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Summary 
The Future Jobs Fund (FJF) was established by the previous Government in April 2009 as 
an emergency response to the rise in youth unemployment in 2008 and 2009. Its aim was 
the creation of job opportunities for young people on Jobseeker’s Allowance and adults on 
any benefit who lived in areas with particularly high rates of unemployment.  The initial 
target was to create 150,000 temporary (six-month) posts by March 2011, to ensure no 
young people were left behind due to unemployment. The scheme was then extended and 
expanded with the aim of creating 200,000 temporary posts by March 2012. 

In May 2010, the Coalition Government cancelled the extension of the programme as a 
measure to address the public spending deficit, and announced that no new entrants would 
be permitted beyond March 2011. The new Government’s view was that the FJF was a 
high-cost programme, with each job costing up to £6,500, and that similar results and job 
sustainability could be achieved through other interventions that represented better for 
value for money, notably its new overarching welfare-to-work scheme, the Work 
Programme.  

We found that it was too soon to assess whether the Future Jobs Fund has been successful 
in supporting unemployed young people in finding permanent employment. It is also too 
early to say whether the FJF is a cost-effective method to support young people facing 
significant obstacles to employment.  

We accept that interventions like the FJF represent a more expensive option, even when 
adjusted to take account of the fact that Jobseeker’s Allowance is not paid to FJF workers. 
However, despite the relatively high cost, programmes such as the FJF may still be a cost-
effective option for young unemployed people who are furthest from the labour market, 
and who are less likely to benefit from other less intensive approaches.  

The Department for Work and Pensions should conduct a comprehensive evaluation of 
the effectiveness of the Future Jobs Fund and publish the results. 

The overwhelming majority of jobs created through the Future Jobs Fund were in the 
public and voluntary sector. The Department told us that, to comply with European Union 
state aid rules, FJF jobs were required to be “additional”—that is, they would not have been 
created without FJF funding—and that they had to benefit the community. These 
restrictions, as applied by the Department, placed a genuine limitation on the programme. 
The Department should clarify exactly what is and is not allowed under state aid rules for 
employers in the private sector when employing young and disadvantaged people using a 
government subsidy, and produce a simple guide to help build confidence of employers.  

Referrals to the Future Jobs Fund will cease by March 2011, and the final participants are 
expected to finish their FJF posts by September 2011. In future, young people at risk of 
long-term unemployment will be referred to the Work Programme. However, this 
programme will not launch fully until June 2011. We are concerned about the resulting 
potential gap in provision for unemployed young people and wish to see effective 
transitional arrangements put in place, especially in those areas of the country where the 
Work Programme will not be fully operational from June 2011.  
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The Government needs to learn lessons from the FJF and ensure that the Work 
Programme includes sufficient levers and financial incentives to prevent providers 
ignoring young people who are more difficult to place in work. The Work Programme 
should also include mechanisms to ensure that providers build on the experience and skills 
of the local partnerships that delivered the FJF programme, as well as drawing on the 
experience of smaller local and specialised providers. 

We welcome the Government’s increased funding for apprenticeships. We are, however, 
concerned that apprenticeships may not be the most suitable route into employment for 
those young people at the highest risk of long-term unemployment. These young people 
may have left school with no qualifications, have no experience of work, or have difficult 
family circumstances, and in some cases they may not be ready to start an apprenticeship. 
We are keen to ensure that alternative provision (for example, pre-apprenticeships, 
personal support, training and work opportunities) should be available to help those who 
are not ready for an apprenticeship.  

 
 



5 

 

1 Introduction 

The Future Jobs Fund and the Young Person’s Guarantee 

1. The Young Person’s Guarantee was first announced in the Budget in April 2009, with 
the aim of addressing youth unemployment which was rising in 2008 and 2009 as a result 
of the economic downturn. Overall unemployment increased from 1.6 million in the three 
months to March 2008 to 2.5 million in the three months to December 2009.  
Unemployment among 18-24 year olds during the same period increased from 509,000 to 
725,000.1 Through the Young Person’s Guarantee, the Government pledged: “A 
guaranteed job, training or work placement for all 18-24 year olds who reach 12 months 
unemployed to ensure no young people are left behind due to long-term unemployment.”2  

2. In September 2009, the Future Jobs Fund (FJF) was announced as one of the 
programmes through which the Government intended to deliver the Young Person’s 
Guarantee. Funding of around £1 billion was pledged to the FJF, to be spent between 
October 2009 and March 2011. This was intended to support the creation of 150,000 
temporary jobs, primarily for 18-24 year olds who had been out of work for at least six 
months.3  

