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1 Introduction and Method

1.1 Aims for the evaluation of PUSH Prototype 

The evaluation of the Advancement Network Prototype in South Hampshire had aims to assess the:

· extent to which the PUSH Prototype met the requirements of the specification set out by LSC/BIS

· ‘additional value’ and ‘fit’ of the Prototype approach

· ‘distance travelled’ by the Prototype including how networks developed, how staff were developed, and how individuals were supported

· PUSH Prototype in relation to the nine other national Prototypes.

1.2 Research approach

The research drew upon material gathered as part of the national evaluation. This was enhanced by analysis of local monitoring reports and feedback notes, which were forwarded to the evaluation by PUSH Prototype.

The national evaluation undertook large-scale qualitative, process evaluation research over three phases, including a detailed, in-depth case study in South Hampshire and ‘nested’ research with users as part of this case study. These latter interviews centred upon individuals who received support through PUSH Prototypes and gathered the perspective of their Advancement Advisers and other support workers who were involved in their case. Launch events were attended and a series of interviews with local stakeholders and the strategic group were undertaken.

1.3 Findings and reporting

The findings from the local evaluation are drawn together into this short report which summarises achievements against the aims set out for the evaluation above. It is intended that this report complements local monitoring data which records hard impacts such as the number of individuals engaged through the Prototype, and the outcomes for them of receiving advice and support.

1.3.1 Structure of this report

The report first provides a narrative account of the Prototypes’ specification in Section 2, with details of the PUSH delivery model. It then explores the extent to which Fast Forward met the requirements of BIS/LSC. 

The additional value established by Fast Forward is summarised in Section 3, based on evidence presented in Section 2. 

The progress made by Fast Forward across the funding period is explored in Section 4, again referring to the narrative for evidence, although a sub-section is included about the impact on clients. 

Finally, the PUSH Prototype is benchmarked against the other nine national Prototypes in Section 5.

2 Meeting the Prototype Specification

2.1 What was the specification for the Prototypes?

The LSC/BIS specification for the Prototypes set out a number of suggestions and ambitions for the way in which they would work to enhance access to advice for adults within communities, and to improve and strengthen inter-agency and partnership working. The specification was not prescriptive rather it allowed local areas, through different types of partnership and models of delivery, to develop innovative solutions tailored to the needs of their communities.

It was envisaged that the Prototypes would reflect the context of local area agreements and/or multi area agreements, and focus on integrating the range of advisory services (to include as a minimum, advice on housing, employment rights, childcare, health as well as skills and jobs) and align these with the work of Jobcentre Plus and neighbourhood strategies.

By joining up advisory services, Prototypes would bring about significant improvements to tackling community disadvantage, raising aspirations, addressing barriers to progression and enabling individuals to reach their full potential. The Prototypes would be relevant to the whole population: people in work as well as unemployed or inactive adults, and provide links into business, the workforce, community development activities and young people’s careers services (eg Connexions Service but also Further and Higher Education advice services). 

A key feature of the approach was to establish ‘no wrong door’ access to advice on skills and careers, and to ensure individuals could quickly access a range of advisory services no matter which organisation they used as their initial entry point. 

Local determination meant that advancement networks could be set up in different ways which might include: 

· advancement experts acting as a focal point in the wider system of advice 

· development of service standards across careers and wider advice services

· full or partial co-location of careers and wider advice services.
Through the operation of the prototypes, the BIS/LSC wished to identify good and best practice which could be carried forward into the development of the adult advancement and career service (aacs) on issues surrounding:

· the effectiveness of different approaches in improving access to advice, supporting individuals and enabling them to ‘advance’

· linking the work of different agencies through networks and co-location

· the groups who most benefit from the support offered, and the impacts they experience.

In assessing the bids it received to develop the Prototypes, BIS/LSC reviewed the role and commitment of local authorities and evidence of joint investment in the Prototypes. Further to this, judgements were made against the following criteria:

· innovative approaches to improving access for nextstep customers to advice on overcoming the full range of potential barriers to learning and work

· strong partnership and commitment to joint working between advice agencies, working with Jobcentre Plus, and the third sector

· built-in development of capacity/capability to develop a sustainable approach.

A final point about the specification was that there was recognition that Prototype models needed the opportunity to change as they embedded within their localities since this would enable them to learn from, and develop on, the basis of their experience across the funding period. It was also a true trial in that there was no expectation that all Prototype models would be successful in their activities.

