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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

1. The operating environment has changed greatly since Glasgow Works was first introduced.

· A big fall in the traditional client group (long term unemployed on Job Seekers Allowance) has taken place.

· There is greatly increased competition for that client group from New Deal, Employment Zones, etc.

· The gap in the effectiveness in dealing with long term unemployed between Glasgow Works and comparable programmes (Training for Work) and new approaches (Employment Zones, Action Teams, etc) has narrowed.

· The Glasgow labour market is now much more buoyant, calling into question the scale of need for lengthy, project based work experience – the traditional Intermediate Labour Market (ILM).

Hence the need for a strategic review.

The Review of Glasgow Works 

2. The review process involved:

· the assessment of evaluation materials;

· one to one discussions with key players;

· group discussions with Glasgow Works projects and the Glasgow Works team located in Scottish Enterprise Glasgow (SEG);

· 5 tightly spaced workshops with representatives of key current and potential funders. 

3. The discussions with individuals and in groups indicate that Glasgow Works is seen as:

· a bit tired, still largely focused on project based ILM;

· too expensive, particularly by SEG and Scottish Enterprise;

· an uneasy mix of a programme trying to raise the employability for the long term unemployed, working through projects helping deliver various services around the city;

· difficult to manage due to the complex funding cocktail;

· still a very strong brand name, particularly beyond Glasgow.

4. However, it is important to record that the evaluation evidence and the views of consultees suggest that Glasgow Works has served the city’s long term unemployed very well and has provided valuable services in the process.  The review process reflects the fact that the labour market has changed and the provision for the long term unemployed has developed – and so Glasgow Works also needs to move forward.  

Proposals From the Review Process 

5. Introduce a redeveloped Glasgow Works programme – ideally retaining the existing brand name.

6. Focus the programme on a broader client group, which includes the type of people currently assisted.  Looking forward:

· cater for the long term unemployed irrespective of benefit status, including Glasgow’s 100,000 on benefits other than Job Seekers Allowance;

· within this, place the emphasis on the non-employed who are closer to the labour market;

· prioritise other groups as required, including those at risk of long term unemployment, the older unemployed, etc.

This widening of the client group fits with Scottish Enterprise’s Social Justice Action Plan, with its focus on ‘the long term unemployed irrespective of benefit status’.

7. The central concern of the new programme will be enhancing employability, not the delivery of services.

8. Glasgow Works will become a menu of employability services, including social economy TEGS, supported employment, customised training – and project based ILMs, but with less of these on offer because:

· we do not know enough about the specific barriers of the wider client group;

· a menu of services provides flexibility to meet different client needs;

· a reduction in the number project based ILM places within a menu of services leads to a lower average cost profile;

· there is less need for project based ILMs as labour markets have tightened.

Nevertheless, it will be essential to maintain some ILM provision as an insurance against rising unemployment.  Additionally, the Department for Work and Pensions is now overtly recognising the potential value of ILMs in areas with relatively low jobs demand.

9. The new Glasgow Works programme will be steered by a tight core group made up of:

· Glasgow City Council;

· Jobcentre Plus;

· SEG.

10. Funding will be contributed by:

· SEG rolling up its existing Glasgow Works, Training for Work and TEGS monies;

· Glasgow City Council contributing to a new Glasgow Works flexible innovation fund, alongside SEG money from The Glasgow Challenge Fund;

· Jobcentre Plus, ideally in collaboration with the other partners, going to the Department for Work and Pensions for programme funding for Glasgow on an experimental basis to help shift people off sickness and incapacity benefit and into employment. 

11. Key support services (such as money advice, addiction counselling, etc) will be sourced from these existing projects, largely funded by Glasgow City Council.   

Moving Forward

12. Because the review has involved the key partners (SEG, Glasgow City Council, Jobcentre Plus, Scottish Enterprise  and others) in an intensive, group-based development process, there is strong buy-in for the above proposals.  To take them forward:

· outline proposals around the client group, the menu of employability services, the balance of services within this and resourcing will be prepared by SEG to  go through Scottish Enterprise  procedures to establish the new programme; 

· a new Glasgow Works Employability Partnership (Glasgow City Council, Jobcentre Plus and SEG) will be set up to steer the new programme.  

13. The task of progressing significant numbers of Glasgow’s longer term non-employed into work will be demanding.  The resourcing of the management of the new Glasgow Works programme will need to reflect the complexity of the barriers to be overcome and the importance of preserving the quality brand status Glasgow Works has achieved.  

14. Scottish Enterprise Glasgow should facilitate a longer run discussion involving a wider set of partners (adding in the Glasgow Housing Association, Communities Scotland, Greater Glasgow Health Board, etc) to explore the possibility of setting up a Glasgow Works Social Justice Partnership, where the goal would be to negotiate the agreement of the additional partners to help pay for: 

· services delivered through project based ILMs or other components of the Glasgow Works programme;

· ILM project development and management costs.

This is about maximising the impact of the Glasgow Works programme on a range of inclusion agendas across the city.

Summary of Benefits

15. There are a number of key benefits.

· The programme will focus on (perhaps) the major economic problem confronting Glasgow – the low employment rate among the city’s working age population.

· By combining a range of different types of funding it will offer a flexible menu of opportunities for the long term unemployed to get back to work.

· By packaging up the different services into a new programme it will help reduce unit costs and counter Scottish Enterprise’s perception of high cost associated with Glasgow Works.

· The proposal is strongly supported by SEG’s key partners.

· Scottish Enterprise  have greatly valued their involvement in the development process and may now have something that could be rolled out across LECs (Ayrshire Works, etc), following the review of Training for Work.  This would be the first ever inclusion programme ‘productised’.

· We may have something here that could become a UK-wide model if it can make a significant dent in the numbers of unemployed people on sickness and incapacity benefits.

1.  GLASGOW WORKS:  A STRATEGIC REVIEW

Background

Glasgow Works was introduced in 1993, building on the Intermediate Labour Market (ILM) approach developed and pioneered by the Wise Group but innovating in terms of:

· the wider range of ILM activities available to the long-term unemployed;

· the devolution of project management and delivery to community-based and training organisations.

Glasgow Works was established as a partnership approach with Scottish Enterprise Glasgow (SEG) and Glasgow City Council key players within the partnership.

Glasgow Works adopts the basic ILM model where participants:

· are employed and paid a wage for four days per week;

· receive personal development on the fifth day when they receive a training allowance.

Unlike other ILM approaches, Glasgow Works has maintained a strong commitment to voluntary participation.  

The annual budget for the current operating year is £4.3 million.  Funding comes from a range of sources including SEG, Glasgow City Council, the ESF Objective 3 Partnership, Social Inclusion Partnerships and other sources, including some income generation by specific projects.

The Review Task

The main task was to ‘create an integrated programme for the adult unemployed’.  In order to meet this goal the review process tried to develop a new Glasgow Works model which met certain conditions:

· a fit with the wider provision available to the adult unemployed in the City; 

· the need to add value to the provision available to the unemployed client group.

In developing a new model it was critically important to have clarity of process at the outset.  There were a number of essential steps that had to be carried out in sequence.  Progression through these steps required answers to a series of specific questions.

· Who are the potential client groups the new model is supposed to serve, how large are they and how are they trending over time?

· What percentage of these potential client groups are likely to be covered by alternative provision, looking ahead?

· Even for those covered, how effective will the provision be in progressing them towards sustainable employment?

· Taking on board the answers from the above three questions is there a need for Glasgow Works looking forward?

· If there is, on which client groups should Glasgow Works focus?

· What kind of Glasgow Works programme will be needed to progress these clients into sustainable employment?

· What funding is required to resource this particular version of Glasgow Works?

· What is the most effective way of pulling this funding together to give the programme:

· maximum stability of funding; and

· minimum administrative complexity?

The questions were tackled through a number of processes.

· A forward look at Glasgow’s labour market and a comprehensive scan of the developing policy environment at the Scottish, UK and European levels.  The analysis was forward looking to underpin the design of a sustainable new model for Glasgow Works – fitting the needs of the future rather than resting on past laurels.

