
Page 1 of 31 

 

 

 
 

Appendix 1 
 

An investigation into 
business delivery options  

for the  
Youth Development Centre 

 
  



Page 2 of 31 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

Executive summary Pg 4. 

Introduction Pg 5. 

Background Pg 6. 

Good governance Pg 7. 

Assessment criteria Pg 8. 

Methodology Pg 11. 

Option for business delivery Pg 12. 

Options not considered Pg 12. 

  Council controlled organization 

  Limited liability Company 

  Incorporated society 

Option 1: Council governed/managed Pg 14. 

  Considerations 

  Assessment against criteria 

Advantages and Disadvantages 

Findings 

Option2: Established Incorporated Trust Pg 19. 

  Considerations 

  Definition of an Incorporated Charitable Trust 

  Assessment against criteria  

  Advantages and Disadvantages 



Page 3 of 31 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS CONTINUED; 

 

  Findings 

Option3: New Incorporated Charitable Trust Pg 26. 

  Discussion 

  Case studies 

  Advantages and Disadvantages 

 

Recommendations Pg 27. 

Conclusion Pg 29. 

 

    

  



Page 4 of 31 

 

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

In the 2012 Long Term Plan, the Kāpiti Coast District Council (Council) resolved to bring forward 
the development of the youth centre from 2022/23 to 2014/15. Provision for this development 
has been made in the draft 2015 Long Term Plan for a capital cost of $650,000 and annual 
operating costs of $265,750 from 2015. The cost of establishing the Youth Development Centre 
(Centre) has not changed from what is stipulated in the 2012 Long Term Plan.  
 
From 2011-13, the Council and the Kāpiti Coast Youth Council (Youth Council) investigated the 
need for a youth initiative to provide access to open space or spaces where young people in the 
south of the district have the opportunity to: 
 

 gather and be themselves in place/s which they feel ownership over 

 participate in free unstructured and structured social, recreational and educational 

activities which contribute to their development 

 access the support of youth workers in their lives.  

In 2013, the Council engaged an independent consultant and established a community advisory 
group to investigate the feasibility of the initiative. In September 2013, the Environment and 
Community Development Committee approved the recommendation from the Youth Initiative 
Feasibility Report1 and advisory group that Council develop a standalone ‘outward focused’ 
Centre in Paraparaumu.  
 

The key to the successful establishment and sustainability of the Centre will be largely 
determined by the business delivery model and who is going to govern and manage it. Three 
possible business delivery models were assessed:  
 

 Council governed/managed 

 established Incorporated Charitable Trust 

 new Incorporated Charitable Trust.  
 

There were three other business delivery models which were not considered as viable options 
and were therefore not assessed further. These were a Council-controlled organisation, a 
Limited Liability Company (private) and an Incorporated Society (1908 Act).  
 
The three options were assessed against a range of criteria which consider the relevance, 
effectiveness and efficiency of each business delivery model. The five criteria are all key aspects 
of a good youth centre provider: 
 

 performance at a strategic governance level  

 cost effectiveness and good financial sustainability 

                                                      
1
 http://www.kapiticoast.govt.nz/Documents/Downloads/Reports/Feasibility_Study_Report_for_Youth_Initiative.pdf 
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 ability to provide best practice youth development 

 effective management and staffing  

 being connected to the community.  
 

The findings of the report conclude that Option 1 (Council governed/managed) is not a 
financially efficient or sustainable model and is unlikely to meet youth development outcomes. 
Currently, only two youth centres are run by councils in New Zealand and they are less than 
four years old. It is difficult to determine the impact they have had or the success of 
management, due to the limited length of time the facilities have been operating. 

Option 3 (new Incorporated Charitable Trust) is not recommended as the chosen business 
delivery option either due to the risks associated with the development of a new trust and the 
timing required for the development of a trust. Option 3 was dismissed as a viable option early 
on by the Youth Development Centre Advisory Group for similar reasons.   

The most common business delivery model of youth centres in New Zealand is through not-for- 
profit organisations. The report recommends that the most effective business delivery model is 
Option 2 (established Incorporated Charitable Trust). Findings from the report show there is a 
key difference between the strategic/financial capacity of larger more established Incorporated 
Charitable Trusts and smaller ones.  The report recommends the Council contract a large 
established Incorporated Charitable Trust which already delivers youth centres to govern and 
manage the Centre. The procurement process would require a thorough examination of 
potential providers to ensure they are operating effectively and strategically. 

INTRODUCTION 
 

A successful Youth Development Centre (Centre) is not just a venue with pool and table tennis 
tables or a basketball court for hire. It is a multi-functional facility with outreach in the 
community, engaging young people in a wide range of activities and opportunities.  
 
The key to a successful Centre is its provider - the organisation which governs and delivers its 
vision, plans and programmes. Research shows that securing an effective youth centre provider 
is vital to gaining successful youth engagement and development outcomes (Ministry of Youth 
development 2010). A theme throughout the discussions held with youth providers as a part of 
this investigation was that the key to success was largely determined by the business delivery 
model and who would run the youth centre.  
 
The primary purpose of this report is to investigate options on the best models moving forward 
to manage and govern the Centre. It examines three possible business delivery models:  
 

 Council governed/managed 

 established Incorporated Charitable Trust 
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 new Incorporated Charitable Trust.  
 

The report makes recommendations on a preferred option after assessing the three options 
against a set of criteria which consider the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of each 
business delivery model. The set of criteria is made up of the key aspects of a good youth 
centre provider:  
 

 performance at a strategic governance level  

 cost effectiveness and good financial sustainability 

 ability to provide best practice youth development 

 effective management and staffing  

 being connected to the community. 
 
The criteria were developed from the previous feasibility study (2013), discussions with the 
Youth Development Centre Advisory Group (2012 -2014) and information gathered from youth 
centres across New Zealand. These five elements are instrumental in reaching good youth 
development outcomes and sustainability. They are also reflected in the recommendations 
from the Youth Initiative Feasibility Study (2013). The criteria are described in detail under the 
section ‘Assessment criteria: what makes a good youth centre provider?'.  
 
Only Option 1 (Council governed/ managed) and Option 2 (established Incorporated Charitable 
Trust) are considered as viable options for the purposes of this report. Option 3 (new 
Incorporated Charitable Trust) was not recommended as the chosen business delivery option 
for the Centre due to the risks associated with the development of a new trust and the timing 
required to set it up. Option 3 was dismissed as a viable option early on by the Youth 
Development Centre Advisory Group for similar reasons. The maturity of an organisation can 
have a significant impact on its governance challenges and the way it applies its processes and 
systems. New trusts typically take up to four years to become established, acquire a history and 
show effective service delivery.  
 
There were also three other options which were not considered including a Council-controlled 
organisation (CCO), a Limited Liability Company (private) and an Incorporated Society (1908 
Act). Further information about the exclusion of these options can be found in the section 
‘Options not considered’.    

BACKGROUND 
 

The Council recognised the need for a space specifically for youth by including $1 million capital 
budget in the 2009 Community Plan for the development of a youth hub in 2022/23.  From 
2011-13, the Council and the Youth Council investigated the need for a youth initiative to 
provide access to open space or spaces where young people in the south of the district have 
the opportunity to: 
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 gather and be themselves in place/s which they feel ownership over 

 participate in free unstructured and structured social, recreational and 

educational activities which contribute to their development 

 access the support of youth workers in their lives.  

In 2013, the Council engaged an independent consultant and established a community advisory 
group to investigate the feasibility of the initiative. The Youth Initiative Feasibility Study 
examined a range of options including a youth centre option that meet the purpose of the 
initiative. The study recommended the Council establish a single physical space, stand-alone 
youth centre.  In September 2013, the Environment and Community Development Committee 
approved the recommendation of an outward-focused Youth Development Centre (Centre) in 
Paraparaumu.  
 