2.2 What was the operational model proposed by PUSH?

The PUSH Prototype determined to introduce a single, multi-agency approach, incorporating public and voluntary sector partners, which would deliver ‘no wrong door’ access to careers and wider advice. The approach would be client-centred and adaptive to individual needs. The ‘offer’ would be universally available although a focus would exist on helping disadvantaged individuals.

Emphasis was placed on monitoring activity to ensure barriers were overcome, and to offer further support individuals might need. The delivery model integrated Advancement Experts and Advisers (referred to as Advancement Staff throughout this report) to work with clients, and Advancement Aware Staff (referred to as stakeholders in this report) in wider agencies who would cross-refer to the Prototype. Since the Integrated Employment and Skills (IES) Trial was rolling out in Hampshire and the Isle of Wight, linkages would be established between it and Fast Forward, along with local employment and skills priorities. Further, Prototype activities would build in links to Skills Accounts and Skills Health Checks.

Strategically, the Prototype would be managed through a sub-committee of the PUSH Multi Area Agreement formation with links to the Employment and Skills Board, and this multi-agency task group included staff from the four Local Authorities, Jobcentre Plus, the regional nextstep prime contractor (albeit in the initial stages) and the LSC.

The Prototype would work from two established and two new hubs. It would establish a brand as a hook to gain recognition amongst individuals, agencies and employers. Training would be available to Prototype staff to ensure they worked holistically with individuals, and the Prototype’s activities would be promoted within the networks.

A unique feature of the PUSH Prototype was the inclusion of a beneficiary funding pot to lift immediate barriers to progression in work or learning.

2.3 Did PUSH meet the requirements of the Prototype specification?

2.3.1 Did it build on MAA and LAA?

From the outset, the PUSH Prototype was embedded within the multi-area agreement formation as was envisaged by the specification. The strategic partners welcomed the opportunity to draw upon their expertise of economic regeneration to design a person-centred service model that would fit the needs of the local community. A shared motivation to work together underpinned this. Overall, the sub-regional operation of the PUSH Prototype was an effective tool for delivery of networked approaches:

‘What is key to these networks, if you’ve got a strategic multi-agency taskforce working in a region, then you will achieve a network of services because lines of communication [for sharing information and good practice] are open.’
Member of multi-agency taskforce

Across the Prototypes nationally, the MAA formations have been powerful in accelerating and embedding localised Prototype activities.
2.3.2 How were public/statutory IAG partners involved?

The strategic involvement of Jobcentre Plus was mirrored on ground in the activities in each hub. Staff in each hub reported high demand from unemployed individuals
, often referred or signposted by the Jobcentre. Evidence suggested that the simplicity of making referrals to Fast Forward for advice and guidance had been a critical success factor in this relationship.

‘We have referred lots of customers to the Integrated Employment and Skills trial (IES) but we find that Fast Forward is able to move people on more and we can still refer them to IES if they still need specific employment and skills help. Fast Forward provides broader support than IES which we value such as opportunities for confidence courses but also support with other things such as housing.’
Jobcentre Plus

nextstep services and staff were co-located in each of the hubs. This was of particular value in Gosport, since previously, nextstep staff did not have a venue to operate from. Added to this, the number of days nextstep spent in this hub increased from one to two across the course of Prototype operation, in response to demand (ie referrals) from the Prototype and Jobcentre Plus. Here, the nextstep service was used by clients who required CV support, a skills health check and the opportunity to open a skills account. In this way, nextstep and Fast Forward IAG services were differentiated with benefits to both. Fast Forward services could focus upon holistic advice and provide ongoing support and while ensuring that clients who needed focused skills and careers advice received it, also enabling nextstep to reach its targets.

In Portsmouth, a nextstep staff member was to be co-located in the hub and offer the IES service as well as the generic nextstep service. The impacts of this arrangement will be apparent once operation beds in. In Havant and Southampton, Wheatsheaf Trust has a contract for nextstep services and so these activities were embedded within advice offered to individuals. 

2.3.3 How involved were wider advice services?

The evidence showed that the Prototype had joined up with wider agencies, such as in the voluntary and community, and FE sector advisory staff. Of particular note, was the partnership link established in Portsmouth between Fast Forward and the local FE college. 

