remained committed to participating, as the three quotes from three different stakeholders below exemplify:
The young people engaged quite extensively with the materials that we provided to them and displayed quite a range and depth of independent thought in how they thought about the problems in the areas.
We signed a lot on. They're probably our hardest working kids who've had the biggest influence within the community as well by selling this project. So once they signed up, they actually put 100% effort in and did so much work. And this was a massive range within the diverse community we had in there, which was brilliant.
I think what’s gone really well is the engagement of the young kids, both in terms of their willingness to want to get involved and the retention. Like staying on the course throughout the frustrations, that’s been great.
However, for some young people the amount of time they had to dedicate to the projects, and especially the timing of the sessions when they were asked to participate, did cause some problems with their schoolwork and progress, as the three different young people outline below:
I have RS [Religious Studies] once every fortnight and I was missing it because of the police thing, and I feel like it did affect my RS result.

But maybe probably more younger years because it has affected a bit of my GCSEs.
All my lessons, […] take you out of lessons was during my art lessons. So, I was a bit pissed. Sometimes I always missed them because [….] to do my art lesson, because I'm missing out in art and I'm like behind everybody.
This is an issue that may need to be addressed for any future iterations of the project.


4.5 Perceptions of Outcomes
It is not possible to state definitively whether the project overall was successful in meeting its broad aims of reducing antisocial behaviour and improving confidence in the police. It’s also worth noting that the evaluation drew on the viewpoint of a relatively small number of stakeholders and the young people who participated. Having said that, we can still draw some useful conclusions from the work undertaken. For example, across the three areas it was generally agreed that the project had positively impacted on the young people who participated. As one stakeholder put it: “I believe this was a successful trial as well. I think it went down really, really well” while for another: “It was a good one and something that I think you guys should keep going with, definitely”, and for a further stakeholder:
I can’t comment on how successful the outcomes will be in terms of reducing crime or how successful it’s going to be in terms of increasing the perception of policing, because we don’t really have any data on either, but certainly from my understanding of the effect it’s had on the young people, I think that’s been very positive feedback.
Likewise, the young people explained that participating in the project had been positive overall, as one outlined: “It was a good experience and I enjoyed it a lot, yeah”.
The accounts of young people and stakeholders provide further detail about what made the project a positive experience for young people. Key themes mentioned include satisfaction with making a difference; building stronger communities; having a better understanding of the local community; breaking down barriers with the police; having a voice and being listened to; playing a role in identifying problems and in the allocation of resources; personal development of the young people, and managing their expectations.

4.5.1 Satisfaction with Making a Difference
Young people gained satisfaction from seeing that they were contributing to improve safety in the local community. As one young participant explained: “It was all quite fun. I think there is a self-satisfaction you get from helping out the community really, and if you want to live here for the rest of your life and you want your kids to grow up here, then you can always look back and reflect on all the impacts you've done on the community”. Another young person echoed these sentiments:
Being involved with this project has encouraged me to think more about where I live and helping be a part of making good changes. I am excited to see my ideas come to life.


4.5.2 Building Stronger Communities
Young people indicated that they had gained a better understanding of their communities and the complexities that organisations had to deal with to solve local problems. For one young participant: “I changed a little bit because I understood how difficult it is to change something in a park”.
For one stakeholder, a key aspect of Positive Futures had been the broader, community-wide implications of the young people becoming involved in a project like this:
When you've got the lady walking down the shop to get her eggs, she sees the children that she might have seen last week breaking the bus shelter. Now all of a sudden, they're out there with a community officer, now picking up rubbish and repairing things. That might give her new positive light on children, and she might actually speak to those children and say good morning or hello when she's walking down the road, and then that child also then sees someone that might have shouted at them in a positive light, and that's building a relationship
Another stakeholder echoed these sentiments, outlining how trust within communities can be enhanced via such initiatives:
It's not about just the kids. It’s building up the parents’ relationship with the community, building up their trust back. It just creates a much more positive environment for the kids to be able to grow up and feel like they have trusted people. It’s not just them against the world. They have people that they can go to.

4.5.3 Breaking Down Barriers with the Police
Further to the sentiment immediately above, there was a broad feeling among stakeholders that even if the goals of the projects weren’t met there were still useful aspects to them, including the positive effects that engaging in the projects and working with the police had on the young people concerned and their relationship with the service. As one stakeholder mentioned:
Building the relationship with the police, building it up, building up a relationship with the community, I do think that they found that bit of it positive. Even though the end outcome wasn't achieved, it was still a good experience for them to go through.
Another stakeholder, a police officer, highlighted how involvement with the project had helped to reduce tensions and suspicions between some communities, who many have been traditionally wary of the police, and the police themselves, building trust that may not have been there before:
Even with their mates or family, they'll come over and talk to us when we're in uniform and because of that, trust is being built. The influence we had on these young people it really was effective because you know these lads, young Muslim males who if they're seen speaking to the police, are “grasses”, you know, you can't speak to the feds on the street and put their own reputation on the line and their own safety, they could become a target. But that was just literally squashed by that [the project] and they come to speak to us, they say ‘hi’.
There was also a suggestion that participating in the project improved feelings of safety for young people in their local area, as one put it:
Yeah, and after interacting with the local police, it's good to know your locals and obviously the people and the council or the government has entrusted to take care of you and protect you, and I feel like it's given me a sense of more safeness because at least I know my local police officer if there was anything to happen to me, I know who would turn up.


4.5.4 Having a Voice and Being Listened To
The project offered an opportunity to hear from young people whose voices can be hard to reach. Participants felt that young people were indeed being listened to and, as such, were given a greater voice in policing and community safety activity in their communities. As one stakeholder put it:

I think the value from this project was, we actually heard from a group of people who, firstly are never asked, and secondly don’t tend to volunteer, because they don’t really see there’s much point, or they just cope and get by, with what they have.
For another stakeholder:

Probably the niche it most filled was hearing from those young people about what they thought the issues were and then comparing them to the sort of things we’re hearing with our mainstream surveys.
As the above quotes suggest, this interaction and engagement, engendered by the project, was seen as important. This is because the views of adults may be different to the views of young people and young people have a lot to offer, as one stakeholder highlighted:
For me, I would say that it’s shown me that kids are quite … don't write them off. They’re very intelligent and useful and actually if you sit down and talk to them and you’ve got them in the right setting you can get a lot from kids.
For another, trusting the young people’s viewpoints was vital:

I think the biggest thing is instead of not trusting these kids to let them off the leash a little bit, trust their instincts, because actually they're going to surprise a lot of people.
A further stakeholder commented:

I think this is unique because we’ve never actually, as far as I’m aware, done anything where we solely listen to the voice of the kids. We make assumptions that this is what somebody wants and we make an assumption. But our views, adults’ views, are completely different to what kids’ views are on a problem.
In turn, the young people who participated in the project valued having their voiced heard. As one stakeholder put it:
Reading in between the lines I think that they just wanted their voices heard. From what they’ve said when we’ve spoken to them and the fact that one of the quotes that one of the kids made for the presentation for the media release, he was like, ‘We’re the future. We are tomorrow’s future in terms of taking ownership of our communities.’
Another stakeholder commented: “I think it gives them a voice, I think that they like to be heard, I think that they feel as though their opinion matters”.
Young people made similar observations, as one stated: “I think it made me feel like heard
almost”, while for another: “I got listened to quite a bit. Sometimes in school you don’t get

listened to. But [….] the police were listening to everything we were saying”. Another young person, reflecting with satisfaction on changes made in their area as a result of the project, stated:
I was walking down Sunbury Cross and the skate park a few days ago and I
actually noticed stuff that they said they’d change and they actually had done it and I didn’t think they would. It’s made me feel good thinking that they actually listened. Like I noticed different bins in the skate park and different signs and stuff.


