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1. About this guide  

This guide is for organisaƟons providing advice and advocacy services that need a 

pracƟcal way to collect evidence about the difference their work makes. It explains 

how to select outcomes, use exisƟng case and monitoring data, and collect addiƟonal 

evidence from clients where this is needed. 

 

The guide recognises that advice and advocacy can be delivered in very different ways, 

from a single advice session through to sustained casework, representaƟon and formal 

advocacy. It therefore focuses on matching data collecƟon to the type and duraƟon of 

support provided and to when outcomes are likely to become visible.  

 

It should be used alongside ‘An Outcomes Framework for Advice and Advocacy 

Services’, which sets out the eight outcome areas and associated indicators. The 

appendices provide pracƟcal tools for collecƟng and organising evidence, including 

advice and advocacy outcome surveys, a composite case-study form and a monitoring 

tool. 

2. Why measuring advice and advocacy is different  
Measuring the impact of advice and advocacy services presents a parƟcular challenge 

as the two forms of support oŌen produce change in different ways. Advice can oŌen 

involve a single session without any ongoing intervenƟon being needed.  

 

A person may receive informaƟon, guidance or pracƟcal help and then exit the service, 

with the full consequences of that support only becoming apparent later on. 

Advocacy, however, is more oŌen a longer and more drawn-out process. An advocate 

may, for instance, work alongside or on behalf of a person over a period of Ɵme, 

engaging with other organisaƟons, challenging decisions or represenƟng the person as 

circumstances develop. The impact of advice may therefore only become visible aŌer 
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contact with the service has ended, while the impact of sustained advocacy may 

develop throughout the life of a case. 

 

2.2 Measuring Advice Impact  
Both forms of support can also generate several different kinds of evidence about 

change. AcƟviƟes such as giving informaƟon, compleƟng forms, contacƟng agencies, 

negoƟaƟng or preparing appeals describe what the service did. Immediate case 

outcomes such as addiƟonal income secured, debt reduced, an appeal won or an 

enƟtlement accessed show what happened as a result of that work. Wider outcomes 

may then emerge from those case results, such as greater financial security, reduced 

anxiety, increased independence or greater control (MoffaƩ, Noble and White, 2012; 

Farr et al., 2014; Naven, Withington and Egan, 2012; Robotham et al., 2019). 

 

The disƟncƟon between advice and advocacy therefore creates different evaluaƟon 

challenges. With advice involving a single session or a small number of contacts, the 

organisaƟon may have only one opportunity to collect informaƟon directly from the 

person, while the most important changes may not yet have happened. With 

sustained advocacy, there may be repeated contact over weeks or months, but 

outcomes may develop gradually and may depend on several acƟons, organisaƟons 

and decisions. The following secƟons look at these two measurement problems in 

more detail. 

 

Advice can involve a single session without any further support being needed. In other 

cases, it may involve a small number of contacts around a specific issue. Support may 

include advice, informaƟon and guidance, help compleƟng a form, preparing for an 

assessment, draŌing correspondence or idenƟfying an enƟtlement. This creates a 

parƟcular measurement problem for advice provision because the point at which 

advice is delivered is rarely the point at which its effects become most visible. At the 

Ɵme of contact, the organisaƟon can usually record what the person needed help 
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with, what the adviser did and any immediate result that is already known. However, 

many important outcomes may occur later. A benefit claim may take weeks to be 

decided. A housing issue may depend on a response from a council or landlord. 

AddiƟonal income may only later affect whether someone can afford heaƟng, food, 

rent or other essenƟal costs. PracƟce evidence shows this disƟncƟon clearly. Case 

records commonly contain hard outcomes such as addiƟonal income secured, 

backdated payments, rent arrears cleared or an enƟtlement awarded. They also show 

that the significance of these outcomes can lie in what happens aŌerwards. AddiƟonal 

income can mean being able to meet uƟlity costs, reduce financial worry, live more 

independently or avoid relying on family support. 

 

This means that the evidence available at the end of an advice contact can be 

incomplete. A case may record that an applicaƟon was submiƩed, an enƟtlement 

idenƟfied or a referral made, while the eventual decision and its consequences remain 

unknown. In other cases, a financial or case outcome may already be known, but its 

wider effect on the person’s circumstances has not yet had Ɵme to emerge. A further 

difficulty is that advice records can mix different kinds of informaƟon together. PracƟce 

case records show acƟviƟes, financial gains, decisions, wider personal changes and 

anƟcipated future outcomes someƟmes being reported within the same outcome 

field. This can make it difficult to disƟnguish between what the adviser did, what 

immediate result was achieved and what subsequently changed for the person. 

