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1. Scope of the Evaluation 

  

1.1 In June 2018 Orchard Insights was appointed to carry out a Mid-Term Evaluation of 
the More Positive Together Project.  More Positive Together is a European Social 
Fund (ESF) project that runs from January 2017 to December 2019. The Evaluation 
looks at the progress of the project to date, focusing on the establishment of the 
delivery partnership, and the delivery activity undertaken in particular over the period 
April 2017 to June 2018. 

1.2  The Evaluation looks at the progress in delivering contractual ESF Indicators and 
Outputs and the impact on the target groups – residents of disadvantaged 
communities across Lancashire, and it responds to the brief issued by Active 
Lancashire. 

1.3 The Evaluation is based on an examination of the detailed performance data for the 
project up to the end of August 2018. It also draws on feedback from: 

• web based surveys of beneficiaries, project staff and delivery partners; 
• a series of workshops for beneficiaries, delivery partners and project staff; 
• in-depth interviews with a sample of beneficiaries and wider stakeholders. 

1.4 The Evaluation asks a number of key questions: 

 How is MPT performing? 

• Are the right governance structures in place? 
• What progress has been made against its contracted ESF targets? 
• How effective are the delivery arrangements? 

 What impact is it having? 

• Is it reaching the intended target groups? 
• Are beneficiaries making progress in achieving employment and training 

outcomes? 
• What impact does it have within the local communities?  
• Are there any unintended outcomes? 

 What can be learned from the experience to date? 

• What are the strengths and weaknesses of the project? 
• Should any aspects of the project be changed? 
• What lessons can be used to inform future projects? 
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2.  Project Context 

2.1 Background 

More Positive Together is a project designed to address the needs of Lancashire residents 
furthest from the labour market and to improve their employment prospects.  It builds on a 
successful pilot project – ‘Positive Together’ - a programme that achieved considerable 
success in helping over 2415 ‘at risk’ young people over a two and a half year period from 
2014 with engagement programmes and volunteering opportunities.  It also builds on of 
other relevant evaluations and experience of similar projects in the Lancashire and 
surrounding area. 

The MPT project brings together Social Housing Organisations from across Lancashire with 
a number of other key delivery partners. It aims to support 2250 residents located in the 
most deprived neighbourhoods in Lancashire to improve their skills and employability. 
Many of these residents have multiple and complex barriers to their progression – these 
include substance misuse, mental and physical health problems, learning difficulties, ex-
offenders, caring responsibilities, poverty and debt. 

The project provides a comprehensive offer to unemployed and economically inactive 
tenants across Lancashire designed to enable them to progress on a pathway to self-
sufficiency. It aims to reach out to residents disengaged from the labour market, initially 
providing intense one to one mentoring followed by a range of support and opportunities 
to get involved in work experience, apprenticeships, volunteering and training which will 
help them be more prepared for the world of work and/or gain employment.  

 

2.2 The Partnership Model 

One of the key features of More Positive Together is the partnership model that underpins 
both the management and delivery of the project. The seeds of this were sown in the pilot 
Positive Together project where Social Housing Organisations (SHOs) had been used very 
effectively to engage with the target client groups. The decision to use the same approach 
in More Positive Together is based on the fact that there is close correlation between the 
location of social housing stock across Lancashire and the areas of highest deprivation. This 
puts the SHOs in an excellent position to engage with the target beneficiaries, many of who 
are their existing tenants. The ESF funding bid identified that the project partners in fact 
had a combined portfolio of over 61,220 properties located in the 20% most deprived 
Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs) in Lancashire at the time of the application. The bidding 
partners were: 
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Lancashire Sport Partnership (Accountable 
Body) 

Progress Housing Group 

Contour Housing 

Newground/Together Housing 

Adactus Housing 

Hyndburn Homes/1st Call 

Blackpool Coastal Housing 

Regenda Homes 

 

 

Community Gateway Association 

Great Places 

Places for People 

Lancaster City Council 

West Lancashire District Council 

Princes Trust 

Groundwork 

Selnet 

 

 

 

The selection of SHOs as delivery partners not only had the advantage of a strong client 
engagement resource, many of the partners were also highly experienced in delivering 
employment and training advice.  This ranged from providing signposting services to 
customised training and employment projects located on local social housing estates.  
Examples of previous projects that were used to inform the design of MPT include: 

• Give it a Go!  Enterprise Pilot Project (Regenda Housing) March-August 2015 
• Roots to Wellbeing – (Groundwork Cheshire, Lancashire and Merseyside) 2015 
• West Lancashire Challenge (West Lancashire Borough Council) 2011 onwards 
• Tenancy Sustainment Service and Voyager Project (Blackpool Coastal Housing) 2016 

 
This experience meant that the staff of the SHOs were accustomed to referring tenants to 
appropriate sources of support, but also had built a significant skills base in understanding 
the barriers faced by local residents in accessing training and employment opportunities. 

 

2.3 Project Funding 

There are two main sources of funding that underpin MPT. Firstly the partners were able to 
access a significant level of their own core funding, secondly the availability of external 
funding in the form of the European Social Fund (ESF) was crucial to the project. In mid 
2016 the Lancashire LEP issued a call for bids under ESF Investment Priority 1.4 defined as 
‘Active inclusion, including with a view to promoting equal opportunities and active 
participation, and improving employability’  
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The specific objectives of Investment Priority 1.4 are: 
 

• To support people with multiple and complex barriers to participation to address 
these underlying issues and to move closer to or into the labour market;  

• To engage marginalised individuals and support them to re-engage with education, 
training, or in employment.  

 
These objectives closely matched the aspirations of Lancashire Sport Partnership (since 
rebranded ‘Active Lancashire’) and its partners, and a successful bid for ESF funding 
resulted in a grant of £4,018,170, with the partnership providing match funding of 
£2,678,780. The awarding of ESF funding has significant implications for the way in which 
the project is delivered, particularly in relation to evidencing eligible expenditure and in 
recording the impacts and outcomes of the project. At the time the Partners agreed to use 
the 40% flat rate methodology for calculating the indirect costs attributable to the project, 
enabling a simplified accounting process based on the Direct Staffing costs. 

 
2.4 Governance and Management Arrangements 

The ESF Grant Funding Agreement (GFA) for MPT formed a contract between DWP, the 
Managing Authority for ESF in England and Active Lancashire as Accountable Body for the 
project. The conditions of the GFA were then novated to the Delivery Partners via a series of 
Service Level Agreements containing specific delivery targets and spending profiles for each 
organisation. This gave all partners a stake in the management and performance of the 
project.  Overall governance for the project (see Figure 1) is provided by the Active 
Lancashire Board. This ensured that corporate and project risk is properly managed and that 
financial demands are anticipated and met. The Board is supported by two sub-committees 
with different areas of expertise – Finance and Audit (Compliance) and Human Resources 
(Capability, Skills).  

 

Below the Board sits the Project Steering Group, made up of representatives of the Delivery 
Partners and project management staff from Active Lancashire. The Steering Group 
provides high level project guidance and direction to the delivery partners, based upon 
regular reports regarding project development and delivery, financial performance and 
feedback from partners and beneficiaries. The Steering Group is supported by an internal 
Project Management Team made up of staff from Active Lancashire. Additional 
independent compliance and performance support is provided by external consultants 
Crabtreewood. 

Client engagement and delivery is managed by area based Cluster Groups supported by a 
Cluster Leads meeting. Local delivery is also supported by a technical officer team from 
Active Lancashire that meets on a regular basis to review progress. In order to organise 
delivery in the most effective way, Five Cluster groups have been formed based on need 
and local geography.  
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These are: 

• Coastal (Blackpool, Fylde, Wyre) 
• Central (Preston, Chorley, South Ribble) 
• Pennine (Blackburn with Darwen, Burnley, Hyndburn, Pendle, Rossendale, Ribble 

Valley) 
• West Lancashire 
• Lancaster 

 

2.5 Objectives, targets and intended outcomes 

Under terms of its ESF funding agreement the project aims to help 2250 residents with 
specific support, with 865 (38%) moving onto employment, education or job search or on 
leaving the project.  In terms of the overall impact its stated aims are to: 

• Help residents to overcome the significant barriers to employment and training; 
• Build confidence and resilience to help residents to become less dependent on 

support services; 
• Build local support networks within deprived communities to sustain the benefits of 

the project into the future; 
• Increase the proportion of local residents who volunteer regularly; 
• Increase participation rates in learning and education; 
• Improve local levels of wellbeing, health and physical activity; 
• Increase economic activity levels within deprived communities. 
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2.6 The Client Journey – the delivery model 

Underpinning the delivery model for MPT is the principle that it is client led.  This principle 
recognises that each client is unique – they present a unique combination of personal 
circumstances, experience and needs, and therefore they require guiding on a pathway that 
will be specific to them. 
 
On entry to the project, each MPT beneficiary is allocated a key worker who provides one-
to-one mentoring and support and stays with them through their ‘journey’ (see Figure 2) 
towards employability.  This starts with a ‘needs’ assessment based on their particular 
requirements; together they prepare a personalised action plan - a pathway or ‘journey’ 
based on what the individual wants to achieve. A series of interventions, experience and 
support are then put in place to help the beneficiary on their journey, and when the support 
is complete, an ‘exit’ point is agreed and the client’s progress is assessed against their 
starting point. 
 