· An analysis of data on the current and potential client groups.

· Combining the information from the two tasks above to identify and prioritise potential target client groups for Glasgow Works in the next stage of its development.

· Pulling together what is known about the barriers faced by these types of client and the effectiveness of different types of provision with a view to scoping out the design requirements of a new Glasgow Works.  

· Constructing different models to be tested in discussions with key stakeholders and potential partners, and working with partners to identify potential funding and other resourcing.

· In discussion with key stakeholders and partners, scoping out the management and delivery features of the model.

The bulk of the effort was devoted to the processes required to generate a new model of Glasgow Works which has the support of key players in the city.  This process was simple in design and worked well in execution.

· A list of key consultees was identified at the outset of the project. These consultees included partners (e.g. Glasgow City Council) and stakeholders (e.g. LEDCs and other local organisations).  

· Representatives of key partner organisations then worked intensively on a group basis to build up their sense of ownership of and responsibility for the new Glasgow Works.

The absolutely critical factor in creating a new and sustainable Glasgow Works programme was the early and continuing involvement of all key partners in the process of developing the new model.

2.  GLASGOW WORKS: THE PROGRAMME

The Projects

During 2001/2002, 23 projects were involved in delivering Glasgow Works with a total of 455 contracted places.  Figure 1 shows the scale of each project and the average occupancy levels through the year.  There is evidence of considerable variability across projects in their ability to source and/or retain recruits:

· CSV Health Action and GEDC Landscaping delivered well over 100% of the contracted places.  The landscaping project was the largest in terms of places delivered and was organised by GEDC on a city-wide basis, so extending its reach for recruitment purposes.

· Childcare projects account for over a quarter of the contracted places, and show a high degree of variability in their ability to deliver these places.

On average, 80% of contracted places were being delivered at any one time.

With the reduction in contracted places to around 360 in the current operating plan year, the reports for the early part of the year indicate higher levels of occupancy at this lower target level.

Figure 1:  Occupancy Rates for Glasgow Works Projects (2001/2002)

	Project
	Ave Occ
	Contracted
	% Occ

	One Plus SOS
	18.8
	23.5
	80

	Rehab RRS
	26.7
	30.0
	89

	One Plus CITC
	28.3
	34.7
	82

	CSV – Health Action
	11.9
	10.5
	113

	Right Mobility – Shopmobility
	13.6
	17.0
	80

	Gorbals Initiative – True Grit
	18.2
	20.0
	91

	Govan Initiative – Access Works
	19.3
	33.0
	58

	GEDC – Bosco
	24.5
	35.0
	70

	Govan COC – CDT
	10.3
	15.0
	68

	Govan Initiative – Teleworks
	21.5
	24.6
	87

	CEDA – Electronic Village
	8.4
	10.0
	84

	GEDC – Landscaping
	32.9
	30.0
	110

	One Plus – Pollock
	16.3
	24.9
	65

	GCC – City Centre Reps 
	30.2
	35.0
	86

	Right Track – Drumchapel Ed. Initiative
	9.7
	11.4
	85

	Gorbals Initiative – Childcare Works 
	11.6
	15.0
	77

	One Plus – Drumchapel Childcare
	17.3
	20.7
	83

	CEDA – Community Motivators
	19.8
	28.0
	71

	East End Partnership – East End Childcare
	7.0
	9.8
	72

	Glasgow North – Millennium Canal Link
	4.9
	8.0
	61

	CEDA – Childcare Works 
	5.7
	9.3
	61

	CIL – Housing for Disabled
	7.8
	10.0
	78

	Govan – CISCO Networks
	1.7
	Project only came on line 2 weeks before end of financial year

	All Childcare Projects
	104.9
	137.9
	76

	Total (excluding Cisco)
	364.5
	455.4
	80


Glasgow Works: Characteristics of Current Clients

Age and Gender

There were 581 clients in 1998/99 and 617 clients in 2001/02 participating in Glasgow Works programmes.  In general there has been an increase in younger and older clients, and a decrease among the middle age groups.  In 2001/02, there were more clients coming from the younger age groups, with over one third belonging to the 18 to 24 age group in 2001/02.  This was an increase of more than 10% on 1998/99.  There has been a 16% decrease of clients belonging to the 25 to 34 age group.

Figure 2:  Age of Breakdown of Participants (%)

	Age groups
	1998/99
	2001/02

	18-24
	23.2
	34.7

	25-34
	46.3
	30.3

	35-49
	26.9
	30.6

	50+
	3.6
	4.4

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


The number of female clients has increased slightly from 1998/99 to 2001/02, when just under 46% of the clients were female, an increase of around 5% over the earlier figures.  The change reflects an absolute decline in the number of males on the programme, together with an increase of around 50 women participants.

Figure 3:  Gender Breakdown of Participants (%)

	Gender
	1998/99
	2001/02

	Female
	40.4
	45.9

	Male
	59.6
	54.1

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Duration of Unemployment

More clients have been unemployed for shorter periods in the 2001/02 client group.  This probably reflects a substantial growth in the number of clients on New Deal for Young People entering the programme, an extra 200 compared to 1998/99.   Within this the proportion of very long term unemployed (3 years plus) remain relatively high at around 30%.

Figure 4:  Duration of Unemployment Prior to Glasgow Works (%)

	Duration of Unemployment 
	1998/99
	2001/02

	0-12 months
	1.5
	33.7

	13-24 months
	46.0
	25.6

	25-36 months
	19.4
	11.0

	over 36 months
	33.6
	29.7

	Never worked
	0.2
	0.0

	Total
	100
	100


Note:  In 1998/99 the 0-12 months category was limited to those unemployed for 7-12 months.

Given the churn in the client groups entering and leaving the various New Deals, there is an issue as to whether prior duration of the last spell of unemployment is an appropriate measure of disadvantage in any event.  People re-entering unemployment after participation in a programme are counted as newly unemployed.

Family Status

The family status of clients has remained relatively stable, although there has been an approximately 10% decrease in the number of single people living alone and a big rise in the numbers who are single living with their parents.  

Figure 5:  Family Status of Participants (%)

	Family Status
	1988/89
	2001/02

	Married/living with partner, no dependants
	6.7
	2.7

	Married/living with partner, with dependants
	10.3
	7.5

	Single, living alone
	23.8
	19.4

	Single, living with dependents
	18.8
	21.7

	Single, living with other(s)
	11.5
	10.5

	Single, living with parents
	25.1
	36.1

	Single, with dependants
	0.7
	0.2

	Other
	2.9
	1.8

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Note:    Family status has not been recorded for 179 participants in the 2001/02 figures.  

Previous Employment and Qualifications

The previous job of participants has remained relatively similar over time, but with quite a big proportionate fall in clients from managerial/professional jobs.

Figure 6:  Previous Job of Participants (%)
	Last Job
	1998/99
	2001/02

	Managerial/Professional
	8
	3

	Semi-skilled
	42
	45

	Skilled
	21
	22

	Unskilled
	28
	30

	Total
	99
	100


More recent clients have much lower levels of qualifications:

· the proportion with any qualifications has fallen from 42% to 26%;

· of these with qualifications the proportion with pass, basic or certificate level qualification has risen from 11% to 47%.

Figure 7:  Qualifications of Participants (%)

	
	1998/99
	2001/02

	% With Any Qualifications
	41.7 
	26.4 

	Of Those With Qualifications: 
	
	

	Pass
	 6.2
	 17.2

	Basic
	 3.7
	 7.4

	Certificate 
	 1.2
	 22.7

	Level 1
	 6.6
	 13.5

	Level 2
	 74.8
	 33.7

	Level 3
	 3.7
	
3.1

	Level 4
	0.0
	0.6

	Other 
	 3.7
	1.8


Welfare Benefit Type

There has been a significant shift from Job Seeker Allowance (JSA) clients to clients on other type of benefits, although there is no evidence that this reflects a strategic move on the part of the Glasgow Works.  There has been a total increase of over 14% of clients on Incapacity Benefit and/or Income Support, where the Income Support client numbers alone have increased by more than 10%.  