 

2.3 Measuring advocacy impact 
Advocacy is oŌen more sustained. Rather than consisƟng of a single intervenƟon, it 

can involve a sequence of acƟons over Ɵme. An advocate may communicate with 

other organisaƟons, negoƟate, gather evidence, challenge decisions, coordinate 

agencies, support complaints or represent the person through a formal process. 

Housing disputes, anƟ-social behaviour cases, hate-crime cases and complex benefits 

problems may conƟnue for weeks or months and involve several organisaƟons. 
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This creates a different measurement problem. Change may occur at several points 

during the case rather than at one clear endpoint. A person may understand their 

rights beƩer, feel more supported or gain confidence before the underlying issue is 

resolved. At the same Ɵme, the eventual hard outcome may depend on a decision 

made by another organisaƟon, such as a local authority, housing provider, benefits 

agency or tribunal. Studies of advice and advocacy have found that support can 

produce changes before the final problem is resolved. People may experience relief 

because someone is helping to manage a complex problem, feel more able to deal 

with an organisaƟon because an advocate is supporƟng them, or gain confidence and 

understanding while the case is sƟll ongoing (Stamp, 2012; Farr et al., 2014; Naven, 

Withington and Egan, 2012; Robotham et al., 2019). These changes are different from 

the eventual case result. An advocacy case may therefore show evidence of improved 

confidence, understanding or control even where a final decision has not yet been 

reached. 

 

The same issue can also involve very different levels of advocacy. Assistance with a PIP 

claim might consist of one or two sessions preparing someone for an assessment. The 

same case might instead develop into evidence gathering, mandatory reconsideraƟon 

and an appeal over several months. Housing support might consist of one email to a 

council, or it might become a long-running case involving a housing associaƟon, police 

and other agencies. The presenƟng issue therefore does not indicate how intensive or 

sustained the intervenƟon has been. Two people recorded under the same broad 

category, such as benefits or housing, may have experienced very different forms of 

support and very different opportuniƟes for change. This makes it difficult to compare 

cases or aggregate outcomes without understanding what actually happened during 

the intervenƟon.  
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2.4 ImplicaƟons for evaluaƟon and data collecƟon 
These differences create several pracƟcal challenges for evaluaƟon. The first is Ɵming. 

Advice outcomes may become visible only aŌer contact has ended, while advocacy 

outcomes may emerge at several points during a longer case. There may therefore be 

no single measurement point that captures the full effect of either form of support. 

 

The second is disƟnguishing between different levels of change. Advice and advocacy 

records can contain case work acƟviƟes, immediate case results and wider personal 

outcomes. These are related, but they are not the same thing. CompleƟng an 

applicaƟon is an output. Securing an enƟtlement is an immediate case outcome. Being 

able to afford heaƟng or feeling less anxious may be a wider consequence of that 

outcome. TreaƟng these as equivalent can make impact reporƟng difficult to interpret. 

 

The third is that many outcomes depend partly on external organisaƟons and decision-

makers. Advisers and advocates can provide informaƟon, gather evidence, negoƟate 

and represent a client, but they do not necessarily control the final decision. A case 

may therefore involve substanƟal and potenƟally beneficial support even where the 

eventual external decision is delayed, unresolved or unsuccessful. 

 

The fourth is variaƟon in intensity and duraƟon. A single advice session, two contacts 

around an applicaƟon and six months of complex advocacy may all appear within the 

same broad service category. The amount of contact, the opportuniƟes for change and 

the point at which outcomes become visible can therefore vary substanƟally between 

clients. 

 

Finally, the evidence available through rouƟne case recording is uneven. Hard 

outcomes such as money secured, arrears cleared or appeals won are oŌen relaƟvely 

concrete. Wider changes such as confidence, independence, security, control or 

wellbeing are less likely to be captured consistently, parƟcularly where the person has 
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leŌ the service before those changes emerge. This creates a risk that evaluaƟon 

reflects the outcomes that are easiest to record rather than the full range of changes 

associated with advice and advocacy. 