4.5.5 Playing a Role in Identifying Problems and the Allocation of Resources
Related to the above, participants drew attention to how traditionally the views of young people have been marginalised in the allocation of resources, with funding generally focused on older generations who are more vocal and whose voices were more normally heard. In contrast, this project enabled young people to advise on how resources were allocated. As one stakeholder stated: “I’ve worked with residents’ associations, they all tend to be a much older generation, they all tend to have very much uniformed views on what needs to be done in an area, and they don’t necessarily take into consideration what younger people or what others may consider”. One young person spoke positively of learning the process of allocating budgets:
Then I had to break up – so how much the defensive plants would cost, how much the bins are going to cost, how much maintaining the field is going to cost. After breaking it all down, there was a total obviously and yeah, it was quite interesting to see how much it would take to maintain that field.
The input from the young people in all three pilot areas was appreciated by stakeholders, who outlined how their perspectives often shone a light into previously unrecognised problems:
They came up with some actually quite novel ideas for what they thought the problems might be and were able crucially to lend their local experience. And being young people who were out and about in that area quite a lot, especially at times where I wouldn't have, but I didn't live in that area. I never had. But even as a police officer, I wouldn't be visiting … it was quite interesting to gain that local perspective on what the issues were from someone who uses the space as much as they did.
For another stakeholder:

So they picked up very, very quickly by themselves that what may be an issue for one group isn't an issue for another, so they wanted to establish how can we find

out what the problems are for the community within Woking. [They picked] Alpha Park and the drugs and the anti-social behaviour that's going down there.
A young person in Sunbury outlined how they identified and worked on local problems:

My group picked the underpass, we just kept building on that and how to fix that, to clean it up quite a bit because it’s quite messy down there. Then you put in some bike rails that slow everyone down because it gets really busy.
Another young person in the same location stated:

We went around to the skate park and Sunbury Cross and the underpass as well and just pointed out and noted down things that were unsafe, things that looked a little bit sketchy. Just noted down what we could do to fix it. Then in the second meeting we were in one of the youth clubs and we picked a place to focus on, so we chose the underpass. We just noted down again things that we could improve on the underpass.
While the experience of being involved in the process of identifying issues had generally been positive for the young people, not all viewed it this way, as one in Tadworth stated:
I haven’t enjoyed highlighting the negatives for my estate.

A stakeholder also issued a note of caution with regards to only involving young people in the identification of community problems:
Have you asked the local residents what they think about it and not just the 50 kids? … [We should be] seeking residents’ opinion, probably going back to that scanning and analysis and getting a more complete picture on what the issues are in the area.


4.5.6 Personal Development of the Young People
The young people who participated in the project stated that doing so made them feel proud, with those in Sunbury and Woking, who had had the chance to present their findings, feeling a sense of accomplishment around this too, as one stated: “I felt quite relieved but also a little bit proud of myself because normally when I public speak I get a little bit nervous and I sometimes giggle, but I didn’t”. And for another: “After getting a certificate and receiving the praise from the audience. I feel like I accomplished something in my life, to be honest”.
A stakeholder commented:

They [the young people] did a presentation at the end, not only to the school, but also to the best of the community as well who all came down and the kids

delivered a fantastic presentation and they sold the project to them and it just showed all the hard work that they put in.
For almost all of the young people, the overall experience of being involved in the pilots had been positive too, as one mentioned: “It was just good though. Like it’s good to see what is about. I’m glad I done it”. For another:
I think there is a self-satisfaction you get from helping out the community really, and if you want to live here for the rest of your life and you want your kids to grow up here, then you can always look back and reflect on all the impacts you've done on the community.
Stakeholders also saw the value of the young people being involved in the whole process, including its more difficult aspects:
Being involved in a process from start to finish is also key, I think, and not skipping any points and not letting some children join in on just the good bits. You've got to be there for the good, the bad, and the ugly, I think, and its good education for them.


4.5.7 Managing Young People’s Expectations
One negative issue that occurred was the cost implications of addressing the problems that were identified by the young people, something that was apparent in all three areas but was especially acute in Sunbury with regards to the idea of improving a subway via it being painted by local artists, as the two stakeholders below mentioned:
We were then going to sort of local artists to volunteer to paint it with the big sort of sticking point was that someone was going to have to pay for the paint and painting a mural, it seems, is prohibitively expensive because you need anti-graffiti paint … and I think the quotes were in the tens of thousands of pounds.
Their expectation was something were going to happen on the ground [with the mural], but it didn't happen and that in future might cause participation problems.
Another stakeholder mentioned the conundrum with regards to asking young people to identify problems that they would like tackling when there may be a significant chance that these aims would not actually be achievable:
You're going to them, asking them what their problems are, saying, right, well, we're going to pick some. But then you still can't guarantee that anything they say actually is achievable. So, then you're then going back to them and asking them

to think of something else. It’s like, you can only do that with children for so long before they get bored and they feel like, well, I've already told you about five things. Why can't one of them be fixed?
The concern that young people might then disillusioned through this process, and then not commit to any future projects, was highlighted by another stakeholder:
Positive Futures set quite high aspirations, so it promised big, sure, but with young people as you're aware, you let them down once you won't get a second chance.
And another noted:

The problem is that the council don’t then react quickly enough and the kids get bored and they get pissed off and they say, “Well, this is the problem with
adults”.

For another stakeholder, the way around this was to make sure that something tangible was delivered at the end of each project which would reassure the young people that they had been listened to:
Just making sure that something is delivered at the end of it, that that tangible thing for the young people where they actually because they're they've been listened to, their voices have definitely been heard and people want to act on.
A further stakeholder recognised that the closely-knit nature of the local community (where the youth club was based) could actually cause the young people some concerns. This was to do with the worry that the young people had that they might be seen as ‘grasses’ by some in their community if they told the youth works of the crime and nuisance issues that concerned them. For this stakeholder it was therefore important that the project produced tangible outcomes, to reward this risk the young people had taken:
I definitely feel like kids need to see results though … you've got children that are coming forward with information that could be jeopardising their friendships and relations with family, neighbours … You've got a tight-knit community here as well, and they don't want to be seen as grassing. Sometimes these kids don’t want to associate with police in any way, shape or form. So, when they're putting through the trust and the relationship they've got with us, they trust that we wouldn't put them in any sort of difficult situation. They want to see a result though. They want to see that what they're saying is happening.

4.6 Suggestions for Taking the Project Forward
4.6.1 Broad Aims
There was general support among the stakeholders in all three areas for taking the project forward, albeit with some concerns and caveats which will be detailed below. For a key stakeholder, the point of developing the project would be for ordinary people to play an active and indeed proactive role:
The test for you, resident of Surrey, is get off the phone when you see the following happen, because no-one’s going to come and rescue you, you need to do this for yourselves. But here’s all the information that you need and here’s all the tools that you need to be able to make that happen.


4.6.2 What Would the Roles of Organisations and Agencies Be?
There was some debate among stakeholders as to which organisations and agencies should take the lead with any new projects that were set up in their areas, with some feeling that local councils were best placed to take things forward, as one police stakeholder mentioned:
If we [the police] were a partner in it and it was led by a separate agency – and I think it needs to be the council because they have control over land and you know, locations which are going to be tackled and that they can be more realistic about what can be achieved. Everything we have to do, they have to authorise or agree to, but we've got them on board and they're leading it.
While for another stakeholder:

It's a bit pie in the sky, but even if there was some funding available to get something started with or a person in the local council who was fully committed to seeing through its implementation, whatever and applying for the relevant grant pots right at the end and sort of having dedicated ownership over it, that might be a way around it as well.
The role of the police in any future projects was also often discussed. One stakeholder, a police officer himself, felt that the police brought certain skills to the projects that helped drive them forwards:
Where there's more police involvement … [officers] had a bit more of a grounding in problem solving and following a bit of a structure and keeping everyone together.

However, the same officer felt that the police were not the right agency to lead any future projects:
We're not always the best and right people to be leading this sort of thing … definite police involvement, but there's certainly a balance to be had and not a leadership role, I don't feel.
This view was echoed by another stakeholder, who was a little less complimentary about the
police’s role:

[In one of the pilot areas the police] couldn’t help themselves. They could not stay out of here. They had to come in here right, for all good reasons as you may well know about policing. It’s all about command and control, and control especially.
For another stakeholder, it was important that the police should not lead any future projects, as this would contradict the community-oriented ethos of Positive Futures:
On the one hand it was great that [police officers] were so involved, because they cared about it and their natural training is, as police officers, to want to keep control. So I liked all that. But on the other hand, that’s not the model. The model can’t be sustainable if it’s rolled out on that basis.
For another stakeholder, it was important to have a steering group overseeing the implementation of projects that consisted of the right mix of professional backgrounds and knowledge:
If you had that small nucleus of people, people who have got understanding of the socio-deprivation, the socio-economics and again the sociology type stuff, but also the financial stuff and the planning, so you get them sitting together and looking at what we're trying to achieve, setting the boundaries and being honest about what can be achieved. What's beyond our expertise? What's beyond our ability to achieve?
A number of those highlighted the frustrations of working with agencies that had a relatively high turnover of staff in certain roles, which made long-term (and sometimes even short-term) planning much more difficult. One possible solution suggested by one stakeholder was to identify those within the community who could commit long-term to any future project, so that they could oversee the project on an extended basis and thus mitigate any short-term agency ‘churn’:
Where we may profile the sorts of person and decide that recently retired or semi-retired people who care about communities, who’ve got the passion, the wherewithal, are the sorts of people that we need to go and find. Then I get less

worried that on the police side and the county council side or the local borough side there will be churn, because it’s inevitable. But if the real role rests with the community leaders or the community champions or whatever we end up calling them, I think there’s a better than even shot if we go with that profile, but they’ll be there for a long time.
Another stakeholder recognised the importance of the role of community champions in any future projects while recognising that they should be paid for undertaking their roles:
Community champions … originally doing it for free because they really wanted to make it work. … Right, you know, that’s what we need them to do. We need
someone like them to be corralling the kids, getting the idea out there, then going to whoever to say “These kids have got something to tell you.” … and are they willing to do that, can they do that for free or do we need to pay them? And I might be arguing now that if we do need to pay them, it still might be a good use of money.


