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CONNECT case 2: Jamie 

Background context:  

Jamie had been in a residential care placement for some time but he was part of the 
cohort of young people identified to be moved to a foster placement under the Brighter 
Futures programme. 

Focus of CONNECT’s work: 

• moving Jamie from residential care to a foster placement 
• supporting Jamie and his new foster carers in this new placement 

 
 
Outcomes: 
 

• a foster placement was identified with a carer already known to Jamie 
• the new placement has been stable  
• the CONNECT team are working with Jamie and several of his family members to 

re-establish contact and build relationships 
 

Figure 11: SNA map: Jamie (CONNECT) 
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Long term LAC case 2: Nadia 

Background context:  

Nadia went into care because of severe domestic violence at home and allegations of 
sexual abuse made by a sibling against their father. Nadia is in a long-term, stable foster 
placement and has a very good relationship with her carers. 

Focus of the Long-term LAC team’s work: 

• Nadia has been receiving support from CAMHS in relation to her witnessing 
domestic violence 

• work with birth family including supporting and assessing mum’s parenting 
capacity for her other children and mental health support for mum 

• facilitating contact between Nadia and her birth family 
• one to one educational support for Nadia 
• linking Nadia into positive activities and clubs to raise her self-confidence and self-

esteem 
 
Outcomes: 
 

• Nadia’s self-confidence and self-esteem is improving 
• mum is engaging well with the support offered to her and is responding well to 

mental health and parenting interventions 
• Nadia is very engaged with school and is making good progress 
• contact arrangements are in place between Nadia and several birth family 

members 
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Figure 12: SNA map: Nadia (long term LAC) 
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APPENDIX 5: SNA Metrics 
Table 7: Table of SNA Metrics 

 

 

 

MAST case: 
Joya 

 

MAST 
case: 
Kadir 

 

MAST 
case: 

Sophie 

 

MAST 
case: 
Adam 

 

Locality 
case: Matt 

 

Locality 
case: 

Ashley 

 

CONNECT 
case: Tariq 

 

CONNECT 
case: Jamie 

Long-
term LAC 
case: Isa 

Long-
term LAC 

case: 
Nadia 

Total number of 
professionals linked 
to the case 

 

19 

 

16 

 

23 

 

20 

 

5 

 

9 

 

13 

 

11 

 

18 

 

13 

 
Lead worker 
Total in-degree 
(receiving 
relationships) 
 
Other professionals 
Non-professionals 

 
 

16 
 

14 
2 

 
 

18 
 

13 
5 

 
 

15 
 

14 
1 

 
 

10 
 

9 
1 

 
 

5 
 

4 
1 

 
 
6 
 
6 
0 

 
 

13 
 

8 
5 

 
 

9 
 

6 
3 

 
 
5 
 
4 
1 

 
 

17 
 

12 
5 

 
Young Person 
Total in-degree 
(receiving 
relationships): 
 
Professionals 
Family members 

 
 

16 
 
8 
8 

 
 

11 
 
5 
6 

 
 

11 
 
7 
3 

 
 

10 
 

5 
5 

 
 

8 
 

4 
4 

 
 
7 
 
2 
5 

 
 

11 
 

5 
6 

 
 

13 
 

5 
8 

 
 

25 
 

11 
14 

 
 

18 
 

11 
7 
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Table 8: Professionals judged to have case responsibility 

SNA case Total number of professionals 
judged to have case 

responsibility (excluding lead 
professional) 

Number from within the team Number from outside the team 

MAST: Joya 8 6 2 

Locality: Matt 4 0 4 

CONNECT: Tariq 6 4 2 

Long-term LAC: Isa 7 1 6 

MAST: Kadir  8 4 4 

MAST: Sophie 11 3 8 

MAST: Adam 18 8 10 

Locality: Ashley 4 2 2 

CONNECT: Jamie 7 3 4 

Long-term LAC: Nadia 10 1 9 
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APPENDIX 6: 3H App 

 

 
 

Young People’s Views of Brighter Futures in Ealing 

Asha Ali 

June 2016 

About 3H 

Young people dealing with family breakdown, homelessness and other challenges don’t know 
where to get the help they need. They do not know where to find people to whom they can 
relate. An inquiry that brought together about 100 people, young people included, to find better 
solutions for young people facing severe and multiple disadvantage, showed that relationships 
are fundamental to recovery.  

