
 
 

  

Family Hubs and 
Start for Life 
Programme: Maturity 
Self-Assessment 
 

 April 2026 

 



 

2 

 

 

Contents 
Contents 2 

List of tables and figures 3 

Background 4 

Introduction 4 

RAG Rating options: “Red”, “Amber”, “Green” and “Grey” 5 

Maturity 5 

Analysis 6 

Methodology 14 

Data Quality 14 

Data Protection 14 

 

 

 

 



 

3 

 

 

List of tables and figures 
Table 1: Average maturity per year by each sub criteria and service .................................. 7 

Table 2: Overall average maturity by key criteria or service .............................................. 10 

 
Figure 1: Overall average maturity by key criteria or service ............................................. 11 

Figure 2: Average maturity by key criteria or service ‘minimum expectation’ ..................... 12 

Figure 3: Average maturity by key criteria or service ‘go further option’ ............................ 13 

  



 

4 

 

 

Background 
The Family Hubs and Start for Life (FH & SfL) programme launched in August 2022 and is 
a joint programme between the Department for Education (DfE) and the Department of 
Health and Social Care (DHSC) providing £300 million aimed at transforming support for 
families in 75 upper tier Local Authorities (LAs) in England between 2022-2025. The 
participating 75 LAs were pre-selected based on levels of deprivation and for representation 
across rural and urban areas. FH & SfL programme is separate and different from 
Transformation Fund (TF1) programme which was launched in November 2021 by DfE and 
consists of 13 LAs. 

Introduction 
The Maturity Self-Assessment (MSA) is a self-reporting tool designed to enable the DfE and 
DHSC to better understand the prevalence and maturity of FH & SfL models and services 
across the programme. 

This report provides MSA findings for the 75 LAs of FH & SfL programme. Data was 
collected annually to reflect service and system maturity as of 31st December 2022 (year-
end 2022, YE22), 31st December 2023 (year-end 2023, YE23) and 31st March 2025 
(financial year 2024-2025, FY2425). 

Section 1: Family Hub Model Framework of the MSA asked LAs to provide a RAG rating 
for each of the ‘minimum expectations’ and ‘go further options’ outlined in the Family Hub 
Model Framework. An optional ‘Notes’ column was also provided where LAs could add 
further details and clarification comments. Ratings were organised by the three programme 
delivery areas: 

• Access 

• Connection 

• Relationships 

The Family Hub Model Framework includes criteria for two stages of family hub 
transformation: 

• Level 1: Basic model. This described a FH model at the early stages of 
development 

• Level 2: Developed model. This described a more mature model. 

As outlined in the Family Hub and Start for Life Programme Guide 2022-25, each LA was 
expected to achieve, as a minimum, all the Level 1: Basic model criteria, as well as some 
specific Level 2: Developed model criteria, over the three years of funding. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/family-hubs-transformation-fund-successful-local-authorities/family-hubs-transformation-fund-successful-local-authorities
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/62f0ed04d3bf7f75bc16c0d7/Annex_E_-_family_hub_model_framework.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/62f0ed04d3bf7f75bc16c0d7/Annex_E_-_family_hub_model_framework.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/family-hubs-and-start-for-life-programme-local-authority-guide
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Section 2: Funded Service and Activities of the MSA asked LAs to provide a RAG rating 
for each of the ‘minimum expectations’ and ‘go further options’ outlined in the Family Hubs 
and Start for Life Programme Guide 2022-25 and Family Hubs Service Expectations for the 
services where funding was made available through the programme: 

• Parenting Support 

• Early language and the home learning environment (HLE) 

• Infant feeding support 

• Parent and Carer Panels 

• Publishing the Start for Life Offer 

• Parent-infant relationships & Perinatal mental health   

As outlined in the Family Hub and Start for Life Programme Guide 2022-25, each LA was 
expected to achieve, as a minimum, all the ‘minimum expectations’, over the three years 
of funding. 

RAG Rating options: “Red”, “Amber”, “Green” and “Grey” 
Red – Planning has started and is at an early stage of development. It’s too early for 
evidence of impact. 

Amber – There is some good evidence of progress – to some extent/across many elements. 
There may be some emerging evidence of the outcomes/impact. The next steps are clear. 

Green – This is in place and well established. There is strong evidence that developments 
are having impact where needed. There is a commitment to continuous development. 

Grey (for ‘go further options’ only) – There are no plans for development, and LAs have not 
committed to meeting this ‘go further option’ during programme delivery. 

Maturity 
To calculate ‘maturity’ the ratings were transferred to a numeric system as follows: 

• Green = 3 

• Amber = 2 

• Red = 1 

• Grey = N/A 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/family-hubs-and-start-for-life-programme-local-authority-guide
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/family-hubs-and-start-for-life-programme-local-authority-guide
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/62f0e6f58fa8f5033718e2a7/Annex_F_-_family_hub_service_expectations.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/family-hubs-and-start-for-life-programme-local-authority-guide
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The mean of these ratings was calculated based on the level of study e.g. programme level, 
delivery area, key criteria, service. This calculated value is referred to as ‘average maturity’ 
throughout this report. 