It would appear that Glasgow Works has attracted more female non-JSA claimants.  This may reflect the reported attractiveness of Childcare Works for lone parents but there are too few to identify trends at the project level with any degree of certainty.  Glasgow Works staff report that the 1998/98 category ‘none’ probably includes a number on non-JSA benefits which were not specifically recorded at that time.  The largest component of the increase in Glasgow Works participation is made up of women on Income Support.  The biggest decline was for:

· men on JSA;

· men and women on no benefits.

Figure 8:  Breakdown of Participants by Benefit Type (%)

	 Benefit Type
	1998/99
	2001/02

	Job Seekers Allowance (JSA)
	80.6
	69.9

	Income Support
	4.5
	15.9

	None
	13.8
	4.5

	Incapacity Benefit
	0.7
	2.6

	Incapacity Benefit/Income Support
	0.2
	1.0

	Other
	0.0
	1.0

	Family Credit
	0.0
	0.5

	Asylum Seeker
	0.0
	0.3

	Other Child Benefit
	0.0
	0.2

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Duration in the Glasgow Works Programme

Clients are staying in Glasgow Works for a shorter period of time in 2001/02 than they did in 1998/99.  Average length of stay is around 4 weeks shorter for 2001/02 compared to 1998/99.   However, it needs to be kept in mind that over 40% of the Glasgow Works clients starting in 2001/02 had not yet finished the programme at the time this analysis was conducted.

Figure 9:  Average Duration in Programme (%)

	Duration in Scheme
	1998/99
	2001/02

	0-4 weeks
	3.3
	9.1

	5-13 weeks
	11.9
	21.1

	14-26 weeks
	15.5
	29.1

	27-39 weeks
	17.6
	16.8

	40-52 weeks
	38.4
	21.6

	52+ weeks
	13.4
	2.3

	Total
	100.0
	100.0

	 Not yet completed
	
	43.1


In 1998/99 nearly 40% of clients stayed in the programme for 40 to 52 weeks, and this was the case among all the age groups, apart from the 18-24 age group, where only 32% stayed in the programme for 40-52 weeks.  In general:

· older age groups tended to stay in the programme longer than the younger age groups;

· female participants tended to stay in the programme longer than males; 19% of the females and 10% of the males stayed in the programme for longer than a year.

Figure 10 shows there is a slight fall in duration for the JSA clients to just under 33 weeks.  A more significant fall appears to have occurred among the Income Support clients from 46 weeks to around 24 weeks.  There are fewer clients in this category (although for 2001/02 they represent 11% of the total) but this may suggest that Income Support clients are seeing Glasgow Works as a stepping stone to other things rather than as a refuge. 

Figure 10:  Benefit Type and Duration in the Programme (Weeks)

	Benefit Type
	1998/99 
	2001/02 

	JSA
	34.1
	32.8

	None
	39.8
	31.2

	Income Support
	46.2
	23.5

	Incapacity
	32.9
	22.4

	Asylum Seeker
	-
	36.6

	Incapacity/Income Support
	51.6
	18.9

	Family Credit
	-
	50.6

	Other
	-
	22.6

	Total
	35.5
	31.3


Reasons for Leaving the Programme

It is not possible to compare fully the 1998/99 and 2001/02 figures, as over 40% of the clients in 2001/02 programme have not yet left the programme.  However, already nearly twice as many people have left the programme due to illness or pregnancy, and double amount of individuals have retired or withdrawn from the labour force (although on the whole these are small numbers).  Most worrying, the percentage leaving to go to a job, education or training is down from 58% to 48% at the time the analysis was carried out.

Figure 11:  Reasons for Leaving the Programme (%)

	Reasons for Leaving
	1998/99
	2001/02

	Contract complete – looking for work
	16.9
	6.4

	Dismissed
	12.6
	17.0

	Domestic Problems
	0.0
	0.2

	Illness/pregnancy
	4.0
	11.3

	Job/Education/Training
	58.2
	48.3

	Personal Problems
	0.0
	0.2

	Retired/withdrew from labour force
	0.7
	2.3

	Transfer to other Glasgow Works project
	0.0
	1.1

	Unable to cope with training or job
	2.4
	3.8

	Other
	2.9
	4.9

	Unknown
	2.2
	1.2

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Programme Funding

Glasgow Works itself has been the major funding source for the programme’s clients in both years, funding over half of the participants.  It is assumed that this must include any matched ESF funding.  New Deal programmes are the second main funding source, totalling to 26% in 1998/99 and over 27% in 2001/02.  In 1998/99 Employment Zone was another major funding source, supporting nearly one fifth of the programme.  In 2001/02 Training for Work funded 8.4% of Glasgow Work participants.

Figure 12:  Funding of Glasgow Works Participants (%)

	Funding Source
	1998/99
	2001/02

	Glasgow Works
	56.6
	54.9

	New Deal Environmental Task Force
	7.1
	12.3

	New Deal Voluntary sector
	18.8
	13.6

	Training for Work
	0.0
	8.4

	Other
	0.0
	6.6

	New Deal Tailored pathways
	0.0
	1.5

	Working Links
	0.0
	1.9

	TPN
	0.0
	0.2

	ESF
	1.4
	0.0

	Employment Zone
	16.2
	0.0

	Other
	0.0
	0.5

	Total
	100.0
	100.0


Impact of Glasgow Works

Glasgow Works has been evaluated independently on a number of occasions over the years and has been shown consistently to be a high performing approach for the long term unemployed.  The effectiveness of the Glasgow Works approach has been recognised:

· in a number of areas of England where the model has been adopted in preference to the Wise Group approach;

· in the EU and in the OECD where it has been documented as good practice.

The CPC (1996) evaluation showed:

· 62% gained a job immediately on leaving Glasgow Works;

· 69% had gained a job by the date of the study;

· 3% had gone to further education.

All participants were over 12 months unemployed.

The CPC study (2000) on sustainability showed:

· 90% of all those who gained a job were still in work 12 months later;

· approximately 90% of all participants were over 12 months unemployed, and the remainder were unemployed  for 6 - 12 months.

Comparisons with other programmes in terms of sustainable job outcomes show Glasgow Works in a good light.

Figure 13:  Comparison of Employment Outcomes Post Programme: % of Leavers in Work at Different Points in Time After Leaving

	
	0-6     Months
	6-12    Months
	12-18 Months
	18-24 Months
	24+    Months

	Glasgow Works
	68
	53
	59
	47
	67

	Wise Group
	441
	462
	-
	-
	-

	TfW
	32
	46
	50
	-
	-

	TfW 12 months +
	38
	38
	44
	-
	-

	EGS
	59
	483
	-
	-
	-

	New Deal 18-24
	284
	204
	-
	-
	-


Note:  
1.  Employment status 3 months after leaving.

2.  Employment status 6 months after leaving.

3.  Measured from date recruited into 12m subsidy period, therefore figures represent 12-18m and over 18m since recruitment 

4.  Calculated as % not returning to the Register after entering unsubsidised employment at 13 and 26 weeks.

CPC’s October 2000 value for money study argued that:

· Glasgow Works is better value for money than Training for Work for the same matched target group (only 45% of the cost per job 12 months post programme).

· The added value of Glasgow Works over and above the expected flow from unemployment into work is 46% (i.e. 46% of those on Glasgow Work would not have got a job otherwise), compared to 24% for Training for Work.

· Glasgow Works delivers additional income to the client group of £3,300 12 months after leaving the programme and £6,300 after 24 months (in addition to an income while on Glasgow Works) compared to a matched Training for Work client group.

· The Glasgow Works projects and services add value to the community.  For example, the Glasgow Works childcare projects in Easterhouse and Glasgow North were estimated to add £450,000 directly to the income of the parents of the children provided for (£7,400 per parent).

There are issues around the interpretation of the findings.  The principal difficulty relates to comparisons drawn with other programmes where there is more of a mandatory element.  Traditionally, Glasgow Works participants have volunteered to join the programme.  This is more likely to attract better motivated clients who have decided the time is right to rejoin the labour market.  Nevertheless, there is little doubt that Glasgow Works has served the city’s long term unemployed well in terms of its outcomes. 