In 2014, work began on the next stages of feasibility investigating options for establishing the 
Centre including site selection, management and operation.  The Community Advisory Group 
was re-established to investigate the following questions: 
 

 What governance model would give the Centre the best chance of success?  

 How could we best ensure the Centre would remain financially viable over the 
long term? 

 How could we ensure the Centre was using a model which reflected best 
practice? 

 What were possible sites for the Centre?   
 
This report provides key information and recommendations from what has been learnt over the 
past six months regarding best practice in youth centre governance, management and service 
provision. This learning has come as a result of direct engagement with a number of providers 
who have shared information about a wide range of youth centres including those which are 
succeeding, have been around for over a decade, have been recently developed, and those 
which have struggled and ultimately closed down.  

GOOD GOVERNANCE 
 

At the heart of a business delivery structure is governance. This section provides a definition 
and overview of the key aspects of good governance. By having effective governance, we find 
effective organisations. Governance is essential to any youth centre provider’s direction, 
financial security and sustainability. It provides the strategic direction for the organisation to 
move forward with goals, aims, actions and financial security. Effective governance is about 
lessening the liabilities and maximising the gains of the organisation.  Good governance also 
means a clear distinction and separation of roles between the board and management. Key 
aspects of effective governance include: 
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 ensuring the organisation complies with all legal and constitutional requirements 

 setting strategic direction and priorities 

 setting high-level policies and management performance expectations 

 overseeing the management of risk 

 monitoring and evaluating organisational performance. 
 

Good governance leads to a number of positive consequences, including: 
 

 people trust your organisation  

 you know where you’re going 

 your board is connected to your stakeholders  

 you make good decisions and people value your work  

 you have the ability to endure crisis 

 you have financial stability. 
 

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA:  WHAT MAKES A GOOD YOUTH CENTRE 

PROVIDER?  
 

This section provides an overview of each criterion against which each option is assessed. As 
mentioned, each criterion is key aspect of what makes a good youth centre provider. The 
assessment of each criterion contains key findings which contribute to the final 
recommendations at the end of this report.  
 

a) Performance at a strategic governance level  
 

Effective governance is the process of providing strategic leadership. This involves setting 
direction, making policy and strategic decisions, overseeing and monitoring organisational 
performance, and ensuring overall accountability. Organisations and their governance boards 
are diverse - their circumstances, structures and histories vary. However, it is important to note 
that ‘governance is governance’ whether of a small community-based organisation or a large 
company. International studies show certain principles and practices are found in highly 
successful governance bodies, regardless of the size of the organisation2.  
 

b) Cost effective and good financial sustainability 
 

There are four components of financial sustainability: strategic planning, financial planning, 
income diversification and sound administration. Reliance on one source of funding is a 

                                                      
2 http://www.governanceinstitute.com.au, www.philanthropynetwork.org, http://corpgov.law.harvard.edu 

 

http://www.governanceinstitute.com.au/
http://www.philanthropynetwork.org/
http://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/
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common reason why youth centres close down. No matter what the governing structure is, 
youth centres need to have strong financial administration and a strategy of ensuring financial 
sustainability. Successful youth facilities across New Zealand were investigated in terms of how 
each organisation created income streams to meet the needs of their youth community while 
not relying on one funder to support the provider. 

c) Ability to provide best-practice youth development 
 

A youth development approach underpins the Centre initiative. The Youth Initiative Feasibility 
Study (2013) provided recommendations to ensure the Centre will work from a youth 
development approach and not purely as a recreational asset. Two key recommendations were: 
  

 providing pathways for young people to develop 

 involving young people as co-creators, not consumers or service receivers. 
 

It also makes recommendations about youth work staffing, including the need for staff to use 
the Code of Ethics for Youth Work Aotearoa (Ara Taiohi 2011) and be qualified in youth work. 
Most youth work studies focus on the quality of youth workers not youth centres. A youth 
centre is a tool which a youth worker can use to build relationships with young people and 
produce positive outcomes.  
 

d) Effective management and staffing 
 

This criterion considers the quality of policies and procedures, involvement of volunteers, 
management/operational strengths and challenges under each option. When youth centres 
follow best practice for planning and operations, the result is a group that: 

 presents itself as a well-organised initiative 

 systematically reviews and evaluates itself 

 identifies ways to improve 

 has developed the basis of a sustainability plan.  
 
 

A good provider plans ahead and builds a team to make sure services are delivered in line with 
the vision and objectives of the organisation. They have the right people to move the 
organisation forward and are highly focused on delivering meaningful events, programmes and  
mentoring to reach youth development outcomes. 
 
Volunteers are the backbone of any successful youth centre. Youth centres, no matter what the 
governance model or level of funding secured, require a dedicated team of volunteers. While 
paid staff are crucial, many activities associated with youth centres take a large team to deliver.  
Running a weekend event can require the work of up to 15 people including security, lighting, 
and sound/stage crews. The success of a functioning youth centre includes how volunteers are 
engaged and managed, not just recruited. Involving volunteers can: 
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 increase the spectrum of activities at a youth centre 

 provide skill sets not previously available 

 enhance community support overall.  

Another key finding identified in the investigation was the importance of a delivery champion. 
In each successful youth centre facility that was investigated, a leader was present - a champion 
who was motivating staff, volunteers and young people with vision and passion. While it is not 
an effective model for an organisation to be leader lead (what happens if they leave?), the 
practice of having good leaders driving the initiative forward is imperative to success. It is a 
vocation for many in the youth sector and the champions interviewed saw their role as more 
than a job, but rather an opportunity to positively influence and contribute to young people’s 
growth and development. This work was often something they did seven days a week and well 
over the 40 hours a week they were paid.  

e) Ability to be connected to the community  

This criterion relates to the ‘outward focused’ nature of the Centre as approved by the 
Environment and Community Development Committee of Council (September 2013). ‘Outward 
focused’ means that youth workers would provide activities in other community spaces, as well 
as the Centre. There would be opportunity for events and activities to be held beyond the 
physical space of the Centre in partnership with existing services, as well as inviting the 
community ‘inwards’ to provide services to young people in the facility. In the first instance, a 
mobile service would provide outward programming to build momentum and support for the 
Centre prior to the completion of the building. 

Research also shows that youth centres with three or more healthy partnerships are more likely 
to be sustainable and attractive to funders3. Partnerships have an important role in a youth 
centre’s sustainability. Positive community relationships lead to productive collaborations, 
enhance services to young people, and results in a youth centre which is a vibrant and well- 
supported hub in its wider community. Involving volunteers is a common and effective way 
youth centres build a connection with their local community and demonstrate organisational 
commitment to it.  

Outward focused also means engagement with the wider community. This is another positive 
outcome from involving volunteers. Volunteers extend an organisation's sphere of influence 
and contact, reflecting acceptance and ownership of the youth centre in the wider community. 

 

                                                      
3 http://youthcentrescanada.com;  www.youthpolicy.org/journals/journal-of-youth-development/ 

 

http://youthcentrescanada.com/
http://www.youthpolicy.org/journals/journal-of-youth-development/
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METHODOLOGY  

This section gives an overview of the methodology and underlying questions this report seeks 
to answer. The key questions the investigation sought to address were as follows:  

 What can we learn from other communities, councils and organisations about the 
governance and management of youth centres?  

 What are the most effective options for our community? How do the options meet the 
criteria of the initiative?  

 How do the options meet the requirements already outlined in the feasibility study 
around youth development models, outward-focused delivery and other components of 
the service which have been already identified?  

 How can we best ensure the Centre would remain financially viable over the long term? 

 How can we ensure the Centre would be using a model which reflected best practice? 

