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1. SUMMARY 
 
1.1 This report sets out the formation and delivery (to date) of the Dartford 

‘Turnaround’ project, within the Kent Action for Families programme, itself a 
part of the delivery of the National Troubled Families programme working 
with families that; have a family member who is out of work, a child who has 
poor school attendance or is a cause of anti-social behaviour or crime and 
(as a family) are a high cost to the public purse. 

 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
  
2.1  That the Committee note the contents of the report. 

 

 
3. Background 
 
3.1 Following the extensive rioting seen in certain areas around the UK in 2011 

and the claims of a ‘Broken Britain’ in March 2012 the Prime Minister 
announced the Government’s intent to ensure that the lives of 120,000 
troubled families would be ‘turned around’ by the end of this Parliament 
(March 2015).  
 

3.2 A troubled family was characterised by having an adult in the family who 
was out of work, children that were not in school or that were involved in 
crime and/or anti-social behaviour as well as there being other issues such 
as domestic abuse, relationship breakdowns, mental and physical health 
problems as well as drug and alcohol dependency, which combine to make 
it very difficult for families to address their problems. 

 
3.3 These and other long standing problems often lead to children in these 

families repeating the same cycle of behaviour/disadvantage. One estimate 
shows that in over a third of troubled families there are child protection 
problems. Another estimate suggests that over a half of all children who are 
permanently excluded from school in England come from these families, as 
do one-in-five young offenders. 
 

3.4 Families with multiple problems, such as those described, are a significant 
cost to the public purse, thought to be in the region of £9 billion a year, an 
average of £75,000 a year per family. The vast majority of this amount is 
spent on reacting to these problems, meaning money is not being spent on 
providing services that deliver lasting results and change lives. 
 

3.5 The intended outcome for the programme is for these families to become 
less dependent on services, lead more self-sustaining lives and to contribute 
to their local communities.  
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3.6 With the troubled families programme the Government has provided 
(financial) resources to incentivise and encourage local authorities and their 
partners to ‘grasp the nettle’; to develop new ways of working with families 
which focus on lasting change, dealing with a families problems as a whole 
rather than responding to each problem or personal separately, while 
recognising that these approaches are likely to incur extra costs but that 
they will result in a new way of working with these families in the future – 
reducing costs and improving outcomes. 
 

4 Qualifying Criteria  
 

4.1 Criteria one - Young people involved in crime and families involved in anti-
social behaviour, defined as: Households with 1 or more under 18-year-old 
with a proven offence in the last 12 months AND/ OR Households where 1 
or more member has an anti-social behaviour order, anti-social behaviour 
injunction, anti-social behaviour contract, or where the family has been 
subject to a housing-related anti-social behaviour intervention in the last 12 
months (such as a notice of seeking possession on anti-social behaviour 
grounds, a housing-related injunction, a demotion order, eviction from social 
housing on anti-social behaviour grounds).  
 

4.2 Criteria two - Identify households affected by truancy or exclusion from 
school where a child: Has been subject to permanent exclusion; three or 
more fixed school exclusions across the last 3 consecutive terms; OR Is in a 
Pupil Referral Unit or alternative provision because they have previously 
been excluded; OR is not on a school roll; AND/OR A child has had 15% 
unauthorised absences or more from school across the last 3 consecutive 
terms.  
 

4.3 Criteria three - Once a family has been identified that meets one or both of 
criteria’s 1 and 2, households that also have an adult on Department for 
Work and Pensions out of work benefits (Employment and Support 
Allowance, Incapacity Benefit, Carer’s Allowance, Income Support and/or 
Jobseekers Allowance, Severe Disablement Allowance) can be included on 
the programme. 
 

4.4 Families who meet all of criteria 1-3 are automatically included in the 
programme. 
 

4.5 There is also a forth ‘local discretion’ criteria used once a families has 
already been identified as meeting any 2 of the 3 main criteria above, it was 
left up to local areas and partners to decide upon the discretionary issues. 
Locally it was decided to capture families with a drug or alcohol issue or 
where there is domestic abuse. 
 

4.6 Suggested discretionary criteria included; 
 

4.6.1 Families containing a child who is on a Child Protection Plan or where 
the local authority is considering accommodating them as a looked after 
child  
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4.6.2 Families subject to frequent police call-outs or arrests or containing 
adults with proven offences in the last 12 months, such as those who 
have been in prison, prolific and priority offenders, or families involved in 
gang-related crime.  