Analysis 
Highlights of the Maturity Self-Assessment for the minimum expectations: 

• Average maturity increased from 53% at YE22 to 91.5% at FY2425.  

• LAs had increased their maturity by 38.5 percentage points from YE22 to FY2425. 

• All LAs had an average maturity score of 70% or more by FY2425.  

• Of these, 70 LAs had an average maturity score of 80% and 59 LAs of 90%. Three 
LAs had a maturity score of 100%.  

• Across all 74 LAs responding, 82% of expectations were rated green (in place, well 
established and with strong evidence of impact) and 17% were rated amber (good 
evidence of progress with emerging impact). 1% were rated as red (early stages of 
development, too early for impact). 

The below table presents the overall average maturity scores for each key criteria and 
service across both the ‘minimum expectation’ and ‘go further option’ for each 
collection. The minimum maturity score is 1, where all values are red and the highest 
score is 3, where all values are green. 



 
 

 

Table 1: Average maturity per year by each sub criteria and service 

Key Criteria or Service Sub Criteria or Service Minimum Expectation / 
Go Further Option 

Average Maturity 
YE 2022 

Average Maturity 
YE 2023 

Average Maturity 
FY 2024-25 

Access 1.1 Comms, information and brand Minimum Expectation 1.38 2.35 2.84 

Access 1.1 Comms, information and brand Go Further Option 1.21 1.99 2.65 

Access 1.2 Single access point Minimum Expectation 1.63 2.43 2.84 

Access 1.2 Single access point Go Further Option 1.17 1.85 2.57 

Access 1.3 Outreach Minimum Expectation 1.61 2.35 2.79 

Access 1.4 Family friendly culture Minimum Expectation 1.8 2.52 2.82 

Access 1.4 Family friendly culture Go Further Option 1.36 2.02 2.6 

Access 1.5 Accessibility and equality Minimum Expectation 1.49 2.17 2.71 

Access 1.6 Going beyond Start for Life and 0 to 5 Minimum Expectation 1.58 2.26 2.76 

Access 1.6 Going beyond Start for Life and 0 to 5 Go Further Option 1.22 1.84 2.47 

Connection: Universal front door 2.1 Co-location Minimum Expectation 1.77 2.42 2.79 

Connection: Universal front door 2.1 Co-location Go Further Option 1.59 2.25 2.61 

Connection: Universal front door 2.2 Governance and leadership Minimum Expectation 1.67 2.43 2.76 

Connection: Universal front door 2.3 Commissioning and funding Minimum Expectation 1.78 2.34 2.68 

Connection: Universal front door 2.3 Commissioning and funding Go Further Option 1.55 1.98 2.39 

Connection: Universal front door 2.4 Outcomes Minimum Expectation 1.49 2.1 2.51 

Connection: Universal front door 2.4 Outcomes Go Further Option 1.47 2.03 2.48 

Connection: Universal front door 2.5 Evidence-led practice, evaluation and 
quality improvement Minimum Expectation 1.61 2.33 2.77 

Connection: Universal front door 2.5 Evidence-led practice, evaluation and 
quality improvement Go Further Option 1.39 1.97 2.36 

Connection: Collaboration 3.1 Data-sharing Minimum Expectation 1.69 2.17 2.58 

Connection: Collaboration 3.1 Data-sharing Go Further Option 1.38 1.93 2.34 

Connection: Collaboration 3.2 Case management Minimum Expectation 1.89 2.29 2.65 



 

8 

 

 

Connection: Collaboration 3.2 Case management Go Further Option 1.4 1.96 2.29 

Connection: Collaboration 3.3 Common assessment Minimum Expectation 1.93 2.48 2.81 

Connection: Collaboration 3.3 Common assessment Go Further Option 1.69 2.2 2.59 

Connection: Collaboration 3.4 Safeguarding Minimum Expectation 2.28 2.67 2.88 

Connection: Wider connection 4.1 Partnerships and co-location with volun-
tary, community and faith sector Minimum Expectation 1.64 2.33 2.72 

Connection: Wider connection 4.1 Partnerships and co-location with volun-
tary, community and faith sector Go Further Option 1.55 2.07 2.44 

Connection: Wider connection 4.2 Integration and connection Minimum Expectation 1.65 2.21 2.65 

Connection: Wider connection 4.2 Integration and connection Go Further Option 1.32 1.83 2.35 

Connection: Wider connection 4.3 Community ownership and co-production Minimum Expectation 1.52 2.29 2.74 

Connection: Wider connection 4.3 Community ownership and co-production Go Further Option 1.31 1.97 2.42 

Relationships 5.1 Whole family, relational practice model Minimum Expectation 1.9 2.61 2.94 

Relationships 5.1 Whole family, relational practice model Go Further Option 1.64 2.26 2.59 

Relationships 5.2 Training and development Minimum Expectation 1.44 2.18 2.68 

Relationships 5.2 Training and development Go Further Option 1.62 2.28 2.66 
Early language and home learning 
(HLE) 

Early language and the home learning envi-
ronment (HLE) Minimum Expectation 1.59 2.38 2.85 