 
Interventions include confidence building, budgeting, benefits advice, IT skills, health and 
wellbeing support, parenting skills, family support, money management, informal and 
formal training, practical workshops and signposting to training and employment support. 
Direct employment and training interventions include job clubs, one to one mentoring and 
coaching, liaising with local employers, job brokerage involving local employers, training 
needs analysis, volunteering, work placements, apprenticeships, signposting to self-
employment and social enterprise opportunities. A number of delivery partners also provide 
discretionary funds for beneficiaries to purchase equipment or to pay for transport, clothing 
and associated interview costs.  
 
At the stage where the beneficiary exits the project, evidence is collected to verify the 
specific ESF outputs and outcomes attributable to the progress that the individual has 
achieved, whether this is moving into job-search, training, education, employment or self-
employment. The project aims to support at least 865 of its 2250 target beneficiaries to 
achieve one of these outcomes.  The remainder will be supported to make some progress 
on their ‘journey’ within the project.  
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3. Progress to date 

3.1 Building the Partnership 

Over the early stages of the project the core groups required to support the management 
and delivery of the project were established. The Project Steering Group, which meets 
quarterly has provided the oversight for the project, and its main role has been to establish 
and maintain lines of communication with the delivery partners, to review delivery 
arrangements and to receive feedback from the cluster working arrangements. The agendas 
for the meetings to date have focused on the contracting arrangements with DWP, the ESF 
claims process and areas of interpretation and guidance relating to beneficiary eligibility 
and evidence requirements. In parallel with this the Project Management Team at Active 
Lancashire has issued guidance and organised training events to raise skill and knowledge 
levels across the partnership, particularly for those individuals who have little or no previous 
ESF experience. 

Five Cluster Groups have been established reflecting the geographic concentrations of 
beneficiaries, and each of these has been allocated a support officer from Active Lancashire. 
These again meet on a regular basis to review progress on the ground and to discuss areas 
of common concern. In relation to the effectiveness of the cluster working arrangements, 
the feedback from delivery partners has been predominantly positive, although attendance 
at some meetings has been patchy and some clusters are more active than others. All 
partners value the regular cluster meetings and the opportunities for information sharing.   
However, there is little evidence of inter-cluster working and little sharing of practice 
between clusters. 

The partnership itself has had to evolve over time with Key Unlocking Futures taking over 
the ESF allocation and delivery targets following the withdrawal of Contour Housing from 
the project in late 2017 due to difficulties in assembling the required match funding, and 
with Preston Vocational Centre picking up delivery following the withdrawal of Places for 
People. 

 

3.2 Project Resources 

As the Accountable Body and project manager, Active Lancashire has taken steps to 
establish a number of key resources to support delivery partners. These perform a number 
of important roles: to streamline the administration of the project, to ensure good 
communication across the partnership, to ensure consistence and quality of approach and 
to ensure compliance with ESF guidance and eligibility. These include:  

• A shared web portal with resources for partners to use; 
• Marketing collateral and branding guidance; 
• Guidance notes on key elements of the project; 
• Common forms and procedures; 
• The Views CRM system; 
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• Training events and workshops; 
• Project and Volunteer Support Officers for each cluster; 
• Relationship Managers for each cluster. 

The latter perform a key role in establishing and maintaining two-way communication 
between Active Lancashire and the Delivery Partners.  Feedback from the partner and 
stakeholder consultations during the Evaluation reveals that the support provided by the 
Active Lancashire team is highly valued. There has been some criticism from Partners that 
certain of the project guidance was issued late in the process and that some of the guidance 
has had to be changed as new interpretation has been agreed on ESF eligibility, but overall 
these central resources are valued and have contributed to the success of the project to 
date: 

 

The ‘Views’ CRM system that underpins the collection of evidence enables delivery partners 
to enter information on beneficiaries to verify the eligibility of individuals to participate in 
the project, to track their individual journeys, and to record both formal ESF Outputs and 
‘softer’ outcomes for participants. The system is generally well used but during the 
Evaluation some partners reported that they only had partial knowledge of its functionality, 
expressing the desire to improve their ability to use Views more creatively to provide better 
insight and management information. Others expressed the potential advantage to be able 
to produce ‘local’ reports from Views rather than having to rely on Active Lancashire for this 
facility. 

3.3 Delivery Performance 

The ESF targets that determine the success or otherwise of the MPT project were agreed at 
the outset between the ESF Managing Authority, DWP and Active Lancashire. To ensure this 
in practice, each of the Delivery Partners has been allocated an agreed share of the outputs, 
which in total match, or slightly exceed the contractual targets (allowing for a degree of 
over-programming).  

The initial outline application for ESF funding was made in July 2016 and a full application 
was submitted in October 2016 with an anticipated start date of 1st January 2017.  However 
the funding agreement for the project was not signed off by DWP until 21st April 2017. Most 
partners were not able to commit to mobilisation until after that date and in practice many 
were not able to appoint staff to front-line delivery posts until late 2017.  This had an 

“The admin-in-a-box works well” 

“The Active Lancashire Team is enthusiastic, approachable and efficient” 

“The Portal is easy to use/easy access to documents via Portal” 

The Team work well, there is confidence in them from organisations outside the project” 

 

 

is 
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inevitable impact on the ability of partners to commence the delivery of support 
programmes for beneficiaries. The effect of these delays on activities on the ground has 
meant that the delivery profile of the project was effectively delayed for between 6-9 
months. 

Despite this setback, the project is making excellent progress in clawing back the lost 
period of activity and the outcomes and outputs of the project are being recorded in good 
numbers.  Table 1 below shows the position by the end of August 2018 – just past the half 
way stage in the project. To date the project has engaged and worked with 1082 local 
residents. Following an initial assessment and eligibility check some 761 of these were 
approved as able to participate in MPT. In terms of beneficiaries entering the ESF project, 
the balance between Male (52%) and Female participants (48%) broadly mirrors the 
expected profile (49% and 51% respectively). Participation of ethnic minority beneficiaries at 
16.7% significantly exceeds the project target of 10%, as does those with disabilities who 
comprise 42.3% of beneficiaries compared to the target of 20%.  

 

One observed area of difficulty is the balance between beneficiaries categorised as 
‘unemployed’ entering the project compared with those classed as ‘Inactive’, which each 
comprise 50% of the target beneficiaries in the approved bid. However the figures achieved 
to the end of August show that the ratio of unemployed participants to inactive is currently 
running at around 3:1. The specific definitions are set down in the official ‘Output and Result 
Indicator Definitions Guidance for the European Social Fund’.  Unemployed are defined as 
those who are actively job seeking and are immediately available for work and it is 
unsurprising that these will be easier to engage in what is essentially an employment and 
training programme. The ‘Inactive’ by definition are those outside the labour market and are 
far harder to engage.   Present uncertainty exists regarding those MPT clients who are on 
the ’Support’ element of the Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) currently counted 
as unemployed, and there is an argument that they should be re-categorised as Inactive 
since the DWP’s own definition effectively means that they are unable to work.  
 

Even if this can be achieved there will still be a significant imbalance between the 
unemployed and inactive categories, and consideration needs to be given on how to 
increase the proportion of ‘Inactive’ participants.  

 

In relation to financial performance (See Table 2), the ability to make progress on ESF claims 
has been constrained for a number of reasons.  Firstly, the late approval of the project 
effectively delayed its launch by 4 months, restricting the ability of partners to recruit staff, 
deploy delivery and commence expenditure. Conflicting information from DWP on the use 
of the ESF e-claims system and a delay in the sign off of the Project Initiation Visit (PIV) 
requirements until March 2018, together with staff turnover at DWP, delayed the submission 
of the first claim until May 2018.  
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Table 1 – MPT Delivery Performance August 2018 

ESF 
code 

Output Indicators for 
Participants 

Programme 
target 

Profile target 
(August 2018) Achieved 

% 
Achieved 

N/A Total number of residents 
engaged     

 1082 
  

O1 
Total Number of ESF eligible 
Participants 2250 1101 761 69.11 

  of which Male 1100 544 397 72.78 
  of which Female 1250 557 364 65.35 
CO01 Unemployed 1125 543 563 103.68 
CO03 Inactive 1125 558 198 35.48 
O4 Participants over 50 360 152 149 98.03 
O5 Ethnic Minorities 225 105 127 120.95 
CO16 Participants with Disabilities 450 276 322 116.67 

CO18 
Homeless or affected by housing 
exclusion 

30 7 85 1214.29 

  Results Indicators         
CR01 Inactive participants engaged in 

job-searching upon leaving 
160 44 3 6.82 

CR02 Participants in education/training 
on leaving 

385 87 43 49.43 

CR04 Participants in employment 
(including self employment) on 
leaving 

300 31 88 283.87 

CR05 Disadvantaged participants 
engaged in job searching, in 
education / training, gaining a 
qualification, or in employment 
including self-employment, upon 
leaving 

865 162 134 82.71 

  
Programme Specific Results 
Indicators         

R1 Unemployed participants into 
employment (including self 
employment) upon leaving 

160 14 76 542.86 

R2 Inactive participants into 
employment or job search upon 
leaving 

320 56 16 28.57 

R4 Participants with childcare needs 
receiving childcare support 

243 158 40 25.32 

  
Longer Term Results 
Indicators(*) 

        

CR06 Participants in employment/self 
employment six months after 
leaving 

500 30 4 13.33 

CR08 Participants above 54 years of 
age in employment, including 
self-employment , six months 
after leaving 

115 11 4 36.36 

*  To be measured by DWP 

This was approved by DWP in July. The fact that some 18 months into the project the 
majority of original partners are still on board and committed to the project in the absence 
of any grant payment pays testament to the strength of the partnership and the role of 
Active Lancashire in keeping the partners informed. It also reflects the size and status of the 
Social Housing Organisations in being able to cash flow the project in the interim period.  
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Smaller organisations faced with similar circumstances may well have been forced to 
withdraw from the project.  