4.6.3 Families with health problems (including emotional or mental health 
problems, drug and alcohol misuse, long term health problems, health 
problems caused by domestic abuse and under 18 conceptions). 

 
4.7 Experience drawn from other family intervention projects and other similar 

services shows that many troubled families have underlying health 
problems, which are often not fully recognised until after intensive work has 
begun.  
 
 

5 Payment By Results 
 

5.1 The funding to deliver the troubled families programme was to be paid 
primarily on a results basis, to incentivise a focus on achieving outcomes. It 
was recognised that there would be upfront costs associated with 
restructuring services, taking on new staff or commissioning services, and 
there being some greater risks in the early years of the programme until 
services become establish and savings realised. 
 

5.2 The DCLG made available £4k for each troubled family identified via a 
payments by results (PbR) arrangement, local areas being expected to 
make up the rest of the investment required to engage and work with 
families. Because of the recognition of the upfront costs involved the DCLG 
made a proportion of the £4k available per family upfront as an ‘attachment 
fee’, with the remainder being claimable on successfully turning round 
issues within the family, such as a reduction in ASB or returning a family 
member to work (see table in 5.5). 
 

5.3 It was also recognised that it would not be possible to turn every family 
around and therefore it was likely that more families would need to be 
worked with than the indicative target numbers. However the number of 
upfront attachments fees available would only reflect those worked with 
successfully (rather than every family started being worked with). 
 

5.4 For 2012-13 this attachment fee was set at 80 per cent, reducing to 60 and 
40 per cent in the next two years (see table below). 
 

Total funding available per family = £4000  

Year % of payment offered as 
upfront attachment fee 

% of payment offered as a results- 
based payment in arrears 

2012/13 80% 20% 

2013/14 60% 40% 

2014/15 40% 60% 
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5.5 Each authority is able to collect a payment for each eligible family if they 
achieve a result as set out in the table below. Results being the inverse of 
the criteria explained previously. The relevant authority and accountable 
body for all government funding for the Troubled Families programme in 
Kent is Kent County Council (KCC). 
 

Result Attachment fee Results 
payment 

Total 

They achieve all 3 of the 
education and crime/ anti-social 
behaviour measures set out 
below where relevant:  
1. Each child in the family  has 
 had fewer than 3 fixed 
 exclusions and less than 
 15% of unauthorised 
 absences in the last 3 
 school terms; and  
2. A 60% reduction in anti-
 social behaviour across 
 the family in the last 6 
 months; and  
3. Offending rate by all 
 minors in the family 
 reduced by at least a 33% 
 in the last 6 months.  
 

£3,200 per family 

£700 per family 

£4,000 per 
family 

If they do not enter work, but 
achieve the ‘progress to work’ 
(one adult in the family has 
either volunteered for the Work 
Programme or attached to the 
European Social Fund provision 
in the last 6 months).  

£100 per family 

OR  

At least one adult in the family 
has moved off out-of-work 
benefits into continuous 
employment in the last 6 months 
(and is not on the European 
Social Fund Provision or Work 
Programme to avoid double-
payment).  

£3,200 per family £800 per family £4,000 per family 
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6 Kent’s Approach 
 

6.1 In December 2011 the DCLG estimated that living within Kent (excluding 
Medway) there were 2,560 families that would meet the Government’s 
criteria, to be worked with over the three years of the programme. Within 
Kent the scheme is known as the Kent Action For Families Programme, led 
by Kent County Council in partnership with District and Borough Council’s, 
Job Centre Plus, Kent Police, Kent Probation and other partners including 
those from the voluntary sector. 
 

6.2 A multi-agency steering group was established, chaired by Paul Carter 
Leader of KCC, to ensure high level strategic representation from partners 
and corporate directors, including districts. The group provides strategic 
direction and support to the programme board and operational team, to 
ensure the successful delivery of the programme in Kent. Below this a 
county-wide Operational Projects group was formed to assist local delivery 
of the programme with local Borough and District Council’s asked to play a 
key role in delivering the project in each area. 

 
6.3 KCC appointed local project delivery managers (LDPMs) to support and 

coordinate the local delivery of the Troubled Families programme, within the 
Kent framework. The LDPMs coordinate local operations group meetings 
(LOGs) which are multi-agency groups made up of officers from agencies 
with key roles to play in working with families such as Housing, Youth 
Offending, Social Services, Police and DWP, able to provide crucial 
information on each family so that a holistic picture can be created enabling 
the LDPM to prioritise and assign the most appropriate family worker. The 
LDPM also holds to account and challenges practices across all agencies to 
encourage change and new ways of working with families. 