4.6.3 Location
Where any future projects are based is crucial to their future development. The views of stakeholders were, generally speaking, in favour of them being located in schools rather than in youth clubs, due to the former having a settled population with which to work:
I think there’s something in the learning about recruiting from a youth club versus
a school, especially if that youth club is the drop-in centre ... they come in and
they go out and then they don’t stay. Right, so there’s something about if we replicate, we have to do it from schools because the one thing about the schools is you know nine times out of ten, they’re there. They’re still going to be there.
Another stakeholder felt that the close working relationships between teachers and pupils would also be a positive factor in any future project:
I would say this project is perfect for schools. They see students five times a week. They can schedule it in. They're working with the children. They clearly have care there, especially if it's a school that's local to the teachers. A lot of teachers do live quite close to the schools that they work in.
However, one stakeholder concluded that it was best to “Base it in places other than schools” due to concerns about schools’ busy timetables and their focus on hitting their own goals and targets which meant that, in this stakeholder’s view, they struggled to prioritise other projects.

4.6.4 Budget and Resources
Having sufficient resource and budget to complete the projects was clearly a key issue. One stakeholder felt that, in order to avoid setting up projects only to discover later that they could not be funded, solutions to budgetary issues should be found right at the start of projects:
If we could have some money available from the start committed to implementing the solutions, or at least get the solutions rolling to keep the momentum going at the end of the project, that's what I would spend the bulk of my time trying to do.
For another, stakeholder, to avoid young people becoming disillusioned with the project due to failures to fund their ideas, whoever’s managing the project should be honest from the start and set expectations about what can be achieved with the resources available:
If there is a financial aspect to it, [we will need] somebody who's going to manage it. And be honest with people and say, ‘Look, that's pie in the sky. You want to build this, that's going to cost £20 million, we've got £5, find another way of doing it’.


4.6.5 Planning
A number of key issues were identified by stakeholders with regards to developing any new projects of this kind, including the speed of the process; sourcing any necessary finance at the start; scoping the issues before commencing, and being realistic about the local areas involved.
As one stakeholder commented:

Like if we can speed up the process, if we know how, where we have failed last time and we incorporate the ideas where we can keep it light.
For another stakeholder, the future success of any project was predicated on it being well-planned, with finance in place at the start and a realistic timetable sketched out. This would prevent young people from becoming disillusioned at the length of time projects might take:
If I was going to do it again, I would devote a lot more time from the start to make sure there was a real solid plan but also sourcing where the money was coming from. Getting firm commitments right from the start and then getting a timeline. It was something we were conscious of that we didn't want the young people to feel that their work dragged out into foreverness.
Another stakeholder stressed the importance of absorbing the learning from the pilots in order to put better structures and advice in place from the start of any new projects:

Hopefully with the pilot there has been some good learning and issues identified and just the opportunity for people to be aware of that in the future and be able to overcome it through some simple advice, guidance, signposting from the outset.
For one community-based stakeholder, doing some scoping work among the broader community, with regards to identifying key issues in the area, would provide guidance for the young people involved:
If you have really vulnerable young people … they kind of do need some guidance on, one, what's realistic to change and two, what the big problem is in the estate. They might need guidance with it … I think something that could be done is maybe a preliminary questionnaire to the community. So, you can get a rough idea of what the kids are going to say before you bring it to them. Because in reality, the parents and the young people, it should hopefully reflect each other.
Another stakeholder agreed:

We need to have it basic. It needs to be simple. It just needs to be like a basic questionnaire sent out. You get a rough idea. You then take it to the kids. They give you their feedback and then you actually can act on what they've said.
Something needs to be picked.

As one community-based stakeholder asserted, being realistic about the implications of the location of any future project was key:
Sometimes I think, just actually look at the bigger picture, assess the whole situation. It's not in a National Trust park. We're on an estate. You're not going to get people drawing the pond. You're not.


5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations
This report has described the development and delivery of a series of pilot projects delivered under the banner of ‘Positive Futures’, a project which sought to involve and empower young people to solve problems in their communities. It drew on observations that it has been hard to engage young people in community safety and police work and that some young people are mistrustful of the police and lack confidence in dealing with them. In turn, the aim was to improve confidence in policing and to help reduce antisocial behaviour. The project worked closely with the police, local schools, youth clubs and, to some degree, other local partners. The project followed a four-step process linked to the well-known problem-solving model ‘OSARA’ in which groups of young people worked with the police and youth club workers to identify problems in their communities, analyse the causes of problems and devise solutions. In two of the projects,

solutions were presented to a group of ‘panellists’ who represented local agencies and organizations and who were in a position to implement the solutions that the young people identified. This final section brings together observations and associated recommendations.


5.1 Overall Outcomes
Overall, all three pilots had some successes, not least with making some discernible changes to an underpass (Sunbury) and a local park (Woking) that the young people had identified as being problems that needed addressing. While less tangible progress was made in Tadworth there were still some achievements, such as the planting of additional plants and shrubs near the youth club. The involvement of the young people in all three pilots was viewed by them, and by stakeholders, as being a positive and rewarding experience, which is a significant achievement for Positive Futures too.
Indeed, the project was well received by both the young people who participated and the stakeholders who were involved in its development and delivery. Young people did engage with the project and the material that was designed. There might be questions about whether the young people who were originally targeted when the project was designed – those who were to some degree disengaged and had negative attitudes towards the police – were actually those who participated. On the whole, the young people who participated in the pilots did not hold negative attitudes towards the police – perhaps they were simply indifferent or lacked exposure to the police service – and got involved in the project mostly because of an interest in community safety and developing their CVs.
Whilst it is not possible to answer questions about broad outcomes in terms of improvements in community safety and perceptions of the police, certain themes were clear. The young people who participated gained satisfaction from feeling that they were making a difference in their communities. They also developed better understanding of their communities and the complexity that organisations face in making changes in the environments which they live. Young people reported feeling safer and having greater confidence in the police and other local organisations due to a better understanding of how the police and other organisations can help them. Participating in the project provided a voice for young people in terms of both making a contribution to the identification of priority problems in communities and helping to devise solutions to them. Participating on the project improved the confidence of the young people and left them feeling proud of what they had achieved. This indicates that projects like these might have positive outcomes and are worth pursuing.

Recommendations

· The Positive Futures model should be further piloted
· Young people should be the focus of future projects
· Projects should have realistic aims that are set at the beginning
· The expectations of the young people involved need to be managed carefully from the outset


5.1.1 Design and Delivery
It was clear that the delivery of the projects had involved a lot of time, energy and effort from those involved, but that, despite issues with finance, multiagency working and bureaucracy, this has been a worthwhile endeavour. Linked to this, and as mentioned in the above, the experience of the project so far indicates that the young people will engage with the project and the project material. This suggests that it is possible to involve young people in future projects if the correct materials are used to engage them and if the projects are well led. Having said that, delivering such projects can be resource-heavy and time consuming, especially when placed in the context of the relatively low numbers of young people who participate in them. There are therefore a number of factors to be considered, including investment and time in set up; staffing, funding and resourcing; partnership working; and the conduct of the sessions themselves.
5.1.1.1 Investment and Time in Set Up
A great deal of investment and time went to support the development of the pilots. This originally linked to the effort involved in securing support from police services, schools and the youth club to deliver the pilots. In this sense, the pilots benefited from the involvement of people who are well motivated to facilitate them. The amount of investment and time also links to the design and delivery of the project which was somewhat labour intensive. It has been time consuming to set up the day-to-day infrastructure for the project (workbooks, lesson plans, organising spaces to hold sessions, speaking with partners, transporting young people etc). That said, this infrastructure is in place now and so can be replicated. Consequently, the delivery of subsequent projects should not be so time consuming.
Recommendations

· Payments should be considered for those in voluntary roles for the ‘out of hours’
worktime they spend on the project

· To have early and ongoing communication between project leaders, local agencies and stakeholders to make the facilitation of each project easier
· The panel session and any other presentations should be held on the school grounds to ease logistical issues


5.1.1.2 Staffing, Funding and Resourcing
Funding has been available to facilitate the delivery of these pilot projects, a result of voluntary contributions which have been a considerable factor contributing to successful implementation. However, more widely resourcing has been a problem – especially in relation to accessing the local authority infrastructure needed to implement the solutions suggested by young people. There is a need to be realistic about what can be achieved. Whilst young come up with ideas for responding to problems it may be the case that they are not achievable in practice – either because they are too expensive or difficult to deliver in practice due to competing priorities. There is a risk to this since young people might therefore become disillusioned with the process. With that in mind, it is suggested that time in the sessions is given to allowing young people to understand the constraints on resources and how resources are allocated.
Long-term funding needs to be secured in order to take this initiative forward: relying on the good will and generosity of individual benefactors will not provide a sustainable way of developing Positive Futures.
Recommendations

· Any financial and other resource implications of any projects should be identified and secured at the outset of projects
· Funding should be sought – perhaps from local authorities, central government, the Ministry of Justice or funding councils – to secure the future sustainability of further projects


5.1.1.3 Partnership Working
Strongly linked to resourcing, partnership working is clearly desirable, something which is important because delivering solutions will almost certainly require the involvement of wider partners and, especially, the local authority. Earlier and greater engagement with partners might facilitate the sustainability of the project.