Table 2 below details the expenditure profile of the project.  It shows the impact that the 
delays in project approvals and authorisations have had on the delivery of activities on the 
ground during 2017. Projections for 2018 and 2019 however are close to the original 
targets.  The overall impact of this is that unless remedial action is taken, some £1.2m, 
representing the under-spend in Year 1 will remain unspent by the end of the project. 
Options being considered include extending the delivery of the project into 2020, subject 
to DWP approval, and asking delivery partners to increase the volume of activity during 
2019.  This latter option is however limited by the capacity of current delivery teams and/or 
the ability to recruit new staff on short-term contacts. 

The experience of MPT is similar to that of many 3-year ESF projects, which generally hit 
their ‘steady state’ level of activity during year 2. After a short period of peak activity they 
face having to wind down activities in the second half of year 3, and if continuation or 
replacement funding is not found, they will lose the momentum, expertise and experience 
built up during the short life of the project.  

 

Table 2 MPT expenditure profile 2017-19 

Year Approved expenditure Actual/projected 

2017 £2,119,355 £942,296* 

2018 £2,426,925 £2,409,298 (£1,202,118* to 30.6.18) 

2019 £2,150,670 £2,150,670 

Totals £6,696,950 £5,502,264 

* Actual expenditure 

 

3.4 Cross Cutting Themes 

All ESF funded projects are required to commit to two Cross Cutting themes – 
Diversity/Equality and Sustainability. These themes are mandatory and are audited to 
determine if projects can demonstrate these commitments. At the launch of the MTP 
project all partners signed up to Implementation Plans for each of the themes to indicate 
how they intended to put the Cross Cutting commitments into practice. 

In relation to Diversity, the approach needs to cover the nine protected characteristics of 
the Equality Act 2010 i.e.: age; disability; gender reassignment; pregnancy and maternity; 
race; religion or belief; sex and sexual orientation. It also needs to have due regard to the 
need to eliminate unlawful discrimination against someone because of their marriage or civil 
partnership status. It should cover staff and participants alike.  
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During its first year of operation the MPT partnership undertook an Equality Impact 
Assessment to identify the extent that the project is reaching individuals with the defined 
protected characteristics and this document is the subject of ongoing review. During the 
Evaluation of the project we observed many examples to demonstrate how MPT is reaching 
individuals within certain of the target groups and no examples of beneficiaries who felt that 
they had been disadvantaged in accessing support from MPT. 

Specific examples included: 

• Working with a group of Syrian refugees and using interpreters to ensure that support 
is inclusive to enable all customers and service users to access and understand the 
information; 

• ESOL classes at a local children’s centre have been arranged for a group of foreign 
nationals with language barriers in order to help them integrate into the community 
and move them closer to a more sustainable life; 

• Utilising accessible venues with hearing loops and adaptations for those with 
disabilities;   

• Delivery of MPT workshops at times to fit in with school drop off and child care 
commitments; 

• Lone Parent Courses; 
• Training for MPT managers and mentors on Mental Health, Learning Disability and 

Autism. 

With regard to Sustainability the Delivery Partners have built into their delivery such 
practices as providing support in accessible venues both in relation to access by public 
transport or in locations close to where beneficiaries live. Other examples included: 

• Contacting participants over the telephone to reduce the carbon footprint and 
minimise car travel;  

• Sending text campaigns to all tenants in the relevant areas to promote courses and 
events which reducing the carbon footprint; 

• Organising courses at local community venues in areas of need to avoid individuals 
having to travel; 

• Notices at delivery venues related to water, energy and waste; 
• Volunteering and training opportunities at a local sustainable horticulture project;  
• Car Mileage use recorded – including number of passengers taken in vehicle; 
• Supporting a client to establish a catering business using recycled paper for marketing 

materials including business cards and also biodegradable disposable containers for 
the food that will be served.  Everything will be edible, reusable, recyclable or 
compostable. 

 

One notable initiative that has been developed is the Cycle Recycle scheme – a training 
scheme using donated, unwanted bicycles that provides training for MPT participants.  
Workshops are delivered in a number of locations where participants can be trained in cycle 
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refurbishments, with the finished cycles being made available to MPT beneficiaries. The aim 
is to get MPT Participants more active but also helping with them to access work, 
appointments, training opportunities as well as improving health. The workshops can also 
be used to attract new MPT participants through the engagement in the training scheme.  

  

 

 

       Participant on the Cycle Recycle scheme 
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4. Beneficiary impacts  

Feedback from MPT beneficiaries on their experience in receiving support from MPT was 
gathered using a number of channels.  An online survey was distributed via text and email 
was supplemented with hard copy questionnaires gathered during the evaluation period. 63 
responses were received in total representing 11.8% of all beneficiaries supported to date.  
Further to this, three beneficiary workshops based on the Cluster arrangements were held 
during the first week in August with a total of 28 participants. In addition to this a sample of 
beneficiaries was proposed to be consulted individually in a combination of face to face and 
telephone interviews.  The original target set, to engage with 20 beneficiaries on an 
individual basis, proved to be too challenging as although only willing volunteers were 
contacted many failed to respond to contacts on a number of occasions.  This is likely to 
reflect the chaotic nature of the lives of many of the target group, a challenge echoed in 
feedback from delivery partners in Section 5 below.  

Example 1 – Beneficiary A 

 

The aim of MPT since inception has been to work with those residents furthest from the 
labour market.  In this regard the project is clearly a success.  This is evidenced by the direct 
observations of the beneficiary groups, feedback from delivery partners and the 
examination of the performance data.   

Frequently beneficiaries entering the project display multiple problems – substance misuse, 
debt, domestic violence, mental and physical health issues, social isolation, poor nutrition, 
poor personal hygiene, long-term unemployment, family problems and homelessness. 

 

 

Beneficiary A 

• Male 
• Self referral 
• 6 months with 
MPT 

Before MPT 

• alcoholic 
• debts 
• isolation 
• mental health 
problems 

• not worked for 
20 years 

• smoker 
• self-neglect 
• benefits had 
been stopped 

Impact of MPT 

• sorted out 
ESA/appeals 
process 

• stopped 
smoking 

• stopped 
drinking 

• really proud of 
himself 

• volunteers in 2 
different roles 

• mixes with 
others 

• sorted debts 
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Example 2 – Beneficiary B 

 

In the surveys we conducted, beneficiaries were asked to identify the main barriers to 
accessing training and employment opportunities.  The responses tie in closely to the 
factors identified during the design of the MPT project. The most common issues cited by 
project beneficiaries were: 

• No transport  
• No confidence 
• No money  
• Age prejudice  
• Having no references 
• Health problems 
• Lack of training or skills 
• Mental health issues  
• Cost & time of travel 
 

• Low Confidence  
• Anxiety  
• People judge you 
• People that put you down 
• Low self esteem 
• Physical disability 
• Recent bereavement  
• Depression 
• Lack of Child care 
 

 

A high proportion of beneficiaries suffered from mental or physical health problems, with 
43% of beneficiaries registered on MPT stating that they have a long-term work limiting 
condition and 39% of the survey participants stating that they considered themselves to 
have a disability. We saw first hand evidence of residents with severe anxiety problems with 
a large proportion of participants citing low self-esteem, lack of confidence, anxiety or low 
self-worth. 66% of respondents to beneficiary survey reported issues with self-confidence on 
entering the project and 56% reported bad or very bad health issues. 

 

Beneficiary B 

• female 
• referred by 
Children’s Social 
Care 

• 6 months with MPT 

Before MPT 

• two children on 
child protection 
plan 

• struggled to leave 
her house 

• mental health 
issues 

• hadn’t worked for 
3 years 

Impact of MPT 

• achieved Maths 
and English 

• safeguarding 
course 

• care qualification  
• referred into 
volunteer service 

• work placement at 
hospital  

• having 
psychotherapy 
from mental health 
service 

• joined gym 
• offered a job at the 
hospital as a health 
care assistant 

• no longer under 
social care 
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Example 3 – Beneficiary C 

 

Analysis of the beneficiary survey shows a significant turn around in the confidence levels of 
residents receiving support from More Positive Together. 