The evidence of joining up with wider agencies was particularly clear within the activities of the two new hubs (Gosport and Portsmouth), since it was necessary to scope services and provision, and to find ways of working together to make the hubs operational. In Havant and Southampton it was apparent that these linkages existed, however, they had been established for some time and consequently the Advancement Staff, and other stakeholders, less readily identified additional value in this regard.

The range of advice individuals could access covered the minimum set out by the specification while understandably, the full range of services varied by localities (depending upon what existed). Notable was the inclusion of services offering training and development, such as confidence building and team work offered through third sector providers and local libraries, and providers of literacy, numeracy and IT provision such as UK Online. The additional value to some of these services was the access Fast Forward enabled to target groups for support by their services. Also notable, were the links established with the Probation service and voluntary sector organisations which worked to rehabilitate offenders. Work with the Probation Service had been problematic in some other Prototypes which had aims to target offenders for support through the ANP.

Two types of co-location had established. In some instances, agencies worked from the hubs on particular days of the week, or through more informal arrangements on a needs basis. Further to this there were numerous examples of Advancement Staff co-locating with the wider agencies to conduct outreach and deliver support within communities. These activities included using the Nimrod Centre in Gosport, and co-locating Fast Forward advisers with the centre’s staff, as well as housing and Sure Start teams; also Advancement Staff presence at an information day for graduates, at University of Southampton which Fast Forward attended alongside Jobcentre Plus.
At the time of the research, in contrast to some other Prototypes, there appeared a lesser emphasis in Hampshire on documenting the networks. Subsequent to the research, a number of activities were in train to address this, such as the development of a Skills Directory in Gosport as part of the activities of the Employment and Skills Board. This type of activity is valuable to ensure a legacy of the scoping work that was initially undertaken. Further to this, encouraging co-located organisations to share information about their own networks has potential to accelerate the knowledge in all organisations about the wider support agencies individuals might access. However, the resource required to keep such documentation up to date, must be acknowledged.

2.3.4 Did the Prototype achieve ‘no wrong door’ access?

The evidence suggested that the majority of clients approached the Prototype through the hub door. Nevertheless, examples existed of voluntary sector agencies bringing their clients to Fast Forward for support. In this example, the organisation was involved in supporting the rehabilitation of offenders.

‘I will bring them [my clients] down here to see the Fast Forward advisers. I make it clear that it’s not formal – it is professional but you can have a cup of tea and feel at ease – so they just meet the adviser to get them on the books – know who she is, where the office is, know what’s available. I don’t push them but suggest it’s a step towards getting a job and I find they all are quite keen on it.’
Voluntary and community sector organisation

However, many examples also existed of Advancement Staff co-locating with wider organisations at specific events and to conduct outreach. An example of this was attending the ‘Opportunity Knocks’ event on a deprived estate in Gosport and this type of activity was also noted in Southampton. The benefit included bringing a focus on work and training to people in their communities, in environments in which they were already comfortable.

More generally, interviews undertaken with staff from organisations offering support for wider barriers were, without exception, highly positive about the hub with which they interacted. There was a clear understanding of the purpose of the Prototype and the ways in which it would support their clients as well as provide referrals to their services. The blend of drop-in access and appointments was particularly appealing to staff from wider services and individuals. 

The Advancement Staff employed by Fast Forward without doubt acted as a focal point for the integration of wider advice into individual cases. The tiered model of staffing (Advancement Adviser at NVQ Level 3 and Advancement Expert at NVQ Level 4) was effective, and matched good practice elsewhere in IAG services eg in the Careers Advice Service. It was apparent that not all the individuals Advancement Staff worked with needed the support of the wider agencies; however, Advancement Staff were clear about the boundaries of what they could offer, and when they should make a referral.

Different models for the co-location of services were in evidence although co-location existed in some form in each of the hubs. This demonstrates how the Prototype adapted to fit local circumstances. The model of co-location in Portsmouth, whereby wider agencies contribute funding to be co-located, offers significant learning for the development of aacs, particularly for localities where high street advice provision hubs do not exist. In Havant, the approach to co-location focused more strongly on the pooling of Wheatsheaf Trust services and routing individuals to the most appropriate form of support. A similar situation existed in Southampton where in addition, specialists were available for example, for benefits or employment law advice. In Gosport, nextstep was co-located for two days a week, and other organisations provided for instance, training from the hub.

The development of comprehensive service standards across careers and wider advice services appeared less of a priority within the PUSH implementation although a linkage was established between the service levels in Fast Forward and in the Integrated Employment Trials. 

