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The Case for VCS Play Hubs

Maximising the Contribution of Local Play Organisations to 
Regional and National Play Development in the South East

Introduction

This document outlines the Re:Play Project that was hosted by Playwork South East (PSE), 2005 -
2006. The report outlines suggested action pertaining to the development of voluntary and 
community sector (VCS) play hubs. 

PSE’s mission is to promote and support the highest standards and widest accessibility of 
playwork education and training within the region.   It created this project because throughout the 
region infrastructure and support for organisations delivering play services for children had been 
found to be variable and patchy.

The value of play has been nationally well-charted (e.g. Getting Serious about Play, F. Dobson and 
Children’s Play Council, 2004). The requirement for national and regional play structures has been 
recognised (Play England Project, Children’s Play Council 2005-2006). The need to include the 
voluntary and community sector in play planning has been acknowledged (e.g. Planning for Play –
A Briefing for Local Authorities, CPC, 2004), and strengthening of voluntary and community sector 
infrastructure has been identified (Role of Community and Voluntary Sector in Service Delivery, 
Cross-Cutting Review, HM Treasury, 2002). 

This report takes a look at what South East organisations would like the impact of play 
infrastructure developments to be and how they could productively contribute to them via sub-
regional ‘play hubs’. 

Background

In 2005 PSE secured Change Up/Defra funds via Government Office South East (GOSE). These 
monies were to assist with building on previous research and consultation work that assessed 
whether cross-sector play organisations could be better networked and organised at regional level 
(In to Play Draft Strategy-2004 ). Previous work concluded that: 

There are nine areas within which changes need to be made in order to improve playwork 
infrastructure and enable the playwork sector to have a full and active role within the economic and 
social framework of the South East. These are:

�x�� Rationalise the Delivery Geography
�x�� Information and Communications
�x�� Support and Resources
�x�� Skills and Training
�x�� Funding
�x�� Governance and Trusteeship
�x�� Human Resources
�x�� Representation and Campaigning
�x�� Financial Management

(In to Play Draft Strategy - the Associates, 2004, page 5)
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In 2005, PSE established a Steering Group to oversee the next stages of the project. The group 
comprises fifteen organisations drawn from the voluntary and statutory sectors (see membership 
list at Appendix 1). The group recognised the need to conduct further consultation and put the 
operational detail on previous draft plans in order to move to a position of securing monies to trial 
and support infrastructure development.

This follow-on (Re:Play) Project was therefore consultative and practical in nature. It was about 
working with play organisations (via a project steering group - see next paragraph) to assess 
HOW, given the 2005 play development context, a play infrastructure could be set in place.

The Steering Group defined themselves as a temporary group involved in helping get a regional 
play and playwork structure off the ground. They recognised that some members may eventually 
input directly into a structure whilst others may just be involved in development.

Issues related to sector skills and training were not focused on in this phase of the work. It was felt 
that these issues were in hand via PSE’s core contract with SkillsActive.

How Project Purpose Evolved

The Steering Group agreed original project purpose as being to:

Build on the In to Play Draft Strategy (2004) and link with other relevant play developments to 
suggest a regional play provision infrastructure that is:

�x�� Reasoned 
�x�� Agreed and owned
�x�� Workable
�x�� Fundable

This is to involve the creation of plans that consider:

�x�� Context
�x�� Opportunities and challenges
�x�� Purpose and outcomes
�x�� Shape and cost of structure
�x�� Management – performance and financial
�x�� Location/s

(Consultation question document, real strategies Ltd November 2005)

In September 2005, the Group commissioned real strategies Ltd to carry out this work with the 
Steering Group.

In March 2005, the BIG Lottery had announced its intention to invest heavily in play through a new 
Children’s Play Initiative as follows:

�¾��Funds were to be allocated to all unitary authorities and district councils (£124 million) on 
receipt of acceptable play strategies and a portfolio of projects

�¾��The remainder of the £155m was to be divided between:
�x�� A national and regional play sector infrastructure - including the establishment of regional 

offices and teams - with a work programme to support strategic development and develop 
the policy case for play; and
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�x�� An innovation fund for play projects in the voluntary and community and social enterprise 
sectors (including town and parish councils) 

The Children’s Play Council was awarded a development grant in September 2005 to research, 
consult and develop proposals for the infrastructure strand of the initiative. Indeed, the Council 
used a PSE consultation event as its point of contact for South East consultation. 