Early language and home learning 
(HLE) 

Early language and the home learning envi-
ronment (HLE) Go Further Option 1.43 2.23 2.7 

Infant feeding support Infant feeding support Minimum Expectation 1.85 2.5 2.9 

Infant feeding support Infant feeding support Go Further Option 1.63 2.31 2.76 

PIR & PMH PIR & PMH Minimum Expectation 1.57 2.36 2.83 

PIR & PMH PIR & PMH Go Further Option 1.38 2.24 2.7 

Parent and Carer Panels Parent and Carer Panels Minimum Expectation 1.31 2.44 2.81 

Parent and Carer Panels Parent and Carer Panels Go Further Option 1.23 2.24 2.77 

Parenting Support Parenting Support Minimum Expectation 1.67 2.41 2.85 

Parenting Support Parenting Support Go Further Option 1.51 2.31 2.71 

Start for Life Offer Publication Start for Life Offer Publication Minimum Expectation 1.32 2.42 2.86  

Start for Life Offer Publication Start for Life Offer Publication Go Further Option 1.22 2.24 2.73 
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The overall average maturity score increased from 1.58 at YE22 to 2.30 by YE23, 
representing a 46% rise. This was followed by a further 19% increase, reaching 2.73 by 
FY2425.  

As of FY2425 the sub criteria or service ‘minimum expectation’ with highest average 
maturity scores were: 

• 5.1 Whole family, relational practice model – 2.94 
• Infant feeding support – 2.9 
• 3.4 Safeguarding – 2.88 
• Start for Life Offer Publication – 2.86 
• Parenting Support – 2.85 

 
For the ‘go further option’, the sub criteria or service achieving the highest average ma-
turity scores were: 

• Parent and Carer Panels – 2.77 
• Infant feeding support – 2.76 
• Start for Life Offer Publication – 2.73 
• Parenting Support – 2.71 
• Parent infant relationships and perinatal mental health – 2.7 
• Early language and the home learning environment (HLE) – 2.7 

 

 

Table 2: Overall average maturity by key criteria or service 

Key criteria or Service YE22 YE23 FY2425 

Infant feeding support 1.76 2.42 2.85 
Parent and Carer Panels 1.28 2.37 2.80 
Start for Life Offer Publication 1.27 2.33 2.79 
HLE 1.53 2.32 2.79 
Parenting Support 1.59 2.35 2.78 
PIR & PMH 1.47 2.30 2.76 
Access 1.50 2.26 2.75 
Relationships 1.63 2.30 2.69 
Connection: Universal front door 1.61 2.26 2.65 
Connection: Collaboration 1.81 2.30 2.64 
Connection: Wider connection 1.51 2.15 2.59 

 



 

11 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Overall average maturity by key criteria or service 

 

As of FY2425 the key criteria or service with highest overall average maturity score were: 
• Infant feeding support – 2.85 
• Parent and carer panel – 2.80 
• Start for Life Offer Publication – 2.79 
• HLE – 2.79 
• Parenting support – 2.78 
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Figure 2: Average maturity by key criteria or service ‘minimum expectation’ 

 

As of FY2425 the key criteria or service ‘minimum expectation’ with highest average 
maturity score were: 

• Infant feeding support – 2.90 
• Start for Life Offer Publication – 2.87 
• Parenting Support – 2.85 
• Early language and home learning (HLE) – 2.85 
• Parent infant relationships and Perinatal mental health – 2.83 
• Parent and Carer Panels – 2.81 
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Figure 3: Average maturity by key criteria or service ‘go further option’ 

 

As of FY2425 the key criteria or service ‘go further option’ with highest average maturity 
score were: 

• Parent and Carer Panels – 2.77 
• Infant feeding support – 2.75 
• Start for Life Offer Publication – 2.72 
• Parenting Support – 2.71 
• HLE – 2.69 
• Parent infant relationships and Perinatal mental health – 2.69 

 
By FY2425, all services within Section 2 – Funded Services recorded higher average 
maturity scores than those in Section 1 – Family Hubs Model Framework. This pattern 
was consistent across both the ‘minimum expectation’ and ‘go further option’. 
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Methodology  

All data is self-reported and therefore subject to bias. Data quality therefore depends on 
the accuracy and completeness of returns, variations in interpretation of definitions, 
guidance or reporting processes may introduce inconsistencies across LAs. Therefore, 
responses from different LAs cannot be reliably compared. 

Data for YE22 and YE23 is based on 75 LAs. However, the FY2425 dataset includes 74 
LAs, as one LA did not return the Maturity Self‑Assessment (MSA) and was therefore 
excluded from the FY2425 analysis. 
 

All percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number. 

Data Quality 
Data was collected from LAs and aggregated by DfE. The data was subject to a number of 
quality checks, including: 

• Highlighting incomplete responses and requesting additional data from LAs when 
necessary. 

• Comparing responses to last years’ returns to identify outliers. 
• Spot-checking data matching processes (e.g. LA names and regions). 

Data Protection 
The data has been handled in accordance with DfE and DHSC’s data protection policies. 
No data is held that could identify individuals. 
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