 
6.4 Kent has developed its Troubled Families delivery model based on the 

Family Intervention Programme (FIP) approach where specialist workers 
provide intense support and intervention for nominated families.  The 
approach is well established nationally and had previously been adopted in 
Swale and Thanet for Community Budget pilots. The approach has been 
implemented across Kent districts, with each district allocated FIP workers, 
funded by the County Council from the DCLG grant.  
 

6.5 In total there are four delivery streams within Kent’s delivery model which 
are as follows;  
 

6.5.1 Family Intervention Project workers or FIP, providing a persistent, 
assertive and challenging approach. This is being delivered through 
KCC’s contract with KCA and provides a dedicated worker for the most 
complex families, looks at what is really happening with the family as a 
whole, and gives practical hands on support with an assertive and 
challenging approach. 

 
6.5.2 FIP light workers, dedicated posts focussed on providing practical 

support. One worker who stands alongside the family, dedicated to 
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change, someone who is accessible, there when needed (not when 
demanded), with manageable caseloads, providing practical support 
and working intensively as needed. 

 
6.5.3 Multi-agency lead workers (allocated from existing resources/services) 

act as an advocate for the family with the ability to influence other 
agencies. Works a caseload of one to two troubled families, named as 
the lead worker for a family with dedicated time for that family. 

 
6.5.4 Family support workers, a dedicated resource focusing on ‘initiating’ 

contact with an identified family. Initiates contact with a family to engage 
them on to the programme, completes a CAF assessment or Family 
Contact Record from, where appropriate has a longer term involvement 
with a family. 

 
6.6 The belief is that the greatest change can be made in families’ lives if they 

are allocated a single dedicated worker. This is because evidence shows 
that the biggest change to the behaviour of a troubled family is generated by 
the relationship developed by the dedicated worker, who stands alongside 
the family, demanding change and also committed to achieving change. 
 

6.7 The programme has four main outcomes based on the PbR criteria; each 
child in the family to have fewer than three fixed exclusions and less than 
15% unauthorised absences in the last three school terms. A 60% reduction 
in anti-social behaviour across the family in the last six months (although it 
has since been easier to work on a higher percentage reduction in ASB). 
Offending rates by all minors in the family reduced by at least 22% in the 
last six months. And at least one adult in the family to have moved from out 
of work benefits into continuous employment in the last six months. 
 
 

7 Implementation of the Dartford Turnaround Project 
 

7.1 As stated, KCC placed LDPMs within each district, however, the local 
decision was taken that implementation in Dartford would be managed from 
within the CSU by Dartford’s Community Safety Officer, due to this officer 
already having well-established local links and professional networks with 
the necessary partner agencies and departments. KCC have accordingly 
provided funding to back-fill this post such that Dartford’s community safety 
work is not negatively impacted. 
 

7.2 Dartford has an allocation of 40 families in years one and two with a further 
15 in the third and final year making 95 in total. The ‘year one’ list originally 
contained around 60 names and did not clearly identify family groups, for 
example it did not include details of older siblings nor parents. The 
Community Safety Unit (CSU) worked with Housing to verify the names on 
the list and to ascertain if they were known for any anti-social behaviour or 
were local authority tenants. During this process it became apparent that 
few of the families were known to the CSU, Police or Housing as being a 
cause of youth crime or anti-social behaviour. The list was revised with 
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families that caused concern locally added to the list. As of June 2014 117 
families have been identified that meet the criteria for the programme. (see 
table 8 on page 16 of Appendix 1). The target for families to be ‘turned 
around’ remains 95. 
 

7.3 While 95 is a comparatively small number of families it is still too many for 
the one/two FIP workers to manage effectively. Where families face 
challenges such as domestic violence, substance misuse, or mental and 
physical health problems progress is difficult and slow and these families 
require support and/or intervention from professionals and specialist 
workers.  

 
7.4 Following the identification of families which met the criteria the next stage 

was to approach the families and seek their engagement onto the 
programme, participation being voluntary.  
 

7.5 Many of the families already have contact with several different agencies – 
education welfare, police, Job Centre Plus etc. and this can be confusing, 
disruptive, undermine responsibility and further reduce family independence. 
The key benefit of the programme for families is that it seeks to provide 
them with a single point of contact, someone that knows their circumstances 
and will work holistically to help them improve their situation, coordinating 
other agency input where it is necessary and avoiding either gaps or 
overlaps between services. If families are close to the point at which some 
statutory intervention is contemplated, the programme and progress through 
provides robust challenge and the opportunity and support to address 
difficult circumstances and demonstrate the willingness and intent to change 
which may avoid the need for statutory intervention. Even so, some families 
chose not to engage.   
 