3. In December 2009, the Government’s White Paper, Building Britain’s Recovery: 
Achieving Full Employment, set out further details of the Young Person’s Guarantee.4 The 
Guarantee was introduced initially as a voluntary scheme before becoming mandatory on 
26 April 2010. Young people who had been claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance for six months 
were guaranteed an offer of a job, training or work experience and were required to 
commit to 13 weeks of activity. The opportunities offered within the Guarantee included 
the Future Jobs Fund, Routes Into Work (pre-employment training), Work Focussed 
Training and the Community Task Force (the work experience element of the Guarantee).5 

4. The Future Jobs Fund was described by the Government as a “challenge fund” through 
which local authorities and other organisations could bid to create jobs. Its initial aim was 
to generate 100,000 job opportunities for young people on Jobseeker’s Allowance and 
50,000 job opportunities for adults on any benefit in areas with high rates of 
unemployment. Its intention was to enable local organisations to address youth 
unemployment, as well as worklessness among disadvantaged groups such as people with 
learning disabilities or mental health conditions, offenders and care leavers.6  

5. As part of the March 2010 Budget, the previous Government extended the FJF 
programme for an additional year to March 2012, increasing the number of proposed FJF 
places to around 200,000.   

 
1 Office of National Statistics data, summarised in House of Commons Library, Young Person’s Guarantee, SN/EP/5352, 

2010, available from www.parliament.uk 

2 HM Treasury, Budget 2009, HC 407, Chapter 5, p 87 

3 Department for Work and Pensions, Guide to the Future Jobs Fund, 2009, p 1 

4 HM Government, Building Britain’s Recovery: Achieving Full Employment, Cm 7751, December 2009 

5 Ev 49 

6 HM Government, Building Britain’s Recovery: Achieving Full Employment, Cm 7751, December 2009, p 37 
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The design of the FJF programme 

6. The programme was managed by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) in 
partnership with the Department for Communities and Local Government and with 
involvement from Jobcentre Plus and the Government Offices for the English Regions. 
National organisations and local and sectoral partnerships were invited to bid to create FJF 
jobs. From the initial 150,000 jobs that the Government planned to fund, they required at 
least 10,000 to be green jobs and at least 15,000 to be jobs in social enterprises.7  

7. The minimum criteria for the FJF jobs were as follows:  

• each job was at least 25 hours a week and the jobs were paid at least at the 
minimum wage;  

• the Government’s contribution was a maximum of £6,500 for each job;  

• the jobs were required to be “additional” posts; ie posts that would not exist 
without the FJF funding and that would not otherwise be filled by the employer as 
part of their core business;  

• the jobs were required to last at least six months; 

• the work must benefit local communities; and   

• providers were required to provide support for employees to move them into long-
term, sustained employment.8  

The termination of the FJF programme 

8. As part of its savings measures to address the UK deficit, the Coalition Government 
announced in May 2010 that it would save £320 million by ending “ineffective” elements of 
employment programmes, including the further provision of temporary jobs through the 
Young Person’s Guarantee.9 The plans to extend the Future Jobs Fund to 2012 were 
therefore cancelled, and the Government indicated that no new entrants would be 
permitted beyond March 2011. DWP stopped accepting any further bids for the 
programme from providers, but stated that existing guarantees would still be met. 

The inquiry  

9. We were interested in exploring the extent to which the FJF had been successful in 
tackling youth unemployment, not only in terms of addressing the short-term labour 
market problems caused by the recession, but also in supporting unemployed young 
people to find permanent jobs. We also wanted to examine the Government’s rationale for 
terminating the programme a year earlier than planned; to assess the likely impact of this 
decision;  and to examine the alternative measures the Government planned to introduce 

 
7 Department for Work and Pensions, Guide to the Future Jobs Fund, 2009, p 1 

8 Department for Work and Pensions, Guide to the Future Jobs Fund, 2009, p 2 

9 HC Deb, 26 May 2010, col 3WS 
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to ensure that young people continue to receive effective welfare-to-work services 
following the discontinuation of the FJF.   

10.  Our inquiry therefore focused on the following issues:  

• the extent to which the FJF has succeeded in matching new work experience 
opportunities to young unemployed people; 

• the strengths and weaknesses of the FJF programme from the perspective of 
providers (including in the third sector), employers and young unemployed 
people, and particularly in relation to the long-term sustainability of employment 
opportunities; 

• the likely impact of the decision to end the FJF in March 2011 rather than March 
2012; and 

• how the transition from the FJF to the Work Programme will be managed, 
including the part to be played by the Government’s proposal to fund new 
apprenticeships. 