Figure 3 - % of beneficiaries reporting good or very good confidence levels 

 

Perhaps more surprising are the results from survey respondents regarding their health 
status. This turn around has significant implication for their employment prospects since 
they no longer automatically exclude themselves from the labour market. This phenomenon 
also has implication for health authorities and should be explored further.  

Figure 4 - % of respondents reporting good or very good health circumstances 

 

Beneficiary C 

•  female 
• self referral 

after seeing 
leaflet in 
community 
centre  

• 9 months 
with MPT 

Before MPT 

• masters 
degree 

• children left 
home 

• anxiety  
• alcohol 

problems 
• criminal 

record 
• unemployed 

Impact of MPT 
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The results of the survey are reinforced by the feedback received from participants in the  
Focus Groups who were asked about the impact of the support they had received: 

 
Beneficiaries were also asked about what aspects of the MPT project they most valued. This 
yielded valuable insight on the nature of support provided. In particular the one to one, 
customised support provided by from line MPT staff employed by delivery partners was 
seen as crucial: 

 

 

When asked about the nature of the support they had received through the project 
beneficiaries most frequently cited one to one support, building confidence, basic skills, 
accessing employment opportunities and work experience.  This is summarised in Figure 5 
below: 

 

 

“I’m learning to do more things for myself. I believe in myself more.” 

“It supremely built my confidence to try again” 

“It was a big change because I got the confidence to move and everything else – made me 
feel like ‘this is me’!”  

“It gave me confidence back, my independence back and made me more confident as a 
Mum. I’m setting an example for my boys.” 

“It made me feel like a person – listened to and understood – you are worthy” 

“I’m learning to live again.” 

 

 

 

“They delivered more than we expected, other organisations don’t” 

“The support has been really flexible – tailored to our needs” 

“The mentors are funny and understanding and give you support when you need it. They 
don’t push you into things”  

“It gives you someone to talk to again and make you laugh again” 

“One to one support is the key success factor”  

“The one to one sessions are the best part – it helps getting out of the house and getting 
things off your mind” 

“They helped me get away from all the bad memories, all the crap, and look to the future”  
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Figure 5 – Support accessed by survey respondents (% of respondents) 

 

 

In addition a number of beneficiaries had moved into volunteering either as a means of 
building confidence and gaining skills, or as direct preparation for paid employment.  A 
number of delivery partners observed that whilst volunteering is not a target ESF outcome 
for MPT, it is a very valuable tool in helping residents to overcome a range of issues 
associated with confidence building, isolation, anxiety and low skill levels and was also seen 
by beneficiaries as a key steeping stone onto employment.  

By contrast a recurring theme raised by beneficiaries was dissatisfaction with mainstream 
support. 

Overall, the project has been able to secure positive outcome across a range of 
employment and training barriers. At the end of June 2018 69 (13%) out of a total of 533 
beneficiaries had recorded formal ESF outcomes but in addition to this there were many 
other significant steps taken on the ‘client journeys’ with 94% of survey respondents 
reporting positive outcomes. 
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5. Partnership effectiveness 

5.1 Delivery Partner Experience 

Three workshops were held for Delivery Partners based on the Cluster Group membership.  
32 delegates representing 12 partner organisations took part.  The main aim of these events 
was to capture experience, perceptions and views covering partnership working, the 
effectiveness of cluster arrangements, the use of ESF Funding, shared resources and 
materials, the added value that the project has brought to the partner activities and its 
impact on their corporate objectives. The Focus Group feedback was supplemented with an 
online survey of Delivery Partner staff and telephone interviews with senior staff. 

Overwhelmingly the feedback from Delivery Partners was positive. The partnership 
approach, the sharing of experience, comparing delivery models and solutions, were all 
valued and cited by many respondents.  Common resources, standard documentation, the 
shared portal, communications and networking were also cited as positive aspects of joint 
working. One partner reported that participating in the project had brought about new 
partnership opportunities and collaborations.  

Perhaps the most significant feedback by the social housing partners is the recognition that 
the project is having a positive impact on their core business and this reinforces their 
commitment to the project and cements their interest in securing its success.  

A number of delivery partners had also used MPT to extend the range of services that they 
can offer to tenants, others had used it to widen the range of tenants that they can support. 

“X was very disruptive, always complaining, abusive to staff over the phone, sending threatening 
letters – a drain on staff resources. MPT supported him with health issues, anxiety, and socially 
isolated issues. He is now a lot more relaxed – not causing any external issues.” 

“Y was in rent arrears of £700 because his ESA and Housing benefit was stopped. He was living 
off the church and food parcels. MPT supported him to get JSA and Housing Benefit and started a 
Direct Debit to sort out his rent arrears and stop him getting evicted. He has now been actively 
job seeking and secured employment.”  

“MPT fits in nicely with our corporate objectives and fits in with our vision as we have health and 
wealth focussed targets.”  

“Getting people into employment and improving training fits in fundamentally with our objectives. 
MPT also aligns with the social value commitments of our parent body.”  

“It helps us in a big way. Community empowerment is central to one of our objectives.”  

Via MPT we can look strategically at how training, skills and employment support are delivered.  
It is having a huge impact on our organisation and the beneficiaries.” 
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For others MPT has opened up opportunities to work with non-tenants that live on their 
estates: 

How does the More Positive Together project help you to fulfil your own corporate 
objectives?  
 

 
 

The only real areas of negative experience quoted by the delivery partners centred around 
the administrative burden associated with the requirements of the ESF funding, in particular 
the collection of eligibility evidence and the volume of paperwork associated with the 
beneficiary journeys and ESF claims.  Problems were encountered in the collection of 
eligibility evidence for some people joining the project who, because of their chaotic home 
environment, did not have access to documentary evidence of their current status.  Partners 
also cited difficulties caused by beneficiaries ‘dropping out’ of support and problems in 
obtaining retrospective evidence once beneficiaries had exited the project. 
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“Across the Board we have increased social value and made an impact on other teams’ work 
because MPT can help them sustain their tenancies, reduce anti-social behaviours and make better 
communities.  

MPT has also helped us build lasting partnership with external organisations.” 

“MPT is helping us to understand the role employment and support programmes offers to sustaining 
tenancies and securing new tenancies.” 

 “MPT makes us more attractive to current/potential tenants.” 

 “It is helping reach out to new client groups.” 
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5.2 Stakeholder Views 

The purpose of the consultation process with Stakeholder was to obtain a view of the 
strategic direction of the project compared with the expectations at the outset. This was 
gathered via one to one interviews with 10 key decision makers within and associated with 
the MPT project. The feedback provides powerful endorsement of the project by the 
decision makers in the stakeholder group and rather than précis the comments, these were 
captured and are replicated in the following panels: 

 
Why did you become involved in the project? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

More Positive Together was an ideal fit with our long-term vision for the area and our 
desire to increase the economic activity of residents.  
 
MPT was an opportunity to do the work under a high-profile project banner, receive EU 
funding and to work with other committed partners. 
 
MPT fitted in very closely with our business plan and way of working. We have our own 
internal targets to place our tenants into employment.  
 
It was an opportunity to deliver the work we do well - MPT fits with our core mission. 
We had previously worked with Active Lancashire and knew of the quality and ambition 
of the organisation. 
 
The uniqueness of connecting in the housing sector; this strategic approach of working 
with partners and working collaboratively with likeminded experts was attractive. 
 
They kept it simple, the project is not overcomplicated.  
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Working with Active Lancashire 

 

 

Working with Active Lancashire has been good. It has made us realise the role local 
sports partnerships can play in health and wellbeing and place-based initiatives. As a 
result of this, we have approached other local sports partnerships to build relationships 
and undertake collaborations.  
 
We trust Active Lancashire, and it has been clear to us that Active Lancashire has the 
staff and experience to undertake the project.  Good leadership from Adrian (Active 
Lancashire CEO) has been key to making the partnership work.  
 
We’ve always had a high regard of Active Lancashire and we view them as a trusted 
partner. Our only slight reservation was their lack of experience (initially) with regards to 
delivery of end to end employability projects. However, we viewed this as an informed 
risk when making the decision to work with them. 
 
It’s helpful that Active Lancashire is not a housing association; therefore it brings some 
independence that is useful. If a housing association was the lead, it may be seen or 
perceived to be favouring its own tenants.  
 
It’s also useful that Active Lancashire covers the whole geographical area of Lancashire. 
 
We already had a good strategic relationship with Active Lancashire. This made things 
easier as we trusted them, and we had previously worked on projects together.  
 
Active Lancashire being the lead was a huge factor for us. It made us want to be around 
the table. The unique approach and blend of skills coming together was good, plus the 
integration of sports and wellbeing was another positive.  
 

The project is in safe hands, organisations outside the project have a good deal of 
confidence in Active Lancashire. They have done well to bring the partnership together 
and keeping partners on board.  Communication is good, partners are kept informed, 
meetings are well structured and the staff are committed, professional and quick to 
respond when needed. 
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Working in partnership 

 

 

 

 

It has been a good experience to date. The partnership approach has changed the 
thinking of our organisation and our operating approach.  
 