7.6 During the early part of 2013 existing agencies began to contact the 
families, for example, Kent Fire & Rescue carried out ‘Home Fire Safety 
Checks’ incorporating an important safety check with an initial contact visit. 
DBC Housing also made contact visits with tenants. 
 

7.7 However, it wasn’t until May of 2013, into the second year of the 
programme, when KCC had awarded the FIP contract to KCA, and FIP 
workers had been recruited that operational delivery could begin. In August 
2013 additional staff resources from the Kent Supporting People contract 
were committed to work with families after it had become apparent that the 
numbers of families with complex and entrenched problems were found to 
be much higher than expected. 
 

7.8 The project unfortunately suffered from a high turnover in staff in the autumn 
of 2013, with the North Kent cluster (Dartford, Gravesham and Sevenoaks) 
being especially affected resulting in some disruption with families who had 
begun to build trust in their worker. 
 

7.9 Part of the point of the programme is to find ways in which services for 
families can be delivered differently, and a proportion of the overall funding 
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drawn down from DCLG by KCC was placed in a central funding pot to 
support local delivery and to enable innovative approaches from districts in 
conjunction with local partners.  

 
7.10 It had been expected that a proportion of the families identified would be 

troubled rather than be troublesome. For example that they had a chaotic 
lifestyle, lack an effective head or positive role model within the family 
group, rather than complex, entrenched problems. For this tier of families 
Dartford proposed to use volunteer Family Mentors who would work both 
with individual members and with whole families providing a single point of 
contact for other agencies, robust challenge in respect of unacceptable 
behaviours, listening/counselling, practical support, skills and attitude 
coaching, advocacy. Mentors would also have a role in providing continuing 
support during a ‘managed exit’ for families having received more intensive 
support. 
 

7.11 The use of volunteers to act as Family Mentors in this way was an 
innovative approach that fitted well with the DCLG’s wish to see the 
development of more varied and effective early intervention and prevention 
services that could be used to ‘nip problems in the bud’ and be delivered at 
lower cost, and with KCC’s ambition to look for service transformation as a 
means of achieving improved outcomes for families, and in particular 
children and young people.   
 

7.12 In June 2013 Voluntary Action Within Kent (VAWK) were commissioned to 
find, recruit and train volunteers assist with matching families to a suitable 
mentor, as well as coordinating the work of the mentors, and supporting and 
monitoring each volunteer as they worked with families identified through 
the programme. The type of volunteer sought were people with a variety of 
skills and life experiences, persistent and consistent, good communicators, 
able to establish boundaries, raise aspirations and set goals, and willing to 
lead by example.  
 

7.13 As stated above, the extent of complex, entrenched problems found within 
families has been higher than anticipated and this has meant that the 
Volunteer Family Mentors have been used primarily to offer additional 
support, working alongside a FIP worker, or where intensive work has 
brought about a degree of change which needs to be sustained. Mentors 
with appropriate experience and able to commit to long-term engagement 
with families have proven difficult to recruit, although the outcomes from 
those that have been recruited and been placed with families are 
encouraging. Early evaluation of the use of volunteer mentors indicates that 
they are likely to be most effective either at an early, preventative stage, 
and/or as part of a managed exit to sustain the progress achieved by 
professional involvement.  
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8 Outcomes (PbR) 
 

8.1 By July 2013 Kent had turned around 73 families. In October 2013 this had 
risen to 200 and in February 2014, 360. By May 2014 a total of 755 families 
had been turned around, 29.5% of the total cohort (2560). 
 

8.2 Claims are made on the basis of improvements in crime, education 
outcomes and ASB or return to work. In total to date Kent has made 583 
claims for education/crime/ASB and 172 claims for returning to work. In 
addition, 61 claims for those previously claimed against 
education/crime/ASB and where a member of the family has now returned 
to work or joined the European Social Fund programme (ESF). 
 