Children’s Play Council has been asked by the BIG Lottery Fund to put in an application to 
establish and manage a national structure with regional capacity to support local authority led 
partnerships in putting together their play strategies – the basis for applications for allocated 
funding from the Lottery – and to promote the other aims of the children’s play programme (see 
BIG’s website).  Play strategies will need to show that there has been the full involvement of 
relevant local stakeholders and that the proposed new facilities - free, local, inclusive - meets the 
needs of the community and is using new money…

CPC aims - wherever possible and mutually beneficial - to work alongside existing regional 
play/playwork organisations and structures in a complementary and cooperative way…

(Extract from correspondence from Director of Children’s Play Council to Chair of PSE, November 2005).

As work progressed, consultation findings and nationally-led developments suggested that the 
project could more usefully serve the sector were its point of focus to assess how local voluntary 
and community play organisations and their users could input into regional developments and local 
authority play strategies. In February 2006, the Re:Play Steering group therefore decided that:

In the light of these national developments, and consultation findings, PSE has decided look at 
piloting sub-regional voluntary and community sector hubs that permit ground-level information to 
inform and influence regional and play strategies This would involve resourcing and capacity-
building selected lead sub-regional Organisations to build local networks that reference Re:Play 
findings, coherently influence play strategy creation and ‘grow to meet’  national and regional CPC 
structures.   

                                      (real strategies Ltd paper to Re:Play Steering Group meeting, February 2006).

This document focuses on findings and plans that support such hub development. 

Approach

Over 60 representatives from play and playwork organisations were involved in the process of 
developing the concepts covered in this report. These were drawn from across the South East 
region. They included voluntary and community, statutory, and private sector organisations as well 
as those from cross-sector partnerships. 

Information was gleaned from observation of PSE practice, correspondence with CPC and desk-
based research. But by far the most predominant source of information was consultation and 
participation work via a variety of means. These are outlined over the page.
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Interviews with Re:Play Steering Group and PSE Executive

1. ½ -1 hour telephone discussions were conducted with PSE Executive and staff, and the new 
Steering Group established to push structure developments forward. These took place during 
the first two weeks of November 2005.

2. The conversations took the form of semi-structured, informal interviews. These were guided by 
the questions outlined at Appendix 2. This was not a quantative piece of research: it was a way 
of judging what those involved felt/thought about play structure development and what they 
perceived as the main issues associated with this.

3. These interviews were recorded in writing and used to inform the ‘findings’ section of this 
report.

4. In order to ensure maximum input and common-accord, we re e-mailed those individuals that 
had been unable to be interviewed due to workload/holidays etc. They were invited to respond 
to the questionnaire via e-mail.

Steering Group Meetings

Three of these were held during the life of the project: one to plan the project, one to define the 
way forward as a result of consultation findings, one to define the way forward in the light of 
national developments. This report will inform future group action.

Consultation with Groups

During the audit process the November ACTION RE:PLAY (PSE Strategy Day) event occurred. 
The event was used to sound out the views of attendees on playwork structure ideas and 
principles, including hubs (36 play and playwork representatives were present). 

Seeking PSE Executive Views

Throughout the project, draft findings and reports were circulated to the Executive for comment 
and discussion.

Hub Exploratory Meetings

In April and May 2006 two meetings were held in Sussex/Brighton and Oxon/Bucks/Milton Keynes 
locations with six organisations drawn from the localities. The meetings explored the value and 
limitations of hubs. These locations were selected by the Steering Group as being most likely to 
benefit from exploring hubs and ones that would lend valuable lessons to hub development.
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Findings

Findings are summarised in bold at the end of each section.

General 

1. Many organisations commented on how valuable they found having an opportunity to 
individually comment on play and play structures given that their input was usually within 
meetings where they may not be as freely able to express themselves.

2. Many people commented on the forward-thinking work conducted by the PSE Development 
Officer. They valued this and understood it as being central to getting structure development to 
this stage.

3. When asked to comment on possible structures people spoke about what they wanted out of a 
structure (the purpose and outcomes) rather than the shape of a structure. 

