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Executive Summary

 AUTONUMLGL 
This study attempts to draw together the latest available results from a number of different labour market schemes to compare their performance.  Glasgow Works is a common thread in the analysis.  More research has been carried out on the programme than many others, often to a level of detail which is often absent in other schemes.  The analysis has drawn comparisons according to a number of key dimensions:

· performance according to client characteristics rather than across each scheme as a whole;

· overall performance including the sustainability of outcomes;

· removes overlaps between programmes where support from more than one programme is used to secure outcomes for the client group; and,

· considers the wider benefits from labour market programmes where these are relevant.  

Comparisons of equivalent client groups

 AUTONUMLGL 
Comparison between the job outcomes of Glasgow Works and a matched group of TfW clients undertaken as part of the original evaluation of Glasgow Works concluded that the cost per net job redistributed (where the individual secures a job they would not otherwise achieve without substituting for someone in the same or worse position than themselves) is broadly equivalent for the two groups: just over £40,000 for Glasgow Works and over £46,000 for the matched TfW group.

 AUTONUMLGL 
This assessment was based on assumptions concerning the components of additionality.  The subsequent evaluation of TfW estimated a much higher level of deadweight but a lower level of substitution giving a lower estimate of additionality (15%) and consequently higher cost per net job redistributed of just under £73,000 – substantially above the equivalent cost for Glasgow Works.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Moreover, the evaluations of TfW and wage subsidy programmes all identified a degree of overlap between programmes – upwards of 20% (and as high as 40%).  This is a ‘natural’ feature of combining different elements of support but evaluations still need to recognise that there is only one job outcome at the end of the process.  Again, depending on which programme can lay claim to the job this can raise the cost per job of TfW even higher – up to £88,821 (188% of equivalent Glasgow Works cost).  

Comparison with Wage Subsidies

 AUTONUMLGL 
In comparison to both wages subsidy programmes operating in Scotland and the West of Scotland, (Training and Employment Grant Scheme and Employment Grant Scheme), the cost per additional re-distributed job of Glasgow Works is somewhat higher.  

 AUTONUMLGL 
The evaluations of both wage subsidies highlight the use of wage subsidies to further support people into work after they have participated in other labour market programmes (TfW, Skillseekers, etc) and demonstrate substantial variation in the levels of deadweight between local areas.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Directly equivalent comparisons cannot be made because of differences in the evaluation methodologies and these have had to be constructed on a number of assumptions.  Nevertheless, the comparison demonstrates the value of persuading the market to provide opportunities for unemployed people to gain work experience.  Questions remain (and to some extent, are re-inforced by the experience of the New Deal programmes) that wage subsidies are effective, but only for clients who have sufficient employability to secure a job in the first place.

Valuing Sustainability in Outcomes

 AUTONUMLGL 
There is a need to establish measures of the long-term benefits arising from programmes which can place people in work for longer periods.  This cannot itself be rolled back into the cost per job calculation.  Additional income earned has been used elsewhere, (notably in the US), to capture longer term benefits and this would appear to present a better measure of the sustainability of outcomes.  

 AUTONUMLGL 
On this basis the expected average earnings of TfW clients (with more than 12 months prior unemployment) would amount to £1,570 in the first 12 months post programme and £2,830 in 24 months.  In comparison, Glasgow Works clients average expected earnings are £3,750 and £7,300 (42% and 39% higher) respectively.  A typical annual client group in Glasgow Works (500) can therefore expect to earn a total of £1,875,000 in 12 months and £3,650,000 in 24 months.

Conclusions

 AUTONUMLGL 
In many respects this analysis raises as many questions as it may answer.  We have been able to collate the best available information but some substantial gaps remain.  As more is uncovered about the performance of higher investment approaches such as Glasgow Works, it is more apparent that this route delivers higher returns in more stable sustainable employment than alternative approaches working with equivalent client groups.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Depending on assumptions, this still represents a negative exchequer cost – the additional tax revenues may be a little higher than assumed and the benefit savings potentially twice that assumed here.  Although, this would reduce the cost of Glasgow Works, it would not remove it entirely.  However, if the broad range of wider benefits are included in the cost-benefit balance sheet, it is possible to see that the benefits of Glasgow Works may well outweigh the costs of the programme.

 AUTONUMLGL 
As many national evaluations have adopted a more comprehensive approach to assessing sustainability in outcomes and a more rigorous basis for comparison of scheme performance, these principles need to be encouraged as far as practicable in regional and local initiatives.  Three areas would should be considered for future development of evaluation approaches by Scottish Enterprise and its partners:

· Broader, wide ranging evaluations of different projects and programmes which in effect operate as a basket of assistance need to be evaluated as such and not as distinct programmes;

· Consideration of appropriate bases against which scheme performance can be compared;

· Longitudinal research (as opposed to evaluation) on issues such as household welfare and income dynamics when someone secures a job and how this might translate into career and income progression over the longer term.

 AUTONUMLGL 
These research issues require some planning and need to be considered well in advance of any research to ensure adequate data has been collated.
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Introduction

 AUTONUMLGL 
Drawing valid comparisons between the performance of different labour market programmes, let alone their overall value for money, is fraught with difficulty.  Programmes operate in different labour markets and demand such very different skills in their implementation and operation, that the presumption that current performance can be repeated (however measured) is often a dangerous assumption.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Nevertheless, policymakers at all levels have to resort to sweeping comparisons between initiatives based on any and all available information.  This study is no exception.  It is based on existing information covering a range of labour market programmes operating in Glasgow, the West of Scotland and nationally and makes a number of assumptions.  However, it does attempt to avoid a number of pitfalls:

· It compares performance according to client characteristics rather than across each scheme as a whole – for example, the average performance of Training for Work is much less policy relevant than its performance for discrete client groups (6-12 months c.f. over 12 months unemployed, males CF females, etc);

· It considers the sustainability of outcomes – the longer term impact, not just the gross proportion entering employment on exit from the programme;

· It takes account of overlaps between programmes where research suggests that support from more than one programme is used to secure outcomes for the client group.  Evaluations of individual programmes rarely consider the contribution from other programmes in delivering ‘their’ outputs.  As more initiatives work hand-in-glove not all of the programmes can claim all of the outputs; and,

· Includes the wider benefits from labour market programmes where these are relevant.  Many ILM schemes and other programmes deliver services to the community as part of their process and while many of these can be difficult to value in monetary terms others lead directly to financial benefits to local communities or other service providers.