8.3 DCLG have released a ‘league table’ of authorities for claims made up until 
February 2014. Of the top 5 largest counties Kent is 4th when compared to 
Manchester, Lancashire, Birmingham and Essex for all claims. Of the other 
17 local authorities within the South East region Kent ranks 1st for total 
number of claims  

 

 
8.4 The 560 claims for families ‘turned around’ ranks Kent 12th for total number 

of claims made (out of 152 authorities). However, Kent remains ranked 132 
out of 151 authorities nationally in terms of percentage claimed against 
number of families. This shows that whilst turning around a large volume of 
claims Kent still has some work to do to increase the percentage claimed 
(currently 29.5%). 
 
 

South East Region Claims 
Total number of families  

‘turned around’ 

Kent 560 

Oxfordshire 444 

West Sussex 436 

Surrey 412 

Southampton 404 

Hampshire 388 

East Sussex 278 

Brighton & Hove 234 

Buckinghamshire 179 

Medway 137 

Portsmouth 119 

Reading 117 

West Berkshire 96 

Wokingham 46 

Bracknell Forest 40 

Isle of Wight 32 

Windsor & Maidenhead 26 

Milton Keynes 25 



                 
SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 

8 July 2014 
 

  

8.5 Dartford has made one of the highest proportion of claims (compared with 
the total number of families they will work with over the course of the 
programme) in Kent. There may be many reasons for the variations in the 
proportion of claims, some outside control of the District Councils and other 
partners. Work is ongoing in all Districts to maximise the numbers of families 
turned around.  

 
8.6 The table below shows the target number of families against the number 

actually identified along with the same number against the claims made to 
date, this ‘ranking’ placed Dartford in 1st place in terms of performance 
across Kent. 
 
 
 

  

Target 

numbers 

Total 

families 
identified 

% of total 

identified 

Rank % 

identified 

Combining 

ranks for 
identification 

and 'turned 
around' 

families 

Dartford 95 118 124.7% 1 

1 

  

Target 

numbers 
Total 

% of total 
numbers claimed 

for 'turned 

around' 

Rank % 

'turned 
around' 

Dartford 95 28 29.6% 2 

 
 
Dartford is one of four areas that have seen the largest decreases in youth 
offending, as well as anti-social behaviour. Given the coordination via the CSU this 
further evidences the gains that can be made through co-location of staff and good 
partnership working arrangements. 

 
 

Percentage of 10-17 year old committing at least one proven offence 

 
January to 
June 2013 

April to 
September 

2013 

July to 
December 

2013 

October 13 to 
March 2014 

Dartford 13.3% 12.6% 11.9% 5.9% 

 

Percentage of families with at least one member causing an ASB concern 
 

 
Snapshot 
April 2013 

Snapshot 
September 

2013 

Snapshot 
December 

2013 

Snapshot 
March 2014 

Dartford 17.9% 10.3% 10.3% 2.6% 
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9 The Future 
 

9.1 We are now in the third and final year of the programme and must work hard 
to engage with the last of our cohort of families by around October 2014 if 
we are to have sufficient time to achieve a successful outcome and be able 
to make a claim for PbR in time for the end of the programme. For this third 
year of the project we are also looking to expand the use of Mentors, for 
example to support family activities. 
 

9.2 The Government has pledged to extend the programme with a fourth year of 
funding for 2015-2016 although details of this extra year are scarce at the 
moment. It is thought that the qualifying criteria may be expanded to include 
other criteria such as NEET - young people Not in Education, Employment 
or Training. 
 
 

10 Relationship to the Corporate Plan 
 

10.1 This links with the strategic aims to create a stronger communities and a 
safer borough in which to live, work and socialise. 
 

10.2 SC2 of the corporate plan, to reduce anti-social behaviour. 
 

11 Financial, legal, staffing and other administrative implications and risk 
assessments 

 

Financial Implications None arising from this report. 
Dartford has not expended any 
monies on the Troubled Families 
programme. KCC have fully funded 
the volunteer mentor project strand 
and provided funding for the LDPM 
role and community safety back-fill.  

Legal Implications The Programme relies on multi-
agency working and sharing of data 
between agencies. Agreements and 
working protocols have been 
established by Government and 
participating agencies that enable 
relevant data to be shared. Dartford 
has a funding Agreement with Kent 
that covers the volunteer mentor 
project strand. 

Staffing Implications As set out within the body of the 
report. 

Administrative Implications None. 

Risk Assessment There is a risk that families will not 
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engage with the programme or that 
interventions will prove ineffective.  
There is a risk that the project will 
not lead to services being re-
engineered, that savings will not be 
captured and that once the project 
funding ceases, the delivery model 
will revert to the previous silo’d 
model. 
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