Investigation into the business delivery options drew on some international information 
sourced on youth centre governance but was predominantly sourced from New Zealand. Most 
of the information was gathered from interviews, meetings and reports provided by: 

 12 youth providers which deliver youth centres in New Zealand 

 two councils which deliver youth centres  

 funders, including councils, key philanthropic trusts and the Lotteries Commission 

 sources of expertise on charities (such as the Charities Service, Grant Thornton and BDO.  

A field trip was undertaken to two youth centres delivered by a national Incorporated 
Charitable Trust and a youth centre governed and managed by a council. This field trip was 
attended by several Councillors, Youth Council members and members of the Youth 
Development Advisory Group. A review of the accounts of key youth centre providers was 
undertaken as part of investigating the financial effectiveness of each option. The business 
delivery of the Council’s core services such as the district pools and the role of the Council with 
charitable trusts were also investigated.  

Key questions to providers included: 
 

1. How do you manage key relationships with stakeholders? 
2. How do you work with funders and manage your contracts?  
3. What is the governance structure of this group? Strengths? Weaknesses? 
4. How is your income maintained and increased? 
5. How do you work within a youth development approach? 
6. How are you meeting the needs of young people in your community?  
7. What are the challenges you face as an organisation? 
8. What are the solutions to the problems you face as an organisation? 
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OPTIONS FOR BUSINESS DELIVERY 

Three business delivery options were investigated:  

 Option 1: Council governed/managed 

 Option 2: established Incorporated Charitable Trust 

 Option 3: new Incorporated Charitable Trust 

All three options are models currently used in New Zealand to manage youth centres. This 
section provides an outline of each option and discussion on how it meets the criteria. Most 
youth spaces are Incorporated Charitable Trusts. There are also a couple of council-managed 
youth centres and a few centres delivered under Incorporated Societies.  

OPTIONS NOT CONSIDERED 

 
There are three options which were not considered: Council-controlled organisation, Limited 
Liability Company (private) and Incorporated Society (1908 Act). The section below outlines 
why these options were not seen as viable options as business delivery models for the Centre. 

Council-controlled organisation 
 
Council-controlled organisations (CCOs) are separate entities set up by councils to 
independently manage facilities or deliver specific services and developments to help achieve 
council goals. Wellington City Council, along with other larger councils, has a number of CCOs. 
Most commonly, CCOs have significant assets and income/expenditure (over $2 million). In the 
case of Auckland Council, these are organisations with assets of $10 million or more. There are 
no youth centres which operate as a CCO and this Council has no CCOs4. It would take 
significant infrastructure to undertake this option and the high on-going costs of a youth centre 
are not compatible with the CCO model.  
 

Limited Liability Company 
 
A Limited Liability Company is a registered legal entity set up at arm’s length from shareholders 
with directors who manage the daily operations. These companies are very rarely set up or 
involved in youth development services or youth centres because they require significant on-

                                                      

4 Te Newhanga Kapiti Community Centre Incorporated was removed as being defined as a CCO in December 2013, under section 7(4) of the 

Local Government Act 2002.  
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going private investment. On the unlikely possibility a youth centre created a profit, this profit 
would be returned to shareholders rather than being reinvested into the youth centre. It is also 
unlikely a private investor could maintain the level of investment required for any suitable 
length of time. 
 

An example of a Limited Liability Company, established in 1995 to deliver youth services in 
inner city Wellington, shows the option is not financially viable. A group of business people in 
Wellington invested around $1 million to fit out and provide capital towards a new youth 
facility in Wellington called Global Tribe. Income was to be generated from young people via a 
youth café/restaurant, clothing sales and fees from youth activities. The venue was popular, 
attracting around 10,000 young people a month but income revenue was low. Young people did 
not want to pay to use activities and could find cheaper options to eat elsewhere. After nine 
months and almost 100,000 young people through the door, the facility closed and left 
investors out of pocket. A commercial youth facility run at a profit is near impossible to achieve. 
A youth facility should also be focused on youth development outcomes while ensuring 
financial sustainability. No model like this exists in the youth sector in New Zealand currently. 
 

Incorporated Society  
 
This report makes a clear distinction between an Incorporated Society and an Incorporated 
Charitable Trust. While both are not-for-profit business delivery models, the Incorporated 
Society model of governance is likely to be an onerous and inefficient governance structure for 
the Centre. An Incorporated Society structure is membership based and must have a minimum 
of 15 individual members, five corporate bodies or a mix of both. Highly successful 
Incorporated Societies are those with large memberships. An example is the Automobile 
Association which has more than 1.3 million members. While Incorporated Societies can be a 
lot smaller, all membership-based organisations need significant resources to make sure 
members are provided with good, relevant and up-to-date information. Incorporated Societies 
are governed by members and are voted in at each year’s Annual General Meeting. Only paying 
members have the ability to vote and be selected into governance. This model would require a 
very complicated trust deed (policy) for membership to attract suitable governance. Trying to 
determine membership would be difficult and it would be a challenge to secure a dedicated 
team to drive the vision of the Centre going forward. Governance would be difficult to control 
and has the potential to change annually (depending on constitution).  
The Incorporated Societies Act 1908 has not been updated to reflect the modern not-for-profit 
world in over 100 years. In 2013, the Law Commission recommended the Incorporated 
Societies Act 1908 be repealed and replaced by a modern statute.  While updating the 
legislation is a good move forward, the recommended changes do not address key concerns 
around ineffective leadership and groups managing the society as a whole. 
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OPTION 1: COUNCIL GOVERNED/MANAGED 

Considerations  

In other countries such as the United Kingdom, youth centres are commonly delivered by local 
councils. However in New Zealand this is a rare business delivery model. Only two youth 
centres are currently run by councils and they are less than four years old. Councils tend to fund 
youth centres through contracts with Incorporated Charitable Trusts.   

Both of the council-managed youth centres were also in the ‘honeymoon’ phase of their 
establishment. Many youth centres explode onto the scene and have great success with 
attracting young people and engaging them in activities for the first few years they are 
established (i.e. a ‘honeymoon’ period where the youth centre is the new and exciting thing 
around for young people and funders alike). The general trend is that at around three to four 
years, youth centres are divided into two groups:  

 those which have implemented good strategic plans to ensure ongoing funding of 
activities and which stay relevant in a changing youth culture to achieve youth 
development outcomes  

 those which started with a hiss and a roar but failed to implement strategic plans to 
continue to attract funders and users (young people) and therefore close down.  

This is the case no matter which business delivery model or governance structure is in place. As 
both of these council-run youth centres have been operating for a limited length of time (less 
than four years) and therefore still in a ‘honeymoon’ period, it is difficult to determine the 
impact they have had or how successfully they have been managed.  

 

Assessment against criteria 
 
a) Performance at a strategic governance level  

Councils have strong strategic and operational governance which could be of benefit to a youth 
centre. The democratic governance structure of councils can provide high level strategic 
direction, which many Incorporated Societies and Trusts lack. Operational governance is also a 
strength. Councils have effective administrative systems and structures in place such as human 
resources expertise, maintenance teams and financial controls, as well as support with policy, 
procedures and management.  

 
However, the expertise of most councils in terms of community facilities is focused on venue 
hire and operational facilities such as pools which run limited programmed activities. The focus 
required is predominantly on effective operational management with high level strategic 
direction provided by a council. In comparison, the need for a board which is focused solely on 
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its business is imperative to a youth centre’s success. In both council-managed facilities, there 
seemed a lack of underlying vision, youth development philosophy or practice model to guide 
programming and service delivery. This may have been a consequence of a governance model 
which was too far removed from the youth centres and a lack of expertise in youth 
development at this senior governance level. A youth development centre is programmes 
based and needs a dedicated team of trained individuals who are being given strategic direction 
to make sure young people are engaged in the facility, while promoting its activities out in the 
community. 
 