 AUTONUMLGL 
As far as possible we have used the best available sources of information centred on a series of studies carried out on Glasgow Works.  These are not necessarily consistent or complete but we believe approximate comparisons on an appropriate bases will better contribute to a more informed debate on what works and for whom.  If more appropriate or complete information becomes available, it will then be possible to draw more accurate comparisons.
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Comparisons of Value for Money

Compare what?: Comparisons of equivalent client groups

 AUTONUMLGL 
Not surprisingly, the majority of comparisons between regeneration measures are based on aggregate figures – average performance for the programme as a whole.  Where initiatives have similar target groups, or have a similar performance across groups, these distinctions do not matter.  However, while a growing body of research has highlighted the significance of differentials in performance for particular client groups, few performance comparisons have taken these issues into account.  Many labour market initiatives target people with more than 6 months unemployment, however, programmes such as Glasgow Works have targeted a notionally more disadvantaged client group with more than 12 months unemployment.

 AUTONUMLGL 
The evaluation of Glasgow Works
 used a matched sample approach to compare the performance of its clients with other unemployed people who subsequently went on Training for Work in Glasgow.  The evaluation compared outcomes for 405 individuals matched as far as possible according to age, sex, place of residence and duration of unemployment.  Table 2.1 sets out the comparative analysis.  The key points in the calculation of net additionality are:

· Some 16% of Glasgow Workers in employment said that programme had made no contribution to them securing their job.  This was taken to be an estimate of programme deadweight;

· No direct survey of employers was possible, so substitution was estimated according to the occupational areas in which the Glasgow Workers had secured employment (ie a lower substitution rate was assumed for those occupations which were deemed to be above typical entry level jobs);

· Similarly, an estimate of the displacement effect was not possible directly.   As Glasgow Works provides no direct subsidy to the employing company it is safe to assume displacement (where one company gains a market advantage through employing a Glasgow Worker at the expense of another Glasgow company) is very low;

Table 2.1:  Comparison of Performance Measures: Matched Glasgow Works and Training for Work Comparison Group

	
	Glasgow Works1
	% of Gross
	Glasgow TfW Comparison Group1
	% of Gross
	TfW Evaluation2
	% of Gross
	Attribution4
	% of Gross

	Total Cost3
	£ 4,647,734
	
	£ 884,925
	
	£ 884,925
	
	£ 884,925
	

	Total leavers
	405
	
	405
	
	405
	
	405
	

	Gross jobs
	251
	62%
	81
	20%
	81
	20%
	66
	16%

	Gross minus deadweight
	40
	16%
	18
	22%
	55
	68%
	45
	68%

	Minus substitution
	97
	39%
	44
	54%
	14
	17%
	11
	17%

	Additional jobs
	114
	45%
	19
	23%
	12
	15%
	10
	15%

	Cost per net job redistributed
	£ 40,823
	
	£ 46,570
	
	£ 72,833
	
	£88,821
	


Source: 1 CPC Evaluation of Glasgow Works 1996, 2 TERU & CPC Evaluation of Training for Work in Scotland, 1998

3Note: The cost of management, trainer and admin jobs is included in the total cost for Glasgow Works but these jobs (amounting to a further 33 jobs) are not included in the benefit calculations.  A proportion of the TfW costs are assumed to support similar employment but we have no basis for calculating the employment effect, although it is likely to be much lower relative to Glasgow Works.

4Note: Both the evaluations of Training for Work and Training and Employment Grant Scheme (TEGs III) report an overlap of 18% and 20% respectively, where TfW clients use a TEGs wage subsidy to secure employment.  Attributing all 18% of employment to TEGs reduces the gross jobs attributable to TfW to 16%.

· Glasgow Works costs apportioned between leavers to date (77%) and those who remained on scheme.  Full programme costs (management, admin, transport, etc are included in this figure;

· Deadweight for Training for Work was assumed to be equivalent to those leavers who entered employment within four week of starting the programme (22%);

· Substitution was estimated at 70% throughout (the same rate as for Glasgow Works entry-level jobs);

· Displacement was assumed to be zero for the same reasons given for Glasgow Works above, although were TfW trainees were given placements within companies (particularly as trainees as opposed to employees) they could be gaining an implicit subsidy;

· TfW programme costs were calculated at an average of £115 per participant per week (which includes the additional £10).

 AUTONUMLGL 
With these assumptions, 45% of all Glasgow Workers who secure a job are additional (ie Glasgow Works has helped the individual into a job which they would otherwise not have secured).  In comparison, some 23% of the matched TfW group are additional.  The cost per net job redistributed (where the individual secures a job they would not otherwise achieve without substituting for someone in the same or worse position than themselves) is broadly equivalent for the two groups: just over £40,000 for Glasgow Works and over £46,000 for the matched TfW group.

 AUTONUMLGL 
However, the subsequent evaluation of Training for Work in Scotland
 provides the opportunity to replace the assumptions used in the Glasgow Works evaluation with estimates from surveys of TfW participants and employers who recruit TfW leavers.  The estimates are based on a survey of 600 TfW clients (all six months plus) and 360 employers.  The evaluation of TfW found:

· A much higher level of deadweight (68% c.f. 22%);

· But a lower level of substitution and displacement (58% CF 70%)

 AUTONUMLGL 
Recalculating additionality (net jobs and redistributed jobs) with these new parameters gives a lower estimate of 15% and consequently higher cost per net job redistributed of just under £73,000 – substantially above the equivalent cost for Glasgow Works.  A principle finding of the TfW evaluation was that outcomes were closely associated with the trainees ability to secure an employer placement but there was no evidence to suggest that prior length of unemployment had a significant impact on the chances of people securing a placement.  Therefore, we have not adjusted the evaluation estimates to take account of the longer durations of unemployment (12 months plus) in the matched sample. 

Overlap between programmes

 AUTONUMLGL 
The Scottish Enterprise Evaluation of TfW also identified that 18% of clients were subsequently supported by the Training and Employment Grants Scheme before they entered employment.  This finding is re-inforced by the Evaluation of TEGs III
 which found an overlap with TfW of 20%.  Both evaluations lay claim to the jobs but in principle to avoid double-counting they should be apportioned between the programmes.  This raises the question of which programme (TfW or TEGs) can lay claim to these jobs?  Anecdotal evidence suggests that TEGs is used to secure the employment of TfW leavers and the presumption is that TEGs has a more significant influence on the individual client entering employment.  Rather than adjust both sets of evaluation parameters we have assumed that all these jobs are attributable to TEGs, meaning that the TfW programme cannot lay claim to a proportion of jobs (assumed to be the lower estimate, 18%).