11. We received 78 submissions from a range of individuals and organisations. We took 
oral evidence from local authority partnerships and other providers; the Confederation of 
British Industry; Paul Gregg, Professor of Economics, University of Bristol; Tracy 
Fishwick, Associate of the Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion; and the DWP 
Minister, Rt Hon Chris Grayling MP, and Government officials. A full list of witnesses is 
set out at the end of the Report.10 We also visited the Centrepoint service in Camberwell, 
London.  We are grateful to all those who contributed to our inquiry.  

12. We would also like to thank our Specialist Advisers for this inquiry: Dr Richard 
Dorsett, Director of Policy Evaluation at the National Institute of Economic and Social 
Research, and Professor Alan McGregor, Director of the Training and Employment 
Research Unit at the University of Glasgow.11 We very much appreciate the contributions 
they made to our work.  

 
10 See page 45 

11 Relevant interests of the specialist advisers were made available to the Committee before the decision to appoint 
them on 8 September 2010.The Committee formally noted that Dr Dorsett and Professor McGregor declared no 
interests relevant to the Committee’s work.  
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2 Outcomes for young people 

Creation of Future Jobs Fund posts  

13. The intention of the Future Jobs Fund was to generate job opportunities, primarily for 
long-term unemployed people, at a time of rising unemployment. In the first 10 months of 
the scheme (October 2009 to July 2010), 54,920 benefit claimants started a FJF job, of 
which 47,060 were aged between 18 and 24.12 In his oral evidence, the Minister for 
Employment reported that, as at November 2010, the programme was not on track to meet 
its initial target: “At the moment, the Future Jobs Fund is still in numbers terms behind 
where it was originally anticipated to be; about 20,000 fewer jobs have been created at this 
point than was in the original tracking for the fund”.13  

14. DWP gave us a number of reasons for delays in the early implementation of the 
programme, which they believe contributed to the fact that the number of jobs fell short of 
the target. These issues are discussed in detail in Chapter 7 of this Report.  

15.  Witnesses argued that the momentum of the programme had been affected by the 
announcement that there would be no new entrants to the programme beyond March 
2011, because local partnerships were less likely to invest in the infrastructure required to 
create and manage jobs as the programme moved towards its completion. The National 
Day Nurseries Association, who delivered a programme with Kirklees Council, told us: 

The high-profile announcement of the ending of the FJF scheme has led to some 
reduction in the profile amongst potential applicants and Jobcentre Advisers. This 
has made it harder to direct applicants to jobs in existing contracts, and to some 
extent has stalled the momentum Kirklees was creating locally.14 

Social Enterprise Solutions took a similar view: 

It took months of intensive activity to engage social enterprises with FJF, and to 
persuade Jobcentre Plus that the programme was not just for low achievers. Because 
of its evident success, momentum was built. Businesses wanted more FJF employees, 
new businesses wanted to join the scheme, and more unemployed young people 
wanted to benefit from it. The momentum is now lost, leaving frustration that 
nothing has yet taken its place.15 

 

 

 

 
12 Department for Work and Pensions, Young Person’s Guarantee Official Statistics, 13 October 2010 

13 Q 107 

14 Ev w100 [Note: references to Ev wxx are references to written evidence published in the additional written evidence 
published on the Committee’s website.] 

15 Ev w11 
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16. The following table shows how many people started an FJF post in each month since 
the  programme began.  

Month FJF job starts
October 2009 470
November 2009 2,220
December 2009 1,850
January 2010 4,430
February 2010 6,080
March 2010 12,020
April 2010 7,140
May 2010 6,790
June 2010 7,910
July 2010 6,030

 

Source: DWP Young Person’s Guarantee Official Statistics, 13 October 2010 

These statistics only provide figures up to July 2010. We therefore only have data for two 
calendar months following the announcement in May 2010 of the decision to terminate the 
programme and it is not possible to establish from this data whether there was a downward 
trend in the number of FJF posts created following the announcement. The next release of 
statistics for the FJF is scheduled for January 2011, which may offer a clearer indication of 
whether fewer posts were created after May 2010.  

17. DWP statistics show how many individuals started an FJF post, but do not indicate 
how many of those individuals completed the minimum six-month period. A separate 
DWP analysis of FJF participant outcomes indicates that among those participants starting 
the FJF in the first two months of the programme, only 10% were claiming Jobseeker’s 
Allowance again within the six-month period that their FJF post was scheduled to last.16 

However, these DWP figures do not provide a reliable measure of how many FJF 
participants lasted the full six months. It is possible that some left the FJF programme 
during the six-month period for other employment. It is also possible that individuals left 
the programme but did not immediately start claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance. This DWP 
analysis is also limited in that it only covers the first two months of the programme, when 
it was in a start-up phase.  