3.  NEED FOR CHANGE

Overview

Notwithstanding the evidence that Glasgow Works has been a successful programme, on the evidence of the consultations with key players, including the main funders, there is now a widely expressed acceptance that Glasgow Works needs to change if it is: 

· to make a continuing positive contribution to the city’s unemployed;

· to be a sustainable programme in terms of SE resourcing.

This section sets out the key arguments for change emerging from both the one to one consultations, and the discussions with the development group made up of key current and potential funders.  

Before discussing the need for change, however, one thing which is important to emphasise is that most consultees acknowledge that Glasgow Works is a good brand name, both within the city and beyond, going as far as organisations like the OECD.  Whatever changes are made to the programme, the name should be retained.

A Changing Operating Environment

Since it was introduced the operating environment for Glasgow Works has changed radically, making it harder to sustain the programme as currently constituted, with its emphasis on project based work experience. There are a number of components to this change.

The Changing Glasgow Labour Market

· The traditional client group for Glasgow Works – longer term unemployed on JSA – has shrunk considerably during the 1990s and into the 2000s.  During the period June–August 1997 to June–August 2002 the numbers unemployed 12 months plus and claiming JSA fell from 9,800 to 2,800.

· Glasgow’s labour market has tightened in terms of the balance of labour demand and supply.  There were nearly 7 unemployed for every unfilled notified vacancy in the spring of 1997, but this had fallen to a ratio of 3 to 1 by the same period in 2001, the last date for which vacancy statistics are available;

· Glasgow Works was born in an era of very high unemployment where the long term unemployed struggled to find lengthy periods of work experience in the conventional labour market.  These conditions have significantly improved, with employers now complaining of recruitment difficulties.  

Growing Range of National Programmes and Complexity of Funding

· At the same time, and an influence on the decline in registered long term unemployment, compulsory programmes to promote Welfare to Work have become increasingly significant – principally the New Deals for 18 to 24s and 25 plus, and the Fully Fledged Employment Zones, one of which operates in Glasgow.

· The Glasgow Employment Zone, run by Working Links, has become an increasingly important player within the last year with the abandonment of ‘random assignment’ which gives them command over 100% of these aged 25+, 18+ months unemployed on JSA.  There are approximately 2,000 currently within the Zone.

· The growing demands on the European Structural Fund programmes and the increasing competition for public sector funds of all kinds mean that the Glasgow Works has had to work with an increasingly unstable financial base.

· Partly as a result of a number of these trends it has proved increasingly difficult to put together the funding needed for Glasgow Works.  As a consequence, the funding packages have become increasingly complex and administrative burdens have grown accordingly.

Growing Emphasis on ‘Work First’ and Increasingly Effectiveness of New Approaches 

· New more flexible approaches, principally Action Teams for Jobs, have been introduced to target and assist more effectively the longer term unemployed whatever their benefit status.  There are a number of Action Teams for Jobs in Glasgow – and Glasgow Works, through Childcare Works, has collaborated successfully with Action Teams to get lone parents into work.

· Although Employment Zones are mandatory for this client group, their flexible and client centred approaches and strong aftercare services have proved successful in getting the very long term unemployed into work – and keeping significant proportions in work.

· Training for Work has also become an increasingly flexible programme and has increased its job entry rates significantly in recent years. For 2001/02, 44% of Training for Work starts in Glasgow left to go into employment.  This compares with a Glasgow Works job entry rate of 48% for 2001/02, although based on incomplete data.

· The general policy drive is increasingly emphasising ‘work first’ approaches – which try to get the unemployed into work as quickly as possible and then work hard to keep them there.  This does not fit well with the traditional ILM, which provides lengthy project-based work experience prior to job entry. 

Change Within Scottish Enterprise 

· There is a widespread perception – within SEG, within Scottish Enterprise more widely and within the Scottish Executive – that Glasgow Works is an expensive programme notwithstanding its good historical track record on the percentages into jobs. Data for 2001/2002 suggest that the cost per person into a job is around £9,000 for Glasgow Works compared to £5,000 for Training for Work, although two thirds of Glasgow Works clients are 12 months plus unemployed, compared to only one third of these on Training for Work.

· Scottish Enterprise, in the light of A Smart Successful Scotland, may now shift its emphasis towards workforce development, with potentially less resource available to programmes for the long term unemployed.

· The Business Transformation Process within the Scottish Enterprise Network is pushing the organisation towards a smaller number of more standardised products.  This ‘productisation’ process has not yet engaged with inclusion products but could have a significant influence on inclusion interventions which, with the exception of mainstream programmes, tend to be LEC-specific.

· The adoption by Scottish Enterprise board of a new Social Justice Action Plan may lead to the refocusing of inclusion activities across the Network. 

But Glasgow Works is Not Perceived to be Changing – or in the Right Direction 

· There is a perception in the Glasgow and Scottish economic development community that Glasgow Works has lost its innovative drive.  It is no longer seen as ‘best practice’.

· Its competitive edge, in terms of achieving positive outcomes for clients, over programmes such as Training for Work is eroding – but the cost differential is not.

· There is a perception within SEG that the  support staffing requirements of Glasgow Works have drifted upwards over time, both in terms of staff within SEG itself, but more importantly within the various projects that deliver Glasgow Works throughout the city.  A figure of 90-100 project management staff or one type or another across the projects has been quoted.

· There is a concern, possibly arising out of the above, that double funding is going on.  The attempts of SEG’s financial consultants to test this and the subsequent failure to gain entry to the ‘books’ of many of the Glasgow Works projects tended to heighten these fears.  
· At another resource level, Glasgow Works makes heavy demands on the team in SEG charged with running the programme due to the large number of funding lines down which it draws its money to put together the cocktail required to make it stack up.  At the same time, staffing constraints mean the team is under-resourced relative to the demands upon it.

The cost issue is significant for both SEG and Scottish Enterprise.  Although Glasgow Works is an employability programme – and this is why it is supported by Scottish Enterprise – it is in fact putting money into four separate facets of the programme:

· support for the unemployed individuals in terms of wages, personal development, skilling, etc, i.e. the more traditional employability function;

· a range of cross-cutting support services that some Glasgow Workers will require, including aftercare, basic literacy/numeracy skilling, assistance around addictions, etc;

· the capacity to manage the Glasgow Works projects within the dispersed delivery model which characterises Glasgow Works;

· the services that are delivered through Glasgow Works.  For example, the final evaluation of New Jobs for Glasgow suggested that Glasgow Works is making a substantial contribution to the delivery of childcare services across the city.  

Service delivery of the type mentioned in the last bullet should not fall largely to an economic development agency to fund, and it could also be argued that the management capacity of community based and other delivery organisations should also be resourced elsewhere.

But There is Still Scope for ILMs

· In responding to the Work and Pensions Select Committee report on the government’s employment strategy, the Department for Work and Pensions accept the need for ILM type provision in areas of low employment demand, and look to the evaluation of StepUp to produce evidence on the cost effectiveness of this type of approach.

· It is now clear that the compulsory programmes find it impossible to progress significant groups of their clients in a sustainable way.  Rather than recycle them back into the same provision an ILM type approach may well be required.  This has been recognised by the introduction of the Step Up pilots for which bids were invited earlier in 2002.

· The creation of Communities Scotland has for the first time brought to the policy arena an agency with a specific neighbourhood regeneration remit and prospectively resourcing to deliver this.  The Glasgow Works approach, with its broad range of activities, could play a significant role inside a holistic regeneration package raising the employability of local people while providing a range of much needed community services.

· The Glasgow housing stock transfer will involve a massive construction investment in the city, and there is an associated neighbourhood renewal plan to deliver a full range of wider benefits in association with the construction investment.  This will create a potentially major demand for innovative service delivery which simultaneously generates employability enhancement experience for the longer term unemployed and other socially excluded groups.

4.  APPRAISING THE OPTIONS FOR GLASGOW WORKS

The Choices Faced

The development group made up of key current and potential funders appraised three options for Glasgow Works.