 

3. Defining advice and advocacy: what types of support  
Before deciding what to measure, it is useful to be clear about the types of advice and 

advocacy support that people receive through an intervenƟon. Advice and advocacy 

are broad terms and can include very different forms of support. Across the 

experimental, controlled and non-experimental studies reviewed for the 

accompanying guide ‘An Outcomes Framework for Advice and Advocacy Services’, 

intervenƟons included providing informaƟon about rights and enƟtlements, 

signposƟng and referral, helping people complete applicaƟons, providing specialist 

welfare or debt advice, negoƟaƟng with creditors or other organisaƟons, supporƟng 

appeals and, in some cases, acƟng directly on a person’s behalf (Mackintosh et al., 

2006; Naven, Withington and Egan, 2012; Howel et al., 2019; Robotham et al., 2019). 

For example, Howel et al. (2019) describe an intervenƟon involving a full assessment 

of welfare enƟtlement followed by acƟve assistance with claims, including compleƟng 

applicaƟon forms on behalf of parƟcipants and providing conƟnuing support unƟl 

assistance was no longer required. 

 

These forms of support are not mutually exclusive. A person may move between 

several types during the same case. Someone may iniƟally receive informaƟon about a 

possible enƟtlement, then receive help compleƟng an applicaƟon, require the adviser 

to contact an organisaƟon when the claim is delayed, and later need support to 

challenge a decision or make an appeal. Welfare-rights intervenƟons in the reviewed 

studies commonly combined assessment, advice and acƟve assistance rather than 

providing informaƟon alone (Mackintosh et al., 2006; Howel et al., 2019). The purpose 

of the categories is therefore not to place every case into a single box, but to idenƟfy 



9 
 

the main forms of support that an intervenƟon provides. Table 1 summarises the types 

most consistently represented across the reviewed studies and evaluaƟons. 

 

Table 1 – Common types of advice and advocacy 
Type of support What this can include 

Advice, 
informaƟon and 

guidance 

Providing informaƟon; explaining rights, benefits, financial 
opƟons or processes; giving one-off advice; helping someone 

understand what acƟon they can take next (Naven, Withington 
& Egan, 2012; Robotham et al., 2019). 

SignposƟng and 
referral 

SignposƟng to other sources of help; referring someone to 
another advice or support service; helping someone access 

mental-health or other support services (Naven, Withington & 
Egan, 2012; Robotham et al., 2019; Barnes et al., 2018). 

PracƟcal support 

Assessing benefit enƟtlement; helping with benefit claims and 
applicaƟons; compleƟng applicaƟon forms; helping with 

correspondence; supporƟng access to other organisaƟons and 
services (Howel et al., 2019; Barnes et al., 2018). 

Casework 

Providing sustained one-to-one work on debt or welfare 
problems; progressing benefit or income-maximisaƟon cases; 

helping manage debts; contacƟng creditors or other 
organisaƟons; following a case through beyond iniƟal advice 

(Naven, Withington & Egan, 2012; Robotham et al., 2019; 
Stamp, 2012). 

RepresenƟng 
clients 

AcƟng on a client’s behalf; communicaƟng directly with debt, 
welfare or other organisaƟons; negoƟaƟng with creditors; 

advocaƟng for the client in dealings with external organisaƟons 
(Naven, Withington & Egan, 2012; Robotham et al., 2019; 

Stamp, 2012). 

Appeals and 
formal 

representaƟon 

SupporƟng appeals; advocacy, representaƟon and mediaƟon; 
represenƟng or supporƟng clients at tribunals or court 

proceedings (Naven, Withington & Egan, 2012; Robotham et al., 
2019). 

 
 

The degree to which the adviser or advocate takes acƟon is a separate feature of the 

intervenƟon. Some support is primarily enabling: the person receives informaƟon, 

develops understanding and is supported to take the next step themselves. Other 

intervenƟons are more acƟve. Barnes et al. (2018), for example, describe workers 
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jointly agreeing support plans with parƟcipants, helping with official correspondence 

and supporƟng access to relevant agencies. Howel et al. (2019) describe advisers 

compleƟng benefit applicaƟons on behalf of parƟcipants and conƟnuing to follow up 

cases where required. In specialist money advice, advisers may communicate and 

negoƟate directly with creditors, while Robotham et al. (2019) found that caseworkers 

could effecƟvely take responsibility for complex interacƟons with debt and welfare 

organisaƟons and advocate for clients. 