Experts in youth development need to be involved in the business delivery structure of a youth 
centre from top to bottom and this would be challenging to achieve in a council-managed youth 
centre structure. At the top, youth development leaders are necessary on an engaged (rather 
than passive) governance board sitting alongside strategists, financial thinkers and others, all of 
whom are focused on providing the services needed by young people in ways that are 
consistent with the youth centre’s core values and principles.  
 
b) Cost effective and good financial sustainability 

Council-managed youth centres cost more to run. A significant contributing factor to this is the 
lack of volunteers in both council-managed facilities which means extra staff must meet 
demand.  

It is difficult to determine the full costs of a council-managed youth centre.  For one council, 
budgets were held in several divisions and a clear picture of the total cost was not easily 
available. One centre’s annual operating budget was $240,000, but extra costs found in other 
budgets resulted in an additional $200,000 per annum in expenditure. While one council- 
managed youth centre was fully funded by the council, it was unable to provide exact 
expenditure figures as the costs were spread through four to five different council units. The 
cost of administrative services such as use of HR resources, maintenance staff and other areas 
of council often comes at an unknown cost to councils and are hard to consider as part of the 
budget.  

Youth centres have limited options for generating revenue. While a youth facility can create 
income from venue hire, it can only ever be a small part of its total income. This is in part due to 
the nature of youth centres and young people’s lack of financial independence. In comparison, 
a significant reason the Council chose to bring the district pools in-house when the new Aquatic 
Centre was built was related to the significant revenue that could be generated from the ‘Learn 
to swim’ programmes. Prior to this, the external contract holder was retaining all the revenue 
while Council continued to contribute towards maintenance costs on buildings and equipment. 
Revenue from ‘Learn to swim’ programmes is 56% of pools’ revenue on average. 
 
Both of the council-managed youth centres had a significant portion of hours when the venue 
was hired out, however neither received substantial revenue for this. One of the facilities did 
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not charge groups using the space as a way to attract them and due to a council philosophy that 
it should be a free venue for the community.  
 
Council-managed youth centres are almost entirely dependent on full funding from those 
councils in the short and long term. With very little ability to raise significant revenue, council- 
managed youth centres require complete funding from rates and other ways councils generate 
income. Council-managed youth centres do not attract funding income from central 
government or private funding bodies like the not-for-profit sector. A reduction in council 
funding is likely to have disastrous consequences for a council-managed youth centre. Even a 
stable on-going budget has its limitations. The capital costs involved in replacing vehicles and 
sound equipment and run larger youth events away from the facility limit possibilities. 
Investigation into creative and innovative fundraising techniques, fostering relationships with 
investors and ensuring a volunteer team are engaged could help buffer a council-managed 
youth centre from very small decreases in funding but would be challenging to achieve.  
 
Councils are also similar to many funders who are fully committed in the ‘honeymoon’ phase of 
a youth centre. Enthusiastic funders of youth centres, whether managed in-house or delivered 
by a Charitable Trust, commonly provide full or significant funding during the establishment 
years of a centre. Shifting council priorities beyond the three to four year start-up period can 
result in changes to funding levels. After a few years, other community initiatives can put 
pressure on council funding and youth centres often experience a reduction in funding due to 
other community priorities taking centre stage. A youth centre delivered by an Incorporated 
Charitable Trust which has implemented good strategic plans to ensure on-going funding of 
activities will survive this while others will not. A council-managed youth centre would have to 
be maintained by its council in the long term, so it does not leave the council with a cost it does 
not want to manage moving forward. A council-managed youth centre would also need to have 
a firm commitment that funding is stable and committed in the long term. The Centre would 
need to be considered alongside libraries and pools as an essential part of Council’s role in 
serving its communities.  
  
 
c) Ability to provide best practice youth development 

 
As discussed in the Youth Initiative Feasibility Study (2013), there is a wide range of diversity 
amongst youth centres from those focused on ‘giving young people a fun experience’, those 
focused on providing recreational activities and those focused on achieving youth development 
outcomes. The feasibility study concluded it was essential that the proposed youth centre was 
focused on youth development to ensure it met the needs of young people.  
 
The council-managed facilities investigated as a part of this report were not youth development 
focused. They were primarily venues for hire with some recreational outcomes where staff or 
external groups focused on providing fun activities to keep young people occupied.  A key risk 
for a council-managed youth centre is that there is the potential for it to become a youth ‘drop 
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in’ centre and a venue for hire. There is overwhelming evidence that youth ‘drop in’ centres do 
not work. At the least, they fail to do anything more than give young people something to do. 
At the worst, they can exacerbate youth issues in a community (Ministry of Youth Development 
2011). 
 
For one council-managed youth centre, paying user groups were not youth groups but adult 
organisations including central government agencies required a community venue. This raises 
another point around youth access. This needs close monitoring, as facilities which were once 
for young people can become generic facilities for community groups to hire.  
 
A youth development centre shares some limited commonalities with services such as libraries 
and pools. Libraries, pools and youth centres are all services provided free or at low cost. All 
three services seek to engage the public to come to a facility and offer some activities which 
people can sign up to (like swimming classes) and resources which the public can engage with 
as they wish (whether reading in a corner, going for a swim or using the wifi).  
 
However one of the main differences between these types of services and a youth 
development centre is the type of engagement between the user and the provider. A fully 
functioning youth development centre is focused on youth development and provides activities 
and resources as a way to start engagement pathways with young people and support their 
development. Young people (users) are encouraged, developed and motivated when they 
participate in an event or programme or even when they just pop in for a look. Relationships 
develop with a youth worker who young people get to know and rely on. In a youth 
development centre, the provider supports young people to extend their skills and ultimately to 
move beyond being a user. An effective youth development centre has young people running 
activities for their peers, leading the development of programmes alongside youth workers and 
ultimately, contributing to the management of the space. 
 
d) Effective management and staffing 

Councils have the infrastructure to provide good administration, governance and make sure 
outcomes are met. However, as stated, rather than building programming and activity seeking 
youth development outcomes, the facilities investigated tended to operate as venues for hire 
for youth groups (similar to a hall or recreational space) or as a drop in place for young people 
to access (similar to how a library may work for youth). One of the council-managed facilities 
faced a series of staffing difficulties with workers who were not trained or experienced youth 
workers. That council had to work through a number of issues about what was acceptable and 
appropriate for youth worker at the facility. There had also been a high turnover in managers at 
the facility which has had five managers in less than four years. This creates challenges for 
ensuring a strong relationship with the youth community and achieving youth development 
outcomes.   
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There was also no volunteer base at either of the council-managed facilities. This has a number 
of implications including missed community opportunities, heavy reliance on the expertise of a 
small team of staff and a reduction in the number and size of events being able to be held.  
Volunteers are less likely to be attracted to a council-managed facility due to the perception 
that it is already paid for by rates.  
 
e) Being connected to the community 
 

The council-managed youth centres had limited engagement with their wider community and 
were focused inwards on providing activities solely at their facility. A lack of community 
engagement can result in little community ownership and acceptance of a youth centre. 
Engagement was also minimal with other youth providers within their community, unless they 
were groups seeking to hire the youth centre space. Partnering with other youth providers has 
numerous benefits for a youth centre including shared expertise and knowledge, pooling of 
resources and working together to reach shared youth development outcomes for young 
people. Findings from the Youth Initiative Feasibility Study (2013) showed that inward-focused 
youth centres which failed to connect with their communities were less likely to be sustainable 
in the long term.  
 

Advantages 
 

 Councils have strong strategic and operational governance. 

 Councils have strong operational procedures and practices.  

 There are significant administrative structures which would benefit a youth centre.  

 There are legislated accountabilities to community. 

 There would be an easy alignment with Annual and Long Term Plan processes. 

 It would be easier to align with other council youth-related activities.  

 Council would have direct control of the Youth Development Centre. 
 