4. Several meetings had to focus in on explaining national BIG Lottery and related developments 
to smaller VCS organisations. Once explained these organisations had valuable opinions and 
suggestions on structures that could assist the sector.

5. Project research revealed links to other Change Up initiatives e.g. South East Rural 
Community Council research into the nature of VCS infrastructure organisations in the South 
East. This project is developing a South East VCS infrastructure plan. The Re:Play project, 
other national and regional play developments, and the SERCC project may well hold lessons 
for each other, especially in terms of how regional infrastructure can organise itself to maximize 
two way information  flow from the front line to policy makers.

Infrastructure developments are welcomed. There is scope to enhance structure 
development dialogue with sub-regional organisations and this would help to ensure that 
such developments have a positive impact on the ground.   There is scope to link this 
initiative to other South East infrastructure projects in order to maximise lessons learnt.

General - structure 

1. Organisations unanimously welcomed structure developments and many welcomed the 
national focus on free play provision. They were very clear about what they would like them to 
do for the sector, their organisation, and children and young people. Their views can be 
categorised under seven headings:

�x�� Enhancing Work on the Ground (Service Performance)
�x�� Account for Regional and Sector Diversity
�x�� Enhance Information and Communication
�x�� Facilitate Networking and Delivery Partnerships 
�x�� Provide Advocacy and Support
�x�� Assist Quality Assurance
�x�� Encourage Inclusion 

2. Detailed suggestions made under these headings can be found at Appendix 3. A summary of 
them is below. Suggestions pertained to both regional and sub-regional structures. CPC were 
made aware of these findings so that they could incorporate them into their infrastructure work 
should they wish to do so.
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3. Those findings relating to sub-regional structures, and sub-regional input into regional 
structures, have been used to inform the ‘sub-regional infrastructure job description’ in the next 
section. This ‘JD’ then went on to inform hub purpose and design.

4. The overriding feeling with regard to structure development was that ‘it needs to mean 
something to the people on the ground and be influenced by them’ (Re:Play Steering Group 
member, November 2006 ). By ‘people’ organisations were usually referring to either front line 
play and playwork staff, or children, young people and their parents. By  ‘felt’, the need for 
developments to measurably improve front line practice was being intimated.

Any structural development should attend to the above seven practice headings and the 
suggestions at Appendix 3. Links between general play infrastructure developments and 
play training infrastructure (e.g. SkillsActive) should be explored and made clear to the 
sector.

Sub-regional structure

1. The on-going work of PSE has revealed that:

�x�� Smaller and medium-sized VCS play organisations often lack the capacity to plan 
developments and develop delivery partnerships, their time being fully absorbed in front-
line delivery and/or securing funds

�x�� Enhanced local networking would assist with getting information ‘out to’ and ‘in from’ those 
that work on the ground

�x�� Having sub-regional points of contact would assist with important sector enhancement 
activities such as mapping and analysing play supply and demand, and sharing, 
developing, piloting and evaluating new practice

These assertions were backed up by the views expressed by a variety of organisations. 

2. Those consulted stressed the importance of a structure that can ‘deal with’ the size and 
diversity of the region plus the wide variety of play organisations, as well as take into account 
sub-regional differences in play delivery (e.g. some locations have play associations whilst 
others do not). 

3. Some of the advantages of developing sub-regional level structures were cited as being: 
reaching and motivating a dispersed sector, enhancing access to grass roots workers, having a 
point of training referral and permitting partnership, research, delivery and fundraising.

4. The need to encourage new practice that is well researched on the ground was emphasised by 
many. Only in this way can new projects reach those with less access to play provision. Such 
groups were reported to include: over 11’s, rural children and young people, children and 
young people from poorer families, and those with learning difficulties and disabilities. It was 
felt that sub-regional practice could assist with kick-starting innovations and feeding practice 
lessons ‘up and across’ the sector.

5. It was felt that, should sub-regional networks exist, they should link into a regional structure 
and be sub-regionally led.

6. It was recognised that in some sub-regions there are already strong play networks but they do 
not as yet link into regional structures in a recognised way and/or their area of coverage may 
be county, town, sub-county according to the history of their development e.g. Milton Keynes 
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and Southampton.   In some sub-regions the play infrastructure is under-developed e.g. Kent 
and Sussex.