Recommendations

· A multi-agency approach to running projects is adopted but with the community, via schools, co-ordinating them, rather than the police
· A project manager is identified to manage projects from the outset
· Future projects could consider broadening multi-agency partnership to include schools, youth clubs, the police, local councillors, community development workers, businesses, faith leaders, universities


5.1.1.4 Conduct of the Sessions
There were several features of the sessions that influenced delivery and might be considered in future projects. There is a need to be realistic about the operation of the sessions in schools and what is achievable. In particularly, there is a need to be mindful of a timetable that allows young people breaks both because of becoming tired and/or otherwise becoming disengaged. The timetable also has to acknowledge the full school day and there will be limitations on the availability of young people given a need to prioritise their schoolwork. Some of the sessions required removing young people from the school environment. This generated certain benefits but added to the logistical challenges of delivering sessions, and some people felt they were missing out on their education as they were missing lessons.
The panel sessions and celebration evenings were especially well received and were clearly a highlight of two of the pilots. They are important for signalling to the young people that their voices are being heard and the confidence generated from presenting their work to groups of individuals that they would not normally communicate with. In respect to organising the panels, it may be that early and ongoing communication between the panellists and the project leaders is necessary to make the most of this process. Linked to the above, it might be more straightforward if the panel session was conducted on the school grounds with visitors coming in. Whilst there are benefits of going to different venues, logistically things become harder. This would also mean that other children could watch what the participants had produced. This could have the added benefit of other children becoming interested in such projects and learning from their peers.
Hosting the projects in drop-in youth clubs also presented some logistical issues, not least because it could not be guaranteed that the same children would drop in to the youth club every week. Running the projects also created demands on the time of the youth club workers that could not be met through the hours they spent at the youth club as their time was often taken up

dealing with incidents that can regularly occur at youth clubs. They therefore ended up spending time working on the project outside of youth club hours. While projects like this do run partly on the good will of those involved it is acknowledged that this good will cannot be stretched too far.
Overall, evidence suggests that the pilots were well received by stakeholders and the young people who participated. The young people gained from participating in the projects in terms of satisfaction, understanding, confidence in authorities, improved voice, and feeling proud of their achievements. That said, with all three pilots certain issues in respect to delivery were identified. These oriented around the amount of investment and time that went into their set up; staffing, funding, and resourcing; partnership working; and aspects of the way that the sessions with young people were conducted. Despite these issues, it is suggested that the positive impacts that participating had upon the young people make it important that further Positive Futures projects are conducted.
Recommendations

· Future projects be based in schools
· Consideration is given to the timing of project sessions in schools so that young people
participating don’t feel like they’re missing out on their education


5.2 List of Recommendations
· The Positive Futures model should be further piloted
· Young people should be the focus of future projects
· Projects should have realistic aims that are set at the beginning
· The expectations of the young people involved need to be managed carefully from the outset
· Payments should be considered for those in voluntary roles for the ‘out of hours’
worktime they spend on the project
· To have early and ongoing communication between project leaders, local agencies and stakeholders to make the facilitation of each project easier
· The panel session and any other presentations should be held on the school grounds to ease logistical issues
· Any financial and other resource implications of any projects should be identified and secured at the outset of projects

· Funding should be sought – perhaps from local authorities, central government, the Ministry of Justice or funding councils – to secure the future sustainability of further projects
· A multi-agency approach to running projects is adopted but with the community, via schools, co-ordinating them, rather than the police
· A project manager is identified to manage projects from the outset
· Future projects could consider broadening multi-agency partnership to include schools, youth clubs, the police, local councillors, community development workers, businesses, faith leaders, universities
· Future projects be based in schools
· Consideration is given to the timing of project sessions in schools so that young people
participating don’t feel like they’re missing out on their education
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Old Dean Test of Positive Futures – Summary and Recommendations

Background
I was commissioned by David Huse to work with him and the Old Dean team to independently assess this test against the two hypotheses and with reference to the previous tests. My own research experience with projects related to policing, volunteering and crime prevention is quite extensive. To the best of my knowledge, Positive Futures is unique in how it engages young people in this age group in an empowering way, focusing on youth-led local problem-solving and crime prevention in challenged communities.
My report is attached and is based on a series of interviews with the people and adults involved in the test, and my own personal observations having attended several sessions of the group.
Summary – what worked
The engagement of the young people and their enthusiasm for the idea was excellent. The Old Dean Community Centre became the spiritual home for the project and the Youth Club leader (Katy Baker) did a good job at enrolling and empowering the young people around the problem and possible solutions. 
The essence of Positive Futures is to voluntarily engage young people who may not be ‘the usual’ young people engaged in extra-curricular or organised community projects, but who have a direct lived experience of their neighbourhood and a desire to make a difference – achieving that worked particularly well in Old Dean. The young people brought genuine insight to understandings of the crime, ASB, and public safety concerns of the park, an area they utilise and frequent far more frequently than adults on the estate do. Katy, the youth worker, was ably supported by the local Neighbourhood police team and a (then) local Councillor who lives on the Estate and whose daughter was also a participant in the test. David Huse also made himself available and along with the police and a few other local residents was active in the litter pick exercise.
To help solve the activation issues highlighted in the Jon Garland report, a Pitch event approach was put in place at Old Dean, with a useful innovation being that the various stakeholders held a meeting and were given a heads up of the problems and solutions that were going to be presented by the young people in advance. The event itself went well, including some good input from local residents, but at the time of writing, there is still little tangible action on either the litter bin or lighting, and it is this ongoing activation in the secondary stage of the project that feels like the key challenge in moving the model forward. Having said that, I was also aware that David Huse had re-engaged the Tadworth group whilst the Old Dean test was progressing, and that they have now activated the young people’s plans in that community.
The recognition event at McLaren was an excellent experience for the young people. Not only did it provide recognition and reward for their work, but the young people also had the opportunity to present, take questions, and be shown around the inspiring facility.
Summary - improvements
I would not fundamentally change anything in the design of the process. Old Dean was the fourth test, and useful learning had been taken from the previous three. Being police-supported, as distinct from being police-led, felt the right approach. The tiered model of activation was good. The young people engaged were a good fit for the project's ethos. I would still hold a Dragons' Den/Pitch-style event if multiple stakeholders are involved in delivering the solutions, and the Old Dean event felt hugely positive for the young people, empowering them and building their confidence. 
What is missing is the person or persons, strategically influential in the community and with the local council or other agencies, who have the drive and leadership to see things through in the activation stage. The two 'asks' from the test were to test one interactive bin at the playground and to install six bollard lights at the back of the path. Lighting is a more complex and costly issue, but the bin is relatively easy in principle, yet has been slow to implement in practice. The key learning is ensuring there is someone with drive and knowledge to make things happen locally. I would also recommend seeing the completion of the project to be when activation has substantively taken place. So sequencing of payments to people, and hosting of future recognition events like McLaren, should logically wait until there is a clear, confirmed progression of the young people’s solutions – this sees the project through as a whole.
I would also propose setting a defined period from the start of engagement with the young people to the pitch event for the solutions. And keep this quite tight. No more than 6-7 weeks. Old Dean lasted over several months, and of the 12 young people engaged, only 7 made it to the end.
Recommendations
· Based on my own observations of the Old Dean test alone, I would suggest that the idea be rolled out to other communities. I know there are other countries that would be very interested in testing the concept.
· There feels to be a real potential to expand and grow the concept in other well-targeted communities across Surrey.
· There would be a benefit early in the set-up of each future project in a community to more clearly sign up, and essentially ‘contract’, what responsibilities are going to be taken by whom to see through the secondary phases of activation.
· Positive Futures has significant potential to help young people grow in confidence, leadership, and teamwork skills. If rolled out more widely, giving more structure to how young people are supported to develop in these respects, and capturing the impact, would be highly beneficial.