Four young people who were part of the inquiry created 3H Advisor, an enterprise supported by 
the Dartington Social Research Unit. Its focus is on good relationships, developed with people 
who have the 3H’s: Head (“My worker helps me achieve my goals”), Heart (“My worker 
understands me”), and Hands (“My worker helps me get things done”).  

Building on this idea, a mobile-friendly app, 3H Advisor, was developed to connect 
disadvantaged young people to help available in their boroughs, and to give them the platform 
through which to rate its quality, using the 3H statements.  

At the end of 2015, London Borough of Ealing partnered with 3H Advisor to collect the views of 
local young people who were in or on the edge of care. All were supported by a new relational 
approach called Brighter Futures.  

Young people who were part of the Brighter Futures Programme had the option of 
independently rating 2 support teams: one for those in care (Connect Team) and one for those 
on the edge of care (Mast Team). This report presents the views of young people who had 
given their views of the 2 support teams within 3H Advisor parameters.  

Methodology 

The 3H Advisor team organised meetings with all parties involved in Brighter Futures. Young 
people were informed about the existence of the App as a channel of sharing their views on the 
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programme. The staff of Brighter futures were also introduced to 3H Advisor App. Lastly, peer 
mentors were trained under the 3H Model and helped promote the use of the App in Ealing.  

The views of young people were collected in 2 ways: through the App and paper rating-sheets. 
The App is freely downloadable from AppStore or PlayStore. On signing up to the App,  young 
people had 2 rating options: Mast Team - supporting those on the edge of care - and Connect 
Team - supporting those young people who were in care.  

The rating sheets were a paper version of the statements on the App. These were placed 
where it was convenient for young people to respond. Once completed, they were dispatched 
in a secured box to the Westside Young People’s Centre. The 3H Advisor team collected the 
data and routinely input it on the App. 

Young people who contributed their views, via the App or on paper, were put in a prize draw 
that gave out to the winner a £20 gift voucher, weekly. 

Findings 

Ratings 

Consumer feedback on the quality of help was collected from 59 young people (53 supported 
by MAST team and 6 supported by Connect Team) for a total of 117 ratings. Of these 59 users, 
41 young people gave their views once, while 18 re-rated the support teams more than once 
(ranging from 2 to 8 ratings). The data were collected solely through the paper-sheet 3H 
ratings. 

The quality of help, based on the 18 users who re-rated the support services, was generally 
high. The table reports the data at 2 time points: at the beginning of the project,  and after 4 
months of being part of Brighter Futures.  

Table 9: Pre and post consumer feedback of Brighter Futures 

Which H Baseline Follow-up 

Overall 4.33 4.61 

Head 4.39 4.56 

Heart 4.00 4.50 

Hands 4.33 4.50 

*Users rated each measure from one (lowest) to 5 (highest), before and after 4 months.  
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Figure 13: Pre and post-consumer feedback of Brighter Futures Programme 

 

 

Lessons learnt 

There are 4 messages we take away from applying the 3H Advisor in Ealing.  

First is that young people on the edge of care were more receptive to 3H Advisor than young 
people in care. The data we collected came mainly from young people supported by the Mast 
Team. We think one reason for this might be the fact that a proportion of young people in care 
were not living in Ealing, which made it more difficult for them to get engaged with 3H Advisor. 
Another explanation might be that young people who are in care have other things to deal with, 
such as adjusting to a new family, which leaves little room for engaging in other things, for 
instance giving their views on 3H Advisor App. 

Second is that the data was primarily collected via paper rather than the App. This might be 
because consumer satisfaction cannot be solved by technology alone. We think it is important 
to better understand user participation, learn how to engage with users and their views on what 
they need help with, and only after that to use technology to build volume of responses.  

Third is the staff’s warm reception of the 3H Advisor App. Contrary to our expectations that 
independent ratings of young people of their helpers might create an anti-body reaction within 
public systems, London Borough of Ealing have actively sought to know what local young 
people think about the quality of the help. Throughout the implementation, the staff of Brighter 
Futures promoted the 3H Advisor App to the young people they supported. 