Disadvantages 
  

 Council-managed youth centres cost more to run than not-for-profit operated youth 
centres. 

 A lack of a volunteer base results in higher staffing costs.  

 Volunteers are less likely to be attracted to a council-managed facility.  

 The purpose and function of a youth centre is one area that a council does not have 
expertise in.  

 The full cost of a council-managed youth centre is harder to determine and in-house 
administrative services often come at an unknown cost.  

 Council-managed youth centres are more at risk of becoming venues for hire and drop 
in centres.  

 Council-managed youth centres cannot access funding income from central government 
or private funding bodies like the not-for-profit sector can. 
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 A council-managed youth centre would be almost entirely dependent on council funding 
in the long term.  

 

Key finding 
 

The findings of the report conclude that managing the Centre in-house is not a financially 
efficient or sustainable model and is unlikely to meet youth development outcomes.  

OPTION 2: ESTABLISHED INCORPORATED CHARITABLE TRUST  

Considerations  

The most common business delivery model of New Zealand youth centres is through 
Incorporated Charitable Trusts. They are organisations set up to deliver youth centres rather 
than part of a larger not-for-profit which includes the delivery of a youth centre amongst a 
range of youth services.  

These trust-run youth centres range from very small youth centres with modest operations 
(budget of under $50,000 and based in a refurnished hall) to large national organisations which 
deliver youth centres in different communities, have impressive funding histories and budgets 
of over $1 million. There are trust-run youth centres which focus on ‘giving kids a place to have 
fun’ and predominantly operate as a ‘drop in’ centre and national Charitable Trusts which are 
leaders in youth development practice, delivering excellent youth development outcomes and 
accountabilities.   

Around 70% of the not-for-profit sector is made up of organisations which have incomes of less 
than $100,000 a year and are run solely by volunteers or with a part-time worker to provide 
administration and service delivery. Many of these not-for-profits face considerable 
funding/financing and governance issues, as well as challenges in retaining and motivating key 
staff.5 This includes many youth centres currently operating in small halls around the country. 

As discussed earlier, it is hard to assess the success of a youth centre’s business delivery model 
if it is still in the ‘honeymoon’ phase of establishment. For the purposes of this section, 
established Incorporated Charitable Trusts are classed as any organisation which is more than 
five years old and has ‘survived’ the establishment phase. They may also have developed new 
income streams to become sustainable. 

                                                      
5
 Accounting and Advisory firms BDO, Deloitte and Grant Thornton have produced a number of extensive reports on the not-for-profit sector 

over the past 10 years. These reports highlight a number of findings regarding the sector, especially around significant issues that most not-for-
profit organisations face.  
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This section has an additional discussion piece around the relationship between established 
Incorporated Charitable Trust-delivered youth centres and councils as funders of youth centres. 
Councils are important funders of trust-run youth centres - the relationship between a 
contracted provider and a council is key to the success of any youth centre funded by a council.  

Definition of an Incorporated Charitable Trust 

 
Incorporated Charitable Trusts consist of a minimum of two trustees who govern the main 
purposes of their trust. They can apply to charities’ services and receive tax exception and 
donee status which provides significant advantages when administrating such organisations. 
Charitable Trust Boards must act exclusively or principally for charitable purposes, which are: 
 

 the advancement of education 
 the advancement of religion 
 the relief of poverty, sickness or disability 
 any other purpose that benefits the community. 

 
Note that a charitable organisation whose purpose falls under ‘any other purpose that benefits 
the community’ must be able to demonstrate public benefit. This means the organisation must 
show that its purposes can produce a benefit that is recognised by law as beneficial and that 
this benefit is available to the public or a sufficient section of the public. 
 

Assessment against criteria 
 

a) Performance at a strategic governance level  
 

Many organisations in the not-for-profit sector lack strategic governance. They are often in 
operational mode - busy making key decisions for management to implement and filling the 
gaps in management and staff experience rather than having a strategic focus. As mentioned, 
70% of not-for-profits have less than $100,000 in income annually. This means they often have 
one full-time equivalent (FTE) and financial accounts may even be done by volunteers. 
 
Established Incorporated Charitable Trusts operating youth centres which have annual incomes 
of over $1,000,000 are more likely to have the right structures in place and capacity to handle 
all administration and governance duties to move the organisation forward. Larger more 
established organisations are more focused on outcomes and have resources to be more 
effective when it comes to dealing with young people. They attract people who have good 
governance expertise and have created good business practice to deliver outcomes. One of the 
organisations in this category is governed by a highly functioning national board with a Chief 
Executive who oversees a national office. Board members include leading champions in finance, 
funding and youth development. Other more localised trusts have struggled with high turnover, 
conflicting agendas and a lack of strategic planning within their governance boards. If 
contracting an established Incorporated Trust is the chosen business delivery model for the 
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Centre, the procurement process would require examination of the governance structures of 
potential providers to ensure they are operating effectively and strategically.  

 

b) Cost effective and good financial sustainability 

There are a number of challenges to achieving financial sustainability in the not-for-profit 
sector. Many not-for-profit organisations are over-reliant on external sources of funding, such 
as government grants which have been cut back in recent years. As a result, many have 
difficulty generating income, sustaining financial support and meeting the needs of their target 
populations. These challenges are particularly relevant for youth providers as they are serving a 
population which tends to be vulnerable, high-need and low-income. This means there is a 
tendency among youth service providers to rely more heavily on grants and donations than on 
membership fees or fees-for-service which young people usually cannot afford.  

Those trusts operating on a budget of under $100,000 per annum were less likely to have an 
effective strategy for managing short-term financial challenges while maintaining long-term 
mission goals and, overall, progressing financial sustainability. The CEO of a national youth 
centre provider estimates an effective youth centre can operate on $245,000 - $260,000 a year.  

Larger trust-run youth centres were providing far richer and more diverse programming than 
what the council-managed facilities delivered. Most of their facilities were fitted out to a high 
standard with a wide range of professional quality equipment for young people to access such 
as music studios and multimedia suites. One recent youth centre was fitted out to the cost of 
$1.3 million (with $250,000 in assets) with no central or local government funding.  
 

Those trust-run youth centres working hard on financial sustainability had the following 
elements: 
 

 innovative fundraising techniques and fostering relationships with investors 

 clear, consistent marketing and branding which helps communicate their social mission 
to funders and their community  

 collaborations with other organisations that have similar goals and developing 
collaborative bids for funding  

 evaluation activities which demonstrate accountability to funders, investors and the 
organisation’s wider community 

 a system of community leadership and volunteers who provide a resource of varied 
experiences and expertise while bringing a sense of ownership to the community where 
the organisation is based.  

 
Some of the specific funding strategies which youth centre providers with annual incomes over 
$1 million include: 
  

 facilities which are considered top venues for touring bands  
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 young people hiring out equipment and rooms (e.g. for band practice  

 working hard to bring in investors and well-known philanthropists, including national 
leaders on their governance boards and champions  

 sub-leasing part of their spaces to other youth organisations and working collaboratively 
with them  

 obtaining significant pro-bono services and gifts in kind 

 employing a part-time relationship/fundraising manager. 
 
If contracting an established Incorporated Trust is the chosen business delivery model for the 
Centre, a requirement should be that it has an annual operating budget of over $1 million and 
has gained considerable capital funding through philanthropic avenues.  
 
c)  Ability to provide best practice youth development 

Larger trust-run youth centres have strong youth development philosophies and practices. 
Many smaller trusts operating under $500,000 also work from a youth development approach, 
but financial challenges can restrict their ability to achieve youth development outcomes. Most 
of the trust-run youth centres were well aware of the national youth development policy and 
work within the Code of Ethics for Youth Work in New Zealand (Ara Taiohi 2011).  