 AUTONUMLGL 
This adjustment reduces net additional jobs redistributed to would further increase the net additional redistributed job cost of TfW to £88,821 (188% of equivalent Glasgow Works cost).  

Comparison with Wage Subsidy Schemes

 AUTONUMLGL 
Wage subsidy programmes represent one of the other principle mechanisms for putting the long-term unemployed back to work.  They too provide unemployed people with work experience, but instead of this being within an enterprise created for that purpose, wage subsidies rely on the market to deliver sufficient ‘work placements’.  Prior to the introduction of the various New Deals, (for Young People, long-term unemployed, lone parents and those with disabilities), two wage subsidy programmes – the Training and Employment Grant Scheme and Employment Grant Scheme operated side-by-side in areas across Scotland and the West of Scotland respectively.  .

 AUTONUMLGL 
TEGS provided a package of a wage subsidy and support for training delivered through an individual training plan, with the intention of upskilling participants while they were in subsidised employment to increase their chances of remaining in employment post-subsidy.  Eligible participants were either 18-24 years old with at least 3 months unemployment or over 24 with at least six months unemployment.  Both groups had to live in defined postcode areas which suffered concentrations of long-term unemployment.  

 AUTONUMLGL 
EGS is available to all unemployed clients 16-24 years old with at least 3 months unemployment prior to recruitment or over 25s with at least 12 months unemployment out of the last 15 months.  In addition, anyone participating in other labour market schemes who do not have employed status are also eligible.  The EGS grant covers 40% of wages for a period of 6 months.  Those with longer durations of unemployment (2 years plus) or with a disability are eligible for a higher rate of support.

 AUTONUMLGL 
It is important to recognise that the evaluation of both TEGS and ESG were based on establishing the additionality of assistance and not the additionality of employment post conditions period.  The practical implication of this approach is that the evaluations are based on the additionality of the recruitment not the additional employment resulting from TEGS post-programme
.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Table 2.2 sets out the costs per job calculations for the evaluation results as published and the re-worked figures which focus on post-programme employment.  The latter is taken from the trainee survey results where 76% of respondents were currently in employment in both the TEGS and EGS evaluations.  The re-distribution effect of TEGS has also been recalculated to include only those cases where the employer would have recruited someone from a less disadvantaged client group without TEGS support (redistribution could also occur between areas).  This is not the case with EGS.  Costs relate to grant costs only and do not include any allowance for programme administration.

Table 2.2:  Cost benefit calculations for Wage Subsidy Schemes

	
	TEGS III1
	% of Gross
	EGS2
	% of Gross

	Total Cost
	£ 8,904,458
	
	£ 2,020,011
	

	Total placements
	4008
	
	948
	

	Gross jobs
	3046
	76%
	720
	76%

	Gross minus deadweight
	1005
	33%
	125
	17%

	Jobs redistributed to target group3
	579
	19%
	87
	12%

	Displacement3
	337
	79%
	108
	86%

	Net additional jobs
	89
	3%
	17
	2%

	Total net additional and redistributed jobs5
	668
	
	104
	

	Cost per net job redistributed
	£ 13,330
	
	£ 19,400
	


Source: 1 Evaluation of TEGS III Cambridge Policy Consultants, May 1997; 2 Evaluation of EGS, Cambridge Policy Consultants, Feb 1998.

3 Redistribution towards 6mths+ client group

4 Displacement at the Scottish level

5 These are net additional from the perspective of the client group – ie jobs redistributed to the target group as well as net additional jobs.

 AUTONUMLGL 
It is not possible from the survey analysis undertaken on both TEGS and EGS to provide a robust assessment of additionality for clients with different prior durations of unemployment.  In part, this is because the survey of employers found that they were not always aware of the prior unemployment of employees but in both cases the sample sizes were relatively small.  TEGS clients with more than 12 months unemployment are just as likely to be in employment as all TEGS clients on average.  EGS 12 month plus clients were slightly less likely to remain in employment increasing the cost per job to £24,000.

 AUTONUMLGL 
As already noted, there is some considerable overlap between both wage subsidy programmes and TfW.  In the absence of any evidence to suggest which programme has contributed to final employment outcomes, the analysis above suggests that all jobs are apportioned to TEGS.  However, should these jobs outcomes actually be apportioned to TfW the cost per job figure for TEGS would increase to just under £16,700.  The evaluation of EGS found that 40% of clients had previously been placed with employers through another programme – TfW, Skillseekers or graduate placement programmes.  If these jobs were apportioned to the other programmes then the net cost per job of EGS would rise to £32,250.

 AUTONUMLGL 
The evaluation of TEGS found some considerable variation in the level of deadweight experienced by the programme across different areas.  In general, those areas with a larger number of contracts had higher than average deadweight.  Analysis of other factors failed to find any definitive reason for this higher level of deadweight and the evaluation concluded that either the higher levels of activity or the delivery mechanisms (or both) were potentially responsible.  In Glasgow, the level of deadweight was estimated at 76% (compared to the average of 62%).  Given equivalent substitution and displacement factors this would imply a higher cost per job in Glasgow of £18,400.  No information is available on spatial differences in additionality of the EGS programme.

 AUTONUMLGL 
In each case the cost per job is well below that of either Glasgow Works or TfW and demonstrates the value of persuading the market to provide opportunities for unemployed people to gain work experience.  Questions remain (and to some extent, are re-inforced by the experience of the New Deal programmes) that wage subsidies are effective, but only for clients who have sufficient employability to secure a job in the first place.

Comparison with New Deal Outcomes

 AUTONUMLGL 
It is not possible to provide direct comparisons with the New Deal programme for Young People or Over 25s as the calculation of additionality has been modelled from outflows off the Register rather than built bottom-up from survey data.  However, Table 2.3 presents the key performance measures for the New Deal for Young People in Glasgow.  These are recorded as at April 2000 – a year or more after the clients entered Gateway.  No details are available on the characteristics of those who secure employment and those who do not making more detailed comparisons difficult.  However, of 474 who have entered Option 1 (some 17% of all those who enter an option), just under 100 have secured an unsubsidised job by April 2000.  This represents just 2% of the total cohort and compares to 26% of the cohort who secure an unsubsidised post during Gateway and 8% in follow-through.  