There would be benefits to enhancing information flow ‘out to’ and ‘in from’ the play sector 
and assist with play partnership and practice development at sub-regional level. Any new 
sub-regional practice should take account of existing sub-regional infrastructure and 
networks. It should be sub-regionally, and ideally VCS, led.

Local authority level work

1. Research and consultation revealed that at the time of conducting this exercise (September 
2005-May 2006) the sixty-seven plus local authorities that cover the South East region were at 
various stages of developing their play strategies. Some had no strategy, with play ‘only being 
mentioned in the main council strategy’, whilst others had ‘comprehensive play strategy and 
action plans’ (summary of findings of BIG Lottery funded research into how children’s play 
facilities are managed in the South East region, 2005).

2. CPC best practice guidance identifies that in order to plan for play, local authorities should 
listen to what young people and children want and provide and support strategic play 
infrastructures (Planning for Play – A Briefing for Local Authorities, CPC, 2004). BIG Lottery 
guidance to authorities applying for play strategy funds states that authorities should work with 
stakeholders to develop strategies and that they should audit existing play provision, research 
and analyse demand for play – including seeking out the voice of children and young people.

3. Project meetings and consultations revealed that in some areas VCS input to play strategies 
was defined, especially with regard to the input of larger VCS organisations and the activity of 
larger and/or unitary authorities (although whether this was thought-through and/or 
representative VSC involvement was sometimes arguable). A local infrastructure had often 
been put in place with links to authority departments and the involvement of Children’s Trusts. 
However in more rural and district council locations strategy work was reported as being less 
developed without any known links to the VCS sector.

4. The above would seem to reveal that there is scope either to enhance structured VCS input to 
play strategies and/or strengthen points of communication and consultation between councils 
and the VCS sector. Indeed, after receiving information on play strategy opportunities several 
authorities and councils contacted PSE in order to assist with and find out more about sector 
networking and consultation.

5. During project meetings several authorities and councils expressed benefits in closer linkages 
with the VCS sector. They recognised that this could enhance their ability to consult and 
involve children and young people at local level and thus build strategies on firm ground.

6. In May 2006 CPC structure work resulted in National Children’s Bureau recruitment of Regional 
Programme and Development Managers for Play.  Managed by CPC, the main purpose of 
these roles is to support authorities and their partners in the development of cross-cutting play 
strategies and manage partnerships with regional stakeholders. The job description includes a 
requirement to develop a support and development strategy for the VCS sector.

Establishing sub-regional points of VCS contact and information may assist local 
authorities with developing, implementing and improving well-researched play strategies in 
partnership with the VCS sector.  This in turn could assist CPC regional staff with fulfilling 
their partnership and VCS-related role.
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What is Needed

1. Research and consultation work revealed that South East play organisations perceived there to 
be benefits in developing sub-regionally co-ordinated VCS networks. The project therefore 
commenced assessing where and how these might operate.  

2. Organisations requested that consideration be given as to whether hubs would be thematic or 
geographic.  Given that organisations would like networks to emerge from, or build on, existing 
support activity and a very important reason for their introduction is enhancing VCS 
organisations access to all seven practice headings outlined on page 7, it is difficult to envisage 
how thematic hubs could service the sector in the manner which it is requesting. 

3. To introduce thematic hubs in a particular location there would need to be a good reason to 
place it there e.g. an organisation that has achieved excellence in a particular type of practice, 
or the opportunity to develop a particular practice in the location due to population trends etc. 
This may demand another level of research and possible a VCS service audit.

4. It would seem prudent at this stage to consider establishing geographically determined hubs 
that may later go on to prove or develop thematic expertise.

5. The previous In to Play Project suggested that LSC regions may form a useful basis around 
which to organise hubs. These regions are:

�x�� Milton Keynes/Oxford/Bucks
�x�� Hampshire and Isle of Wight
�x�� Kent and Medway
�x�� East and West Sussex/Brighton and Hove
�x�� Surrey
�x�� Berkshire

6. Hub meetings revealed concerns around the fact that sub-regions are still a large area to 
network across.  For example, an LSC sub-region may typically contain over a dozen district 
council or authority areas. Some organisations felt that networking around districts, authorities 
or neighbourhoods may be more beneficial.  Whilst the benefits of filtering practice and 
information up from neighbourhood and authority/district areas is indisputable, doing this direct
from these was discounted for a number of reasons, including: it would be an onerous and 
extremely expensive operation, networks are likely to already be strongest at this level, there is 
a need to link networks into regional and national structures via a co-ordinated conduit and 
over sixty authority/district based hubs would not permit this. 