It is a secure network due to the number of housing associations in the partnership. 
Organisations such as Princes Trust and Groundwork bring different dynamics. 
 
We have been able to build on past work and past good experiences. These are trusted 
brands showing the strength and depth of the housing provider network.  
 
The partnership has helped us to access funding we wouldn’t have got independently. 
 
The partnership has given us a platform and infrastructure to do the work.  
 
The fact that there are lots of partners means there’s the opportunity to problem solve 
and share ideas via the steering group and clusters.  
 
We don’t think we could have got this level of ESF funding on our own. A partnership 
would have been required.  
 
There’s been mutual support. The meeting structure is good. We have learned together 
with regards to the ESF rules. The time during the bid phase was really effective too. 
 
The cluster partnerships mean we can focus in and work with others locally. 

The project is not overly bureaucratic. It’s well set up and we know how to feed in and 
work with others.  

The clusters works well, and information received is good. 

Overall the project feels good at the moment. 

We have most definitely accessed funding we wouldn’t have been able to solo. 

The project has been a great learning opportunity with regards to how this work should 
be embedded into an organisation’s operations.  
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Cluster working 

The cluster arrangements are good and work well. Attendance at cluster meetings has 
led to conversations on other topics. Cluster meetings are a good reason for people to 
come together and have indirectly led to more joint working and opportunities. 
  
The Clusters are reasonably effective. We’re involved in 2 cluster groups. We feel that 
the Coastal cluster is more robust and better organised than the Pennine cluster.  
The clusters have enabled us to find local solutions to local issues. 
 
Dialogue and face to face interactions have helped to cement relationships and unblock 
barriers to finding solutions.  
 
Been quite useful. One of our team chairs a cluster meeting. Local clusters can talk 
about relevant issues. It’s a practical approach. It enables local solutions for local issues.  
 
The cluster groups are good. Our representatives attend meetings across all the clusters 
and sometimes they receive conflicting information. Each cluster group has a cluster 
lead and depending on who is leading the meeting, can result in different information 
being disseminated which can cause confusion. We have found this to be the case when 
general issues are raised in meetings. Local issues are handled ok.  
 
We like the cluster arrangements. The cluster lead is very organised. 
We recently attended the 1st birthday celebrations which brought all of the project 
together. It would be good if there was a gathering every 6 months that brings all 
parties together to touch base. 

The cluster arrangements work well and is based on a sensible geography. 
The cluster is effective. It provides a wider base of expertise and knowledge to share. 
It’s not too big to work.  
 
The cluster has facilitated a way to devise local solutions to local issues. It has led to 
more collaborative working across the Lancashire area, on projects outside of MPT. It 
has brought us all closer together.  
 
It creates a smaller network to be part of. It has been useful to develop relationships 
and share best practice. We are able to have frank discussions and benchmark 
informally.  

It’s good to have cluster meetings. They could do with more Active Lancashire 
involvement. It would be good to have the same lead across all the clusters to ensure 
consistent messages are given. 
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5.3 Active Lancashire staff consultation 

The MPT project has been driven throughout by Active Lancashire both at a strategic level 
in pulling together the original bid for funding and in project managing the ongoing 
initiative. A team of 8 staff (including part-time posts) within the organisation provide 
support for the project and form the link between DWP and the Delivery Partners. They deal 
with all aspects of programme support – ESF Claims, Views CRM database, project 
guidance, forms and marketing collateral. 

Feedback from the staff was gathered via a combination of an online survey and a workshop 
held at the Active Lancashire Offices. 

At its inception, accepting responsibility for the project represented a step change for the 
organisation in the volume of project management resource involved, financial management 
tasks and level of risk given the overall scale of the project.  At Board level this risk was 
mitigated by the representation of the AL Board on the MPT Steering Group and the 
confidence in the senior management team. The adoption of ESF regulations and financial 
requirements have undoubtedly been a steep learning curve for the AL project staff, but this 
has built the capacity and knowledge of the core project team. 

Feedback from the staff consultation we carried out shows that the experience in delivering 
the project has had a number of positive impacts on the organisation: 

• Strengthened the relationships with existing partners; 
• Extended the range of partners Active Lancashire is working with; 
• Growing the size and capacity of Active Lancashire, its project management 

capabilities and understanding of ESF funding;  
• Extending the service offer, particularly in relation to employment and training 

activities; 
• Underpinning and sustaining its core business. 

The following panels capture the individual feedback received from the Active Lancashire 
staff: 

Lack of experience of delivering ESF projects within the team has meant it has been 
challenging. It has felt like the project started before everything was in place to ensure 
effective data capture/delivery. 
 
We have not been successful yet in getting partners to see the value of physical activity 
in addressing health inequalities as part of this journey - partly as finances have not 
allowed our Well Being offer to become really established  
 
We should promote the wellbeing offer and emphasise the importance it can have on 
an individual’s journey into training or employment. We need to look at the whole client 
journey - not so much concentration on jobs.   
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MPT has increased partnership working and growing knowledge of ESF eligibility criteria 
and expected evidence.   
 
MPT will allow us to demonstrate a track record in the delivery of a complex project. It 
enables us to develop excellent partnership working with Housing Associations and 
credibility from managing a programme like this. 
 
The project is proof that we can sustain a large monetary ESF claim in order to show 
positive results for possible continuation of funding  
 
Improve quality of employment opportunities we are placing participants in (some are 
short term contracts or commission based). 
 
Partners should use their 40% ESF budget more effectively - participants aren't receiving 
consistent support across the county 
  
The eclaims system has not been very effective. It has delayed our ability to submit the 
first claim and is holding up the 2nd combined claim that has an impact on cash flow for 
us and our partners  
 
We need more support and guidance for mentors and those submitting the financial 
elements for the claim  
 
We need to be consistent in the information given out to partners and to communicate 
any changes in a timely and consistent manner across all levels of staff engaged in the 
project.  
 
We should review the Views system to ensure that we are capturing and able to report 
on all outputs/Results.  
 
We should promote the wellbeing offer and emphasise the importance it can have on 
an individual’s journey into training or employment. 
  
Better and clearer communication lines, deadlines set with partners way further in 
advance, a solid marketing and communications strategy put in place and agreed with 
partners.  
 
Partners need to communicate better within their own organisations to relay information 
back to mentors and all relevant staff, share resources better across the partnership  
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It confuses external audiences or partners who come from a sporting background as 
they don't understand how MPT is relevant to our organisation and it is a drain on 
resources of the finance and admin team.  
 
Working with multiple partners can help achieve one common goal and it is good to 
share resources, but equally working with so many others makes it hard to streamline 
Marketing and Communications across the programme and monitor what everyone is 
doing.  
 
MPT has brought partners together, broadening their scope of services offered, 
expanding the team's skills, building relationships with local businesses.  
 

Use data provided to have more discussion regarding areas of weaker performance and 
discuss at Cluster meetings.  
 
We are having a positive impact on people's lives - even though we are quite far 
removed from this currently  
 

The focus of the project is employment, which has meant it has been difficult to ensure 
delivery partners understand the importance of embedding physical activity and well 
being opportunities into the project.  
 
There is a lack of our sport and wellbeing offer being utilised by partners.  
 
We need better employer links - improved promotion of the project so that more 
people are aware of what is being achieved.  
  
More discussions around Clusters and sharing best practice within clusters, supporting 
partners with processes for the Claims. 
  
Improve partners knowledge of targets achieved to date and amounts that are 
outstanding, on a quarterly basis - Improving partners' timescales for sending in MPT 
claims information by the end of each quarter.  
 
There is the need to improve knowledge and requirements of specifics from the ESF for 
partners when providing information in the formats we require - working with partners 
and communication across networks.  
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6. Learning  

6.1 Project Strengths and Weaknesses  

A key part of the evaluation brief was to identify the learning points from the project and 
aspects of the project that can be used to build on and guide future initiatives and activities 
particularly in relation to three key areas: 

• Working in partnership 
• Working with residents of disadvantaged communities 
• Project Management and systems 

Working in Partnership 

Since its inception MPT has been based on a partnership model. Models such as this 
depend on good communication systems being established, common and mutually agreed 
goals, agreed frameworks, rules and procedures and complementary skills and resources. 
There is evidence that all of these are present in MPT to a greater or lesser extent.  
Feedback from the Partner workshops and questionnaires demonstrate that in terms of 
partnership model the project is working well but that there is scope for some improvement 
particularly in relation to communications across the partnership and between Active 
Lancashire and the delivery partners in relation to systems and guidance on eligibility. 

We observed some criticism regarding the late introduction of some project guidance and 
changes to paperwork and evidence requirements that have given rise to partners having to 
undertake additional administrative work. 

The experience of partners is also mixed in relation to cluster level working, with some 
partners citing it as a strength and some feeling that communication could be improved. A 
number of partners also experienced frustration in relation to engaging with potential 
employers for beneficiaries on the project, and with other support organisations. 

Partners and stakeholders also emphasised the need for more case studies to be better 
communicated across the partnership to enable good practice to be shared and to give 
scope for successful approaches to be replicated across the partnership. 