 

This disƟncƟon can be important for evaluaƟon. Advice, informaƟon and guidance 

may reasonably be expected to change a person’s knowledge, understanding, 

confidence or ability to act. PracƟcal support and casework may addiƟonally produce 

concrete case outcomes such as increased income, reduced debt or a resolved 

housing problem. RepresenƟng clients and formal appeals may produce outcomes 

involving a changed decision, access to an enƟtlement, redress or progress within an 

external process. These differences do not mean that one form of support is more 

effecƟve than another. They mean that the outcomes it is reasonable to expect 

depend partly on what the intervenƟon actually does. 

 

The issue being addressed is also separate from the type of support provided. Advice 

may concern benefits, debt, housing, employment, uƟliƟes, care, health or access to 

other services, and the same type of acƟvity can be used across several of these areas. 

Farr et al. (2014) make this point explicitly in arguing that there is no single form of 

generic advice because different problems require different forms of intervenƟon. 

Robotham et al. (2019) similarly found that clients could receive specialist casework 

across debt and welfare issues, while Reece et al. (2024) recorded mulƟple advice 

issues within individual cases. For example, a person seeking help with a benefit may 

iniƟally need informaƟon about eligibility. They may then need pracƟcal support to 

complete a claim, followed by casework to obtain evidence or chase a delayed 

decision. If the claim is refused, the same case may move into representaƟon or 
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formal appeal. The presenƟng problem has remained broadly the same, but the form 

and intensity of support have changed. An evaluaƟon therefore needs to idenƟfy the 

support that was actually provided rather than assuming that all people recorded as 

receiving “advice” experienced the same intervenƟon. 

 

Other terms describe how advice and advocacy are organised rather than a separate 

type of support. Outreach or co-locaƟon, for example, describe where and how people 

gain access to advice. Several studies delivered welfare advice through healthcare 

seƫngs, while the Money Advice Outreach programme took specialist advice into 

more than 100 community locaƟons (Mackintosh et al., 2006; Day, Collard and Davies 

(2008); Reece et al., 2024; Barr et al., 2025). Similarly, telephone, online and face-to-

face advice describe modes of delivery. Robotham et al. (2019), for example, 

evaluated both an informaƟon website and a referral-only telephone casework 

service. These features may affect access, engagement and what data can pracƟcally 

be collected, but they are not in themselves different advice or advocacy acƟviƟes. 

 

The important quesƟon for an organisaƟon is therefore not simply what issue it 

advises on or whether it describes its service as “advice” or “advocacy”, but what 

workers actually do with and for the people they support. IdenƟfying the main type of 

support, the degree to which the worker takes acƟon, and whether a case moves into 

representaƟon or formal challenge provides the starƟng point for deciding which 

outcomes are relevant to measure. 

 

4. Measuring advice and advocacy outcomes  
The outcomes measured should reflect the support people actually receive and the 

problem being addressed. Different forms of advice and advocacy can contribute to 

several outcomes at the same Ɵme. Welfare-rights advice, for example, is associated 

with increased income and access to enƟtlements, while debt and money advice can 
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contribute to problem resoluƟon, reduced financial pressure and greater control 

(Mackintosh et al., 2006; Howel et al., 2019; Stamp, 2012; Farr et al., 2014). 

 

The duraƟon and intensity of support also maƩer. Advice may involve a single contact, 

while casework and advocacy can conƟnue over a longer period. Some changes, such 

as greater understanding of rights or opƟons, may occur quickly, while financial, 

housing or other case outcomes may take longer to emerge. Sustained advocacy may 

also produce changes in confidence, control or understanding before the final case 

result is known (Naven, Withington and Egan, 2012; Robotham et al., 2019; Stamp, 

2012). 

 

Immediate case outcomes should therefore be disƟnguished from the wider changes 

they enable. Securing a benefit, reducing debt, clearing arrears or overturning a 

decision are important outcomes in themselves, but their significance may also lie in 

what happens next. AddiƟonal income may allow someone to meet essenƟal costs or 

live more independently, while resolving a housing or debt problem may reduce 

anxiety and increase security. Advice and advocacy outcomes should therefore capture 

both immediate case results and the wider changes that can follow from them. 