Table 2.3:  New Deal Performance Measures (Glasgow unit of delivery)

	
	April-June 98
	July-Sept 98
	Oct - Dec 98
	Jan - Mar 99
	Total

	Cohort
	1781
	1397
	913
	1127
	5218

	Subsidised Jobs
	114
	79
	45
	65
	303

	Unsubsidised Jobs
	823
	601
	373
	442
	2239

	Gateway Jobs
	510
	358
	216
	265
	1349

	% of unsubsidised
	62%
	60%
	58%
	60%
	60%

	Unit cost1
	£2,977
	£3,091
	£3,061
	£3,116
	£3,049

	Unsubsidised Jobs Unit Cost2
	£3,389
	£3,497
	£3,430
	£3,574
	£3,462

	13 weeks in work3
	63%
	65%
	61%
	68%
	64%

	26 weeks in work3
	43%
	46%
	50%
	51%
	47%


1 It is not clear whether this relates to the full cost of the programme or just the costs relating to those who secure a job.  We have assumed that it is the full cost for those who secure a subsidised or unsubsidised job this implies a unit cost of £1,485 for the total cohort. 

2 These figures re-calculate the costs to include only unsubsidised jobs.

3 % of those who leave to an unsubsidised job who are still in work at 13/26 weeks.

Source: New Deal Core Performance Measures Quarterly Cohorts 1998-1999 in period ending April 2000.

 AUTONUMLGL 
These results (for a group who will have been out of the programme for at least 3 months in any option other than FTET) support the anecdotal evidence that it is difficult for clients to secure subsidised jobs for those with lower levels of employability.  Equivalent data on New Deal 25+ performance is more limited.  However, subsidised jobs represent just 1% of all starts on the programme between August 1999 and August 2000.  Whatever the qualities of clients on both programmes, accessing employment with the aid of wage subsidies is not effective for the majority of the client group.

Sustainability of outcomes

 AUTONUMLGL 
Measures of the sustainability of outcomes from labour market programmes have, to date, been rare and relatively unsophisticated.  Only recently has research considered the degree to which immediate post-programme outcomes have been maintained over time.  Therefore, benchmark values for performance are still relatively rare, although a number of programmes, including the New Deal for Young People, have adopted sustainable performance measures (the proportion of young people who left to an unsubsidised job but who have returned to the Register at 13 and 26 weeks).

 AUTONUMLGL 
Comparison of sustainability of outcomes is, therefore, limited by available evidence.  The primary comparisons presented here are again Glasgow Works and TfW, although other cruder comparisons can be made against JUVOS data relating to the West of Scotland for 1995-1998.  The TEGs evaluation has too few people in the sample to draw robust conclusions, although some results are available from EGS.

 AUTONUMLGL 
The sustainability of outcomes is closely related to the quality of outcomes.  Programmes which have higher proportions of their clients entering full-time employment in permanent posts also tend to have more sustainable outcomes.  

 AUTONUMLGL 
The proportions who enter and remain in employment are distinctly different between TfW, TfW 12 months plus and Glasgow Works.  Research on the sustainability of Glasgow Works outcomes found 41% of leavers entering and remaining in employment, a lower proportion (27%) leaving to unemployment, and 32% moving experiencing spells of employment and unemployment.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Just under a third (32%) of all TfW clients find work and keep it.  But higher proportions remain unemployed (40%) or move between employment and unemployment (28%).  The position for those TfW client with more than 12 months prior unemployment is worse: 26% find employment and sustain it, 50% leave to unemployment and remain there, and 24% move between employment and unemployment.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Overall, the proportion of GW clients entering or remaining in employment over time is similarly higher.  Combining the results of the two follow-up surveys on Glasgow Works provides data on outcomes for over 1,100 clients.  Some 68% are in employment up to six months after leaving the programme.  The proportion in employment remains above 50% until 18-24 months when it falls to 47%.  The very high proportion in employment 24m+ is probably due to relatively small number in this category but both surveys show employment to be above 50% for people in this group.

Figure 2.1: Comparison of Glasgow Works and TfW outcomes (%)
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Source: The Sustainability of Glasgow Works Outcomes, June 2000, CPC; TERU & CPC Evaluation of Training for Work in Scotland, August 1998

Figure 2.2: Sustainability of Glasgow Works outcomes
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Source: Combined data from Durability of Glasgow Works Outcomes, May 1998 and The Sustainability of Glasgow Works Outcomes, June 2000, CPC.

 AUTONUMLGL 
By comparison, the Table 2.4 shows equivalent analyses for the WISE Group, TfW, TfW 12 month plus, EGS and New Deal for Young People.  There are a number of points to note:

· All schemes demonstrate a relatively high durability over time – irrespective of the initial job entry rate, sustainability, especially for those clients 12m+, does not decline dramatically;

· There is some evidence that all job entry rates ‘recover’ to some degree and demonstrate small increases in the proportion in work 6-18 months post-programme must.  Whether these can be attributed to the programme in question is a moot point – on the one hand some people may be taking longer to get their act together; on the other it may be it takes time to recover from the experience of the programme;

· Overall, comparisons are relatively limited by the lack of longitudinal analysis in almost all available studies.

Table 2.4:  Comparison of employment outcomes post programme: Proportion of leavers in work

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

	GW
	68%
	53%
	59%
	47%
	67%

	WISE Group
	44%1
	46%2
	-
	-
	-

	TfW
	32%
	46%
	50%
	-
	-

	TfW 12m plus
	38%
	38%
	44%
	-
	-

	EGS
	59%
	48%3
	-
	-
	-

	New Deal 18-24
	28%4
	20%4
	-
	-
	-


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.

Sources: Combined 1998 and 2000 cohort results; Bridging the Jobs Gap: An Evaluation of the WISE Group and the Intermediate Labour Market, JRF, 1997; TfW in Scotland, August 1998; New Deal Evaluation Database ES cohort data for April 1998-March 1999 in April 2000, Glasgow Unit of Delivery, April 2000.