The fourth lesson is the instrumental role of engaging with all parties (users, staff, and 
executive people) to ensure the uptake of 3H Advisor App in a community. We found that we 
needed to frequently remind young people of what 3H App was and what it could for them; 
although we were not Ealing-based from the beginning, we quickly realised the need to be in 
the same place with the staff and people supported by Brighter Futures.  
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Table 12: Summary of changes in circumstances in the CONNECT cohort from implementation to June 2016 (interview sample, based on 
professional assessment) (+ improvement; - deterioration) 

                                            
 

31 Education, employment and training 

 

CONNECT 
young 
person   

 

LAC Placement 

 

Reduced 
CSE 

 

Reduction in 
missing 
episodes  

 

Improvements 
in education 

 

Emotional wellbeing  

1 In-house foster 
placement  

No change ➕ ➕ Developing safety in relationships 

2 In-house foster 
placement 

No change No change In EET31 Developing safety in relationships 

3 In-house foster 
placement 

No change No change In EET Insecure attachments 

4 In-house foster 
placement 

No change  No change In EET Developing emotional regulation 

5 IFA foster 
placement  

No change ➕ In EET Developing safety in relationships 

6 IFA foster 
placement 

No change ➕ In EET Insecure relationships 

7 IFA foster 
placement 

No change  ➕  ➕ Insecure relationships 
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There were some notable differences in responses at ‘baseline’ and ‘midway’ in relation to: 

• ‘my life is just right’: a higher percentage selected ‘Strongly agree’ or ‘Agree’ at 
midway completion than baseline completion (64.7% vs. 54.6%) 

• a greater percentage of baseline completers strongly agreed that ‘I would like to 
change many things in my life’ than midway completers (59.1% vs. 46.8%) 

• a higher percentage of midway completers said that they’ Strongly agree’ or ‘Agree’ 
that ‘I have a good life’ compared to baseline completers (70.6% vs. 54.6%) 

• a higher percentage of midway completers strongly agreed that they ‘have what they 
want in life’ (29.4% vs. 13.6%) and that ‘My life is better than most’ (35.3% vs. 18.2%) 
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Table 14: Young people’s Huebner’s life satisfaction scale scores 

 Strongly agree (%) Agree (%) Not sure (%) Disagree (%) Strongly disagree (%) 

 Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

My life is 
going well  18.2 23.5 36.4 41.2 31.8 17.6 9.1 11.8 4.5 5.9 

My life is just 
right 18.2 23.5 22.7 41.2 31.8 17.6 13.6 5.9 13.6 11.8 

I would like to 
change many 
things in my 
life  

27.3 5.6 31.8 41.2 13.6 23.5 18.2 23.5 9.1 5.9 

I wish I had a 
different kind 
of life  

13.6 17.6 22.7 29.4 31.8 23.5 18.2 11.8 13.6 17.6 

I have a good 
life  27.3 35.3 27.3 35.3 22.7 11.8 18.2 5.9 4.5 11.8 

I have what I 
want in life  13.6 29.4 31.8 17.6 31.8 23.5 18.2 23.5 4.5 5.9 

My life is 
better than 
most people’s 

18.2 35.3 13.6 11.8 45.5 41.2 13.6 5.9 18.2 5.9 

I feel safe 31.8 47.1 54.5 29.4 9.1 17.6 4.5 5.9 0 0 

I am happy 
with my local 
area 

27.3 35.3 68.2 35.3 0 17.6 4.5 0 0 11.8 
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Pearlin Mastery Scale 

The Pearlin Mastery Scale measures an individual’s level of mastery, which is a 
psychological resource that has been defined as “the extent to which one regards one’s life-
chances as being under one’s own control in contrast to being fatalistically ruled” (Pearlin 
and Schooler, 1978, p.5). It is a 7-item scale comprising  5 negatively-worded items and 2 
positively-worded items: respondents are asked to rate each item on a scale from Strongly 
Disagree to Strongly Agree. The negatively-worded items are reverse coded prior to scoring. 
Total scores range from 7 to 35, with higher scores indicating greater levels of mastery.  

• the table shows a broad spread of total scores ranging from 14-35 but the majority 
(n=32, 88%) scored in the top half of the scale (19 or above) indicating generally higher 
levels of ‘Mastery’. A slightly higher percentage of baseline completers than midway 
completers score in the bottom half of the scale (5 out of 22, 23% vs. 2 out of 17, 12%) 

 
• the percentage scores for the individual items in the scale show broad similarities 

between young people who completed at baseline vs. midway especially for ‘What 
happens to me in the future mostly depends on me’ and ‘There is little I can do to 
change many of the important things in my life’. 
 