Having said this, the partnership has stayed largely intact since the early days of the project 
despite the difficulties encountered in relation to the claiming of ESF grant and the cash 
flow issues this has caused. Close communication between Active Lancashire and the 
Delivery Partners has helped to maintain their confidence and support during the period 
that this issue was being resolved. 

There is evidence that the partnership has a robust foundation. Partners see added value in 
the opportunity to share experiences and devise solutions, they recognise the additional 
capabilities and resources available to them from participating in the project and they value 
the role of Active Lancashire in providing project management for MPT. They recognise that 
they can achieve more by working in partnership than they could individually. 
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The following strengths and weaknesses were highlighted in relation to the way the current 
partnership arrangements work: 

Evaluation Theme 1: Partnership and Cluster Working – MPT Partner feedback  
 
Strengths (what’s going well/what’s 
working) 

Weaknesses (what’s not going well/what 
needs to be improved) 

The sharing of good practice; 
Shared concerns of achieving outcomes; 
The opportunity to discuss targets re 
hardest to reach groups (i.e. inactive); 
Knowledge sharing on possible solutions; 
Close relationships between partners; 
Regularity of meetings; 
Active Lancashire as lead body; 
Community connections and local 
knowledge; 
Value having regular cluster meetings; 
Being able to target the budget to remove 
barriers/deliver programmes;  
Providing an enhanced offer to tenants; 
Additional resource to engage very hard to 
reach individuals; 
Opened up doors to different client 
groups;  
Networking opportunities. 

Having to learn as we go along; 
The admin aspects are always changing 
(Views system/forms/logos); 
Not all paperwork was uniform initially; 
Information sharing is sometimes weak; 
Detachment from the cluster leads meeting – 
we need an organisational leads meeting; 
Inconsistent communications across clusters; 
Very little cluster partnership working;  
More co-ordination on generic marketing 
themes is needed;  
Employer engagement is limited; 
Beneficiaries signed up to other ESF projects; 
We need a more co-ordinated referral 
approach; 
Lack of clarity around claims – what is being 
claimed/value etc? 
Unable to run our own reports from Views. 
 

Evaluation Theme: Partnership and Cluster Working – MPT Staff Feedback  
 
Strengths (what’s going well/what’s 
working) 

Weaknesses (what’s not going well/what 
needs to be improved) 

Strong partnership; 
Open to sharing ideas; 
Commitment; 
Value of work is shared with senior people; 
Passion and drive of individuals within the 
partnership; 
Cluster mentor groups – additional training;  
Sharing resources (starting to); 
Wider thinking on organisational thinking 
and Social Value. 
 
 

Cluster level – mentor communication;  
Need to build better comms structure i.e.  AL 
to partners/partners internally/ better use of 
portal; 
Lack of influence of health and well being;  
Sharing of resources (programme-wide); 
Wider engagement with other local partners 
i.e. LAs etc; 
Mentors possibly isolated – left to get on with 
it; 
Mentors are pressured responsibility wise – 
targets, priority = MPT. 
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Working with Beneficiaries 

MPT Delivery partners clearly appreciate the flexibility to tailor support to the individual’s 
needs and there being no time limit on the amount of support that can be provided. Results 
from the beneficiary survey show that some 31% of respondents had in fact received 
support for 6 months or more. Mixed messages were found regarding referral mechanisms 
for beneficiaries entering the project, with some organisations reporting good numbers of 
referrals, with others reporting competition with other local projects, particularly the 
Lancashire Building Better Opportunities projects that are also ESF funded and operating in 
the same space as the MPT project. As identified in section 4 above a frequent issue was 
the lack of awareness of JCP staff in some locations of the support that can be provided 
through MPT or of their making inappropriate referrals. 

Feedback from both partners and Active Lancashire staff identified the valuable role 
performed by frontline staff – the ‘mentors’ for MPT beneficiaries. Their skilled roles in 
engaging with and gaining the confidence of hard to reach groups was emphasised 
together with the local knowledge of referral mechanisms and othe local provision relevant 
to their client groups. 

One of the most frequently cited issues for frontline staff is the potential conflict between 
spending time with who need support and the requirement to collect evidence to 
demonstrate progress in delivering ESF outcomes and outputs.  This creates time pressures 
and diverts them from giving attention to the needs of the client, and this causes tension 
between the delivery teams and the finance/admin teams of some of the delivery partners. 
Nevertheless the feedback from beneficiaries is that their voices are being heard and their 
needs put first. Delivery partners do value the fact that the MPT delivery model is not 
prescriptive and that it is up to each delivery partner to devise local solutions most suited to 
their individual clients. 

Issues have also arisen regarding to how deal with those clients who are not eligible for the 
ESF scheme and how to continue to provide support for residence once they have left MPT, 
for example those leaving the project to enter training or employment who may need 
further encouragement or support in order to sustain their chosen pathway. A number of 
delivery partners also flagged up the fact whilst Volunteering is not an ESF outcome, it is 
nonetheless a valid step for many residents on their MPT ‘journey’ in that it often builds 
confidence and enables participants to gain valuable experience to use in future job 
applications. 

As identified in section 3.3, one of the key difficulties being faced by front line staff in 
dealing with beneficiaries entering the project is the ESF definition around ‘unemployed’ 
and ‘inactive’. The project targets show an equally balanced in target number between the 
two categories (1125 in each group), however in practice there is far more demand for 
support from clients in the ‘unemployed’ category. This will need to be resolved in the near 
future either through more targeted client engagement activities or by a re-balancing of the 
ESF targets for the two groups, which will need to be agreed by DWP.  
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Evaluation Theme 2: Working with Beneficiaries – MPT Partner Feedback 
  
Strengths (what’s going well/what’s 
working) 

Weaknesses (what’s not going well/what 
needs to be improved) 

No time limit on working with beneficiaries; 
One to one support - in depth and flexible 
approach; 
Tailored to participants needs; 
Mapping/prioritising participants skills; 
Can quickly establish priorities for 
participants and support issues; 
Can still work with participants before they 
are approved; 
Referrals are high in number; 
Partnership working with other agencies; 
Diversity of skills within team; 
Team communication;  
Positivity of team and workers; 
Charitable fund raising; 
Team is passionate about the job; 
The funding is helping to run courses; 
1:1 mentoring; 
Flexibility on how to deliver different 
programmes – what we can offer i.e. 
sport/cooking etc; 
Breaking down barriers; 
Time for staff to support people; 
Links with local providers/organisations/local 
businesses; 
Potential recruitment vehicle for employers. 
 

Some inappropriate referrals; 
Lack on in-work support once people get a job 
due to ESF rules; 
Goalposts keep moving (inconsistency of project 
requirements); 
Lack of job opportunities in Coastal area 
(particularly Fleetwood); 
Volunteering is not a target outcome; 
Struggling to meet childcare target; 
Partnership working but in some cases is seen as 
competition; 
Lots of similar services that offer very similar 
things – we duplicate work;  
Unable to work with people on zero hours 
contracts or in employment; 
Evidence/paperwork requirements; 
Views system is complicated; 
16-65 – is a broad age range to aim at; 
Very difficult to get evidence – especially from 
16-18 years age group – issues with self-
declaration (using 3rd party declarations);    
Takes a long time to collate the evidence/a lot of 
people don’t have certain information; 
Constantly changing process and rules – very 
hard to keep track; 
Back dating paperwork very difficult 
(retrospectively completing); 
Very difficult tracking people down for exit 
paperwork (6 months); 
A lot of time spent on administration. 

Evaluation Theme 2: Working with Beneficiaries – MPT Staff Feedback 
  
Strengths (what’s going well/what’s 
working) 

Weaknesses (what’s not going well/what 
needs to be improved) 

Skills/knowledge of mentors: 
- Care about participants 
- Experienced 

Mentors have good links with external 
services; 
Good at engaging with ‘hard to reach’ 
groups/understand needs; 

Lack of case studies/impact being captured; 
Links to employers;; 
Lack of consistency in terms of experience for 
participants: 

- delivery partners work differently 
- some provide more support than others 

(e.g. into employment) 
Time spent with participants; 
ESF guidelines – ability to get eligibility docs;  
Too target driven/results in being scared to try 
new approaches. 
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Project management, systems and resources 

The European Social Fund is a highly regulated, evidence driven and somewhat 
complicated funding regime and it is difficult to obtain official interpretation of published 
material. Feedback from the partner and AL staff surveys confirm the importance of the 
project management, documentation and administrative systems that have needed to be 
put in place in order to effectively deliver the project since at the outset some 63% of the 
partners and 50% of Active Lancashire staff had no previous ESF experience. As already 
identified, for frontline staff these requirements sometime create a tension between the 
need to support individuals and the need to collect evidence to justify ESF funding. 

Active Lancashire as project lead has needed to communicate official guidance to delivery 
partners and to provide training on how to apply this in practice. The survey of delivery 
partners has identified a range of issues and frustrations associated with the administration 
and funding aspects of the project. Experience has been mixed, with some partners valuing 
the central support and resources developed by Active Lancashire and others expressing 
their frustration with guidance that has been the subject of late interpretation or systems 
that have changed during the life of the project, meaning that partners have had to change 
or repeat administrative tasks. 