In terms of creating a service that would promote ‘seamless customer journeys’, informal means were established, and were effective, for sharing information between agencies to smooth individuals’ transitions between advice and support sources. Advancement Staff discussed with the client the reasons why they would like to share information with another agency/other agencies, and gained consent for this to happen. When contacting other agencies, the Advancement Staff member could communicate the reason for making a referral. The sharing of client information had been challenging elsewhere within the national Prototypes.

If a weakness existed in the operation of a ‘no wrong door’ approach, it was in the systems to record the journey of individuals. While the meganexus system used by PUSH Prototype ensured that detailed information was recorded on clients’ action plans, it was not possible to extract this into quantifiable data. In making this point however, it must be emphasised that no demand has been made by LSC/BIS for the provision of these data, nor was it specified that these data should be captured in a quantifiable format. Other Prototypes had put a greater emphasis on designing MI systems that would record data in this way, with a vision that agencies would access client information through these. However varying degrees of success were evident in the development and use of these systems and indeed not all were operational by the time of the second phase national research. 

It should also be noted that a national MI data system is in development for aacs which should have the capacity to ‘talk to’ local systems. It is likely that certain data standards would be specified to networks as part of this. This might mean that the MI systems developed by the Prototypes would need some revision and redevelopment.

2.3.5 Did the PUSH Prototype achieve a universal service?

The door to Fast Forward was open to any individual who wished to access support. There were no eligibility criteria in operation. The model operated as flexibly as intended. Interviews with clients showed that they had received as much or as little support as they wanted or needed. Providing a universal service was felt to be valuable since other projects and provision left gaps which meant individuals might be overlooked.

As noted previously, the highest demand for the service was experienced from unemployed and inactive individuals, who were among the target groups set out by PUSH in their bid for Prototype funding. Despite this, a number of Advancement Staff noted that working through Fast Forward had enabled them to support individuals in part-time work, which other contracts did not. The links to a community organisation on a deprived estate in the Gosport area had been fruitful in terms of reaching individuals in temporary or seasonal work who might need support to consider more sustainable work patterns.

‘Those who are working in seasonal, low income jobs definitely need support. This is where we really appreciated FF being there – it was open to this group. They need their confidence built up.... It shouldn’t be the case that you start work and all support cuts off – there needs to be something that stays with you through the churn between short term work and benefits claims and helps to build you towards more sustainable work.’

Community Leader, Gosport

Helping people in part-time work was felt to be of particular value to the pre-existing hubs ie Southampton and Havant. A concern was expressed however, by Advancement Staff across the piece, for individuals in full-time employment who would find it difficult to access the service with its daytime opening hours. To get around this, Fast Forward could consider signposting the Careers Advice Service (which offers telephone careers, employment and skills IAG into the evening) and the Direct Gov website, within marketing materials and on its website.

While the PUSH Prototype, in its bid for funding, noted that it would work with employers and employees, this aspect of work was felt to have been hampered by the recession. Similar to other Prototypes nationally, the PUSH Prototype had been negatively impacted in this regard, by demand for Train to Gain training outstripping funding supply – this was felt to have also hampered the engagement with employers. Consequently there had been a need to re-think delivery to focus on those most in need (eg unemployed and inactive individuals). Nevertheless, some good practice was notable. Support had been offered within at least one organisation for individuals facing redundancy. Further to this, broad Fast Forward careers and skills advice had been proposed alongside sector-specific advice in a health setting. In drawing together the final summation of the PUSH Protoype, these aspects of satellite operation should not be overlooked.

In the absence of guidance from the National LSC, Prototypes devised their own specifications for management information data. The meganexus system used by PUSH did not capture, in quantifiable format, the characteristics of the individuals Fast Forward supported. In respect of showing the universality of the PUSH Prototype (and the other nine), it would have been useful to have systematic data about the characteristics of those accessing the service. In respect of capturing this data in quantifiable format, PUSH Prototype was no better or worse than other Prototypes. Nevertheless, the case studies collected by Fast Forward, and the in-depth interviews with clients undertaken for the evaluation, show that the Prototype helped people from a range of backgrounds and experiences to move forward in (or nearer to) work and learning. 