Old Dean, Camberley – the fourth test

Summary
The fourth and final Positive Futures pilot project was recently completed in the first quarter of 2026 on the Old Dean estate, Camberley. Delivered through young people at the ‘Club Dean’ youth club, the young people themselves very much chose to be involved as volunteers in this project, and then were empowered to choose the focus for the project, the local park. The young people made their proposals at a pitch event on Saturday, 21st March, at St Martin’s church on the estate, to address littering, anti-social behaviour, and concerns over unlit pathways and public safety at night. 
The young people’ sproposals included a community litter pick (the first round of which has taken place led by the young people), the replacement of bins with interactive bins, and the introduction of bollard lighting on the main walkway through the park (the latter two elements of which remain in the process of potential implementation). Following the positive pitch event, the young people participated in a highly rewarding event visiting McLaren in April.
Test Objective 1: Shifting perceptions of the police and delivering genuine empowerment of young people. The project appears to have reinforced positive views of the police, especially by presenting a human side beyond the uniform, helping build trust and increase the likelihood of reporting. The young people felt their engagement in the project was genuine and real, not tokenistic. 
Test Objective 2: Community engagement of young people as a more efficient, effective and sustainable approach. As the test progressed, it was clear that the young people see and experience things that adults do not and bring a distinct and valuable insight to crime prevention and public safety. Whilst activation is ongoing, what is planned, if implemented, should have a big impact on the park, a key public area within the Old Dean estate.
Whilst the test has engaged a relatively small group of young people, much has gone well and much has been achieved. The model for the fourth test has been further innovated based on lessons learned from the previous three. Key points of learning include: 1) Having a trusted youth leader who already has established relationships with the young people, and who is directly funded, 2) Drawing in the right young people, typically not the ‘usual’ young people who would get involved in uniformed youth groups, extra-curricular projects, etc. 3) Effective activation and building confidence that something will happen, 4) Adopting a tiered approach to activation, 5) The importance of an overarching project management role, to help draw it together and make sure it all happens effectively, 6) The police not being in the ‘lead’ role, but instead focusing on attending and on meaningful, informal engagement with the young people.
There remains a need to refine how the activation stage is implemented, and ideally, to identify specific resourcing to help unlock some of the inevitable complexity and barriers. Some of the solutions identified not only for Old Dean park but also in previous tests, such as lighting, are, by nature, slow and complex, involve multiple stakeholders and public bureaucracies, and rely on funding. It is vital that there is drive and follow-through in respect of activation.
Introduction
The fourth and final pilot project was recently completed in the first quarter of 2026, based on the Old Dean estate, Camberley. Seven girls and two boys aged 11-15 completed the project start to finish, with another six young people being partially involved at various stages. The core objectives of this test, consistent with previous Positive Futures pilots, were: 
a) To enhance young people's perception of policing by empowering them to identify and address local issues and 
b) To demonstrate that community engagement of young people through Positive Futures provides a more efficient, effective, and sustainable solution to these problems compared to the current model. 
This fourth Positive Futures test in Old Dean has largely followed the same template as the three preceding ones:
· Engaging a group of young people aged 11-15 in a structured series of sessions, following the OSARA structure of scan-analyse-respond-assess, to identify local neighbourhood issues related to low-level crime and anti-social behaviour, and to develop solutions. 
· The young people selected the area and issues to focus on.
· There has been direct involvement of the police, including local youth engagement officers who bring their professional knowledge of the area and issues they work with, as well as specialists in designing out crime.
· There has been engagement by young people with members of their local community and key stakeholders, such as local councillors.
· A ‘pitch’ event, where the young people present their OSARA work regarding the issue, and propose solutions to local stakeholders, such as the local authority, who help identify ways forward to implement.
The Old Dean estate in Camberley is a post-war housing area. While part of Camberley, Old Dean is located somewhat separately from the town's core to the north-east. It was largely built in the 1950s on former common land to house people made homeless by poor housing conditions and wartime damage in London and the surrounding Surrey areas, acting partly as a “London overspill” estate. Today, the estate has approximately 5,600 residents. The Old Dean has a strong sense of community, centred around local shops, schools, and parks. However, like many large estates built after the war, it has faced challenges, including relative deprivation, limited local employment opportunities, and a history of antisocial behaviour in certain areas. In response to these challenges, community initiatives have been developed, including ‘Club Dean’, a free youth club. Run with support from local organisations and the council, it provides structured activities, social space, and support for young people on the estate, aiming to strengthen community ties and reduce youth-related issues. It is the ‘Club Dean’ youth club that has hosted the fourth Positive Futures test.

The delivery of the test
The sessions have mostly taken place on Thursday evenings, a time when the ‘Club Dean’ youth club already held sessions, and the group of young people involved in the Positive Futures pilot has been drawn from the existing pool of ‘Club Dean’ youth.
Much has gone well with the fourth pilot:
· The young people engaged have done so very much voluntarily and by choice.
· The young people engaged have felt to be very much the right young people that Positive Futures wishes to engage and empower. 
· The lead youth worker's skill – and established relationships with the young people – have been instrumental in making the pilot work. The engaging, interactive style of the sessions has been a real success. 
· The integration of police personnel, who were present and engaging informally with young people, has been highly successful. The mix of officers in and out of uniform has helped young people see the human side of ‘the police’, who are often perceived as distant and impersonal. 
· Similarly, the style and timing in which the design-out-crime expertise was incorporated into the project—to inform rather than predetermine—has proven effective.
· The ‘pitch’ event, held in a church located in the centre of the community, was also a success. The young people were at the heart of the entire ‘pitch’ session, at the front of the room presenting, and then fully engaged in the ongoing questions and discussions. The engagement of the young people felt genuine and authentic, not tokenistic or peripheral, as is often the case in crime prevention initiatives.
There have been challenges, mainly in keeping the young people together and maintaining their attention and attendance. The project group for this fourth pilot has been slightly smaller than in previous cases. Sustaining the group has sometimes felt fragile. 
Consistent with the previous tests, there have also been challenges in Old Dean with the ownership and activation of solutions. The ‘pitch’ event was very positive, but nevertheless it did not entirely clarify who would take forward and own all the solutions, the timelines for doing so, and the resourcing.

Learning from previous tests and evolving the model
Based on the learning in the previous three pilots, the ‘Club Dean’ fourth test developed some evolutions to the Positive Futures model:
· In the Old Dean test, the focus area—which turned out to be the local park—and the issues identified there were mainly left for the young people to shape. There was less pre-planning or guidance compared to some of the earlier tests.
· The Old Dean test intentionally aimed to develop layered solutions to the issues, consisting of 
· 1) solutions that could be implemented immediately without significant resources or complexity, 
· 2) solutions that were reasonably straightforward and practical to implement without high costs or complexity, and 
· 3) larger and more complex solutions. 
· By anchoring the pilot within the ‘Club Dean’ youth groups, the fourth pilot has, perhaps even more successfully than the previous three, engaged young people who are definitely not typically the ones reached and involved by other youth engagement and participation efforts. 
· In the Old Dean pilot, there was a preparatory engagement with adult participants in the ‘pitch’ event. This helped them better understand the project, to come pre-prepared for likely questions and issues, and was considered to have contributed to a very positive ‘pitch’.
· McLaren has generously provided a positive experience/appreciation event to reward those young people participating. This has had a very positive effect on the young people.
· The youth worker was specifically funded for her time delivering the pilot with the group. Some leads on the previous pilots, especially in the school-based models, spoke of Positive Futures as an additional burden in busy working lives and of having difficulty finding the time. Dedicated, funded time to facilitate has felt key to the success of the fourth test.

Test Objective 1: Shifting perceptions of the police and delivering genuine empowerment of young people
The young people generally reported positive perspectives of the police at the start of the project. The project appears to have reinforced these views, especially by presenting a human side of the police beyond the uniform, with young people saying it helped build trust and increase the likelihood of reporting. The police personnel involved in the test felt it had effectively helped break down barriers.
The young people felt their engagement in the project was genuine and real, not tokenistic. The adult stakeholders felt that engaging young people was important and wasn’t typical beyond the project.