· withdraw Glasgow Works;

· carry on with Glasgow Works, much as before;

· carry on with Glasgow Works, but change it along a number of dimensions.

 Below, each of the main options is appraised in simple terms.  

Choice 1:  Withdraw from Glasgow Works 

This was felt to be a serious option and was given full consideration.  The judgement here revolved around a balance of the following pros and cons.

For

· There appears to be no clear market niche for Glasgow Works compared to when the programme was introduced, i.e. there are plenty of programme with which current and potential unemployed clients can engage.

· There is no clear and unambiguous evidence that Glasgow Works adds significant value for clients who might be mandated to go on the programme as opposed to volunteering.

· There is no clear and unambiguous evidence that Glasgow Works, as currently constituted, is able to tackle the more prevalent barriers for more disadvantaged client group such as those on benefits other than JSA.

Against

· Glasgow Works is a powerful and positive brand name – but we can keep this even if the project based ILM is deemed a redundant approach.

· There are significant percentages of the long term unemployed going through various programmes who do not achieve a positive outcome, or do not sustain one once it is achieved.  

· There will need to be expansion of existing and development of new provision if a significant proportion of the non-JSA unemployed are to be moved towards work – but does it need to be project based ILM?

· The Full Employment Area Initiative requires an ILM element. If Glasgow Works is withdrawn, we would need a fallback for this – although the Wise Group would be the obvious alternative provider.

· Similarly, Glasgow Works is part of Tailored Pathways and a replacement would be needed.

· We would lose the diversity of project based ILM activity characteristic of Glasgow Works, and which makes it distinctive from the Wise Group.  But we could recycle the principles and approach of Glasgow Works, as well as the brand.

Judgement 

This is a serious option, although:

· there would need to be an orderly withdrawal;

· it would make sense to recycle the brand.

Choice 2:  Carry on With Glasgow Works as Before

It is clear that for the major funder – Scottish Enterprise – this is not an option. The  very fact of carrying out a strategic review signals the expectation of significant change.  'Steady as we go' has been the case put to SEG’s Board for renewed funding over each of the last two years.  There is now an expectation that a proposition will come forward for a redesigned Glasgow Works.  The option was discussed, however, as a guide to effecting a transition to something different. 

For

· Glasgow Works continues to cater for maybe around 500 unemployed Glaswegians per year, a sizeable contribution.

· Although there seems to be debate about its current effectiveness relative to other programmes, Glasgow Works still appears to move relatively high percentages into jobs and achieves relatively high levels of sustainable job entries.

· Glasgow Works still allows for a reasonably long length of stay on the programme for some clients compared to most other approaches for the long term unemployed.

· There is still a belief that the real work experience model – providing jobs with wages – is appropriate for the longer term unemployed with serious confidence deficits and lack of work related disciplines.

· Through Glasgow Works important services are delivered, particularly in the childcare area – although this does not seem to be a telling reason for maintaining an employability enhancement programme.

· The economic environment may change, with rising unemployment a possibility – and we should be ready for this.

Against

· The traditional client group for Glasgow Works (long term unemployed on JSA) has been declining sharply.

· The marketplace is much more crowded now for this client group.

· A number of the mandatory programmes offer relatively short and sharp interventions, and do not favour and refer clients to ILMs on cost effectiveness grounds.

· The temporary employment programme – StepUp – may come on stream following piloting – but, if so, the suggestion is that the resourcing available will not fit with Glasgow Works as currently constituted.

· There is a widespread perception that Glasgow Works is ‘too expensive’.  Although this might be debated on a cost per outcome basis, it is a deeply held view in important places.

· Scottish Enterprise is not convinced by Glasgow Works as it stands:

· it is perceived as too expensive;

· it is too difficult to manage.  Because it is not mainstreamed, there is an annual funding hassle and it requires multiple funding sources leading to administrative burdens;

· there are cash flow problems for SEG due to the use of European monies.

· There appear to be quite significant problems in the management and delivery of Glasgow Works with:

· a feeling at SEG that the team is under resourced, leading to a squeeze on innovation and effective management;

· the Glasgow Works projects feeling that they are under supported by Glasgow Works management in SEG.

This amounts to a poor quality vertical partnership between the various players.

Judgement 

There is a very good argument to be made that Glasgow Works cannot carry on as before into the medium term.  The ‘steady as you are’ option can only be a transitional measure, with a clear statement that there will be quite radical change at the end of this.

Choice 3:  Redesign Glasgow Works

Effectively, as the first two options were not favoured, the development group felt that redesign was the right road – albeit the hardest to map.  

A key context for deciding on the redesign of Glasgow Works is the effort currently being carried out by Scottish Enterprise to re-engineer Training for Work. Currently, Scottish Enterprise finds it difficult to spend its Training for Work budget, and SEG is responsible for meeting a very high percentage of Scottish Enterprise’s Training for Work targets. 

· Scottish Enterprise is considering a span of clients for a new Training for Work, from those assisted by New Futures Fund through to those in work but with low skill levels. SEG are keener to address those closer to the labour market.

· Scottish Enterprise envisages 3 or 4 pilots in the next year, and a redesigned Glasgow Works could play in here.

The development group considered that there were a number of key elements it would be valuable to have in an redesigned Glasgow Works.  These included:

· the personal guidance and customisation features in the rebadged STN Skillseeker model – Getting Ready for Work;

· the importance of effective screening of potential recruits as part of the customisation for an individual, and also to ensure the added value of a new Glasgow Works by  recruiting people who need help to find employment;

· the need for aftercare (generally not well-developed) and more effective connections to employers, building on studies such as Future Skill Scotland’s Employer Survey;

· the emphasis within Employment Zones on serving two customers – the unemployed and the employer with whom they are placed.

There are problems which Glasgow Works in any form will need to surmount.

· DWP no longer recognises ILM placements as jobs – which means fewer referrals from Jobcentre Plus.

· There are contradictory stances on European funding (on which Glasgow Works depends). There are signs that Scottish Enterprise want to reduce the use of European money; it has difficulty spending it and the administration is problematic. On the other hand, LECs like to use European funds to extend their own resources, and meet targets on European funding.

Having decided on redesign as the appropriate way forward, the next significant issue for the review is identifying an appropriate client group.  

5.  FINDING AN APPROPRIATE CLIENT BASE

Target Client Groups for New Glasgow Works

A detailed analysis of the data available to date shows that:

· there has been a substantial decline in numbers in the long term unemployed (12 months plus) on JSA client group…

· …however, the proportion of these clients experiencing successful outcomes from programmes such as New Deal for Young People was well below 50%;

· this raises the issue as to whether unsuccessful programme participants could be an important client group for Glasgow Works;

· numbers in the non-JSA category are very substantial…

· …however, we do not know much about:

· what works for which particular sub groups of the unemployed,

· how to engage these clients given that their participation will be voluntary rather than mandatory in the early years of Jobcentre Plus.

· there is a lot of provision in the JSA marketplace, but there are issues about its effectiveness as noted above;

· there is a limited amount of provision currently available and designed for the non-JSA market but a policy commitment to broaden the scope.

The nature of the non JSA client group is described, on the basis of the limited information available, in the annex.  

To try and negotiate a consensus around the client group(s) for Glasgow Works going forward, the development group probed the potential client groups highlighted in the Scottish Enterprise Social Justice Action Plan.

SIP Residents and Members of SIP Groups

In the SIP areas, where Glasgow Works has already made inroads and where it might deliver community regeneration services through ILMs, there is scope to engage the Glasgow Housing Association and Communities Scotland (who spend £1.5mn on Wider Action – and this could rise), pursue a national agenda (Closing the Gap) and provide a strong Glasgow dimension. However, there are problems with this approach.  

· The Glasgow Housing Association, for example, will be involved in every community – not just SIP areas, and the stock transfer opens up opportunities for joint working between Local Housing Organisations (LHOs) and LEDCs (not just SIPs).

· The long term unemployed are no longer as concentrated in the SIP areas as they used to be – down from two-thirds to around 50% over recent years.

· There is a need to pitch programmes on a city-wide basis, rather than start with a geographic criterion.