 

The presenƟng problem also affects which outcomes are relevant. Financial security is 

parƟcularly relevant to benefits, debt and money advice; independent living may be 

more relevant to housing, care or support; and knowing my rights and access to rights 

and jusƟce may be parƟcularly important where someone needs to understand, 

exercise or challenge a right or enƟtlement. 

 

The accompanying An Outcomes Framework for Advice and Advocacy Services 

idenƟfies eight areas in which advice and advocacy may contribute to change: financial 

security; solving problems; wellbeing; being in control; independent living; being 

connected; knowing my rights; and access to rights and jusƟce. These outcomes were 
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developed from the outcomes measured across the systemaƟc reviews, experimental 

and controlled studies, non-experimental evaluaƟons and pracƟce evidence reviewed. 

 

OrganisaƟons should select the outcomes that have a clear relaƟonship to the support 

provided rather than aƩempƟng to measure all eight. Table 2 summarises the 

outcome areas that may be relevant to each type of support. It is intended as a guide 

to outcome selecƟon, not as a claim that a parƟcular form of support will necessarily 

produce a parƟcular outcome. 

Table 2 – Types of advice and advocacy and potenƟally relevant outcomes 

Type of support 
Financial 
security 

Solving 
problems 

Wellbeing 
Being in 
control 

Independ
ent living 

Being 
connect-

ed 

Knowing 
my rights 

Access to 
rights and 

jusƟce 
Advice, 

informaƟon and 
guidance 

✓* ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓*  ✓ ✓* 

SignposƟng and 
referral 

 ✓ ✓* ✓ ✓* ✓* ✓ ✓* 

PracƟcal 
support ✓* ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓*  ✓ ✓* 

Casework ✓* ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓* ✓* ✓ ✓* 
RepresenƟng 

clients ✓* ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓*  ✓ ✓ 

Appeals and 
formal 

representaƟon 
✓* ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓*  ✓ ✓ 

NOTE: A Ɵck indicates that the reviewed evidence provides a reasonable basis for considering the outcome. An asterisk 
indicates an outcome that depends parƟcularly on the presenƟng problem or circumstances of the person. Financial security, 
for example, is parƟcularly relevant where support concerns benefits, debt or other financial problems, while independent 
living may be relevant where the case concerns housing, care or support needs. Many of the studies reviewed evaluate 
intervenƟons that combine several forms of support, so the table should not be interpreted as evidence that an individual 
component of advice or advocacy causes a parƟcular outcome. 

 

The same case may also contribute evidence to more than one outcome. Securing a 

benefit may represent improved financial security and access to an enƟtlement, while 

also helping to solve the presenƟng problem and increasing the person’s opƟons. An 

appeal that changes an incorrect decision may represent access to rights and jusƟce, 

but may also improve control, financial security or wellbeing depending on what the 

decision concerned. The purpose of the framework is therefore to help organisaƟons 

idenƟfy the different changes that are relevant to their work, rather than requiring 

each case result to be assigned to only one outcome.  
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Finally, organisaƟons should disƟnguish between outcomes that can be idenƟfied 

through case records and those that require informaƟon from the person receiving 

support. Money secured, debt reduced, a problem resolved or a decision overturned 

can oŌen be recorded directly. Changes in worry, confidence, control, independence 

or understanding usually require the person to report what has changed. This 

disƟncƟon, together with the duraƟon and structure of the intervenƟon, determines 

how those outcomes should subsequently be collected and is considered in SecƟon 5. 

 

5. Data collecƟon  
The most appropriate way to collect data depends on how advice or advocacy is 

delivered, what the organisaƟon needs to be able to report, and what can realisƟcally 

be collected from the people using the service. The starƟng point should therefore be 

the evidence that would be operaƟonally useful, then working backwards to idenƟfy 

what informaƟon is needed, where it can already be obtained from service records, 

and what addiƟonal data needs to be collected directly from clients. 

 

This is parƟcularly important because advice and advocacy should not rely on surveys 

alone. Case data can oŌen provide strong evidence about the presenƟng problem, the 

support provided, the duraƟon and intensity of the intervenƟon, and hard outcomes 

such as addiƟonal income secured, debt reduced, an enƟtlement obtained or a 

decision overturned. Monitoring and administraƟve data can show who was 

supported, how oŌen, for how long and through which forms of support. Client 

surveys and interviews are most useful for informaƟon that these records cannot 

provide, parƟcularly what the immediate case result enabled or changed in the 

person’s life. 