Positive experiences of being engaged: All of the young people experienced the project positively. There was a sense across the group that this has been genuine engagement and not just something tokenistic. They felt that engagement of young people like themselves was important, and also that it was often lacking.
“I feel like its very interesting, like how everyone is getting involved and how they are towards it. Everyone has had lots of ideas and talked about it all and we’ve all had the chance to go to the park and look at things together properly.”
“I think it's good that everybody gets to have their opinion and be heard, like nobody like us was being heard about what to do in the Old Dean and how to make it better and things, which is why this project started in the first place.”
“As young people you just don’t get heard. You just want to have an opinion for once and get it out there. You’re kind of pushed down when you’re younger, you maybe just get heard a little bit.”
Asked in the final survey ‘Do you think young people like you are listened to about what the problems are in public spaces in Old Dean, such as the park?’ (1 being not at all, 10 being very much), all responses were at the positive end of the scale, with an average of 7.9.
Support for the idea of empowering and giving voice to young people: The interviews with the professionals involved in the project and other key local stakeholders reflected widespread support for the main goal of involving young people.There was recognition that this was not usually the case, and that much work across community safety partners often does not effectively engage young people or obtain either their insight or their active involvement.
“The key thing is children need to be listened to.”
Effectiveness of the police engagement during the project: The impression of those involved in the project was that the police involvement had been particularly successful for the fourth test. This is interesting, because this pilot was deliberately less ‘police led’ than others had been. The sessions were very much led and facilitated by the youth worker, and the police came along to most sessions, but more in a support and engagement role. The police attending, not in uniform and engaging more informally, was as in previous tests seen to be most effective. There was an interesting shift in dynamics when the same individual, who had attended not in uniform, came in her police uniform to a later session, and some of the young people’s initial reactions were different. There was a strong sense that the police engagement brought value, not only from the expertise the police personnel brought regarding the problems in the park, but also by simply exposing – in an informal, engaging context - the young people to the human beings behind the uniform.
“One week they came in uniform, and it’s like it’s a totally different person, well no it’s exactly the same person, they’ve just put a uniform on. They see the person as a uniform before they see the person as the person. A lot of young people don’t always have respect for the police nowadays, as a general rule. This kind of engagement, it’s the human being, they see they are human beings, in uniform. It changes the trust and understanding.”
“I went one or two weeks without uniform, then one week in uniform, and the without uniform works better. There’s not so much of a barrier between us. And we played dodgeball and everything at the end.”
The young people’s views of the police: By and large, most of the young people had broadly supportive and positive views of the police before the project began. Most of them had little or no direct experience. Some have friends, or family members, who were more negative towards the police.
“My views of the police were very good, that they help more than people would think. I think this project has strengthened that view, because of it.” 
“I think some people think [the police] it’s a negative thing, like why are they around here, don’t talk to them, that isn’t a good thing.”
Some had more sceptical views, not so much seeing the police as a negative, but rather doubting if they were seriously engaged and cared about the Old Dean. The project seems to have helped turn some of those views around.
“I didn’t feel like the police helped. I felt like they said things, but like when teachers say ‘I’ll keep an eye on them’. Now I think they help. She’s helped [the youth engagement officers who have attended]. They came and talked and listened. They wouldn’t come if they didn’t care, if they didn’t want it to happen in the park, too.”
Building further trust and likelihood to report: Given this broadly positive starting position, what the Positive Futures project seems to have served to do is to strengthen and reinforce that positive sense of policing. It has also raised confidence that the police genuinely are committed and want to help. Importantly, it has built trust and likeliness to report issues in the future.
“I feel like since we’ve been doing this project, I can like talk to the police. If something happened I could go to the police, because I kind of know them now. I think I could be more open with the police. I’ve got to know some of the police.”
“You see them in uniform and they’re quite scary, but here and when they’ve not been in uniform you realise they’re here to help and you can talk to them.” 
Asked how they viewed the police, on a scale of 1(very negatively) to 10 (very positively), at the beginning of the project, the responses averaged at 7.2 – reflecting that the young people broadly began with positive-leaning views. That has risen to 8.3 by the end of the project. Numbers are small - not too much weight methodologically should be placed on quantitative responses across eight surveys of young people – but consistent with their qualitative responses in interviews and surveys, there seems to be an indication that involvement in the project has strengthened their positive views towards policing.

Test Objective 2: Community engagement of young people as a more efficient, effective and sustainable approach
The young people involved in the test had a strong attachment to the Old Dean area, coupled with a desire to improve it. They saw challenges for themselves regarding how much they could influence, how much they would be listened to, and how much they would be able to make things happen. As the test progressed, it was clear that the young people see and experience things that adults do not, and bring a distinct and valuable insight to crime prevention and public safety.
The engagement of young people was also seen to bring wider benefits. There was hope that if young people are involved in identifying and implementing solutions, other young people may be less inclined ‘to mess things up again’. There was also hope that a project like this can help shift adult perspectives towards young people, seeing them as key to solutions rather than merely part of the problems.
Whilst activation is ongoing, what is planned, if implemented, should have a big impact on the park, a key public area within the Old Dean estate.

Motivated by a strong attachment to the Old Dean and by wishing to make things better: the young people involved in the test felt a very strong connection to the Old Dean. Most had lived there all, or most, of their lives. For some, a significant part of their family and friendship networks was on the estate. They spend a large part of their time on the estate and nearby areas, and they use the park regularly, which was their main focus for the project. Growing up on the Old Dean, they have a strong attachment to the area, feel it has a strong sense of community, and dislike its negative reputation among some. 
“I’ve got a couple of mates who won’t come to the Old Dean, especially at night, ‘my mum won’t let go on the Old Dean’, ‘my dad doesn’t like the Old Dean’. And I ask why, and it’s like because of this, this, and this, and I’m like but that doesn’t define the Old Dean. We’re trying to fix it.”
“It’s really a nice place to be, but that’s not what people have heard, what their parents have told them, what their parents have told them actually isn’t true.”
One of the arguments for what young people can distinctly bring to crime prevention and problem-solving is their commitment, insight, and attachment to where they live, which is often of a different intensity to adults. Adults may well be more likely to spend more time - working and through social networks - beyond the estate. This would seem to be borne out in the Old Dean test.
The challenges that the young people themselves saw at the start: At the start of the project, the young people identified various potential challenges – including some very clear realisations that they recognised there could be barriers to the wider community being interested and engaging, as well as issues related to finances and other practicalities of implementing their plans. They felt that not everyone might engage with their ideas because of their age. They also understood that not all young people shared their positive desire to make a change and recognised that some of their peers might continue with their behaviours, such as littering and vandalism.
“People not caring about it.”
“Getting the money and convincing the people.”
“Getting people to agree with ideas from people our age.”
“Not enough people getting involved.”
“To get police and councillors to listen.”
“Our solutions might get vandalised.” 
“People don’t listen to me cos I’m a kid.”
The wider advantages of involving young people: There was hope that, because young people had been actively and visibly involved in the project, it might help deter some of their peers from continuing to engage in negative behaviours, such as littering in the park.
“More broadly, if young people are part of a project that’s picked up the litter, or sorted the bins, or put in the lighting, they’re more likely to call others out, young people in general may be less inclined to mess it all up again.”
Young people see and experience things that adults may not: The young people were confident that they had the correct focus, highlighting the park as the area requiring attention. In reality, this is a space they tend to spend quite a lot of time in and around, whereas this is likely much less the case for most adults.
It is interesting that much of the sense of Positive Futures centres around addressing ‘low level’ issues. While some concerns the young people raise, such as broken glass, littering, and graffiti, would probably be classified as such by the police and other agencies, other issues they mention, like men deliberately following schoolgirls through a dark park, very much would not. These are experiences in young people’s lives that are actually quite serious, but often appear to go unnoticed by formal systems and agencies.
“The park is the right place to focus because that is where most of the anti-social behaviour is, where the graffiti is, where the litter is, because there are bins there, but people just can’t be bothered to put it in.” 
“As young people we are out more. We go to the park a lot, but it’s like dangerous. You can’t go because it’s like covered with glass, and graffiti and everything. And when its dark we can’t go, it’s too dark and dangerous down there… You don’t know whether you’re being followed, it’s really sketchy.”
“I think for adults you just pick up the pace if you’re being followed, maybe report it when you get home. Young people you maybe don’t know what to do. Me and my friend we were coming back from school and we were being followed, and we hid in the park, and I thought ‘oh my god’.”
The essence of Positive Futures is that young people possess insight and lived experience, meaning they contribute something unique and valuable—both in understanding what problems are and in recognising what practical solutions might work.
“We just know more about it and the situation that’s going on.”
“We hang out at the park more. They [adults] just walk past. We actually go in there; they don’t ever go in there. They don’t know the impact of things because they’ve never been in there.”
“’Cos adults don’t see the park. They go to the gym and drive. Young people play in the park and see more.”
Asked on a scale 1-10 (10 being fullest understanding) how well adults, and how well young people like themselves, understand the problems in the park, the young people’s average rating for adults was 5.5, and for young people higher at 7.1.
Changing adult perspectives of young people: There was a sense that involving young people in this way could positively alter some of the narratives about them. Typically, they are portrayed as the problem, with rarely a view of them as part of the solution or in more positive terms.
“Because if adults see younger people wanting to help their own community they might see that there are some young people who actually want to help. Sometimes it’s all about the young people doing the anti social behaviour and if they see that there are young people who actually want to help, maybe they’ll want to get involved and do more. It seems like there are actually young people in the world who want to help.”
The impact directly for the young people themselves: The project gave the young people a space to grow in confidence and to take genuine ownership and responsibility, as part of a team. Their growth through the project was evident not only in the way they confidently presented and then engaged with stakeholders at the pitch event, but also in their presentation and maturity at the McLaren re-presentation of their work.
The impact for the Old Dean neighbourhood: Further considerations of the social and economic benefits of all four of the pilots are discussed in another section of this report. In summary, the direct impacts on the Old Dean estate neighbourhood of the work of the young people through Positive Futures have been:
· Immediate environmental improvement to the park area, through the litter pick, which the young people led and organised.
· The mobilisation of the community that took part in the litter-picking activity, together with other community members who attended and participated in the ‘pitch’ event. With plans to repeat the litter picking activity. It is hoped that this wider community involvement can lead to ongoing mobilisation in the area. The Old Dean is an estate with a strong sense of local place and community.
· Provision of interactive bins aimed at reducing littering (pending implementation, but a plan is in place and some investment has been agreed).
· Future hopes to install bollard lighting along the main walkway through the park. 