18. Written evidence we received suggested that a high percentage of FJF workers 
completed their six-month period. For example: Portsmouth City Council reported that 
only 12% did not complete the contract period; St Paul’s Development Trust state that less 
than 10% failed to complete their employment period; Novas Scarman reported that 20% 
left the programme early; and Oxfordshire County Council claim that 79% of those 
recruited in phase one either completed or were expected to complete the programme.17   
We would note that these figures are taken from only a small number of witnesses and only 
relate to the early stages of the programme. However, as highlighted in Chapter 5, the 
wider evidence we received from providers and employers was generally positive about the 
programme.   

 
16 Department for Work and Pensions, Early analysis of Future Jobs Fund participant outcomes, November 2010 

17 Ev w76, Ev w4, Ev w90, Ev w56 
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Sustainable employment outcomes for young people 

19. There is a lack of strong evidence on whether participants were able to find permanent 
paid employment following their FJF post. This, in part, reflects the fact that participation 
in FJF is too recent for permanent employment outcomes to be observed. 

20.  DWP states that it is too early to understand the impact the Future Jobs Fund has had 
on entry to employment.18 Other witnesses, including the CBI and Groundwork UK, 
agreed.19  Professor Paul Gregg commented that terminating the programme at this stage 
means that “we will not ever learn how good or bad it was and which design features were 
good or bad”.20 However, while we accept that it may be too early to assess the programme 
at this moment, over 55,000 people have now participated in the Future Jobs Fund, and a 
proper evaluation next year should be able to demonstrate the extent to which the 
programme was effective in achieving sustained employment.  

21. As mentioned, DWP has published some emerging analysis on the outcomes of the 
programme.21 The analysis focuses only on participants who took part in the first two 
months of the programme, as this is the only data available at present.  Furthermore, it 
considers benefit outcomes rather than employment outcomes.  As such, the analysis has 
its limitations and it will be possible to learn more from future analysis in the coming 
months as more data become available. The analysis includes the following table, which 
shows the proportion of individuals claiming working age benefits after starting an FJF 
job:22  

 % FJF participants 

On benefits 1 month after start 2% 

On benefits 2 months after start 3% 

On benefits 3 months after start 4% 

On benefits 4 months after start 7% 

On benefits 5 months after start 9% 

On benefits 6 months after start 10% 

On benefits 7 months after start 50% 
 

22. The figures show that only small numbers of FJF participants claimed benefits during 
the six months following their FJF start, but this is to be expected, since the FJF jobs last for 
six months. The figures then show that half of FJF participants claimed benefits seven 
months after they started FJF.  

23. The analysis states that 35% of 18-24 year-olds entering non-FJF work after a 9-12 
month period claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance were back on benefits seven months later.  
The implication is that if an unemployed young person finds non-FJF work they are less 
likely than an FJF worker to end up on Jobseeker’s Allowance after seven months.  

 
18  Ev 51 

19 Q 67 and Q 23 

20 Q 68 

21 Department for Work and Pensions, Early analysis of Future Jobs Fund participant outcomes, November 2010 

22 Department for Work and Pensions, Early analysis of Future Jobs Fund participant outcomes, November 2010, p 4 
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However, comparing these figures for FJF workers and non-FJF workers is unhelpful for 
the following reasons: 

• FJF posts are usually six-month posts, whereas other jobs would not have this 
restriction and might be expected to last longer;  

• FJF participants may experience a short period of unemployment after six months 
before finding a new job; and 

• claimants able to find work without the FJF are likely to differ in important ways 
from FJF participants, for example in terms of their experience, skills and personal 
circumstances. A comparison of their respective outcomes cannot distinguish the 
effect of these different characteristics from the effect of the FJF. 

As the DWP analysis explains, further tracking of an FJF participant’s benefit records eight, 
nine and ten months after starting FJF will provide a longer term picture of FJF outcomes.23  

24.  Written evidence indicated that, from the early stages of the programme, a reasonable 
percentage of FJF workers have taken up employment following their FJF work. Examples 
include:  

Percentage taking up employment following an FJF post24 

 
Be Birmingham  >30% >225
Caerphilly  71% 29
Glasgow City Council / Glasgow Works 41%  n/a
Groundwork UK  30% 710
Hampshire County Council 25%  n/a
Liverpool City Region 29% 379
National Day Nurseries Association 52% n/a
Norfolk County Council 40% 104
Oxfordshire County Council 55% n/a
Solihull >50% >33
Stoke and Staffordshire 78% n/a

 
25. This evidence is very mixed and has clear limitations. As with the DWP data, the 
figures only relate to the early stages of the programme, rather than the programme as a 
whole. They do not cover a representative sample of providers, and we are not able to 
verify whether this data has been collected consistently and accurately across providers. 
Also these regional figures cannot be compared directly with the DWP figures, as the DWP 
figures use a different measure, namely, how many participants claimed benefits following 
their FJF post.  Nevertheless, it is worth noting that the 50% figure quoted by DWP for 
people going back on benefits at seven months is not strongly contradicted by the estimates 
provided by local partnerships for people going onto jobs after completing the FJF 
programme. 