7. It was decided to pursue the development of hubs that are co-terminus with LSC areas and to 
ensure that the ‘hub JD’ ensures methods of identifying/developing/supporting sub-networks 
that link into local authority, district council areas in the first instance.

8. The Re:Play Steering Group were keen for hub leadership and management options  to take 
account of the skills, experience and knowledge required to successfully carry out the ‘hub JD’. 
It was felt that many VCS projects suffer due to their being managed by hard-pressed 
volunteers recruited on the basis of their being willing to sit on a management committee or 
steering group. 
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9. The Re:Play Steering Group were keen to suggest a model that manages the risks of trialing a 
new idea. It was therefore agreed that hubs should initially be piloted over an 18 month period 
in two South East locations.

10. The Group were keen that the selected locations are in which:

�x�� a variety of infrastructure lessons could be learnt (e.g. areas with and without play 
associations)

�x�� there is potential for, or actual, cross sub-region communication networks
�x�� there are existing VCS networks
�x�� there has been keen involvement with Re:Play
�x�� local authority and district play strategies are at various stages of development 

      (E-mail on behalf of Steering Group summarising basis for pilot decisions, February, 2006)

11. On this basis Milton Keynes/Oxford/Bucks and East and West Sussex/Brighton and Hove were 
agreed as pilot areas.

VCS hubs should be geographic and co-terminus with LSC areas. The role of hubs should 
include identifying/developing/supporting sub-networks that link into authority/district 
localities in the first instance. The skills, experience and knowledge required to co-ordinate 
hubs should be considered. Hub management should not be by unpaid volunteers. Two 
eighteen month pilots should be trialed, evaluated and reviewed.

What a Hub Would Do

Purpose

Improve VCS play-related sector’s contribution to, and the benefits it receives from, play sector 
infrastructure, practice, policy and resource development 

Activity

Information, guidance, communication and networking

�¾�� Central, sub-regional information and collection dissemination point to assist with VCS input 
into play practice, policy and strategy

�¾�� Training referral and training needs identification point

�¾�� Co-ordinating strategic ‘sub-hub’ networking (themed according to identified and required 
practice developments)

�¾�� Identifying/supporting/developing VCS networks that link into local authority and district council 
and locations 

Advocacy

�¾�� Provide the sub-region with a researched representative voice 

�¾�� Encourage organisations to promote the value of VCS contribution to play and playwork to 
‘mainstream strategists’ e.g. those involved in planning health, leisure, social services, 
councillors. 

�¾�� Participate in regional opportunities to transfer strong sub-regional practice
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Practice development

�¾��Audit sub-regional VCS play activity and identify strengths and gaps in order to inform play 
development

�¾�� Identify researched thematic priorities for practice and encourage networking on these.  
Provide sub-regional focus for national/regional research

�¾��Assist in demonstrating VCS contribution to achieving national, regional and local play outputs

�¾�� Identify good consultation and participation practice re voice of children and parents and help 
to spread it

�¾��Encourage innovative cross-sector partnership practice 

�¾��Encourage and nurture sub-regional cross-sector collaboration with regard to play 
developments

Funding

�¾�� Provide VCS with partnership fundraising advice and support

�¾�� Encourage collaborative bids that reduce duplication

�¾�� Resource identifier – encourage sharing of human and physical resources

�¾�� Influence funding agendas via links into regional structure

Other 

�¾�� With lead body/project management, participate in setting performance indicators for the pilot 
hub

�¾�� Participate in monitoring and review success of pilot practice

�¾�� Provide monitoring information

�¾�� Contribute to the development of hub forward strategy

�¾�� Assist with transfer of hub practice, should the model prove successful

How a Hub Might be Organised

Leadership, management, development and dissemination

Pilot hubs should be led by an organisation, and staff, that have a proven track record of:

�x�� Project research and development, including fundraising 
�x�� Partnership and networking support and/or development – across a locality
�x�� Partnership delivery
�x�� Delivering and/or supporting play services across a location 