2.3.6 Did the Prototype develop a sustainable approach?

The approach established by the PUSH Prototype built in most cases on a successful model of working developed by Wheatsheaf Trust not least, since this model had informed John Denham’s vision for aacs. Work in the hubs is continuing albeit supported through different funding streams (such as the A4e contract). The Local Authorities are providing some funding for continued operation, demonstrating local impact and recognised value.

Working in a joined up way with statutory and wider agencies would be likely to continue, if universal service levels can be maintained, even in limited scale. Fast Forward has developed a reputation for flexible, professional and adaptive support and it is likely that agencies will wish to continue the liaison. A great deal of regret was expressed about potential closure of Fast Forward particularly in Gosport where support of this kind had not previously been available. It is undoubtedly of great value that funding has now been confirmed for the work to continue in this hub. 

In the established hubs, Southampton and Havant, the perceived additional value of Fast Forward was the incorporation of beneficiary funding to the established service. The opportunity to fund individuals to overcome barriers to training was recognisably valuable across the PUSH implementation. The pot was well managed to avoid duplication; in addition, Fast Forward established joint funding with Jobcentre Plus for some individuals. However this aspect is unlikely to be sustainable since currently no funding stream exists to support it.

Currently, each hub will continue its work with clients albeit in some cases, on a reduced resource (eg three instead of five days each week). While opening hours have some impact upon capacity, each locality plans to maintain the depth of support that had been available through the Prototype phase. However, the capital and overhead costs of operating the hubs cannot be ignored and since these often cannot be included in funding bids, this has the potential to determine the long term sustainability of the Prototype’s work through the hubs.

2.4 How well did PUSH Prototype meet the specification?

The evidence suggests that PUSH Prototype met the requirements of the national specification. As the narrative account shows, the Fast Forward service demonstrated how ‘no wrong door’ access could be achieved, how a universal service could be established, how networks could work to the benefit of individuals and how linkages could be established with statutory agencies and public services. It built upon the MAA, and it was innovative in its approach to delivery, particularly in providing matched funding for training with other agencies. 

The evidence also showed that the organisations within the networks saw the value of working with Fast Forward, and its ethos fitted well with their aims. On these grounds (and on others) there is evidence to support notions of sustainability. While some aspects of the MI system could have been specified differently to provide analysable data, this does not affect the overall positive judgement of the implementation.

3 Perceived Additional Value 
The PUSH Prototype demonstrated additional value in the following ways:

· A new service level added to the mix in established venues notably extending support to assist individuals in part-time work.

· Co-located services meaning that clients experienced a ‘one stop shop’ for advice, and agencies/services had excellent opportunities to network.

· New venues for advice in Gosport and Portsmouth and co-location of wider agencies in these venues which demonstrated the extent of demand for the Prototype approach to holistic advice.

· Integrated service for individuals – adapted to their needs. Clients were highly satisfied with the depth and range of support available. The opportunity to use facilities (computers, telephones etc.) was also important to them.

· Increased take-up of nextstep IAG and services (eg Skills Accounts and Skills Health Check) particularly notable in Gosport.

· Increased take-up of the services and training offered by other organisations in the wider networks, in some cases helping these organisations reach their target groups.

· Support to people in part-time work, and those who churned between temporary work contracts.

· The beneficiary funding pot was shown to be effective, and lifted individual barriers to training. It was well managed to avoid duplication since Advancement Staff were tasked to explore mainstream funding streams before requesting Fast Forward funding. 

· The match-funding with Jobcentre Plus and other organisations in the wider networks, was innovative, and offers a robust way of working. 

· The decision to purchase the Construction Skills Certification Scheme (CSCS) practice system to ensure individuals were well prepared for the tests which might be funded through the beneficiary pot, was an example of very good practice.

· Using the beneficiary pot to enable individuals to undertake ‘licence to practice’ training (such as Security Industry Authority (SIA) and CSCS) promoted swift transition into work.

4 Distance Travelled
In considering the distance travelled and progress made by the hub Prototype, it is worth touching on some of the monitoring data available:

· It had a target to support 800 individuals. Year end figures demonstrated that 1,911 individuals (more than double the target) had accessed Fast Forward. 

· These data should be treated with a little caution since in Southampton all clients of the Wheatsheaf Trust drop-in were registered to Fast Forward (this may also have been the case in Havant too). It is not be possible therefore to attribute all demand directly to the Prototype. 

· Nevertheless, since a universal service was offered, these individuals were entitled to Fast Forward support, and many individuals no doubt received a deep level of support that may not have been available to them previously.