Valuing Sustainability in Outcomes

 AUTONUMLGL 
Nevertheless, given the increasing policy interest in securing sustainable outcomes, research needs to place a value on this additional sustainability in outcomes.  The presents a number of problems:

· The primary difficulty is the absence of detailed information on work history -

· Available survey information permits an analysis of the number of weeks in employment since leaving the programme (ie 3 weeks in the 6 months since leaving), but not when the employment took place.  

· This means it is difficult to aggregate the individual observations together without loosing the time dimension – ie we are not only interested in how many weeks participants have in employment, but also when these occur.  

· The relatively low numbers exiting programmes at any one time mean that it is equally difficult to rely on average wages earned to date by those who happen to be 13 weeks or 26 weeks out of the programme.  

· However, it is possible to fit a trend line (ordinary least squares) to the distribution of average total earnings to date (whatever that date is post programme) this smoothes the variation in week to week observations and gets around the problem of not having enough observations. 

 AUTONUMLGL 
The analysis is based on the following:

· Average Total earnings per participant (at x months out of programme) = Number of weeks worked x average wage (for GW this was £154 from the 1998 Durability study; for TfW this was £158 from 1998 evaluation);

· It is assumed that not working does not generate an (earned) income, although many people will actually be claiming benefit;

· Ordinary Least Squares trend line (regression) fitted to the above distributions (and forecast forward beyond 22 months for TfW because no observations);

· Difference between trend lines is difference in total expected earnings for an individual.

Figure 2.3: Comparison of TfW and Glasgow Works trends in average post-programme earnings 
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Source: Re-analysis of survey data from Durability of Glasgow Works Outcomes: Follow-up Research, May 1998; Evaluation of TfW in Scotland, August 1998
 AUTONUMLGL 
The results of this analysis are presented in Figure 2.3.  The difference in total expected earnings between a Glasgow Works and TfW participant at 12 months post programme is £471 and at 24 months is £1,033.  An average client group of 500 people a year would earn £235,688 more by participating in GW compared with TfW 12 months after leaving the programme and £516,376 24 months post programme.

Figure 2.4: Average total earnings 12 months plus clients
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Source: Re-analysis of survey data from Durability of Glasgow Works Outcomes: Follow-up Research, May 1998; Evaluation of TfW in Scotland, August 1998
 AUTONUMLGL 
Figure 2.4 repeats the analysis but for TfW clients with at least 12 months prior unemployment.  The analysis of 12m+ TfW is based on just over 200 individuals (broadly equivalent numbers to the GW sample).  However, the spread of observations is relatively narrow – the majority of individuals in this group happen to have been out of TfW for between 9 and 18 months.  The average expected earnings 12 months after leaving the programme are £1,568 higher for ex-Glasgow Workers than those of a TfW (12 months plus) client.  By 24 months, the difference in average expected earnings is £2,830.  For a typical GW throughput of 500 clients a year, (and using the job entry rates in Table 2.4) this represents an additional gross income of just under £626,026 after 12 months and £1,462,745 after two years.

 AUTONUMLGL 
There are a number of potential approaches to considering this sustainability benefit as part of the overall cost-benefit calculation:

· Treasury Guidance would suggest that such ‘downstream’ benefits are treated as one of a range of outcomes from the programme, so total income earned in the 12 or 24 months post programme could be considered as a downstream measure equivalent to, say, private sector investment in a newly improved site.  In this case, Glasgow Works participants who secure employment earn an average of £3,868 in the 12 months post programme and £7540 in 24 months (TfW 12m+: £2,181 and £4,477).  For an average throughput of 500 Glasgow Works clients this represents a total of £1,105,751 and £2,447,600 respectively (TfW 12m+: £479,726 and £984,855).

· A net exchequer cost calculation which weighs programme costs against the value of downstream cost savings (usually to the public purse).  Such an analysis would require a much more detailed understanding of the incidence of employment, income and individuals’ household circumstances and how these interact with tax and benefit thresholds.  

· Use these results as a starting point for considering the impact of additional employment and income on the long-term quality of life and social inclusion of people and communities.  Very little is known about what happens to individuals who do benefit from regeneration initiatives this research demonstrates many may not benefit for long, but we know nothing (but assume much) about how getting a job is the key to improved social inclusion – health, housing, education and social benefits for individuals and their wider communities.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Within the scope of this exercise it is difficult to make substantial progress with either the second or third suggestions.  However, it is at least possible to estimate the principal components of a net exchequer cost calculation:

	
	Glasgow Works
	Training for Work Comparison group

	Gross programme costs
	£4,647,734
	£884,925

	Glasgow Workers’ Income Tax and NI flowbacks1. 
	£363,944
	N/A

	Glasgow Works staff Income Tax and NI flowbacks2
	£216,397
	(not included)

	Post-programme additional flowbacks3 at 12 months
	£33,124
	£2,863

	Post-programme additional flowbacks3 at 24 months
	£62,229
	£4,638

	JSA, Income Support, Housing Benefit and Council tax benefit “saved” less additional Family Credit costs:4
At 12 months post-programme

At 24 months post-programme
	


£189,489

£480,820
	


£11,179

£26,582

	Net costs at 12 months post-programme
	£3,844,780
	£870,883

	Net costs at 24 months post-programme
	£3,524,362
	£853,705

	Cost per job at 12 months post-programme
	£33,725
	£72,570

	Cost per job at 24 months post-programme
	£30,915
	£71,140


1 Estimates based on family circumstances.  Includes only income tax and NI with no allowance for indirect taxes as these are assumed to be broadly equivalent with benefit expenditure.  Covers the period while the individual is on Glasgow Works only.

2 Half assumed to be single households, half family households.

3 Assume average Income Tax and NI take of 5% given thresholds and part-time work results for 12 months plus unemployed TfW clients.  For additional employment outcomes only – ie only where the programme made a difference.

4 We have no direct information on how the relative incidence of these benefits will change between unemployment, low income employment and higher income employment and so we have estimated a net saving of £50 per week for both programmes.  The same % in work figure as for calculating tax 

Source: Final Evaluation of Glasgow Works, 1996, The Sustainability of Glasgow Works Outcomes, June 2000.