Critical success factors for Positive Futures
The fourth test points to several key critical success factors for implementing future Positive Futures initiatives: 1) Having a trusted youth leader who already has established relationships with the young people, and who is directly funded, 2) Drawing in the right young people, typically not the ‘usual’ young people who would get involved in uniformed youth groups, extra-curricular projects, etc. 3) Effective activation and building confidence that something will happen, 4) Adopting a tiered approach to activation, 5) The importance of an overarching project management role, to help draw it together and make sure it all happens effectively, 6) The police not being in the ‘lead’ role, but focusing on attending and engaging with the young people.
There remains a need to refine how the activation stage is implemented, and ideally, to identify specific resourcing to help unlock some of the inevitable complexity and barriers.

Need to have the right people driving and delivering Positive Futures: A key element of the Old Dean pilot's success was seen to be having the right people to deliver it.
“It’s important to already have connections, a strong person, she already has the group, otherwise it would take a long time to set up, to gather a group of young people together that works. You’d have to do all that all over again, whereas she already had that. 
“You need to have the right sort of people driving it, people who have links with the community and have links with the young people.”
It was felt that delivering it without an existing group of suitable young people would be much more time-consuming, costly, and complex. There were also acknowledged challenges in transforming an existing youth club cohort into the project, but overall, it was considered to be an effective approach.
“I think a challenge is that we’ve got young people who are part of a youth club and now the youth club has become a project. But I think it’s been great in lots of ways, they’re young people for whom this isn’t necessarily the first sort of thing they’d normally do, and you can see they’re really coming out of themselves a bit. Enjoying a bit of responsibility.”
Need to draw in the right young people: There was a collective sense from the professional stakeholders around the project that this is the right age group to engage, and that in Old Dean, through the ‘Club Dean’ group, the right nature young people had been engaged. The group of young people were seen as not the ‘usual’ young people who would be engaged in extra-curricular activities or in a community project, and this was seen as a huge positive. There was a sense that this was not a group ‘doing it for their CV’, nor because someone at school had encouraged them to do so.
“These aren’t the young people who maybe people would usually go to, to get involved. And we know these are young people who actually really do use the area we’re talking about. So, it’s important to them. Obviously, if we had a group of young people who are experienced in this kind of project, it would be easier, but it’s not necessarily something close to their heart, somewhere they’d be using.”
The ‘Club Dean’ group were seen to be ‘lively’, even ‘rowdy’, by those who had attended sessions, with obvious challenges at times around keeping attention. But the flipside was a sense of genuine, authentic engagement by young people in issues relating to a park that they themselves used, in their community where they had grown up.
“They’re quite rowdy at first, maybe the first half hour you’re there they aren’t that welcoming but then…”
“We found it quite tricky at first, just the noise level. But we’re getting used to it now. They’re a lively bunch, aren’t they!”
Police representatives, in particular, reflected on how valuable it was to engage with these young people directly, and in this positive way, rather than, perhaps, just encountering them on the fringes of something more negative.
“They’re not the kind of really naughty ones which would come to our [police] attention, they’re kind of in the middle, and it’s really nice to have that contact. It’s so nice to be able to have that engagement for a positive reason.”
They also reflected that the engagement felt open, honest, and uninhibited.
“They are confident, they’ll say what they want too, it’s not ‘oh the police are here I’ve got to be good and not say anything’”
Managing the police crime prevention expertise input: Introducing the designing-out-crime expertise somewhat later in the process appeared more effective. It enabled the young people to first develop their focus and thinking, and then have these tested and connected to crime prevention evidence during the Designing Out Crime officer’s visit. There is perhaps a risk, otherwise, that if too much ‘expertise’ and ‘evidence’ is introduced too early in the process, it just ends up dictating the direction of the solutions, rather than helping to shape and refine the young people’s own ideas.
Confidence that something will happen: A key concern among the young people during the project was that it might end without any impact and without any of the ideas being picked up and implemented.
“Will this actually happen? I’m worried because I want it to be better, for us to actually be able to go there and play.”
The positive experiences of undertaking the litter pick together, alongside members of the community, and of the encouraging engagement of their proposals at the ‘pitch’ event, helped reassure the young people that there was going to be an outcome. Some of the young people also saw that something like this might be a catalyst for wider change, and may build a momentum towards other community activities and wider engagement.
“I think we can really make a difference.”
“That’s the hope, that people change what they do, that they see others doing things, we had some people join in on the litter pick and hopefully we can get more people to do things for the community if they see that it can become nice and tidy.”
The challenges of delivering what the young people come up with: One of the biggest challenges of Positive Futures is in actually delivering the changes that the young people propose on the ground. There were seen to be lots of barriers to implementing changes, particularly where investment or planning might be required, or when activity needs to be planned in from various partner agencies such as utilities companies. It was recognised that young people often have a sense of wanting things to ‘happen right now’. A period of several weeks or months, whilst a formal process plays through, can feel like a lifetime for an 11-15 year old. There was recognition, particularly for those working or serving in local government, that things can in general often be slow to happen.
“The biggest issue I have is that things take too long.”
One of the main concerns for professionals involved in the project at the start was that the outcomes might not be delivered, which could be demotivating or disillusioning for the young people after they had put so much effort into it.
“It’s important that something happens. Otherwise, they’ll never engage again. It’ll be like what’s the point, we spent weeks doing this, and…” 
“To be honest, I went into this project a bit negatively, worrying we don’t want these kids to put all the effort in and everything and then nothing happens.” 
There was strong support for the tiered approach to actions developed in the Old Dean pilot. This involved allowing some activity to be carried out immediately and directly by the young people themselves, such as litter picking. Then, a practical solution was identified that required some investment and practical arrangements but was considered feasible to implement relatively quickly, in Old Dean the idea of interactive bins. Finally, there was a more substantial proposal involving lighting, which will be slower to realise, more expensive, and more complex.
“The you said, we responded, is important. The whole thing of wanting lights, I totally get, but it’s just long and complicated. The bins, we can probably do something there. The litter pick, that’s been made to happen, we can follow that through again. The important thing is being listened to, seeing rightly what could be done. Some of those things may not work or take time, but that’s all part of life, too.” 
“It’s been much better that there are some more lower-level things, that it’s in layers.”

Conclusions
Time is required to see how well the activation of the proposed solutions at Old Dean park proceeds. What seems to have been successful is the model of a ‘tiered’ approach to that, which has already seen first-tier elements put into action through the community litter pick.
The fourth test has gone well overall. The test is felt to have identified the right young people, connected to the place in question, but not the ‘usual’ young people to be involved in organised community engagement. The ‘Club Dean’ based group has felt fragile to keep together and achieve numbers at times, but there have been definite benefits in having a paid youth leader on the project, who has dedicated funded time to run the Positive Futures group, and has already built relationships and trust with the young people. The police directly attending and engaging, with informality and real connection, but without ‘taking the lead’, seems to have been a good mix. The McLaren reward event has been a huge positive for the young people. The pre-engagement of stakeholders attending the pitch event was a positive innovation, and the event felt like a real success, with the young people very much central to it.
Test Objective 1: Shifting perceptions of the police and delivering genuine empowerment of young people. The young people generally reported positive perspectives of the police at the start of the project. The project appears to have reinforced these views, especially by presenting a human side of the police beyond the uniform, with young people saying it helped build trust and increase the likelihood of reporting. The police personnel involved in the test felt it had effectively helped break down barriers. The young people felt their engagement in the project was genuine and real, not tokenistic. 
Test Objective 2: Community engagement of young people as a more efficient, effective and sustainable approach. The young people involved in the test had a strong attachment to the Old Dean area and a desire to improve it. As the test progressed, it became clear that young people see and experience things that adults do not, and they bring distinct and valuable insights to crime prevention and public safety. Engaging young people also brought wider benefits. There was hope that, if young people are involved in identifying and implementing solutions, other young people may be less inclined ‘to mess things up again’. There was also hope that a project like this can help shift adult perspectives towards young people, seeing them as key to solutions rather than merely part of the problems. There were also positive elements, around confidence and teamwork, for the young people themselves. Whilst activation is ongoing, what is planned, if implemented, should have a significant impact on the park, a key public area within the Old Dean estate.