Several models which support a youth development approach are used by not-for-profit 
organisations in New Zealand. The best-practice youth work models most commonly used by 
not-for-profit youth centres working from a youth development approach were the Circle of 
Courage (Brentro, Brokenleg & Bockern 2002) and Whare Tapa Wha (Mason Durie 1994). Using 
the Circle of Courage model as a key practice model, one trust’s youth workers support young 
people to build their strengths and interests - making sure they are not just entertaining young 
people, but educating, equipping and encouraging them to be contributing members of their 
youth centre and beyond into their community.  
 

Effective trust-run youth centres are predominantly programmes based. They also have after 
school ‘hang out’ opportunities which intentionally pathway young people into youth 
development opportunities rather than acting solely as a ‘drop in’ space.  
 

If contracting an established Incorporated Trust is the chosen business delivery model for the 
Centre, the procurement process should include requiring evidence of youth development 
practices and outcomes from potential providers.   
 
d) Effective management and staffing 
 

Trust-run youth centres which operate under $100,000 a year often have limited staffing, 
averaging between a 0.5 and 1 full-time equivalent staff member. As a result, the person has to 
act as manager, event co-ordinator, funding manager, volunteer manager and youth worker all 
rolled into one. Larger youth centre providers commonly have more staff, more effective 
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administration systems and maximise a strong volunteer base which they train and engage in a 
wide range of areas.  
 

One national youth centre provider has local managers from the community their youth centres 
are based in to oversee daily operations, programmes, staff and volunteers. One youth centre 
had around 45 volunteers, including interns and young people who are training in event 
management, sound engineering and hospitality. Many of this youth centre’s programmes are 
run by young people volunteering in support and leadership roles.  
 
e) Ability to be connected to the community 
 

A youth centre with a vision to operate as a ‘hub’ and focus on developing partnerships will 
strengthen its sustainability. Best practice for any youth centre is to increase visibility in the 
community by supporting other organisations and community events. This also engages young 
people further than the centre, providing an opportunity to develop valuable skills and give 
back to their community. International research6 shows that sustainable youth centres have: 
 

 three or more links with youth service providers 
 53% had municipal funding (medium level of 30% of their operations) 
 47% had regional support (medium level of 60%) 
 66% of these had significant in-kind support from their councils. 

The same research states that unsustainable youth centres have, on average, less than two 
links with service providers and less community support overall.  

Trust-run youth centres range in how connected they are to their communities.  Youth centres 
which are inward focused are limited in how connected they are to their community by their 
physical space. These youth centres may bring some organisations into their space to run 
activities with young people (like a dance school) or provide an outreach service (like a careers 
advisor or a health nurse), but don’t generally seek to create partnerships with other 
organisations outside of their physical location. This limits their ability to connect with 
opportunities in the community and with a wider range of organisations. 
 

This is a common model in New Zealand. However there were some trust-run youth centres 
which were working with other organisations, had developed partnership agreements and 
developed collaborations within their wider community. Partnership examples include: 
 

 regular visits from a youth service provider  

 volunteers leading workshops  

                                                      

6 www.youthcentrescanada.com;  

 

http://www.youthcentrescanada.com/
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 renting space to other youth service providers 

 collaborating on social enterprise ventures 

 making joint funding applications. 
 
One national provider stood out in terms of its innovative collaborative practices with other 
youth providers, its generosity in sharing knowledge, skills and time across the youth sector, 
and ensuring that its youth centres were locally driven and outwards focused.  
 

Advantages 

 Large youth centre trusts have strong strategic governance and sound administration.   

 Youth centres delivered by trusts tend to be more cost effective than council-managed 
youth centres.   

 Larger trusts commonly maximise a strong volunteer base.  

 Larger trusts reach better youth development outcomes than council-managed ones.  

 Trusts can access a wide range of philanthropic funding not available to councils. 

 Larger trusts commonly implement good financial sustainability strategies including 
using innovative fundraising techniques and fostering relationships with investors. 

 Well-established youth centre trusts are experts in youth provision.  

 

Disadvantages 
 

 Small trusts often have governance challenges and lack strategic planning.  

 Small trusts are often over-reliant on one or two funding sources. 

 Some trusts have difficulty generating income and sustaining financial support. 

 Financial challenges can restrict their ability to achieve youth development outcomes. 

 Small trusts often only have one staff member to manage and run the facility.  

 Some trusts are over-reliant on one or two funding sources and fail to develop financial 
sustainability plans. 

 

Councils as funders of trust-run youth centres 

Council funding of trust-run youth centres ranges from 100% to less than 10% depending on 
population, history and how long the youth centre has been operating.  Many youth centres 
receive over 80% funding from councils in the first three to six years of operation.  After this 
period of time, many youth centres experience a decrease in council funding as other pressing 
priorities for funding emerge and youth centres are considered to be well established. Below 
are three case studies which highlight some issues and opportunities in the development of a 
stakeholder relationship between a council as a funder and Charitable Trust as a provider of a 
youth centre.  
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1) One trust-run youth centre has 75% of its annual budget provided by its local council. 
The trust has limited volunteers and has struggled to develop income streams, which 
has resulted in the council reviewing its investment. There was a relationship 
breakdown and the youth centre now faces a drastic decrease in council funding in 
coming years with little ability or planning to ensure sustainability. This council could 
have engaged better with the provider. Internal re-structures in the council, a lack of 
relationship with senior managers and changing contract managers contributed to a 
poor relationship with this provider.  

2) Another trust has developed and maintained effective and valuable stakeholder 
relationship with the local councils where it operates youth centres. The trust places a 
high level of importance and value on its relationship with each council it partners with 
to deliver services. Clear meeting agendas are set and expected outcomes are provided 
as a result of meetings between each provider and council. The CEO maintains a direct 
relationship with the Mayors and key elected members, as well as relevant senior 
managers. There is a contractual agreement and a willingness to engage and support 
those communities where there is a youth need or community crisis in which the trust 
can help and work alongside the council. This youth centre trust was proactive in 
developing new income streams which, in turn, eased the council’s contribution 
towards services in each region it operates in. 

3) Another youth centre closed down as a result of a poor relationship between its council 
and trust management. This contributed towards council pulling funding from the 
facility. The council and the trust could not agree on what a community outcome looked 
like in the youth sector and no expectations were provided by the council on what 
funding was to contribute towards.  

Learnings from these case studies helped form some of the recommendations around 
stakeholder management between the Council and the provider. These are particularly relevant 
if the Council decides to move forward with Option 2 (Established Charitable Trust) 

Recommendations 
  

There is a key difference between the strategic and financial capacity of larger more established 
Incorporated Charitable Trusts and smaller ones.  A larger organisation is more likely to have 
capacity to govern effectively and meet youth development outcomes.  
 
It is recommended the most effective business delivery model for the Centre is for the Council 
to contract a large established Incorporated Charitable Trust which already delivers youth 
centres. The procurement process would require a thorough examination of potential providers 
to ensure they are operating effectively and strategically.  
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OPTION 3: NEW INCORPORATED CHARITABLE TRUST  
 
Option 3 is explored on the basis of two examples of youth centres which did not survive 
outside of the three to four year ‘honeymoon’ phase. This option is not recommended as the 
business delivery option for the Centre due to the risks associated with the development of a 
new trust and the timing required for establishing one. Option 3 was dismissed as a viable 
option early on by the Youth Development Centre Advisory Group for similar reasons.  
 

Discussion 
 

The maturity of an organisation can have a significant impact on its governance challenges and 
the way it applies its processes and systems. New trusts typically take up to four years to 
become established, acquire a history and demonstrate effective service delivery. A trust would 
take too long to get off the ground and does not have the service delivery record needed to 
prove its effectiveness to funders. Most funders need two years’ worth of audited accounts 
when requesting funding over $50,000. 