 AUTONUMLGL 
The above net exchequer cost analysis is very broad-brush but does reflect the earlier finding that the durability outcomes from either programme follow a similar structure through time:

· the main source of flowbacks to the exchequer arise in the overall job entry rate;

· income tax and NI flowbacks are relatively low, primarily because of the relatively average wages and part-time employment (although this it should be noted that the calculation is based on the gross income of only the additional jobs);

· Using a conservative £50 per week estimate of the average benefit saving for these additional jobs, it is clear that supporting people into work makes a major contribution to the exchequer (around 6-7 times greater than that derived from tax flowbacks).  Published figures on the net benefit of 18m+ clients for Glasgow Employment Zone suggests an average benefit payment of £212 per week – assuming an average net wage of £150 then the benefits saved may well be around the £100 per week mark;

· The estimates add even more weight to the differential in cost-effectiveness between Glasgow Works and a comparable group of TfW clients.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Establishing a more accurate picture of the wider public costs and benefits of supporting people into work will require some further work.  It would appear very likely that benefits ‘saved’ do dominate other flowbacks and consequently, more information concerning personal and household circumstances, especially those relating to housing costs, are essential if the benefits arising from the shift from welfare to work is to be better understood.  

Available Benchmarks

 AUTONUMLGL 
While target group performance comparisons provide a more equitable basis for judging the relative merits of different labour market initiatives, they do not establish the performance of programmes relative to some absolute.  For example, by how much does an initiative increase the chances of the client group entering employment?  A number of researchers consider that lengthy spells on labour market initiatives can potentially delay people from entering employment, although there is to our knowledge no research which supports this hypothesis.  

 AUTONUMLGL 
The key to understanding the flows on and off the claimant register is to find ways of measuring the prior likelihoods of individuals leaving the register when they begin a claim and the effect that duration on the Register has on this likelihood.  Using the traditional measurement of ‘transition rates’ (ie what proportion of claimants stay on the Register from one time period to the next) cannot distinguish between these two components (see Cripps and Tarling “Analysis of the duration of unemployment”, Economic Journal 1974).  Transition rates are average measures of the proportion of people who pass from one duration category to the next.  They do not control for compositional effects as the more employable exit early leaving an increasingly higher proportion of the less employable behind.  That is, they do not capture the change in an individual’s likelihood of employment, only the average of the duration category.

Figure 2.5:  Probability of leaving the Register: UK Males by age
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Source: CPC model estimates from DfEE administrative data
 AUTONUMLGL 
Figure 2.5 shows the results of a model designed to identify a stochastic relationship between inflows to and outflows from the UK unemployment Register.  Essentially, the model establishes the probability of leaving the Register at particular durations according to broad claimant characteristics – in this case, males by age group.  The specification of the model includes parameters which estimates three elements simultaneously: 

· the ‘prior likelihood’ of leaving the Register (the likelihood for spell length 0): a ‘natural’ element which is invariant with the economic cycle or the duration of the current spell

· a ‘cyclical’ element which reflects the intrinsic employability of individuals when they enter unemployment and takes account of how this varies over the cycle

· a ‘decay’ element which reflects the impact that increasing duration has on individual intrinsic employability

 AUTONUMLGL 
According to the model, young males (18-24) have a one in six chance of leaving the Register as soon as they join, but this declines, so that by month three it is one in twelve and by month six it is over one in twenty.  These probabilities include all destinations from the Register.  So to provide estimates of the chances of leaving to employment, JUVOS destination data for the Scottish Enterprise area (Scotland excluding the Highland region) have been used to apportion the total probability of leaving, such that:

· the model provides the total probability of leaving; and

· JUVOS data is used (according to duration of prior claim) to divide this overall probability into the main destinations (employment, training and other benefits).  

Figure 2.6:  Probability of leaving to employment: Males Scottish Enterprise Area
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Source: CPC model estimates and JUVOS data for Scotland ex Highlands Region
 AUTONUMLGL 
Unfortunately, we only have JUVOS data for duration categories rather than individual months and this approximation does not produce entirely smooth functions (see Figure 2.6).  Nevertheless, this approach does provide some indication of the chances of people (males) to leave the Register to a job according to the time they have been claiming.  

 AUTONUMLGL 
The probabilities in Figure 2.6 are estimates for each duration category.  There is a further question concerning the ‘opportunities foregone’ by clients attending labour market programmes for the period which they are on scheme.  This requires that we derive cumulative estimates of the probability of leaving – so an individual joining a programme after 4 months has a counterfactual probability of leaving the Register to a job which (without intervention) would persist for the time they are on scheme.  Clearly, clients with longer previous durations of unemployment have successively lower probabilities.

Figure 2.7:  Cumulative Probability of leaving the Register to employment
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 AUTONUMLGL 
Figure 2.7 shows the cumulative probabilities of leaving the Register to a job for males with less than 6 months unemployment, more than 6 months, more than 12 months and more than 24 months.  The estimates are consistent with anecdotal and other evidence that lengthy durations of unemployment rapidly erode the prospects of finding work.  Apart from the over 55s, initial probabilities (<6 months) are relatively high – between 66% and 71%.  However, prospects deteriorate rapidly (particularly for younger and older age groups), such that for those with at least 12 months unemployment, the cumulative probability of finding work is 17% for prime age males (25-44) but below 10% for other age groups.

 AUTONUMLGL 
These probabilities can be applied to the client groups and outcomes from both Glasgow Works and TfW by:

· Estimating the prior probability of clients of leaving the Register without going on the programme (based on their chances of leaving the Register according to how long they have already been unemployed);

· Comparing these probabilities to the actual outcomes from both programmes by prior length of unemployment;

· The difference between these two measures can be interpreted as the additional impact of the programme:

· For Glasgow Works this gives an estimate of the ‘additional’ transition into work of 46% of clients (above that which might be expected if they stayed on the Register);

· The equivalent analysis for all TfW clients, provides an estimate of 24% above the probability of entering employment directly from the Register.

 AUTONUMLGL 
These estimates of the additional impact of Glasgow Works and TfW are very similar to the estimates of additionality that were made at the time of the evaluation (46% and 23%, respectively).  

 AUTONUMLGL 
While this analysis may add little to our understanding of the performance of programmes such as Glasgow Works and TfW, they do suggest that both programmes have a positive impact on the chances of unemployed people finding work – despite the perception that they may somehow ‘prevent’ people from active job search the support provided would appear to more than make up for time out of job search in improved chances of finding work.