Dr Iain Britton
Dr Britton is Co-Founder and Director of the Global Foundation for Community Safety Volunteering. He is a UK-based academic researcher and consultant widely published in the field of volunteer and reserve policing. Iain has spent the past decade leading numerous UK-based research projects within police services. He has also worked extensively internationally, collaborating with police volunteer programmes in numerous countries. He is a Churchill Fellow and, in 2023, undertook a seven-week study trip visiting 21 volunteer auxiliary and reserve police programmes in the USA, Canada, and the Netherlands. In May 2024, he convened an international symposium on volunteer policing in Edinburgh and is currently organising a 2026 symposium in Budapest, Hungary. In 2025, he was awarded the Bronze Medal of Merit by the Estonian Police and Border Guard, for his international work on volunteer policing and community engagement.



Economic Evaluation of the Four Tests
There are a number of previous studies that can be used to help assess the economic impact of the four tests; recognising that these tests are still in various stages of activation.
This evidence helps support a cost/benefit evaluation of each test area and gives impetus to conclude activation where the ROI and community impact is positive.
Evidence for Lighting of Underpasses (Spelthorne) and Parks (Old Dean)
1. Dudley and Stoke-on-Trent Lighting Trials (Painter and Farrington, 2001)
The main aim of this research was to assess the effect of improved street lighting on crime. Victimisation surveys were carried out before and after improved lighting in experimental and control areas.
Key findings:
· Crime decreased in the experimental areas compared to control areas.
· In Stoke, crime also decreased in adjacent areas, suggesting diffusion of benefits.
· Cost–benefit analyses showed that tangible savings from crimes prevented more than paid off the full capital costs within one year.
· Savings included prevented burglaries, vehicle crime, assaults, reduced victimisation, policing time, and increased community use of space.
· Improved lighting contributed to increased quality of life and encouraged residents to obtain further government funding.
A direct quote from the report:
“The financial savings from reduced crimes greatly exceeded the financial costs of the improved street lighting installed.”
This study has historically been relied upon by Treasury officials.
2. College of Policing Crime Reduction Toolkit
A synthesis of 13 studies showing:
· An average 21% reduction in crime in areas receiving improved lighting.
· No evidence of crime displacement.
· Crime reduction linked to increased visibility, increased usage, and visible investment in neighbourhoods.
· Reductions are greater where existing lighting is poor — as in the three Positive Futures tests.
Average reductions:
· UK: 38 fewer crimes (five studies)
· USA: 7 fewer crimes (eight studies)
3. Cost‑Effectiveness Perspective (Ditton, Nair and Bannister, 1993)
This work emphasises value for money, drawing on research by Bailey and Lynch (1991).
Findings:
· Lifetime cost of enhanced lighting across two sites: £11,228
· Value of crimes prevented in one three‑month period: £7,287
· Saving rate: £2,429 per month
· Investment theoretically repaid in less than five months
Evidence for Graffiti Removal (Tadworth and Spelthorne)
1. Cost–Benefit Evaluation – Nevada Highways Study (2016)
Key findings:
· Graffiti cost Southern Nevada $30 million per year.
· Chain link fencing, coatings and landscaping were cost‑effective.
· Security cameras were not cost‑effective where graffiti reduction was small.
2. UK Local Authority Costs (2018–2023)
London Councils spent £20–30 million on graffiti removal over five years.
Urban Hygiene’s 2025 guidance outlines ROI metrics:
· Reduction in cleaning costs
· Lower recurrence rates
· Positive impact on property values
· Reduction in law‑enforcement and admin costs
UK councils justify graffiti removal economically even without controlled trials.
3. Policy Effectiveness Review (Heritage Sites, 2025)
Findings:
· Graffiti has significant cultural and economic impact.
· Research base is limited compared to lighting.
Evidence for Litter Picking and Installation of Litter Bins (Maybury, Tadworth, Old Dean)
1. Defra Extended Producer Responsibility (2019)
Key figures:
· Total litter cost to UK local authorities: £662 million per year
· Ground litter cost: £138 million per year
Ground litter is cost‑heavy due to:
· Manual labour
· Vehicle deployment
· Waste disposal
· Repeat visits
Adding bins reduces littering and shifts waste into the cheaper “bin litter” category.
2. Keep Britain Tidy Evidence to Parliament (2014)
Indirect costs of litter include:
· Reduced property values
· Lower business footfall
· Vehicle damage
· Public health impacts
· Environmental degradation
Litter picking and bin installation reduce these externalities.
3. Behavioural Evidence (Professor Michael Brown, 2007–2025)
Findings:
· People litter more in already‑littered environments.
· Clean environments reduce future littering.
· Resident involvement and local ownership are powerful.
· Supports the basis of Positive Futures.
Costs, Budget and Next Steps for the Four Tests
Spelthorne
Total costs to date: £24,621
· £20,000 — lighting of the underpass
· £3,493 — Police time and related costs
· £1,000 — School engagement
· £128 — Recognition event
Estimated activation costs: £60,000
· Council quoted £60,000 for graffiti removal and repainting — deemed excessive.
Budget
· Lighting costs covered by the Borough Council.
Next Steps
· Tadworth has shown small‑scale graffiti removal is affordable.
· Possible to challenge the underpass costings.
Maybury
Total costs to date: £4,888
· £3,488 — Police time
· £1,000 — School engagement
· £200 — Recognition event
· £200 — David Huse costs
Estimated activation costs: £6,000
· £1,315 — Two new standard bins
· £1,193 — New signs
· £3,492 — Plants and bushes
Budget
· PCC office has made available up to £6,000 (held pending Woking Council discussions).
Next Steps
· Email contact made with Woking Council to arrange meeting.
· Project to be community‑led.
Tadworth
Total costs to date: £2,664
· £264 — Police time
· £800 — Youth Club workers
· £1,100 — MYTI Club (initial park activation)
· £500 — CIL funds for graffiti removal
Estimated activation costs: £4,764
· £1,500 — Remove hut
· £3,264 — Three interactive bins
Budget
· Hut and bin costs via CIL or PCC request.
Next Steps
· Plans and budget submission underway.
· Positive engagement by the Club.
Old Dean
Total costs to date: £2,554
· £1,914 — Work by Iain Britton and Katy Baker
· £640 — Police time
Estimated activation costs: £16,088
· £1,088 — New interactive bin
· ~£15,000 — Six new column lights
Budget
· David Huse will cover trial bin cost (needs local owner).
· No owner or plan for lights.
Next Steps
· Awaiting communication from bin manufacturer and Old Dean.
· Awaiting guidance from Councillor Shaun Garrett on lights.
Summary / Key Points
1. Covered and paid costs for all four tests: £34,727
2. Further activation costs: £26,852, of which £6,000 is covered via PCC grant
3. £15,000 of the £27,352 relates to Old Dean lighting — no owner or plan
4. David Huse would like PCC to cover the £1,088 trial bin at Old Dean
5. Excludes costs for Surrey University grant, David Huse’s time, Andy Hill’s time, and McLaren recognition event
Applying the Research Data to the Test Areas
Lighting
College of Policing data shows a 21% reduction in crime in areas benefiting from lighting.
This metric can be applied to the Old Dean lighting proposal.
Litter Picking and Bins
· No numeric benefit equivalent to lighting.
· Old Dean will supply test criteria for the interactive bin.
· Tadworth intends to measure impact through weekly collection frequency and cost savings.
Graffiti
· Tadworth removed graffiti at minimal cost — a blueprint for other communities.
· Original Spelthorne ambition: repaint underpass and run a school art competition to create ownership.
· Given London wide spend, revisiting this is worthwhile.

Positive Futures – What Next?
Context
1. The Old Dean model and re‑application by Tadworth has shown that the project can deliver against both hypotheses if the right people are involved (operations and oversight), the recognition event comes after activation, and activation has a community owner with the knowledge and drive who is prepared to see it to completion.
2. The project across all four test areas has helped build trust and confidence in the police by addressing issues that matter most to the young people. The young people have reflected this in both Jon Garland and Iain Britton’s reports. Involved stakeholders and others have all commented favourably on the idea.
3. There is a follow‑up meeting with McLaren on May 15th. They are keen to engage young people from the same communities, although likely from a slightly older age profile, and have sites in the West Midlands and Yorkshire that they have done some initial targeting around. We can discuss their views on the 19th of May.
4. Procter and Gamble have also expressed an interest but would like to see a more finished product, though they may be willing to be involved in helping get to this position.
5. There is a version of Positive Futures being tested with the Cadets in Surrey, with a meeting on May 14th to review this.
Possible Options
1. Retain it as a standalone idea within Surrey and place it into other communities either on a continuous improvement/learn as you go basis (as now) or take a bolder approach and set it up as an event across selected communities in Surrey on the same timeframe. This option is the one I would like to spend a bit of time discussing as it is also an idea that the core team involved in the Tadworth test also really like. I have some bullet points to talk through.
2. Modify or adapt it to partner with McLaren both for a Surrey expansion and around their other sites.
3. Fold it into other existing programmes that have the same core themes: young people, crime prevention, community‑owned.
4. Test it in another Force; Sussex as a partner force or via the CiP programme.
5. Stop it.
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