A new organisation would need strong governance to drive new policy and procedures forward, 
while developing its vision, mission and objectives. This takes governance groups significant 
time, resources and effort. New governance boards can often get frustrated with the process 
and burn out before the organisation gains significant traction to deliver effective services. As 
noted in the Coastlands Aquatic Centre report on management options, a governance board 
requires expertise. If this expertise cannot be found, the roles have to be paid at a board level. 

More established organisations have built relationships with funders, business and local 
community to create additional income streams. Many new providers are too busy getting the 
organisation operating with a need to show good service provision and do not have the time to 
tackle long term sustainability and other important but less urgent governance matters. Human 
resources don’t often stretch far enough and staffing is commonly around one fulltime 
equivalent. As mentioned earlier, this person is required to take on a multitude of roles to make 
sure the organisation is meeting its objectives and the needs of the community. 

Case studies  

In 2000, a new youth centre trust was formed and funded by Wellington City Council. After nine 
months and the spending of $300,000, the facility closed its doors. Ineffective management, a 
lack of skilled staff, an inability to attract volunteers who were needed to carry out core 
services of the organisation and a new governance board unable to give strategic direction 
were all contributing factors.  

Another more recent youth centre trust existed for three years. The governance board 
consisted of key community stakeholders, council and representatives from multiple funders. 
With so many key providers on the governance board, no one organisation held ownership and 
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often the responsibility was passed to another provider. A strategic plan was not implemented 
and the trust was only able to secure limited funding for three years. No income streams were 
developed and applying for funding was done in an ad-hoc, unplanned manner. As a new trust, 
the organisation struggled to receive funding as it did not have an effective track record and 
was unable to show more than one years’ worth of financial history.  

Staffing challenges were prevalent. The coordinator worked in isolation and did not have a 
team to drive opportunities forward. The trust struggled to get volunteers and had limited 
youth engagement. The space never developed and was only open for around 12 hours per 
week. The location and type of the facility was a disadvantage - it was isolated away from the 
main township and had a limited fit out which meant it had low appeal to young people.  These 
poor choices could have been avoided if an established Incorporated Charitable Trust with 
expertise in youth centres had been engaged as the provider.  
 

Advantages  
 

 A new trust would be locally run and managed. 

 It could engage local governance. 

 It would have the ability to receive donations and apply for philanthropic funding.  

Disadvantages 
 

 A new trust has no proven track record for service provision. 

 It would lack expertise in delivering youth centres.  

 Funding challenges would arise from a lack of financial records.  

 There would an urgent need to create new policy and procedures to ensure safe 
practice.  

 There are challenges related to developing new governance and attracting competent 
trustees. 

 New trusts typically take up to four years to become established, acquire a history and 
show effective service delivery.  

 Trust members can often get frustrated with the process and burn out before the 
organisation gains significant traction to deliver effective services. 

 Many youth centres do not survive the establishment phase of three to four years.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Based on the findings of this report, it is recommended that an established Incorporated 
Charitable Trust (which has the industry expertise to deliver the services and management to 
operate a business) is the best business delivery option for the Centre.  A Charitable Trust with 
an income over $1,000,000 per annum is likely to have the right structures in place, as well as 
the capacity to handle all administrative and governance duties to move the organisation 
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forward and meet the outcomes set by key stakeholders. It is recommended that the 
procurement process stipulates that the chosen provider: 
 

 be an incorporated and registered Charitable Trust 

 have an annual turnover of more than $1,000,000 

 have a governance board that lessens liabilities and maximises assets 

 does not depend solely on Council funding in the long term 

 is a leader in youth development service provision 

 shows an ability to develop income streams and become 50-60% sustainable within 
three years 

 has previously raised significant capital (over $1,000,000 ) in the last five years 

 is operating more than one youth facility concurrently  

 shows evidence of strong local community and youth engagement 

 has a management team that drives a vision for youth development with capable 
staff (including volunteer management).  

 
In addition, a key finding is that the relationship between a council and a youth centre provider 
is pivotal in ensuring outcomes are met and a youth centre is sustainable in the long term. It is 
recommended that the following is also implemented if an established Incorporated Charitable 
Trust is contracted by the Council:  

 Council monitors the provider in a partnership agreement - making sure clear 
expectations are met by both parties, particularly Council’s involvement as a key 
stakeholder and initiator of the project  

 a local advisory board is established with representation from the Youth Council and the 
local community youth sector  

 the relationship between the service provider and Council is managed at a senior level 

 monthly reports are prepared and presented to Council management, local community 
boards and elected members 

 regular monthly meetings are held between the service provider and Council 
management to make sure expectations are being met and any threats/opportunities 
are identified by either organisation 

 the chosen provider and the Council commit to a ‘no surprises’ policy 

 all contracts, including leases, are well managed and presented in a timely manner 

 six-monthly financial reports are provided and annual budgets are signed off by Council 
management 

 the possibility of a Council staff member (youth related) to share office space at the 
facility with the provider’s staff, up to 10 hours per week, is investigated. 
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CONCLUSION  

Gone are the days of youth facilities with a pool table, a couch and a radio playing. Young 
people today need more than a space to be entertained, they need a space that provides 
opportunities to learn, develop and become involved. This requires a business-like attitude to 
make sure services are provided, policies are followed and opportunities are created to engage 
with young people in our communities. The only way to achieve this is to have an organisation 
that has the capability and capacity to meet the needs of our young people - an organisation 
that can effectively and efficiently meet the compliances required and competencies needed to 
govern, manage and plan for the future.  

At their best, youth centres can be hubs of positive activities with semi-autonomous spaces 
where young people can experiment with identities, roles and lifestyles.  The difference 
between youth centres and many other spaces young people access is that they do not need to 
come with a requirement - they don’t have to be defined as students, offenders, young 
consumers or ‘at risk’ youth.  They are simply young people.  When run well, youth centres 
allow young people to try out a multitude of roles and support them onto positive youth 
development pathways.  

For a number of young people, a youth centre may be the only secure and safe place in their 
chaotic lives.  For others, it will be a place to socialise and have fun or where they can learn new 
skills.  For some, it will be all of these things. Some will pass through only occasionally, while 
others will spend most of their free time there. Youth centres are complex services to deliver 
and an organisation with the specific knowledge and expertise in delivering these facilities is 
required to ensure our Centre is successful.  
 
This report recommends that the business delivery model for the Centre is an established 
Incorporated Charitable Trust with an annual income over $1 million, expertise in youth 
development, and effective governance and management practices to move this project 
forward.  
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Appendix 2 

 
Youth Centre Advisory Group Report to the Kāpiti 
Coast District Council  
March 2015 
 
Advisory group membership 
 
Chair 
Tony Kane (Principal, Kapiti College) 
 
Members 
Gregor Fountain (Principal, Paraparaumu College)  
Mark Ternent (Financial Expertise) 
Lawrence Kirby (Kapiti Impact Trust, Paraparaumu Family Church)  
Jenny Gutry (Kapiti College Board of Trustees, Communications Expertise)  
Michael Tahere (Police)  
Cherie Seamark (Iwi, Hora Te Pai Health Services) 

Grace Wynne Ewens (Kāpiti Coast Youth Council)  
Michael Hayward (Kāpiti Coast Youth Council) 
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Executive Summary: 
 

The Advisory Group recommends the following: 
 

1. That KCDC contract an existing Youth Centre provider to run the proposed Kapiti 
Youth Centre  

2. That a criteria for selection be a proven youth development focus 
3. That a criteria for selection be that the provider has a proven record of strong 

governance and effective management of more than one centre 
4. That KCDC strongly support the Youth Centre financially at the outset but limit 

future liability through an agreement with the provider which puts the onus on the 
provider to find a greater proportion of operating costs over time 

 
Background: 
 

The Youth Centre Advisory Group was set up in 2012 to provide a community view on 
the Youth Centre proposal as advanced by Kāpiti Coast Youth Council.   The Advisory 
Group in essence supported the Youth Council proposal and its recommendations were 
similar to those developed by Council staff. 
 