· The National LSC viewed working with clients a means to demonstrate how networks would work in practice. The client case study and interview data, and the stakeholder interviews, provided rich evidence that this had been the case in the PUSH Prototype. 

· 1,878 clients received personalised action plans which included the steps they would take to overcome wider barriers and progress into or towards work.

· 588 clients progressed into training including Skills for Life provision, Level 1 and Level 2 training and voluntary work. 183 clients progressed into work.

· The PUSH Prototype met its targets in other regards. It offered the Fast Forward service through the four hubs (albeit late in the day in Portsmouth for well established reasons), and in satellite/spoke operation. 

· Networks of wider support agencies were scoped, developed and were becoming sustainable. Networks were well-managed with excellent communications led by Advancement Staff. Particularly notable were the relationships established with Jobcentre Plus and nextstep services. Ensuring these networks are documented would be beneficial in terms of demonstrating impact, and ensuring sustainability.

· While work with employers was hampered by the recession and Train to Gain related factors, some progress had been made through offering support to individuals facing redundancy, and aligning Fast Forward support to health sector advice services.

· Support had been offered to individuals in part-time work, and Fast Forward continued to provide support to clients who had progressed into work. While the recession increased the demand from unemployed individuals which led to a change in emphasis in delivery, further consideration of the ways to reach individuals in employment could be beneficial.

4.1 Impacts on individuals

All the evidence suggested that Fast Forward supported individuals well. Most clients interviewed by the evaluation did not expect the extent of support they received and it appeared that few, if any, had awareness that there were sources of support to help them consider their barriers to work and training, nor the career and other options that existed for them. A key soft impact on clients is their increased awareness of the support available to them, from Fast Forward but other agencies as well. 

Individuals appreciated the opportunity to meet with Advancement Staff either by appointment or simply through dropping into the hub. It was apparent that this level of flexibility adapted well to their needs. Some clients simply wanted to use the drop-in service for the resource that was available as an ongoing service following their diagnostic discussion. Others wanted and needed the deeper level of support that was available. Those who had accessed training as a result of co- or full-funding through the beneficiary pot, felt this was an important outcome for their progression.

For the majority, soft outcomes were important and these included increased levels of confidence to make decisions about career and personal options, and increased capacity to negotiate the systems and processes of, most frequently, Jobcentre Plus and the benefits agencies.

For all, it had been undoubtedly important to have time with someone who listened to their needs and aspirations without judgement, and who would help them to access the range of support they needed to move forward.

Some examples of the impacts individuals noted as a result of working with Fast Forward are presented in the case studies below.

Duncan was referred to Fast Forward by the Jobcentre for additional support that might be on offer. He had no prior knowledge of Fast Forward, and few expectations. When he was interviewed for the research he had had six to seven meetings with an Advancement Expert across the course of a couple of months. He had been running his own construction company for many years, until the recession hit and the work dried up. He was keen to change career direction. 

He found the Advancement Expert really helpful and the support with job search, CV development and action planning useful. He was referred to nextstep for a skills assessment and to set-up a skills account although overall he felt this advice was more limited than the support he received through the Advancement Expert. He was highly satisfied with his experience since Fast Forward applied to use the Discretionary Fund to support him to take a course, part-time in the evenings, so it would not affect his benefits. He felt that Fast Forward had been more individualised and personalised than Jobcentre Plus.

‘It’s taken me a year to get referred to someone who can actually help… coming here [Adviser] helped me come up with a plan to help me get me where I want to be – and helped me to find a course that will help me to get on. Basically helped me research into different avenues and what’s involve. It’s been really nice to have some kind of support instead of floundering around in the system… It’s good to have someone to talk to who understands your situation and what you need to do to get out of it… I’m getting where I want to be – before I was getting angry and frustrated with the lack of help.’
Duncan, Prototype user

Duncan was taking a course that was recognised by industry. He was seeking employment but also considering setting up his own business. He felt that he would not have made this progress without support from Fast Forward. It had made a difference to him personally, he felt he had been listened to, and as a result of the discussions with his Adviser he felt better informed, and was more confident that a career change would be possible.

John had previously used the resource centre at the hub, however had not worked with an adviser. When he started working with Fast Forward he had spent a long time inactive due to substance misuse barriers. His life had spiralled out of control during the early years of work and this had led to a criminal conviction which was also acting as a barrier to progression. His previous work had been highly skilled but he was keen to change direction, and to move into a position where he could make a greater contribution to the community.