 

The main consideraƟons are therefore whether support involves a single contact or 

sustained work; how much contact the person actually has with the service; whether 
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there is a clear beginning and end to the intervenƟon; when the case result becomes 

known; and when any wider impact is likely to become visible. These factors 

determine whether outcome data can reasonably be collected at one point, before 

and aŌer support, during the life of a case, or through later follow-up. 

 

One-off advice presents a parƟcular difficulty. The service may be able to record a 

concrete result, such as addiƟonal income secured or an applicaƟon completed, but 

the person may have leŌ the service before the wider consequences can be observed. 

The organisaƟon may therefore know what was achieved without knowing what it 

enabled. Where later impact maƩers, some form of follow-up is needed, but this also 

has to recognise that clients may have liƩle reason to remain in contact once their 

immediate advice need has been addressed. 

 

Sustained casework and advocacy provide different opportuniƟes. Where there is 

repeated contact, informaƟon can be collected as the case develops and changes in 

the person’s circumstances can someƟmes be measured between the beginning and 

end of support. However, case closure should not automaƟcally be treated as the 

point at which outcomes are measured. An external decision may sƟll be pending 

when the service finishes its work, while the wider consequences of a successful 

appeal, financial award, housing decision or other result may only emerge later. 

 

The toolkit therefore combines several forms of evidence rather than requiring every 

organisaƟon to use the same method. It includes an Advice Outcome Survey, Advocacy 

Outcome Survey, Staff Composite Case-Study Form and Monitoring Tool. The outcome 

tools are linked directly to the indicators in the Advice and Advocacy Outcomes 

Framework, allowing organisaƟons to select the outcomes relevant to the support 

they provide. Case and monitoring data are used where informaƟon can be obtained 

through normal service delivery, while surveys and interviews are used where 

informaƟon needs to come directly from the person receiving support. 
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Table 3 summarises the main intervenƟon structures and the data-collecƟon 

approaches most suited to each. 
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Table 3 – IntervenƟon type and data collecƟon 
IntervenƟon Data-collecƟon methods ExplanaƟon 

One-off advice 
Case data; monitoring/administraƟve 
data; follow-up survey or interview 
where feasible 

The organisaƟon may have only one substanƟve contact with the 
person. Case data can record the issue, support provided and any 
immediate or subsequently known hard outcome, but wider changes 
may only become visible aŌer the person has leŌ the service. 

Advice involving 
a small number 
of contacts 

Case data; monitoring/administraƟve 
data; client survey or interview; later 
follow-up where required 

Several contacts provide more opportunity to record case progress 
and immediate changes, but the final result or wider impact may sƟll 
occur aŌer support has ended. 

Sustained 
casework 

Case data; monitoring/administraƟve 
data; baseline and endline survey; 
individual interview where useful 

Repeated contact over a defined period makes it possible to track the 
support provided, case progression and changes in relevant outcomes 
alongside hard case results. 

Sustained 
advocacy 

Case data; monitoring/administraƟve 
data; baseline and endline survey; 
individual interview 

Advocacy may involve repeated acƟon over weeks or months. Data 
can therefore capture changes occurring during the process, as well as 
the eventual case outcome and wider changes for the person. 

Formal appeals 
or complex 
representaƟon 

Case data; monitoring/administraƟve 
data; baseline and endline survey; 
individual interview; follow-up where 
required 

Formal processes may be lengthy and the final decision may occur 
aŌer substanƟal work has already taken place. Later follow-up may 
also be needed to establish what the eventual result changed for the 
person. 

Open-access or 
variable-contact 
advice and 
advocacy 

Case data; monitoring/administraƟve 
data; periodic survey where 
appropriate; interviews with a sample 
of clients 

People may receive very different amounts and types of support and 
there may be no consistent start or end point. Outcome evidence 
therefore needs to be interpreted alongside the amount and type of 
support actually received. 
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Appendices - Data-collecƟon tools 
The following tools are designed to support pracƟcal data collecƟon across different 

forms of advice and advocacy. They should be used selecƟvely, based on the type of 

support provided, the outcomes being measured and the point at which those 

outcomes are likely to become visible. The tools are intended to complement case and 

monitoring data rather than replace them. 