Project management

The ‘pilot hub project’ should be led by a regional VCS body well-versed in preferably both VCS 
project and play development. This body would be responsible for fundraising, setting project 
performance indicators, assimilating monitoring information, contracting with evaluation bodies and 
pilot hub hosts, co-ordinating the project advisory group and compiling funding returns.
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Delivering the project

Sub-regional pilots should ideally be housed by well-established and well-managed play 
organisations familiar with the sub-region and involved with a range of networks. Their ‘job’ would 
be to carry out the ‘Hub JD’ and achieve performance indicators determined by the project lead. 
They would also manage project delivery staff as identified below.

Disseminating project lessons

The project body could establish a project advisory group comprising national and regional play 
and VCS development bodies (e.g. Children’s Play Council, RAISE). This group would be involved 
in reviewing lessons learnt as a result of project monitoring and evaluation. Lessons would then 
inform project development, the potential regional ‘roll out' of hubs and regional/UK play policy and 
practice.

Staffing

The eighteen month project would require:

�x�� A project leader (from lead organisation) – 0.5 day per week over 70 weeks
�x�� Project Leader administration time – 0.5 day per week over 70 weeks
�x�� A manager from the two sub-regional host organisations to line manage staff �í�������G�D�\�V���D��

week over 70 weeks
�x�� Two development workers based in the sub-regional hosts – 2x 0.5 FTE over 1.5 years
�x�� Pilot host administration time – 2X0.5 FTE over 1.5 years
�x�� External evaluation staff (on a fee basis) brought in at month 6, 12 and end of project (15 

days)
�x�� Research and audit time (on a fee basis) to inform development practice (12 days)
�x�� Advisory staff time – 84 hours (4 meetings, half day per meeting for 6 representatives)

Other resources

Hub resources would need to include: general running costs, staff travel, training and expenses, 
production of dissemination materials and dissemination events.

Suggested structure

Advisory group Regional lead – management and administration time

         Sub-regional host X2 – management and administration time

            Hub development worker X2 plus research and development projects
           

             
VCS network                       VCS network                                   VCS network

VCS HUB
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How Much it Might Cost________________________________________

Some of the below may well be provided ‘in kind’.

The total cost of two pilots would be £136 310. £21 000 costs are due to the experimental nature of 
the work (e.g. dissemination and external evaluation).

SPEND HEADING METHOD OF CALCULATION COST 

Staffing

Project manager 27 days@ £194 per day including on costs 
(Salary equivalent £35K). 70 weeks

£5 238

Host manager 36 days X2 @£166 per day including on costs 
(Salary equivalent £30K). 70 weeks

£11 952

Development staff 2x 0.5FTE staff over 18months @ per annum 
including on costs (£25K salary equivalent)

£49 500

Administration lead 25 days total @ £100 per day including on 
costs (£18 000 salary equivalent) £2 500

Administration host 2X0.5FTE host administration over18 months 
on costs (£15 000 salary equivalent)

£30 000

Sub-total £99 280

Fees

Evaluation 15 days @£470 per day (including VAT) £7050

Research 12 days at the above rate £5460

Advisory group 84 hours at £30.00 per hour £2 520

Sub-total £15 030

Dissemination

Materials £3 000

Events £3 000

Sub-total £ 6 000

Running costs

Staff travel and 
expenses £6 000

Contribution to host 
and lead running costs

£8 000

Staff training £2 000

Sub- total £16 000

GRAND TOTAL £136 310
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Next Steps____________________________________________________

It is suggested that:

1. Pilot hub funding sources are explored and that the BIG Lottery Fund BASIS (Building and 
Sustaining Infrastructure Services) Programme is considered.

2. The feasibility of maximising hub income generation and other methods of financial 
sustainability be explored as part of the fundraising process e.g.