At the point of coming to Fast Forward, he had stabilised his substance misuse difficulties, through working with Shaw Trust, and was motivated to move forward in work. However did not feel he was getting the help he needed through Jobcentre Plus and was becoming frustrated: he had experienced an extended period without benefits, getting by with a crisis loan, and was struggling to keep his family housed. Fast Forward offered an alternative and it was important that it operated separately from the Jobcentre. Working with a Fast Forward adviser ‘took the pressure off’ and allowed him to vent his frustrations and work past them. It also better prepared him for his dealings with Jobcentre Plus. When he was interviewed for the evaluation he had been working with Fast Forward for two or three months.

He felt that the Advancement Expert had understood his needs in the round. Working with the adviser had helped him in better formulating his CV and focusing job applications. He had also attended some team working/confidence building provision. The adviser had also kept an eye out for voluntary options that might help him build towards his longer term goal and he had been successful in gaining voluntary work which was building upon his life experience.

‘What I got from them was the encouragement – it will happen. In all the jobs I applied for while coming to Fast Forward I got 5 interviews in an 8-9 week period. I never managed that interview rate before. It’s the environment – it brought the best out in me and I was thinking more about what I was doing. I can’t get across how much they helped me. My wife is proud of me again – it’s the whole thing.’
John, Prototype user

John was now working part-time and undertaking two voluntary positions in areas of interest to his long term career goal. His home situation was more stable and he was enjoying his life much more than when he had first approached Fast Forward. He planned to stay in touch and to keep using the hub. He valued having someone to tell about the progress he was making.

5 Benchmarking the PUSH Prototype

The ten Prototypes were highly diverse in their approach and aims, delivery models and in the organisation taking the lead role. The analysis used to benchmark progress is based on the second phase of national evaluation research, conducted between April and September 2009 and may, therefore, be a little out of step with the situation in each by the end of the funding period. PUSH Prototype may wish to update the benchmarking once the final national evaluation report is published (likely in Autumn/Winter 2010).

· Black Country Prototype was led by a consortium of Registered Social Landlords and had aims to help clients with housing needs access careers, employment and skills guidance, as well as support for wider barriers.

· Brent and Ealing Prototype operated differently in each borough and was testing the delivery of coherent and integrated housing and employment advice. The Catalyst Housing Association is the lead body for the Prototype.

· Brighton and Hove Prototype was local authority led and offered a ‘universal’ service. The service was delivered through three established hubs on deprived communities, and plans exist to develop a city centre hub (although this has been delayed).

· East Staffordshire Prototype had aims to develop a housing focused network in East Staffordshire, a health focused network in North Staffordshire, and support to ex-offenders across the whole patch (this element did not establish). The Prototype developed an ‘advancement wheel’ tool for work with clients.

· Greater Manchester Prototype was led by the nextstep prime contractor for the sub-region which acted as a hub for inter-agency liaison. The ten local authorities supported the Prototype and developed the networks locally. The emphasis was on frontline staff training, establishing a referral directory, a diagnostic tool and a client relationship management system.
· Greater Merseyside Prototype was led by Blackburne House, the body for the Voluntary Organisations Learning Association (VOLA) Consortium of 150 third sector support agencies. It aimed to demonstrate the role of the third sector in leading advancement networks and to deliver no wrong door access.

· Islington, Camden, Westminster and Kensington & Chelsea Prototype had a different delivery model in each of the boroughs. Common priorities included improving the outcomes for vulnerable groups, addressing worklessness, income maximisation through employment, and ensuring that welfare entitlements were fully utilised. It had developed an ‘outcomes star’ for work with clients.
· Slough Prototype was led by Slough Borough Council and was a complex implementation with aims to establish four different activity-led approaches to advancement. These were a health focused network, one focused on offenders (this did not establish), another exploring work placement as a means to advance, and the final one offering individuals the opportunity to work with a buddy as a means to support advancement.

· Southwark, Lambeth and Wandsworth Prototype aimed to deliver IAG within Children’s Centres and Extended Schools to reach parents on low incomes. The three Local Authorities partnered to implement the Prototype. Delivery was contracted out to Women Like Us (WLU), a social enterprise which assists women to return to work following childbirth.
There are a few points to make in summing up the national Prototypes:

· Not all intended to work directly with clients as part of their model (eg Greater Manchester which aimed to impact on the experience of the end users of the services within its networks through improved joint working).