In mid-2014, members of the Advisory Group were asked to provide advice to 
Councillors on governance and management of the proposed Youth Centre and possible 
sites.  The group comprised representatives from the Council, schools, Churches, 
Police, businesses, Youth Council and other interested parties. 
 



 

 

The Advisory Group sought advice from a number of sources including examining data 
 on a number of existing youth centre providers with differing governance models and 
having detailed discussions with representatives from some of these.   
 

The group was concerned with the following questions: 
 

1  What governance model would give the proposed Youth Centre the best chance of 
success::  
a) directly governed, managed and funded by Council,  
b) governed by a community trust (whether new or existing) and funded by Council, or  
c) contracted out to an existing Youth Centre provider? 
 

2.  How could we best ensure that the proposed Youth Centre would remain financially 
viable over the long term? 
 

3.  How could we ensure that the proposed Youth Centre was using a model which 
reflected best practice? 
 

4.  What were possible sites for the proposed Youth Centre?   
 

A number of the group accompanied Councillors Welsh, Gaylor and Holborow to 
Auckland to clarify our thinking by looking at two different models:  the Mt Roskill centre, 
funded almost wholly by the Auckland City Council, and the ZEAL centres in Waitakere 
and Hamilton.  It was interesting that the Council could not tell us how much the Mt 
Roskill centre cost to run, while Zeal was able to quantify where funding was coming 
from for both Waitakere and Hamilton, with Council not fully funding either of those. 
 

The philosophies of different centres became very clear in the visit.  In the Mt Roskill 
case, the centre focussed on providing for youth a place to come to in which activities 
happened.  This is not an untypical model.  Zeal’s focus was on youth development as 
well as engagement and fitted much more closely with the recommendations of the 
original Advisory Group. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
1. Governance Model:  The Advisory Group felt that both options a (Council run) and b 
(community Trust) had significant problems.  It noted that Council governed and 
managed centres had little incentive to be proactive in raising additional funds and there 
was a significant risk of closure if a future Council trimmed or removed funding. 
 Expertise among staff in the various Councils around the country managing Youth 
Centres is  variable and other Council-run centres have experienced tensions between 
the requirements of Council and the direction of the youth workers employed. 
 

The option of a trust was discarded relatively quickly.  Advice from existing providers 
convinced the Advisory Group that considerable expertise in governance and 
management was necessary and that there was both too much risk in setting one up 
and no existing local trust with the expertise necessary. 
 

This left us with the option of a Council-contracted provider.  This option has strong 
benefits: 
 
 



 

 

 A proven track record increases the chance of success 
 The ability of providers to access external funding reduces financial risk for the 

Council 
 The model and outcomes for youth are clear from the outset 

 

To minimise risk, the provider would best be an organisation which already had a good 
track record in the provision of multiple youth centres.  There would need to be clarity 
about what the Council expected of the provider, and the development of a long-term 
relationship with that provider.  While it was important that there be transparency and 
accountability around the spending of public funds and the outcomes of programmes run 
by the provider, reporting processes should not be so onerous that they took 
precedence over the provision of the service.   The provider would need a reasonable 
amount of time to get the Youth Centre running and a reasonable guarantee by Council 
that support would continue.  In our original recommendation, we discussed a period of 
3-5 years, but now believe that 5 years would be the absolute minimum contract period.  
 
We therefore recommend that KCDC contract an existing Youth Centre provider 
for a period of at least 5 years to run a Youth Centre in Kāpiti, and with 3 yearly 
rights of renewal thereafter. 
 
2.  Provider Focus:  Recommendations by the original advisory group and by the Youth 
Council had stressed the importance of youth work which had a strong emphasis on 
youth development, rather than models of youth centres as drop-in places.  Not all have 
this focus.  There was no volunteer base in the Mt Roskill centre, for example, which 
seemed more focussed on providing amenities for youth, rather than walking alongside 
them, supporting and guiding their initiatives.  We can readily provide entertainment for 
our youth.  Developing their capability is the higher goal and such a goal takes time. 
. 
Accordingly, we recommend that a criteria for provider selection be a proven 
youth development focus. 
 
3.  Provider Capability:  In rejecting the option of a local trust, our rationale was the 
risks associated with a lack of expertise.  It was clear in looking at a range of existing 
youth centre providers that there was considerable variation in the level of expertise in 
governance and management.  Those involved in day-to-day running of services were 
invariably completely dedicated to the young people they served and went far beyond 
what an employer would reasonably expect.  However, many trusts simply don’t have 
the financial capacity and resilience to set up another centre. 
 

The number of organisations running more than one centre is clearly very small and the 
Council would have little choice in provider.  Nonetheless, the Advisory Group felt that 
successfully running Youth Centres concurrently over an extended period of time and 
being able to expand these into other areas was not possible without excellent 
governance and financial management and KCDC should be looking for the best 
provider possible. 
  
We therefore recommend that a criteria for selection be that the provider has a 
proven record of strong governance and effective concurrent management of 
more than one centre. 
 
4.  Financial Support:  In discussions with existing providers, it became clear that 
 providers of sustainable and successful youth centres were not solely reliant on Council 



 

 

funding and that a model was possible where Council would provide a reasonable 
amount of start-up funding, as budgeted in the LTP, with the ongoing funding gradually 
reducing over a period of years as the provider took more responsibility for finding its 
own sources of funding.  The ability of a provider to source funding speaks volumes 
about their capability and reduces the risk involved where a Council remains the 
substantive funder.   
 
Finally we recommend that KCDC strongly support the Youth Centre financially at 
the outset but limit future liability through an agreement with the provider which 
puts the onus on the provider to find a greater proportion of operating costs over 
time. 
 
Summary: 
 

The Advisory Group recommends that the safest governance and management model 
for the proposed Youth Centre both in fiscal and effectiveness terms is the contracting of 
an existing youth centre provider. The successful provider will have longevity, a Board 
with sufficient expertise and a demonstrated ability to raise and manage funds.  It will 
have a proven track record within a youth centre setting, will not be reliant on one source 
of funding and will have a  strong youth development focus.  It will have a record of 
working with existing organisations in local communities that it serves and the services 
provided will be locally flavoured.  
 

We believe it essential that KCDC show clear financial support from the outset, as the 
Council has allowed for in the LTP.  We are a relatively small area and the provider we 
need is unlikely to be attracted if they are required to substantially fund the start-up 
costs.  It is reducing the long-term financial risk that is the more important. 
 

While the Advisory Group had begun looking at venues, we quickly halted that process 
concluding that the first step was to find the appropriate provider.  The venue needs to 
follow the philosophy of the provider and a predetermined venue would not work.  We 
have therefore make no recommendation on venue other than that no further work be 
done prior to discussions with providers. 
 

The proposed Youth Centre has now been under discussion for over two years.  The 
Advisory Group believes that the next steps should be as follows: 

 to clarify Council expectations of the successful provider and how it will interact 
with that provider over the long term.  This would include work on how the 
provider will interact with our existing community organisations and ensuring that 
fund-raising by one does not put another at risk. 

 to develop a procurement process. 
 to offer a contract to the successful provider as soon as possible.   

 

Our expectation would be that the successful provider would rapidly start connecting 
with young people through a mobile service and begin the development of local 
champions.  The determination of successive Youth Councils in championing the 
concept of a Youth Centre suggests that they will not be hard to find.   
 

The Advisory Group is willing to be involved in the next stages in the process if the 
Council wishes. 
 



 

 

The members of the Advisory Group thank the Councillors for the opportunity to have an 
input into the project and would like to express their appreciation for the assistance and 
advice of Emma Haxton and Keryn Martin through the process.  We commend the 
Council for the consideration they have given to the young people of our district. 
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