· As a warning, Training for Work has not been very successful in engaging SIP residents despite early entry eligibility.

However, agencies will be required to implement Closing the Gap – so funders will be looking for employability services to be delivered to the non-employed and SIP residents.

Low-waged in Work

This would be a new group upon which programmes are not currently targeted. It is a broad and diverse group, it might be hard to promote something distinctive and the engagement of employers would be fundamental. There were different schools of thought here.

· This is so large an issue that it calls for a special and separate package of measures.

· Action in this area could connect with the job rotation model – creating space for recruiting the unemployed into work placements while up-skilling the lower waged existing workforce.

· The relationship between low pay and low productivity (and job vulnerability) is so central that it must be tackled. Scottish Enterprise intends to explore this as it re-engineers Training for Work (focusing perhaps on key sectors or sizes of organisation).

· The low-waged in employment would be a new group where we have limited operational experience of engaging and progressing.

Working Age on Non JSA

This is a very large group (estimated by Glasgow City Council at around 100,000), but it could be broken down into three segments:

· the hidden unemployed – a group who could be on JSA but effectively choose not to be (maybe 18-36,000 people). Their characteristics were likely to be much as the same as JSA clients;

· a second group who could work if relatively modest health and disability issues were tackled;

· those with severe barriers who would fail any work test.

There are a number of difficulties here:

· there is a dearth of research – we do not know much about this group;

· the main funding streams are not aimed at this group at present. Jobcentre Plus will be addressing them in due course but the key question is when – there may be a wait of several years;

· if we took on this group, engagement would be a critical issue - outreach working would need to come to the fore.

However, it is such a large group that Glasgow Works should be able to source plenty of clients who would benefit from its employability services. 

Towards a Client Target for Glasgow Works

There was general agreement that Glasgow Works needed as clear a focus as possible.

· The development group felt that the long term unemployed irrespective of benefit status should be the principal target going forward.  This would include those currently targeted by Glasgow Works.

· Glasgow City Council research suggests that within the non-JSA unemployed there are three main groups: 

· those that could quite easily be registered as JSA, and would have been in earlier years;

· people with mild physical or mental health barriers, but which could be readily overcome to help them into work;

· people who are a long way from the labour market for a variety of reasons.

Notwithstanding the difficulty of differentiating within this group, the focus of the re-designed Glasgow Works would be on the first two categories.

· Within this, there would be the scope to prioritise specific groups (e.g. those at risk of long term unemployed, the over 50s, the residents of SIP areas or whatever priorities were felt to be dominant).

The rationales for choosing this group were as follows:

· the strong emphasis by government on moving more people on sickness and incapacity benefit from welfare to work;

· the fit to Scottish Enterprise’s Social Justice Action Plan;

· the recognition that the new Jobcentre Plus agency, combining employment and benefit services, would with time be a key driver of this process;

· the knowledge that Glasgow in particular has a very significant proportion of people in this category of its working age population, giving Glasgow one of the lowest employment rates across the UK.

It is clear that there will be difficulties in working with this group.

· The statistical evidence shows that year on year very few people leave the group, i.e. they will be very difficult to move into employment.

· We do not know in a quantitative sense much about the barriers confronted by the non employed in Glasgow, which makes it difficult to develop effective interventions.

· It is likely that some of the barriers will not be susceptible to significant influence through a programme like Glasgow Works.  This includes barriers such as significant benefits traps.

· So long as Glasgow Works remains a voluntary programme there is a very major issue as to whether or not people not on JSA can be encouraged to join the programme in significant numbers.

· Although Jobcentre Plus has a significant remit in relation to this group, it will be some time before they even begin to interview members of the group on a systematic basis.

· As yet no national programme monies attaches to this group unlike the New Deals and the Employment Zones.

These are challenges which must be taken on if Glasgow’s employment rate is to be increased, tackling simultaneously labour supply and inclusion issues – and ‘closing the gap’ in line with A Smart Successful Scotland.

6.  SERVICES REQUIRED TO RAISE EMPLOYABILITY


Services for Clients 

Having agreed a client group for a reconstituted Glasgow Works the next key issue is to consider the services this group requires to enhance their employability. In broad terms, in considering the implications of focusing more squarely on the long term unemployed irrespective of benefit status, there is a need to emphasise:

· the key role to be played by outreach activities;

· the enhanced importance of guidance and counselling at the front end given the diversity of the client group;

· the need to incentivise any system to encourage the movement and progression of clients through appropriate provision (and avoid programmes and organisations hanging on to clients).

Most significantly, the development group is agreed on the need for Glasgow Works to comprise a more flexible set of options, including but going beyond the project based ILM. The traditional model was recession-based, but the Glasgow economy and labour market are now substantially different from when the programme was launched. We needed to build the principles of Glasgow Works (voluntary, attractive work-experience etc) into a more flexible menu of services. 
Barriers: Non-JSA Clients

The distinctive barriers for this group include:

· motivation – people do not want to progress (but the reasons may be complex);

· a sharper benefits issue – an individual on non JSA benefits package can be supporting the whole family. This can lead to a dependency regime and implies a need to work with the whole household;

· the informal economy can form a powerful part of the welfare package;

· lack of experience – especially when out of the labour market for a long time – and knowledge of what the labour market has to offer;

· employer perceptions are harder to overcome – the disabled, those with a drugs history or a criminal record are seen as too risky and too expensive. 

There are issues around existing provision.

· Less provision is available – and, consequently, less choice.  Such provision as exists tends not to be work-facing.  Social projects can tend to hold people in to try and maintain the associated income.

· Provision is fragmented and disconnected – among, for instance, projects and initiatives with distinctively social and economic aims but who could share or exchange clients.

· We do not know what works – new interventions are difficult to design as a consequence.

Within this it is important for Glasgow Works to be positioned clearly as an employability project.  There are a number of potential flows:

· Glasgow Works takes on clients who have been progressed towards the labour market by the social projects;

· Glasgow Works refers clients with particular barriers to the social projects – and may take them back again in due course. 

Apart from assessing and tackling the needs of clients and deciding the appropriate menu of activities, the key point for Glasgow Works – and for the city – is improving the positive flows between the boxes.

	‘Social’ Projects
	Employability Projects
	Employment

	· Health, Social Work, etc.

· Addictions, homelessness, etc.
	· Close to the market

· Menu of activities

· Diversified ILM strand


	

	Other Acitvities      or Inactive
	
	

	· Social firms

· Voluntary or other activity

· Inactive


	
	


Developing the Menu of Services

Lack of knowledge of the mix of barriers confronted by this group within the Glasgow context makes it difficult to frame a new intervention.  However, some general points can be made.

· The non-JSA unemployed are a substantial group and consequently are likely to be very diverse in the barriers they confront.  This means we need a diverse menu of interventions, and not simply the traditional Glasgow Works project based ILM.

· Because of the uncertainty about the barriers confronted by the potential clients we again need to be prepared to be more flexible in the services that we deliver to them.

· Principally due to the greater buoyancy of the labour market the traditional project based ILM should shrink in scale.  

The concept favoured by the development group is a menu of services within Glasgow Works focusing largely on removing more direct barriers to enhanced employability. At the same time, there needs to be a range of critical cross-cutting or support services.  The diagram below summarises the provisional thinking on this structure.  

· Within the Glasgow Works menu there is scope for innovation and expansion around a TEGS for the social economy, supported employment, etc.

· Within the menu of support services money advice will be increasingly critical with benefits, debt and related financial issues likely to be a more pressing barrier for the non JSA clients.

The arrows indicate the scope for progress through the menus and linkages between them.