Wider Benefits from Project Activity

 AUTONUMLGL 
Any project which delivers some form of service as the basis for providing forms of work experience may generate wider benefits.  These benefits are, however, more typically associated with ILMs – for example the benefits associated with additional childcare provision or insulation activity.  Evaluations to date have struggled to place a value on the very broad range of activities undertaken in a typical ILM.  There is a danger in such analyses that attention tends to focus on the more immediately measurable outcomes from projects, often to the detriment of less tangible outcomes, whatever their contribution to economic or social wellbeing.  Such benefits tend to fall into three categories:

· Those benefits which have some wider impact on the labour market through their activity – such as care services, job coaching and other advice and guidance support;

· Those which may provide a tangible benefit to the community but typically in terms of cost savings or better access to services – such as home insulation and security, health promotion projects, youth projects; and,

· Those which demonstrate wider benefits but which are typically difficult to quantify other than through testimonials – such as city centre ranger services.

 AUTONUMLGL 
Faced with a partial analysis of wider benefits we believe that the next best alternative is to present estimates of the contributions of different forms of activity so that these can be used as benchmarks for the scope and scale of wider benefits.  The headline results are presented in table 2.5 below and the full calculations have been included in the Annex.  

 AUTONUMLGL 
As with sustainability benefits, there is the issue of what to do with the wider benefits once they have been identified.  Again, Treasury guidance would suggest that they form part of the basket of outcomes from a programme and, even where they can be given a monetary value, should not be used to ‘offset’ programme costs directly.  This does make it difficult to incorporate such outcomes into the cost-benefit balance: for example, how much additional income earned as a result of childcare provision can be set against additional job outcomes?  

Table 2.5:  Benchmark values for wider benefits

	Provision of low-cost childcare
	

	Position before childcare available
Total additional annual income for parents 
Per childcare place
	
£450,000
£2,100

	Position if childcare were withdrawn
Total additional annual income for parents 
Per childcare place
	
£660,000
£3,000

	Provision of job coaching
	

	No of hours worked per week
Income from work per week
Total income per annum
Average per client
	770
£ 2,971
£ 154,500
£ 5,150

	Provision of home insulation services
	

	Weekly savings:-

houses insulated

whole house refurbishment

Annual savings:-

houses insulated

whole house refurbishment

energy advice
	
£16,100
£1,065


£837,170
£55,380
£54,700

	Provision of home security services
	

	Reduced insurance costs

Reduced fear of crime
	8% of households @ approx £30 pa
£11,370 cost saving in 1996
52% of resident more likely to stay in their property since security work carried out

	Provision of advice for school leavers
	

	No of young people moving on to:-

Employment (Careership)

Skillseekers (STN)
	
1
5


Sources: See Annex A.

 AUTONUMLGL 
One possible alternative approach is to value the outputs of a programme in terms of the wages required to produce those outputs.  The total cost of Glasgow Works client wages were £2,613,800, within the context of the activity of many projects these represent much of the value added produced by the programme.  This ‘benefit’ alone would reduce the costs of the programme to £2,033,934 and the cost per additional job redistributed of £17,840.
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Conclusions

 AUTONUMLGL 
As is often the case with such analyses, the issues explored in this report raise as many questions as they answer.  However, we believe the foregoing analysis has used the best available evidence in an attempt to draw performance comparisons on an equivalent basis.  It has been necessary to make a number of assumptions and make the best of some severe data limitations.  However, the intention is to set down some performance benchmarks which can be improved as and when better sources of information become available.

 AUTONUMLGL 
The main issues arising from the analysis are as follows:-

· Identifying relative performance for specific target groups (particularly for those with longer durations of unemployment) can account for much of the variation in performance measures.  Few programmes appear to work equally well with all types of clients and anecdotal evidence that those with longer durations do less well has been endorsed by the preceding analysis.  

· Glasgow Works cost per job was considered to be broadly equivalent to TfW as a whole but is better than the cost per job for a matched sample of 12 month plus TfW clients;

· This difference in cost-effectiveness is even greater when the additionality estimates from the TfW evaluation are used in place of the original assumptions about TfW additionality;

· When the 20% of jobs which are subsequently supported by TEGS are removed from the analysis, the cost per Glasgow Works job is less than half that of a matched client group in TfW;

· When compared with wage subsidy schemes, Glasgow Works is less cost-effective, although there is some evidence, re-inforced to some degree by the experience of the New Deal, that clients with more problems have difficulty accessing opportunities even with the support of wage subsidies;

· None of the above includes the potential impact of wider benefits arising from the programmes (in some cases such benefits may occur from TfW funded projects, although the presumption an ILM will generate more benefit in this manner).  Overall, we believe that the potential for wider benefits to is much greater but they are often intangible and therefore difficult to value in monetary terms;

· Neither do they include any allowance for the sustainability of outcomes.  Longitudinal analysis is rare but it has been possible to derive estimates of the additional income which suggests that Glasgow Works delivers some £3,750 average expected earnings in the first 12 months and £7,300 in the first 24 months post-programme.  These are averages for the client group as a whole and represent additional earned income of £1,570 after 12 months and £2,830 after 24 months when compared to the outcomes from the matched TfW comparison group;

· When comparing just those who find work post-programme average earnings are higher (£5,811 at 12 months and £10,917 at 24 months) but (reflecting the very similar wages) the ‘gap’ between Glasgow Works and TfW is £1,040 (18% higher) after 12 months and £3,190 (29% higher) after 24 months.  This suggests that Glasgow Works jobs are higher quality on average;

· The pattern of the durability in outcomes would appear to be similar across the programmes: an initial fall in job outcomes over the first six months is followed by consolidation and stabilisation by 12 months post-programme.  

· As a consequence initial outcomes are very significant as they ‘set the tone’ for the subsequent sustainability – this would appear to be a tautology but merely suggests that substantial improvements in job entry rates post 6 months are rare;

· An exchequer cost analysis of both Glasgow Works and TfW does demonstrate that there are significant flowbacks.  Some arise from additional income tax and national insurance payments but most is in the form of benefit savings for those who secure work and would not have done without the support of the programme.  Higher levels of additional outcomes for Glasgow Works means this has a much larger effect when compared to TfW. 

· While these flowbacks do reduce the net costs of Glasgow Works (and to a lesser degree TfW), they are not in themselves sufficient to make the programme ‘costless’ (at least on current estimates).  However, when the wider benefits of the programme are considered, it would appear that the programme does come much closer to ‘paying’ for itself.