· Not all proposed universal services. The majority were in fact targeted in some way either on: particular client groups (eg housing clients in Black Country), or particular types of barrier (eg housing, or health).

· Not all were able to bring their initial plans to fruition (eg Staffordshire and Slough in terms of their work with offenders through the Probation Service).

· The footprints of the Prototypes varied considerably with some operating across sub-regions (eg Greater Manchester, Merseyside and PUSH), some located within one local authority (eg Brighton and Hove), and others offering ward-based approaches (eg some aspects of Islington, Camden, Westminster, Kensington and Chelsea Prototype).

5.1 The PUSH Prototype in relation to the other ANPs

Comparing the PUSH Prototype to the other nine, the evidence suggested the scale of client work undertaken was much greater than elsewhere (even with the small caution about the data on demand noted earlier). While not all had committed to working directly with clients, where they had, the available data suggested that PUSH Prototype had far out-scaled their work.

The simplicity of the implementation in PUSH Prototype contrasted with others, the delivery model was adaptable to local circumstances but the same service was offered throughout. Where the implementations were more complex (different models in different localities) it had been challenging for Prototypes to make, or to demonstrate their, progress. 

There had been little progress with employers and employed individuals across the piece (although not all had proposed to do this). In this respect, PUSH Prototype had achieved at least as much as others.

The Integrated Employment and Skills (IES) trials had rolled in three of the other Prototype areas. Whereas PUSH Prototype had established links between service levels, elsewhere this link had not been made.
The national evaluation developed a typology of the ways in which the Prototypes were working with clients. These were: intensive support, improved use of existing support through utilising networks, and outreach/pre-engagement support. Fast Forward offered the first two of these approaches within its delivery and was effective in doing so. There was, however, some evidence of outreach through the organisations within its networks and its co-location of Advancement Staff in these organisations and at various local events. Some other Prototypes were undertaking systematic outreach work as part of their delivery models. In not doing this, it may be the case that Fast Forward did not reach the most vulnerable individuals in its communities which other Prototypes had (although no objective evidence exists for this one way or the other). That is not to undermine, however, the work achieved by Fast Forward in assisting vulnerable and disaffected people in its communities.

There was a greater emphasis on documenting the networks established for Prototype operation in other areas than seen in South Hampshire. The benefits of doing this surround data on impact, sustainability, increasing cross-referral between the Prototype and its networks, and improving adviser knowledge; however, such documents require constant updating to be of practical value therefore resource may be a consideration should PUSH Prototype decide to do this.

Most Prototypes offered NVQ level 3 or 4 training to their staff, as did Fast Forward. However Fast Forward was novel in devising the tiered model of staffing for the Prototype. It appeared that other types of training had been less prevalent for staff working in/with Fast Forward than appeared the case in other Prototypes. For instance, Greater Manchester had led a series of training events to increase knowledge and awareness of organisations within the network and how referrals could be made between them.

The role of nextstep within the Prototypes’ partnerships and networks varied considerably. PUSH Prototype had achieved liaison at least to a commensurate level as the others, however had also demonstrated how holistic support and IAG might link to the Careers, Employment and Skills IAG offered by nextstep. 

Across the Prototypes, there was little knowledge of the Careers Advice Service (which offers telephone Careers, Employment and Skills IAG). The situation was no different in the PUSH Prototype, although Advancement Staff did make use of the Direct Gov website and its careers tools, in their interactions with clients. A benefit of this was raising clients’ awareness of this website and the multiple strands of information it contains. This could have longer term benefits for individuals in ensuring their access to reliable and robust information to meet their needs.

The evidence suggested that few (if any) of the Prototypes had established an MI system capable of capturing the customer journey in a quantifiable format, therefore PUSH Prototype operation was on a par with most others. It was also the case that since the National LSC had not specified MI data for the Prototypes, none had provided evidence of the diversity and characteristics of their client groups and, therefore, PUSH Prototype was no different from others. Despite this, the MI system used by PUSH Prototype contains clear and precise records of clients’ barriers, their action plans and their journeys so while it would take a resource to interrogate this, the data could be made available.
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�	Management information records show that 10 per cent of those accessing the service were in employment. The remainder were unemployed or inactive, or preferred to not disclose their status.