POTENTIAL MENU OF SERVICES 

	Glasgow Works Menu

1. Project based ILM

2. Supported employment

· social economy (e.g. childcare)

· other economy (public and private)

3. Employer subsidies

· Social Economy TEGS

· subsidies to private sector

4. Customised training 

5. Job rotation package

6. Combinations of the above for individual clients


	
	Support Services

1. Pre entry

· quality guidance

· programme preparation

2. Addressing basic skills deficits

3. Addressing specific barriers

· addictions

· mild mental ill health 

4. Work experience 

5. Money advice

6. Employer linkages

7. Aftercare

· for clients

· for employers


A move to this model will raise a number of demanding management and systems issues.  Good quality systems will be needed to ensure that:

· clients are assessed effectively at the outset – and subsequently – so they can be referred to the appropriate services;

· clients progress and are not lost to the programme as they move within and between the menu of employability and support services;

Adequate resourcing will need to be dedicated at an early stage to ensure that systems are in place to allow the new Glasgow Works programme to launch effectively, and the resourcing of the management of these systems over the life of the programme will need to be in line with the demanding and important nature of the programme.  

7.  RESOURCING THE NEW GLASGOW WORKS

Confronting the Challenges

The current position is that Glasgow Works funds basically four sets of services: 

· allowances for and costs of skilling/personal development of Glasgow Workers;

· some support services, such as aftercare;

· management costs of Glasgow Works projects;

· costs associated with real services delivered, such as childcare and environmental improvements.

To date, Glasgow Works contributes significantly to all four sets of costs, although the situation varies from project to project.  

It is this cost structure which makes Glasgow Works a very expensive employability product.  In moving forward, particularly in relation to project based ILMs but also other aspects drawn from the menu of employability and support services, it will be important to spread the burden of meeting these costs.  There are a variety of ways in which this can be done, including:  

· making more extensive use of support services, around money advice, etc, already funded by other agencies such as Glasgow City Council;

· looking to other programmes and agencies to resource project management capacity. This may include business development services within SEG, social economy supports provided by CEiS and the role of Communities Scotland in relation to community capacity building.  

· negotiating contributions to cost/value of services delivered for agencies benefiting in terms of their goals and objectives.  Obvious example would be benefits for Communities Scotland in relation to SIPs and for the Glasgow Housing Association in terms of neighbourhood regeneration.  

As a specific example of linking employability, service delivery and capacity building monies, Childcare Works is a valuable model, putting to one side any issues about the effectiveness of childcare as an ILM linking people with jobs, and existing pricing structures.  Childcare Works:

· raises money through SIPs to sit beside Glasgow Works money.  By analogy it would be possible to develop ‘Neighbourhood Works’ linking to SIPs, but also Communities Scotland and other players, and no doubt there is a number of  potential examples;

· can access Lottery and other funding not open to Scottish Enterprise.
    

The development group also feel that on employability services specifically there is scope to create a more secure and flexible resource base.  This would involve:

· bundling up all SEG monies focused on raising the employability of the long term unemployed (Glasgow Works, TEGS, Training for Work);

· retaining the contribution to Glasgow Works from Glasgow City Council, but devoting this to a Glasgow Work Innovation Fund, with a contribution also made from SEG’s Glasgow Challenge Fund.

Given that there is as yet no national programme funding for raising the employability of non-JSA clients outside of some specific groups, a case should be put to the Department for Work and Pensions to release such monies on a pilot basis to help underpin the new Glasgow Works.  The case could be built upon Glasgow’s absolutely and proportionately large group of working age people on non JSA.  

On European funding, it will still be important to source this to add to the Glasgow Works budget and to help support its flexibility. However, within this:

· Glasgow Works will need to reduce its dependence on this funding source. European funding will wind down from 2006 and it is likely that if there is a Scotland-wide programme there will be intensified competition for the funding that remains;

· a closer working relationship should be established with the Objective 3 team to produce a programme which is more coherent and deliverable, and minimises ‘handling’ costs.  

In the light of the other proposals emerging from the strategic review, it will be necessary in any event for SEG to renegotiate the funding it has currently secured from Objective 3.

8.  MOVING TO THE NEW MODEL

Finding A Way Forward 

It is important not to underestimate the difficulty of the task of creating and introducing a new Glasgow Works as a programme which is both effective and sustainable.    The operating environment is currently very testing.

· There is a massive local challenge - Glasgow’s 100,000 non employed not on JSA.

· The government’s Welfare to Work agenda coming through both the Scottish and UK parliaments places heavy expectations on local players.

· Jobcentre Plus has become a very major player – but what resource will be available, to do what and when?

· Communities Scotland is another major new player – but again what resource will be available to support a programme such as Glasgow Works?

· The housing stock transfer being managed by the Glasgow Housing Association is a major opportunity – but there is still uncertainty about timescales and budgets.

All of this argues for a ‘wait and see’ stance, but Glasgow Works needs to begin to change now for the reasons articulated within the strategic review.  

Arising from the strategic review there are 3 broad options, not all mutually exclusive.

Option 1: Glasgow Works as an Employability Programme

This first option would be:

· a programme focused fundamentally on employability enhancement, but with demanding employment and sustainability targets;

· building upon existing SEG employability monies, plus contributions from Glasgow City Council – and hopefully Jobcentre Plus through the Department for Work and Pensions.

This programme: 

· can begin to develop relatively quickly, building on the menu of services, to give flexibility to cater for client group uncertainties…

· … although there will need to be ‘understanding’, particularly from Scottish Enterprise, around targets until the marketplace is better understood…..

· … and there are still large numbers of Glasgow Work clients on project based ILMs and organisations charged with managing them.

In order to progress option 1 the proposal would be to set up a new Glasgow Works Employability Partnership.  This would be effectively a more engaged and focused Glasgow Works Steering Group, involving as key partners Glasgow City Council, Jobcentre Plus and SEG. Its tasks will involve:

· maximising inter-agency collaboration;

· monitoring effectiveness; and

· reviewing strategic focus.

The central focus of the partnership is on getting people into jobs.  

Option 2: Glasgow Works Social Justice Partnership

Scottish Enterprise Glasgow should facilitate a process which involves:

· developing the potential of the new Glasgow Works to contribute to a range of inclusion objectives, principally: 

· employability enhancement,

· neighbourhood regeneration,

· tackling exclusion, more broadly defined.

· widening the partnership to include Communities Scotland, the Glasgow Housing Association, the Health Board and Trusts, Glasgow City Council Social Work Department, and others as appropriate.

The initial task would be to negotiate resource contributions around support services for the unemployed, the costs of inclusion services delivered, etc.

Option 3: Glasgow Works Social Justice Fund

Option 3 would be essentially a more radical version of Option 2 where a number of key inclusion agencies agreed to pool budgets to maximise delivery flexibilities. 

Moving Forward

The development group agree that the most appropriate way forward is to pursue Options 1 and 2 in the first instance.

Developing Proposals 

The first full operating year of the new Glasgow Works will allow progress to be made on a number of points:

· rolling up SEG employability funding;

· developing a menu of employability services;

· reducing the share of funding going to project based ILMs, but with supported social economy employment and social economy TEGS introduced as substitutes for some projects;

· commencing discussions with key funders around resourcing:

· support services;

· capacity building;

· services delivered by Glasgow Works supported projects.

However, given existing commitments to Glasgow Works and to organisations running Glasgow Works projects which will carry forward into the 2003/2004 operating year, there needs to be a carefully managed transition from the current largely project-based ILM model of Glasgow Works to the new model based on a menu of employability enhancing services.  It is likely to be 2004/2005 before the new Glasgow Works can be implemented in full.

Resourcing 

The Glasgow Works Strategic Review has already commented upon the fact that the programme is difficult to manage and that the resources available for doing this are tight.  The developments proposed for Glasgow Works in the Strategic Review make the programme no less demanding and Scottish Enterprise Glasgow and the other Glasgow Works partners must ensure that, at the outset of the new programme, the resources are in place to ensure the programme is managed to the highest quality.  Glasgow works is already a strong brand name.  The brand name must be protected and enhanced by developing and improving the quality of the service that lies behind it.  More fundamentally, the service delivery will need to be high quality to provide the bridge to sustainable employment needed by the city’s unemployed.

ANNEX:  PEOPLE ON NON-JSA AS POTENTIAL CLIENTS
Non-JSA Claimants

A number of recent analyses of the situation in Glasgow suggest around 100,000 people are claiming non-JSA benefits and are below the age of 60.  The latest figures are for 2000.  Around half are claiming incapacity benefit with the remainder on Income Support.  Although judging the overlap between incapacity benefit and Income Support disability premium is not straightforward, the Labour Force Survey estimates 91,000 people have a disability, broadly in line with the combined totals from administrative data.  Around 10,000 people are aged 50-59 and claiming Income Support with a further 12,000 in their 40s.