• notable differences in percentage scores are in relation to: 
•  ‘there is really no way I can solve some of the problems I have’: baseline 

completion 13.6% vs. 0% of midway completers 
•  a higher percentage of baseline completers strongly agreed that ‘I feel that I’m 

being pushed around in life’ (13.6% vs. 5.9%) and a significantly lower percentage 
strongly disagreed with this item than did midway completers (18.2% vs. 41.2%) 

• A significantly higher percentage of midway completers strongly agreed that ‘I can 
do just about anything I really set my mind to’ (41.2% vs. 27.3%) 

A far greater percentage of midway completers selected ‘Strongly disagree’ or ‘Disagree’ to 
the question ‘I often feel helpless in trying to deal with the problems in my life’ than at 
baseline (64.7% vs. 36.3%) 
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Table 15: Young people’s sense of mastery 

 Strongly agree (%) Agree (%) Not sure (%) Disagree (%) Strongly disagree (%) 

 Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

There is really no way 
I can solve some of 
the problems I have 

13.6 0 13.6 17.6 13.6 17.6 45.5 47.1 13.6 17.6 

feel that I’m being 
pushed around in life 13.6 5.9 22.7 17.6 18.2 11.8 27.3 23.5 18.2 41.2 

I have little control 
over the things that 
happen to me 

0 17.6 36.4 5.9 22.7 29.4 27.3 23.5 13.6 23.5 

I can do just about 
anything I really set 
my mind to 

27.3 41.2 31.8 23.5 31.8 11.8 9.1 11.8 0 11.8 

I often feel helpless in 
trying to deal with the 
problems in my life 

13.6 11.8 22.7 11.8 27.3 11.8 22.7 47.1 13.6 17.6 

What happens to me 
in the future mostly 
depends on me 

18.2 41.2 68.2 29.4 9.1 23.5 0 5.9 4.5 0 

There is little I can do 
to change many of 
the important things 
in my life 

9.1 11.8 18.2 29.4 31.8 5.9 31.8 35.3 9.1 17.6 
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Good Childhood Index (family domain) 

This index comprises a set of 10 different domains of life to measure subjective well-
being. In this evaluation, the survey for young people included the questions that 
make up the Good Childhood Index’s family domain. For each item, respondents are 
asked to indicate how far they agree with statements relating to each of the items, on 
a five-point scale ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’. Total scores 
range from 9 to 45 with a higher score indicating a greater sense of wellbeing in 
relation to the family domain. 

Key Findings 

• the majority of young people’s total scores (n=27, 69%) fell in the top third of 
the range (33 and above) indicating a generally higher sense of wellbeing for 
many in relation to the family domain 

• only 4 young people had scores in the bottom third of the scale (9-21) (3 
baseline completers and 1 midway completer) 

• notable differences in percentage scores can be seen in relation to: 
• ‘my parents/carers and I do fun things together’: 76.4% of midway 

completers strongly agreed or agreed to this item compared to 59.1% of 
baseline completers 

• ‘I help make decisions in my family/foster family’: a higher percentage of 
midway completers strongly agreed or agreed with this (64.7% vs. 40.9%)
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Table 16: Young people’s wellbeing: Good-childhood Index 

*1 missing from  home completion  

 *2 missing from home  

 

 Strongly agree (%) Agree (%) Not sure (%) Disagree (%) Strongly disagree (%) 

 Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

Home 
completion 

Event 
completion 

I enjoy being at home 
with my family/foster 
family* 

40.9 35.3 31.8 41.2 13.6 5.9 9.1 5.9 0 11.8 

My family/foster family is 
better than most* 45.5 35.3 27.3 35.3 9.1 29.4 13.6 0 0 0 

I like spending time with 
my parent/carers* 27.3 35.3 40.9 47.1 13.6 11.8 13.6 5.9 0 0 

My parents/carers treat 
me fairly* 40.9 41.2 40.9 47.1 9.1 0 4.5 11.8 0 0 

My parents/carers and I 
do fun things together* 27.3 23.5 31.8 52.9 22.7 11.8 13.6 5.9 0 0 

My family/foster family 
gets along well together* 22.7 17.6 50.0 52.9 4.5 5.9 13.6 17.6 0 5.9 

Members of my 
family/foster family talk 
nicely  to one another** 

27.3 17.6 50.0 52.9 4.5 5.9 9.1 17.6 0 5.9 

My parent/s carers listen 
to my views and take me 
seriously* 

36.4 23.5 31.8 41.2 13.6 11.8 9.1 17.6 4.5 5.9 

I help make decisions in 
my family/foster family* 22.7 17.6 18.2 47.1 22.7 23.5 22.7 5.9 4.5 5.9 
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