The Views system, on which all client interactions and outcomes are recorded, is well used 
but the amount of detail entered varies from one organisation to another.  Some partners 
use the electronic CRM only; some maintain paper record in parallel. We recorded a 
number of instances where SHOs commented that they would value the ability to use Views 
more flexibly at local level as a project management tool, with increased ability to generate 
‘local’ reports and updates. 

Frequent feedback was obtained regarding the professionalism of the Active Lancashire 
staff, their commitment to the project, their support for delivery partners and their 
approachability and quick response times when issues are raised.  When training/briefing 
events have been organised relating to ESF guidance and rules these have been well 
attended and again are valued by the partner staff who attend. 

Feedback from the staff team at Active Lancashire acknowledges that managing MPT has 
been a steep learning curve but the process has built up capacity and a valuable knowledge 
bank that can be applied to other projects. The process of consultation with potential 
partners, designing the project, preparing the ESF application and setting up the 
administrative systems have themselves helped to build and to strengthen the partnership 
behind the project. It has been a learning process for all involved and has been a necessary 
stage for all concerned but the consensus from staff and partners alike is that it has been 
worthwhile. 

The following table summarises the feedback from the staff and partner surveys in relation 
to the MPT project management systems:  
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Evaluation Theme 3: Project Management and systems – MPT Partner Feedback 
 
Strengths (what’s going well/what’s 
working) 
 

Weaknesses (what’s not going well/what 
needs to be improved) 

Procedure implementation; 
Admin In-box works well; 
Efficient; 
AL staff are approachable; 
Flexibility; 
AL Team enthusiasm for role; 
Crucial to team functionality; 
Innovative; 
Shared Portal is easy to us;e 
Support from Active Lancashire; 
AL support and knowledge; 
Quick communication; 
Views system;  
Adaptable paperwork; 
Cluster mentor meetings. 
 

Views CRM system still being developed; 
Lack of communication when updating forms 
e.g. Exit form; 
Mandatory fields being added later (too 
late?); 
Changing criteria for ‘inactive’ eligibility;  
More focused on ‘targets’ than on ‘outcomes’;  
Lack of prior knowledge in relation to weight 
of claims evidence requirements; 
Lack of information in regards to completing 
timesheets etc; 
Eligibility criteria still unclear; 
Lack of guidance/information from DWP; 
Volunteering outcomes not a priority; 
Some clients going off radar – hard to contact. 

Evaluation Theme 3: Project Management and systems – MPT Staff Feedback 
 
Strengths (what’s going well/what’s 
working) 

Weaknesses (what’s not going well/what 
needs to be improved) 

Got everything in on time (claims); 
Good communication; 
Response time to partners; 
Clear responsibilities internally (Project 
Management Group); 
Partnership working - contacts made 
Portal (GDPR compliant); 
Massive increase in knowledge in team and 
delivery partners; 
Showing we are targeting most in need;  
Strong Steering Group. 
 

Claims process needs clarifying with DWP e.g. 
when all info sent in; 
Sharing of steering group information to wider 
partnership; 
Improve delivery partners knowledge of 
guidance (referring to DWP/ESF – partners 
need to know its NOT AL’s requirements but 
DWP requirements; 
Eligibility and exit forms have been adapted 
so some partners are still learning the 
definitions; 
Views – partners use it as an excuse 
Consistency and clarity of advice. 
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6.2 Lessons Learned 

In its relatively short life, there is strong evidence that More Positive together is having real 
impact on the ground and the Evaluation has been able to both capture the progress of the 
project against its original objectives and to observe a number of learning points based on 
the feedback from those most closely associated with the project and its beneficiaries. The 
most prominent of these are: 

• MPT is reaching hard to reach groups and dealing with beneficiaries with complex 
situations; 

 

• Flexible one to one interventions are valued, with no time limit on how much support 
can be given – it is client driven and based on needs; 

 

• An important component of the MPT model is confidence building as a step 
towards residents being empowered to make life choices; 

 

• It is also having significant impact on the health and wellbeing of its beneficiaries; 
 

• The project is demonstrating good early examples of employment/training 
outcomes; 

 

• MPT is having an impact on mainstream activities of Social Housing Organisations – 
with a reduction in anti-social behaviour, a reduction in rent arrears, more stable, 
empowered tenants; 

 

• The partnership model is robust and valued but there is scope for improvement 
particularly in systems and communication; 

 

• Project procedures/documentation have been frustrating for partner staff, 
particularly the volume of paperwork associated with ESF compliance; 

 

• The role of Active Lancashire as project manager has been instrumental to the 
success of the project and is valued by all of the partnership; 

 

• The ability of the Social Housing Partners to underwrite the funding of the project 
during the delay in the receipt ESF grant has been crucial to its continuation; 

 

• The delivery model based on Social Housing Organisations is capable of replication 
in other areas, potentially with Community Sports Partnerships as independent lead 
bodies; 

 

• Limited buy-in by JCP at local level causes frustration for beneficiaries and front line 
staff. 
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6.3 Moving Forward 

Partners and AL staff identified a number of constituent themes in terms of implications for 
the future of the project. There were a number of consistent threats that were identified 
alongside the issue of continuation of funding:  

• Eligibility issues, particularly around rigid interpretation of ESF guidelines 

• Inappropriate referrals 

• Lack of employment opportunities for people exiting the project 

These were regarded as threats in relation to the achievements of core outputs and the 
potential knock on effect on current ESF funding. 

One of the recurring themes in the feedback from both delivery partners and stakeholder is 
the issue caused by the time-limited nature of the project.  It is recognised that much good 
work is being done on the ground, and that there has been valuable learning both related 
to what works in practice, and in managing the project.  Like many projects that are subject 
to time limited funding, there is a real danger that expertise built up during the life of the 
project will be lost once funding ceases, and that the momentum built up in supporting 
local residents will disappear.  

Consideration needs to be given now to extending the lifespan of the project and how this 
might be achieved. Options include using the under-spend from Year 1 to extend the 
project into a fourth year of delivery, and potentially bidding for further ESF to support a 
further extension into 2021 and 2022. Another possibility would for the SHO delivery 
partners to consider mainstreaming the MPT delivery, recognising the positive impacts it is 
having on their core business.   
 
During the Evaluation, delivery partners were asked “If further funding were available for 
More Positive Together, how do you think it should be spent?” Their responses are listed 
below:  
 

 

  
There is clearly the appetite for MPT to continue and potentially expand. 

Feedback from the SHO stakeholders highlights the value of having an independent body 
such as Lancashire Sport as lead body. It also shows that having a critical mass and multiple 
partners enables cross-fertilisation of ideas and enables centralised project management 
systems to work effectively. The geography of MPT matches exactly the footprint of the 
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Lancashire Enterprise Partnership.  This also opens up the possibility of replicating the 
project based on either LEP or Community Sport Partnership footprints or to expand the 
project into adjoining LEP areas - Cumbria, Manchester or Liverpool. 

The successes of More Positive Together need to be communicated both within and 
without the partnership. Any expanded or extended model will need significant lead in time 
to secure and planning needs to begin now if there is not to be a gap in delivery or for the 
momentum of the project to be lost. 
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7. Conclusions and Recommendations  

7.1 Conclusions 

Our overall assessment is that More Positive Together is a successful project. It is both 
delivering against its contractual obligations related to European Social Fund approval and 
it is having a positive impact on the ground. The project is also able to demonstrate 
commitment to the two ESF Cross-Cutting Themes of Diversity and Sustainability.  

It would have been tempting to target participants who were closer to the labour market in 
order to deliver early results but this has not been the case and many of the beneficiaries we 
witnessed had multiple barriers to participation in the labour market. 

The project is having notable effects on self confidence and wellbeing of residents and their 
perception of limiting health conditions and this latter phenomenon is worthy of further 
investigation as it will be of interest to wider stakeholders such as health authorities and 
CCGs. 