Change Over Time

Evidence on the dynamics of claims is rare.  However, between 1998 and 1999 Income Support claims in Glasgow fell by 4.4%.  Above average falls occurred among younger claimants (those under 30 fell by 7%) and older claimants (those over 60 by 5.4%).  Prime age claimant numbers fell by under 3%, those in their 50s fell by just 1%,: those in their 40s by under 2%.  

Figure 14:  Non JSA Claimants in Glasgow

	
	1998
	1999
	% Change

	Income Support Claimants
	
	
	

	Aged under 20
	-
	1910
	

	Aged 20-29
	14420
	13435
	-7%

	Aged 30-39
	18930
	18075
	-5%

	Aged 40-49
	12330
	12115
	-2%

	Aged 50-59
	10715
	10575
	-1%

	Total 
	58470
	56215
	-4%

	Incapacity Benefit Claimants
	
	
	

	Aged Under 30
	8730
	8160
	-7%

	Aged 30-39
	13105
	12670
	-3%

	Aged 40-49
	14680
	14730
	0%

	Aged 50-59
	19900
	19600
	-2%

	Total 
	56420
	55085
	-2%


Note:  Figures are for December 1998 and August 1999

Department for Work and Pensions national research on both incapacity and Income Support claimants support this analysis, reporting much longer average claims and fewer leavers moving into work when compared to JSA claims.

Incapacity benefit claimants have a similar pattern. 

· Overall claimant numbers fell by 3.7% between 1998 and 1999, but under 30s fell by 6.5% and over 60s by 12%.  Claimants in their 40s increased slightly and those aged 50-59 fell by 1.5%. 

· Around 35,000 claimants fall into the 40-59 age bracket.

Provision Currently On Offer For These Clients

While aggregate numbers of non-JSA claimants are large, a question mark remains on the level of engagement with these clients to date.  The current focus of provision is on JSA clients with the exception of the Action Teams, New Deal for Disabled People and New Deal for Lone Parents – although Training for Work is also open to people on non JSA.  However, recent shifts in all New Deal provision and proposals for Employment Zones are likely to open up the non-JSA client group (on a voluntary basis) to other programmes.

Figures for the take-up for Action Teams and New Deal for Disabled People are not publicly available.  However, each Action Team has a notional client group of around 3,000 each over their two years

Glasgow Works is part of the provision for both main New Deals and Training for Work, although in 2001/02 Glasgow Works had no clients from the Employment Zones.  The published job entry rate for New Deal for Young People in the Glasgow unit of delivery is 31%, and 19% for New Deal for 25 Plus.  Both have improved significantly over the last two years.

Employment outcomes for other New Deals are not known for Glasgow, but nationally New Deal for Lone Parents gets over half the clients who agree to participate into work.  New Deal for Disabled People is reputed to not be anything like as effective.

Employment Zones achieved 42% into work with their 2000/01 cohort nationally.  

None of these programmes succeeds in placing a majority of its clients into work – so recycling is increasingly an issue.  Whatever the gross starts, at least half the clients leave the programme without employment.  The total number of places available for JSA claimants would appear to be in the region of 5,000-8,000 (subject to different duration criteria) but on current performance around 3,000-5,000 do not succeed in finding work as a result.

Very little is known about what might bring forward non-JSA claimants to participate in employment related programmes.  Current research can be summarised as follows:

· Overall evaluations of ONE pilots (forerunners of Jobcentre Plus) concluded that they had no impact on the probability of leaving benefit for JSA claimants, or sick and disabled clients, and only a small effect on lone parents (more than half the claimants were sick or disabled with the remainder split equally between JSA and lone parents).

· Other research drawing on New Deal for Lone Parents and other programme evaluations suggested that lone parents move into work (and employment programmes) when they are ready and this can depend on a range of factors, the age of children being the main one.

· Equivalent information for other claimant groups is scarce but similar motivations are highlighted – one study highlighted that many claimants on incapacity benefit who do leave to jobs tend to return to their previous industry and sometimes to their previous employer once they have recovered.

· People with disabilities face higher barriers to entering work as they often require the employer to buy or set up their systems around specialist equipment.  Mentoring/buddy schemes can help this transition but reported results from both the US and UK are mixed.

· In general, people on Income Support and incapacity benefit consider themselves to be in a relatively privileged position – or at least one which might be difficult to re-enter should they leave - so the risk that things might not work out weighs heavily on their decision whether to leave these benefits.

· Supported employment in the US (seen as equivalent to ILMs in the UK) is reported to have been more successful in obtaining employment outcomes for those recovering from mental health problems and (in one study) for people with disabilities.

· In-work benefits have been credited with increasing lone parent interest in work, but anecdotal evidence suggests that part-time work up to 16 hours can be much more financially attractive than full time work.  A recent analysis suggested that working less than 16 hours and retaining all benefits is equivalent to a full time income of around £17,000.

· The situation for disabled people is less positive.  The additional costs of participation (travel, etc) and the loss of benefits means that many still find work much less financially attractive than staying on benefit.

Overall, working with non-JSA claimants raises two strategic issues for Glasgow Works.

· It is a step into the unknown for clients outside of lone parents into childcare activity.

· Evidence to date suggests that the prime motivation for clients to take steps towards entering the labour market is that they are ‘ready for it’.  Once this has been decided, assistance has so far struggled to identify who needs substantial support and who can return to work with minimal help.

Glasgow Works and Non-JSA Claimants

Evaluations of Glasgow Works have contended that the reason for the programme’s success is the period of time an individual has to build their confidence and practice in a real work environment before entering the wider labour market.  Surveys of Glasgow Works clients have supported this view but have not been able to separate out the importance of various elements of the package – so it has not been possible to separate out the significance of individual elements: the role of wages, work discipline, training or links to potential employers.

Comparing 1998/99 monitoring data with that of 2001/02, it is true that Glasgow Works has increased the proportion of non-JSA clients – especially among women, which is probably a reflection of great numbers of lone parents on the programme.

Figure 15:  Glasgow Works Clients by Benefit Status (%)

	Glasgow Works Starts
	1998/99
	2001/02
	% Change Since

	 
	Female
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female
	Male

	 Disability Allowance
	0
	0
	5
	4
	5
	3

	Asylum Seeker
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Family Credit
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0

	Incapacity
	1
	1
	3
	2
	2
	2

	Incapacity/Income Support
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0

	Income Support
	9
	1
	28
	6
	18
	5

	Job Seekers Allowance (JSA)
	65
	91
	53
	84
	-12
	-7

	None
	24
	7
	7
	3
	-18
	-4

	Other
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Other Child Benefit
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 Absolute Numbers 
	235
	346
	283
	334
	
	


Note:  Data from client database.  The ‘None’ group in 1998/99 are probably null, i.e. not recorded

Available data suggests that there has been something of a turnaround since 1998/99 in the way in which Glasgow Works is perceived by Income Support claimants (although overall numbers are small): 

· Early research into lone parents found that they saw Glasgow Works as an end in itself, benefiting from a wage and childcare while they were on scheme but with little prospect (or thought) about how they would enter the wider labour market.  This was reflected by Income Support claimants duration on the programme (average 46 weeks).

· Average duration for 2001/02 is just 24 weeks (relative to 36 weeks for JSA) and although fewer clients leave to jobs (around 40% compared to around 50% for JSA) early leavers cannot fully explain the drop in duration – it would appear that Income Support claimants are now using Glasgow Works more as a stepping stone.

The issues for Glasgow Works appear to be:

· compared to the early phase of Glasgow Works, Income Support claimants (mostly lone parents) are using the programme as a route back to employment;

· but as yet non-JSA claimants are a minority and this means any comparative analysis is limited by the small numbers involved;

· moreover, the success to date with JSA claimants is based on voluntary entry and some compulsion and open entry will have an effect.
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