 

Where quesƟons or fields are followed by tags in square brackets, for example [D1] or 

[G3], these refer directly to the relevant indicator in ‘An Outcomes Framework for 

Advice and Advocacy Services’. This allows organisaƟons to see exactly which outcome 

and indicator each quesƟon is intended to measure and to select only those items that 

are relevant to their service. 
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Appendix 1 – Advice outcome survey 
The Advice Outcome Survey is designed for people receiving one-off advice or a small 

number of contacts. It measures changes that are not usually available from case 

records alone, parƟcularly what the advice or resulƟng case outcome enabled for the 

person. Case records may already show hard outcomes such as addiƟonal income 

secured, debt reduced, an enƟtlement obtained or a problem resolved, while the 

survey captures changes in areas such as worry, control, confidence, understanding of 

rights and ability to act. 

 

The survey is not designed as a pre/post measure. For one-off advice there is oŌen no 

meaningful opportunity to collect a baseline and endline because the person may 

have only one substanƟve contact with the service, while many of the wider effects of 

the advice will not yet have occurred when that contact ends. It is therefore intended 

primarily as a later follow-up measure, once sufficient Ɵme has passed for the advice 

or resulƟng case outcome to have affected the person’s circumstances. 

 

The survey should be linked to case and monitoring data using an anonymised client 

or case ID. This allows survey responses to be analysed alongside hard case outcomes, 

including financial gains, debt reducƟon, successful applicaƟons and resolved 

problems. OrganisaƟons can therefore examine whether these concrete outcomes are 

associated with wider changes in people’s circumstances, rather than relying on either 

survey data or hard outcomes alone. 

 

1. The problem I came for help with has been resolved or substanƟally improved. 

[B1] 

2. My situaƟon is more stable. [B2] 
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3. The advice helped prevent the problem from becoming more serious. [B3] 

4. I feel less worried or anxious about my situaƟon. [C1] 

5. I feel less overwhelmed or under pressure because of the problem. [C2] 

6. I feel more in control of my situaƟon. [D1] 

7. I am beƩer able to make informed choices about what happens next. [D2] 

8. I have more realisƟc choices or opƟons available to me. [D4] 

9. I feel more confident dealing with my situaƟon. [D5] 

10. I understand the rights or enƟtlements that are relevant to my situaƟon. [G1] 

11. I understand the opƟons available to me. [G2] 

12. I know what acƟon I can take next or where to get further help if I need it. 

[G3/G4] 

13. Thinking about the advice you received, what is the main difference it has made 

to you? [Free text] 
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Appendix 2 – Advocacy outcome survey 
The Advocacy Outcome Survey is designed for people receiving sustained advocacy or 

casework. It measures changes that are not usually available from case records alone, 

parƟcularly changes in wellbeing, control, confidence, understanding of rights and 

ability to act. Where possible, the same quesƟons should be completed at the 

beginning and end of support so that change over the period of advocacy can be 

measured. The survey should be linked to case and monitoring data using an 

anonymised client or case ID. This allows changes in survey outcomes to be analysed 

alongside hard case outcomes such as addiƟonal income secured, debt reduced, an 

enƟtlement obtained, accommodaƟon retained or a decision overturned. 

OrganisaƟons can therefore examine whether these concrete outcomes are associated 

with changes in areas such as financial security, worry, control or independence, 

rather than relying on either survey data or hard outcomes alone. 

 

1. I feel that the problem I needed help with is under control. [B1/B2] 

2. I feel confident that progress can be made with my situaƟon. [B4] 

3. I feel worried, anxious or stressed about my situaƟon. [C1] 

4. I feel in control of my situaƟon. [D1] 

5. I am able to make informed choices about what happens next. [D2] 

6. I am able to make plans and take acƟon on them. [D3] 

7. I have realisƟc choices or opƟons available to me. [D4] 

8. I feel confident dealing with my situaƟon. [D5] 

9. I know the rights or enƟtlements relevant to my situaƟon. [G1] 

10. I understand the opƟons available to me. [G2] 

11. I know what acƟon I can take next. [G3] 

12. I feel that my views are heard and considered by the organisaƟons involved. 

[H2] 
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13. I feel able to use a complaint, review or appeal process if I need to. [H3] 