The project has been very successful in building and developing a robust partnership and 
had had the bonus impact of helping the Social Housing Partners in particular to deliver 
both their core business and their social impact objectives. There is appetite for the project 
to continue from within the Delivery Partners 

7.2 Key Recommendations: 

 

Recommendation 3: Cluster arrangements - Review Cluster working arrangements  

Rationale: Mixed feedback from delivery partners on their experience working in 
different clusters 

 

Recommendation 1: Succession planning – commence the planning for the 
continuation/extension of the project now 

Rationale: Replacement funding regimes will need considerable lead in time to put in 
place and the momentum of the existing project should not be lost or its success put at 
risk due to haemorrhaging of key staff as funding end date approaches   

 

Recommendation 2: Case Studies – use positive case studies to promote the 
achievements of the project 

Rationale: Lack of awareness of the project and its achievements outside the MPT 
partnership 
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Recommendation 6: Referrals - Review communication mechanisms and partnership 
working with JCP and other referral bodies  

Rationale: Dissatisfaction on current arrangements from beneficiaries and partners 

 

Recommendation 7: Employer engagement at Partnership and local level– share good 
practice around successes in identifying and working with prospective employers 
locally and explore the development of relationships with pan-area employers to 
develop access routes into employment  

Rationale: Little evidence of learning and sharing of successes across partners and 
limitations on local employment opportunities in some areas  

 

 

Recommendation 5: CRM Systems and project guidance need to be further developed 
in consultation with Delivery Partners 

Rationale: Feedback and frustration from front line staff on balance between client 
delivery and administrative tasks 

 

Recommendation 4: Promote the Health and Wellbeing impact of the project to wider 
stakeholders 

Rationale: The extent to which residents experience positive health outcomes form 
MPT is significant and should be evaluated further 

 

Recommendation 8: Collaboration – increase support for collaboration across delivery 
partners at cluster and partnership level 

Rationale: Recognition by some delivery partners that collaborative working might 
enable improved outcomes for beneficiaries as well as better enable delivery of project 
targets  
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Appendix 1 List of consultees 

Active Lancashire 
Progress Housing Group 
Key Unlocking Futures 
Newground/Together Housing 
Adactus Housing 
Hyndburn Homes/1st Call/Onward Housing 
Blackpool Coastal Housing 
Regenda Homes 
Community Gateway 
Preston Vocational Centre 
Great Places Housing 
West Lancashire District Council 
Lancaster City Council 
Groundwork 
Princes Trust 
Selnet 
 
Wider Stakeholders 
 
Lancashire Skills Hub 
UCLAN 
DWP 
JCP 
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Appendix 2 – Case Studies 
 

Name: Samantha, Age: 36 
 
Pre- MPT: Long term unemployed with a learning disability/social and mental health problems 
MPT Outcome Achieved: Yes  
 
Before More Positive Together: what were your circumstances before you started getting 
support from MPT? What were your barriers to employment? 
 
Samantha has learning disabilities and had a chaotic childhood; her mum was an alcoholic. After 
leaving school she had two part-time care assistant roles.  After only a short time in she left to 
become a full-time carer for her grandparents, both had dementia. After they died (over 18 years 
ago) she became ill with anxiety and depression.  She has received support from a learning 
disabilities nurse and more recently was referred to the Community Mental Health Team.   
  
The family also face housing problems. Their private rented accommodation has a broken boiler.  
They rely on using the kettle for hot water usually resort to having ‘a good-wash’ in the kitchen sink 
rather than baths.  The house is damp, there is black mould in the bedrooms, a mice infestation and 
they currently have no access to a hob to cook on. They have struggled with debt.  
 
Access Route:  How did you find out about the support from the MPT programme? What was 
the referral route and how easy was it to get support?  
 
Samantha was referred to MPT by the Community Mental Health Team. Support started almost 
immediately with two support workers/mentors being allocated, one focusing more on getting back 
into employment and the other on well-being. 
 
Experience of MPT: What support have you received and how has it helped you?  
 
Samantha has received confidence building support and help to ‘get out of the house’. She has been 
introduced to a community support group where she met new friends.  The MPT support workers are 
acting as advocates liaising with the landlord. This has been ‘a real weight off her shoulders’. She is 
also being supported to learn how to budget.  
MPT has organised two work placements, which Samantha she has enjoyed and further increased her 
confidence levels.  Lesley reported that her MPT workers are ‘there for me whenever I need help’ and 
the ‘support has been really wonderful’.  
  
Impact of MPT: what difference has it made?  
 
‘Before I got the support I was very depressed and a right mess. My health was deteriorating 
especially my mental health, it was really poor. I was letting my learning disability getting the better 
of me.  I am now tidying the house and keeping myself well’.  Lesley is ‘active now, and feeling more 
positive and motivated’ and has been confident enough to apply for jobs with the support of her 
workers.   
 
She recently secured the offer of a job at a care home and will be starting work in the next week.  
‘Things are going to change now I have work in the care home. I will start to live life again’.  
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Name: David, Age: 43 
 
Pre- MPT: First time unemployed after redundancy/alcohol and debt problems.   
 
MPT Outcome Achieved: Yes  
 
Before More Positive Together: what were your circumstances before you started 
getting support from More Positive Together? What were your barriers to 
employment? 
 
David was made redundant from his job in a supermarket after many years working on night 
shifts. A diagnosis of type 1 diabetes meant that he needed to work daytime but there were 
no roles available.  He found himself unemployed for first time since he was 18 and reliant 
on benefits.  He managed to get a temporary job in a warehouse but that ended and he fell 
into a ‘real low point’, developing alcohol problems and getting into debt.  
 
Although attending the Job Centre regularly he found it impossible to access information 
on jobs available as ‘everything is on line and self-serve and I had never used a computer so 
had no idea what to do. The Job Centre was not a good experience. No one had the time 
to help.’  
 
Access Route:  How did you find out about the support from the MPT programme? 
What was the referral route and how easy was it to get support?  
 
A friend recommended that David go to Ist Call’ shop as he had seen that they had ‘cards in 
the window’ advertising job opportunities.  ‘It was very easy to get support. Got an 
appointment straight away’.  
 
Experience of MPT: What support have you received and how has it helped you?  
 
David had weekly appointment for about 5 months although he did miss some of these 
early on as he was still drinking. The worker helped him ‘to get his head sorted’ and he 
stopped drinking.  He was shown how to use the computer and his worker would sit with 
him each week helping him until he was confident enough to do it alone.  He was also 
helped to prepare a CV and write applications and get debt advice from the Citizens Advice 
Bureau.   
 
Impact of MPT: what difference has it made?  
‘It has made a big difference. I needed one to one support and not different people all the 
time like at the Job Centre. It’s helped me sort my debts out. I have stopped drinking and I 
have had 3 job offers.  I am now in work but hope to move into care work in the new year as 
that’s what I really want to do. My life is back on track’  
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Name: Jane, Age: 57 
 
Pre- MPT: Unemployed after several years as a carer/anxiety and depression 
 
MPT Outcome Achieved: Still on route 
 
Before More Positive Together: what were your circumstances before you started 
getting support from More Positive Together? What were your barriers to 
employment? 
 
Jane had worked for many years in community work, living and working in Manchester. She 
left work and moved to Lancashire to care for her mother who had terminal cancer.  After 
her mum died her Dad became ill and so she was a carer for some time.  This ‘took its toll’ 
and she developed anxiety and depression.  
After being unemployed for a short time after her Dad died she had got a job but she had 
what she refers to as ‘a bad experience’ that made her anxiety and depression even worse 
and left her ‘demoralised and demotivated’.  After this she hadn’t worked for some time.  
 
Access Route:  How did you find out about the support from the MPT programme? 
What was the referral route and how easy was it to get support?  
A friend recommended that she got support from MPT after she herself had been 
supported following being made redundant. 
‘Making an appointment was easy and I just went into to see them and they were great’ 
 
Experience of MPT: What support have you received and how has it helped you?  
 
Jane has had ‘all sorts of support’ from her MPT mentor, but most important to her has 
been ‘the personalised nature of the support’ delivered in ‘a supportive and pleasant 
atmosphere’.  
 
‘I didn’t feel pressured although they did challenge some of my negative thinking about 
myself. This was important as I needed a bit of a wake-up call’ The MPT staff worked on 
developing Jane’s confidence and self esteem more than anything else.  They also provided 
job finding support and help with CV writing.  Although Jane has worked in community 
work for many years she said that she ‘isn’t aware of any other agencies that take such a 
hand-in-hand approach’   
 
Impact of MPT: what difference has it made?  
 
Jane is now dealing better with her depression and anxiety and is much more optimistic 
and positive about the future. She is now actively applying for work again.  ‘This doesn't 
sound an awful lot but from where I was before and how I feel now it’s just amazing the 
difference’. 
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Name: Raymond 

Age: 21 

Pre- MPT: Previously homeless and long term unemployed  

MPT Outcome Achieved: Still on route 

Before More Positive Together: what were your circumstances before you started 
getting support from More Positive Together? What were your barriers to 

employment? 
 
About 8 months ago he had ‘disagreements’ with his family unit and they thought it was 
best that he move out. He didn’t have anywhere to go, so he ‘sofa surfed’ for about 3-4 
months before finding a place at a hostel, where he stayed for the next 4 months.  

 
Access Route:  How did you find out about the support from the MPT programme? 

What was the referral route and how easy was it to get support?  
 
The hostel put him in touch with Grace at Blackpool Coastal Housing who helped him to get 
a tenancy and began providing him with some support.  

Experience of MPT: What support have you received and how has it helped you?  
 
Raymond got his benefits sorted out and a place to live and is now working towards finding 
employment. An apprenticeship was arranged for him with Blackpool Community Trust, but 
this didn’t work out.  

He wants to work in the Arcade stores and applied for a job on the North Pier, but was 
unsuccessful. He is now undertaking a Level 2 NVQ in game machine operations to increase 
his employability and has an appointment with Leanne at Blackpool Coastal Housing to 
work more on his employment prospects.   

Impact of MPT: what difference has it made?  

‘It gave me confidence to go out and do stuff, much more than if I’d tried to do it on my 
own’.  

The support scheme helped him to find somewhere to live, obtain benefits and 
build the confidence to start looking for work. Raymond’s support is ongoing, but he 
feels more optimistic about his future opportunities.  

  

 