 AUTONUMLGL 
The above raise further questions in terms of how the research and policy community wish to take some of these issues further:

· Consideration of appropriate measures of sustainability and debate the value of such outcomes – what are more sustainable jobs worth?;

· Need to add to the evidence base by including such longitudinal analyses in evaluations;

· What value do wider ‘social’ outcomes have for the Network? And how can these be best articulated?

· Publish relevant benchmarks for executives and policy-makers to consider in the design and implementation of new skills and inclusion initiatives;

· What is the longer-term impact of employment on an individual’s quality of life and social exclusion?
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Estimates of Wider Benefits

Table A.1:  Estimates of wider benefits

	ONE Plus Childcare Activity (1997/98)
	

	No of childcare places provided
No of families supported
No of parents supported
No of parents in full-time work
No of parents in part-time work
No of parents in training/education
	218
160
2341
1542
72
7

	Project Outputs
	

	Position before childcare3

No of parents in full-time work

No of parents in part-time work

No of parents in training/education

Additional parents in work

Additional parents in education/training

Additional hours worked per week

Additional annual income

Average per parent

Position if childcare withdrawn3

No of parents in full-time work

No of parents in part-time work

No of parents in training/education

Additional parents in work

Additional parents in education/training

Additional hours worked

Additional annual income

Average per parent
	
96
100
14
33
26
1,829
£451,330
£7,431


83
59
no figure
84
no figure
2,866
£659,950
£7,872

	Longer-term/ Wider Benefits
	

	Supervised homework sessions
Increased security/ safer environment for children
Better attendance/ productivity at work for parents
	Contribution to educational attainment
Reduced exposure to accidents etc.

63%3 of parents said their ability to do their job was better
43% found their job more satisfying
49% were more committed to work
31% had experienced fewer absences


Source: Wider Benefits of Intermediate Labour Market Programmes, Cambridge Policy Consultants, November 1997

	Job Coaching Activity (1997/98)
	

	No of clients per annum
No of clients securing work per annum
	240
60

	Project Outputs
	

	No of hours worked per week
Income from work per week
Total income per annum
Average per client
	770
£ 2,971
£ 154,500
£ 5,150

	Longer-term/ Wider Benefits
	

	Potential savings in supervisory care costs
Contribution to more independent lifestyle
	Some indication of supervisory care cost savings might be possible from records
Wider benefits unmeasurable but highly regarded by all involved


Source: Wider Benefits of Intermediate Labour Market Programmes, CPC, 1997

	Heatwise Activity
	
	

	Fuel Bill Reductions (%)
	Insulation
	Whole house refurbishment

	Reduction in fuel bills
	30
	52

	No reduction in fuel bills
	35
	28

	Don’t Know
	36
	20

	Extent of Reduction (%)
	
	

	less than £5 per week
	67
	42

	£5 - £10
	12
	38

	£10 plus
	4
	16

	Don’t Know
	17
	4


Source: Bridging the Jobs Gap, TERU.

	Advice & Information
	% of households visited
	Typical savings £ per annum
	CO2 savings kg per annum

	Draughtproofing
	25.5
	10 - 20
	135 - 270

	Storage Heating
	9.3
	5 - 10
	60 - 125

	Hot water stat adjusted
	5.5
	10 - 20
	135 - 270

	Timer
	3.3
	20 - 25
	270 - 350

	Boiler stat. adjusted
	3.1
	10 - 20
	135 - 270

	Heating adjusted
	3.1
	5 - 10
	60 - 125

	Room stat adjusted
	1.3
	15 - 40
	250 - 350


Source: Quantifying Energy Advice, WISE Group 1995.

	Heatwise Project Activity (1996)
	

	No of houses insulated
No of whole house refurbishments
Energy advice visits
	3,259
150
7,500

	Project Outputs
	

	Weekly savings:-

houses insulated

whole house refurbishment

Annual savings:-

houses insulated

whole house refurbishment

energy advice
	
£16,100
£1,065


£837,170
£55,380
£54,700

	Longer-term/ Wider Benefits
	

	Improving comfort levels
Increasing desire to stay in home
Health improvements
	Take-up of additional energy in terms of greater comfort
70% of refurbishment and 44% of insulated houses now more likely to stay in their property


Source: Heatwise, Bridging the Jobs Gap, TERU/ Rowntree Foundation

	Home Security Project Activity 
	

	No of Haghill households made more secure
Homes made more secure (1996)
	just under 1,000
4,737

	Project Outputs
	

	No of Haghill break-ins per 1000 per quarter1

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

Reduced insurance costs2
	

223
96
33
45
34

8% of households @ approx £30 pa
£11,370 cost saving in 1996

	Longer-term/ Wider Benefits
	

	Improved quality of life
Reduced fear of crime
	Not directly measurable, but security package part of wider crime reduction campaign supported by local tenants associations

52% of resident more likely to stay in their property since security work carried out2

	Testimonials
	

	Robert Irvine, Inspector Community Involvement Branch, Strathclyde Police: Letter to Alastair Petrie, Safe East End Co-ordinator, May 1997
	“I am certain that the Safe East End Steering Groups Domestic Security Project and Business Grant Scheme Project have played a significant part in bringing about this fourth successive annual reduction in break-ins”


1 Crime Pattern Analysis, Strathclyde Police
2 Bridging the Jobs Gap, TERU.

	East End Education Initiative (1997/98)
	

	No of young people attending
	10

	Project Outputs
	

	No of young people qualifying in:-

Wordpower

Numberpower

Basic computing

Word processing

No of young people moving on to:-

Employment (Careership)

Skillseekers (STN)
	
All as appropriate entry/level 1
all as appropriate entry/level 1
10
10


1
5

	Longer-term/ Wider Benefits
	

	Inclusion of young people
Reduction in juvenile crime?
Future benefit savings?
	Longer term impacts may be determined by follow-up with current clients.


Source: Wider Benefits of Intermediate Labour Market Programmes, CPC, 1997







� 	Evaluation of Glasgow Works, Cambridge Policy Consultants, 1996


� 	Evaluation of Training for Work, Training and Employment Research Unit & Cambridge Policy Consultants, August 1998.


� 	Evaluation of TEGS III, Cambridge Policy Consultants, May 1997.


� 	The evaluation focused on the former as employers were in a position to provide information concerning their initial recruitment of the TEGS client but not on their current status where the individual may have left the employer.
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