14. What is the main difference the advocacy support has made to you? 

Appendix 3 – Staff case study form 

Composite case studies bring together evidence from several similar advice or 

advocacy cases to show a recurring paƩern of need, support and outcome. They are 

more useful for evaluaƟon than relying on a single client story because they reduce 

the risk of treaƟng one unusual case as representaƟve of the whole service and allow 

organisaƟons to make broader claims about how parƟcular types of case tend to 

develop. A composite case is not the story of one real person with idenƟfying details 

changed. It is a combined account constructed from several comparable cases, using 

rouƟne case records to describe the common starƟng point, support provided, 

pathway through the service and outcomes recorded. The form below provides a 

simple structure for recording this informaƟon and developing a composite case 

summary. For fuller guidance on the method, see Developing Composite Case Studies 

and Case Typologies: A PracƟce Guide (Community Impact, 2026). 

 

1. Case group/type: 

 Number of cases reviewed: 

 What do these cases have in common? 

 Typical presenƟng issue or starƟng point: 

 Typical advice or advocacy provided: 

 Typical level and duraƟon of support: 

 What usually happened during the case? 

 

2. Immediate case outcomes: 

 Problem resolved or improved:  

 Financial gain / debt reducƟon:  

 EnƟtlement or service accessed:  

 Decision changed / appeal outcome:  
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 Housing or other pracƟcal outcome:  

 Cases sƟll unresolved:  

 

3. Wider outcomes idenƟfied: 

 Financial security:  

 Solving problems:  

 Wellbeing:  

 Being in control:  

 Independent living:  

 Being connected:  

 Knowing my rights:  

 Access to rights and jusƟce:  

 

4. What appears to have helped produce these outcomes? 

5. What common barriers or differences were idenƟfied? 

 

Composite case summary: Write a short account of the typical pathway across these 

cases, from presenƟng issue through support provided to the outcomes recorded. Do 

not present it as the story of one real client. 
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Appendix 4 – Monitoring tool 
Use these headings to record the core informaƟon generated through rouƟne advice 

and advocacy delivery. It should capture the support provided and hard case 

outcomes, while client-reported wider outcomes are collected through the relevant 

survey. 

 

Field Record 
Anonymised client/case ID  
PresenƟng issue  
Type of support provided  
Case opening date  
Case closure date  
Number of contacts  
Case status Open / Closed / AwaiƟng external decision 
Problem resolved or 
improved 

Yes / Partly / No / Ongoing 

Benefit or enƟtlement 
secured 

Yes / No / Pending / N/A 

Financial value secured £ 
Debt or arrears reduced £ 
Service or support 
accessed 

Yes / No / Pending / N/A 

Housing retained or 
secured 

Yes / No / Pending / N/A 

Decision challenged Yes / No / N/A 
Decision changed or 
overturned 

Yes / No / Pending / N/A 

Appeal / complaint 
outcome 

Successful / Partly successful / Unsuccessful / Pending / 
N/A 

Crisis or escalaƟon 
prevented 

Yes / No / N/A 

Other hard outcome  
Follow-up required Yes / No 
Outcome survey 
completed 

Yes / No / Date 
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About Community Impact 
Community Impact is an independent evaluaƟon and impact consultancy working with 

chariƟes, community organisaƟons, funders and commissioners to improve how they 

understand, measure and use evidence to support service improvement, programme 

development, commissioning and organisaƟonal decision-making. 

 

Our approach focuses on producing evaluaƟon that is proporƟonate, pracƟcal and 

operaƟonally useful. We support organisaƟons to develop theories of change and 

outcomes frameworks, design data-collecƟon tools and evaluaƟon systems, undertake 

evaluaƟons, analyse exisƟng service data, and strengthen their internal evaluaƟon 

capacity. 

 

We also work with organisaƟons to review and raƟonalise exisƟng outcomes and 

measures, map evaluaƟon approaches across programmes and porƞolios, and develop 

common measurement frameworks where evidence needs to be understood or 

aggregated across different forms of provision. 

 

Alongside commissioned evaluaƟon and consultancy, Community Impact develops 

pracƟcal evaluaƟon resources and toolkits that organisaƟons can use independently. 

These translate evaluaƟon methods and research evidence into approaches that can 

be applied within everyday service delivery, parƟcularly where organisaƟons have 

limited evaluaƟon capacity or work in complex community seƫngs. 

 

www.communityimpactcic.org](hƩp://www.communityimpactcic.org 