�x�� Membership fees
�x�� Resource production and dissemination 
�x�� Good practice advice
�x�� Supply of training 
�x�� Hub-led external funding opportunities (e.g. Lottery Playful Ideas Programme)

3. In the light of funding criteria – detailed pilot hub performance indicators are defined as part of 
the fundraising process e.g. number/value of:

�x�� VCS organisations benefiting
�x�� VCS organisations reporting enhanced information and support
�x�� VCS staff referred to, and taking up, specified training opportunities
�x�� VCS play audits
�x�� New networks established to support the development of new and researched practice
�x�� VCS organisations supported to contribute to play strategies
�x�� Needs-led collaborative funding bids submitted
�x�� New funds drawn down to sector
�x�� Reviews of hub practice

4. This report is circulated to CPC for comment in terms of links to their regional infrastructure 
plans and Regional Programme and Development Manager’s role.
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Appendix 1 

Re:Play Steering Group Members and Those Attending PSE ACTION 
RE:PLAY (PSE Strategy Day) Event - November 2005

RE:PLAY Steering Group members were drawn from the following organisations:

1. Bracknell Forest Early Years 
Development Childcare Partnership

2. Fair Play for Children

3. Guildford Borough Council

4. Hampshire Play Network

5. Independent play trainer (Surrey)

6. Kids Playwork Inclusion Project

7. Medway Play Service

8. Milton Keynes Play Association

9. Nippers (East Sussex)

10. Oxford Early Years Development 
Childcare Partnership

11. Oxfordshire Early Years Partnership

12. Oxfordshire Play Association

13. Spelthorne Consortium (Middlesex)

14. The Play Team (West Sussex)

The following organisations attended the strategy day:

1. Berkshire EYDCP

2. BIG Lottery Fund

3. BOSCAS

4. Brighton & Hove Play Services

5. Childcare & Early Education Centre (Isle 
of Wight)

6. Children’s Centre (Sussex Downs)

7. Children’s Play Council

8. East Hampshire District Council

9. Henley Training Company

10. Jancett Group of PlaySafe Clubs

11. Kent Early Years & Childcare Unit

12. Medway Early Years & Childcare 
Services

13. Milton Keynes Early Years

14. New Forest District Council

15. Portsmouth City Council

16. RB Windsor & Maidenhead Early Years

17. Rushmoor Borough Council

18. Southampton Early Years

19. Southampton Play Services

20. Spelthorne Borough Council

21. Surrey & Region Open College

22. Surrey Early Years 

23. Sutton Early Years & Play Services

24. West Sussex Sure Start, Early Years & 
Childcare Service

25. West Wight Children’s Centre

26. Wokingham Early Years & Childcare 
Service
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Appendix 2 

Requirements of Play Structure as Defined by Consulted Organisations

A.  Enhancing Work on the Ground (Service Performance)

1. Unanimously agreed that an adequately funded and staffed regional structure would be 
welcomed and was required – emphasis was given to the structure ‘being fit for the purpose 
of enhancing work on the ground’.

2. Ways of linking structure to grass roots voluntary and community sector organisations 
(including ‘unregistered provision’) needs to be ensured. For this to occur benefits to the 
sector have to be clear (and therefore have impact on improving ground-level services).

3. Any structure should include the voice of children and young people and parents and 
building on good consultation and participation practice.

4. It should have performance indicators. Those on the ground should feel a positive 
difference and be able to measure it.

5. Affordable and free play is becoming more rare. The regional body should represent the 
need for this.

B.  Account for Regional and Sector Diversity

1. Take account of size, diversity and complex make up of the region (borough councils, 
parish councils, rich and poor etc) and make special efforts to include locations ‘on the 
extremities’ e.g. Isle of Wight and certain rural areas.

2. Allow for sub-regional differences in playwork structure (these vary greatly e.g. some sub-
regions having more than one play association whilst others have none and even these 
associations have a variety of aims/services). Sub-regional arrangements should be 
influenced locally.

3. Where there are practical advantages to workers and service, the structure should work 
across or break down standard boundaries e.g. local authority boundaries.

4. Account for the wide variety of agencies that deliver play and playwork, or have an 
influence on play e.g. housing sector, small voluntary organisations, and local authority 
departments. Bring them together and allow for voluntary, community and local voices to be 
heard. 

5. It should permit the development of ‘sub-regional network structures’ (e.g. hubs) that feed 
local agencies into regional developments and vice versa.  Play associations, and/or 
existing networks could form the basis of these but would require capacity 
building/resourcing. The ‘hubs’ could be thematic and/or geographic. LSC regions may 
offer a good geographic basis for hubs.

6. Structure should ensure that any voluntary and community sector networks/committees are 
developed in a manner that maximises their contribution. Members of groups should be 
selected with consideration to skills, experience, knowledge and who they represent. Those 
involved should have a clear remit that is agreed by, and has benefits to, their deploying 
organisation.

7. Links with SkillsActive practice and structures would require teasing out. 
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C.  Enhance Information and Communication

1. Two way flow from ground to national bodies and vice versa. Mechanism for linking sub-
regional information sharing networks into regional meetings/events is necessary.

2. If meetings are held they should have clear purpose – large, regional meetings will not 
involve ground level staff unless they are one-off themed events (e.g. Spirit of Play).

3. People should be consulted on issues in a way that gives them enough information to make 
an informed contribution.

4. It should be remembered that some playworkers will not be IT literate and therefore 
predominately IT based dissemination/information sharing may not be inclusive (training 
implication here).

5. There is a requirement to balance the need to communicate across the region by electronic 
means with the need to develop strong relationships and partnerships.

D.  Facilitate Networking and Delivery Partnerships

1. Link voluntary and community sector into local authority/Children’s Trust Play Strategy 
creation.

2. Cross-sector collaboration requires encouragement and nurturing. Practical (delivery-
based) partnerships should also be encouraged.

3. Needs to be recognised that regional meetings are difficult for ground workers and 
voluntary and community sector to attend: time, travel distance, whether meeting has clear 
purpose that links to employing organisation and staffing levels are some factors affecting 
this. 

4. Links between play and playwork and planning of open spaces/Section 106 plans requires 
encouragement.

5. Administrators should have networking opportunities.

E.  Provide Advocacy and Support

1. Structure developments should be a motivational force for a demotivated and dispersed 
sector.

2. Provide the sector with a representative voice and be a source of good PR for playwork.

3. Pay levels are poor – campaigning work required. 

4. At the moment, in some locations, is difficult to know who can represent the sector at local, 
sub-regional and regional meetings. The new structure should make provision for better 
and clearer representation.

5. Play should be well-represented on EYDCPs and Children’s Trusts. 

6. Awareness raising vis à vis the value of play and playwork is necessary, especially with 
regard to ‘mainstream strategists’ e.g. those involved in planning health, leisure, social 
services, councilors. 

7. Support with developing and monitoring the contribution of organisations to play strategies 
is important.
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F.  Assist Quality Assurance 

1. On-going consultation, evaluation and review systems should be built into structure 
developments. These should be performance related. Performance should be measured in 
terms of what the sector achieves and what the structure brings to the sector. 

2. The sector should contribute to review.

3. A structure which accommodated research into the value of play and playwork to the 
agendas of related fields of work (e.g. education, health, Every Child Matters outcomes,) 
would be beneficial to the sector. 

4. Impact assessment measures require consideration and should lead to methods of 
monitoring play and playwork performance.

5. Measures of quality should take account of access/inclusion issues. Rural and isolated 
areas should constantly be involved and the level of their involvement measured.

6. Sub-regions often have their own particular practice strengths. There should be a 
conscious effort to transfer strong practice across the region and beyond.

7. Some organisations feel that there are no common policies and procedures for the sector; 
others spoke of those that existed. Policy formulation and documents should be shared.

8. There is a skill shortage with regard to filling ‘middle management/co-ordination’ playwork 
posts. This should be addressed and may have implications for structure developments.

G.  Encourage Inclusion

Structure should accommodate development of researched and informed practice with: 

�x�� Over 11’s
�x�� Rural and disadvantaged children and young people
�x�� Children and young people with disabilities, behavioural challenges and other special 

needs

and other groups of young people that are proven to have less access to play.

H.  Enhance Funding and Sustainability

1. Funding, including that for themed ground-level service projects (in line with purpose and 
researched sector improvements) required. This could focus ‘ground-workers’ on the 
structure and make it meaningful to them.

2. Funding should be used to focus the sector and pull it together – not used to pull it apart or 
encourage duplication of effort and displacement of services.

3. Funding advice for small play organisations is very important. Co-ordinated support with 
drawing down funds is important. Influencing funders’ agendas is necessary.

4. If there is only short-term funding available to support a structure then it should be 
designed with future sustainability in mind.