26. Overall, the information we have received to date does not provide a clear indication of 
the numbers of FJF workers finding sustainable employment following their FJF post. 
However, even if such information were available there may still be some debate around 

 
23 Department for Work and Pensions, Early analysis of Future Jobs Fund participant outcomes, November 2010, p 4 

24 Ev 45, Ev w54, Ev 56, Ev 58, Ev w155, Ev w100, Ev w65, Ev w57, Ev w136, Ev w34 
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whether the FJF intervention was the primary factor leading to a percentage of its 
participants  gaining a permanent job. The Government did not set a public target for the 
number of FJF workers it expected to find sustainable employment, so we are also unable 
to compare the limited emerging data against the Government’s intentions for this aspect 
of the programme.  

Wider benefits for young people 

27. Written evidence from FJF providers suggests that young people gained a number of 
benefits from the programme, including acquiring skills and experience, developing a 
greater sense of responsibility and confidence, and increased employability. Be 
Birmingham is carrying out interviews with 500 FJF workers, and the emerging findings 
outlined in their submission indicate that FJF has supported young people in the following 
ways: 

• raising self esteem; 

• being valued—especially because FJF is presented as a real job, rather than a 
placement; 

• doing a worthwhile job—as the FJF jobs all have a community benefit; 

• being paid—workers feel independent and a full member of society; and 

• having real employment, rather than being on a “programme”. 25 

28. The following comments from FJF employees and organisations are illustrative of the 
benefits gained: 

It has been a great opportunity for me. I’ve loved working for an organisation that is 
helping out others. Not only has it helped me get back into work but I have met new 
friends, gained confidence and I now have a better idea of what I would like to do for 
a long term career.26 

Getting this job through Future Jobs Fund has really meant a lot. Being out of work 
for so long really knocked my confidence, but since working at Barnardo's my 
confidence has really come back and I feel better about myself.27 

Even though I’d kept myself busy and volunteered to learn new skills, there is a 
stigma attached to not having a job and I feel much better now I am paying my own 
way and getting on with my life.28 

 
25  Ev 44 

26 Sally, administrative assistant at Catch 22, Ev w52 

27 Louise, admin assistant for Barnado’s North West, Ev w185 

28 Steve at Lifeline in Kirklees, Ev w195  
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One young man has transformed from an insecure, shy individual to a competent, 
friendly, highly thought of important member of the lab team in the six months he 
has been with us.29  

One of the perceived benefits of the FJF to young people and the employer alike is 
that they receive proper wages and have had the same terms and conditions as other 
employees thus being treated the same, learning many workplace skills such as time 
keeping, work ethic, confidence, specific job skills, managing money etc. If they have 
had problems then the employer has been able to tackle the problems whilst they are 
at work, so it is real and practical instead of theoretical in a training course.30  

29. Despite falling behind its initial target, the Future Jobs Fund created a significant 
number of temporary jobs for unemployed young people on a national scale. However, 
it is too early to assess the extent to which the programme has supported young people 
in finding permanent employment.  

30. It must be borne in mind that the FJF was an emergency measure to tackle a 
particular peak in youth unemployment. We regard the wider benefits which many 
young people gained from the programme in terms of work experience, confidence and 
self-esteem and the likely consequent impact on their future employability, as another 
indicator of the effectiveness of the programme.   

 
29 Ev w172 

30 Wales Council for Voluntary Action, Ev w13 



14     

 

 

3 Evaluation and monitoring arrangements  

Evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund  

31. The Department for Work and Pensions intends to carry out an evaluation of the FJF 
but has yet to confirm the full specification for its evaluation arrangements.31 The Minister 
told us that the evaluation would take place next year.32 DWP also stated that it would be 
based on “qualitative research, in-house data analysis and collation of lessons learnt from 
local evaluations”.33 DWP has not, however, indicated the criteria that it will use to 
measure the effectiveness of the programme. For example, effectiveness might be measured 
by the number of FJF jobs created, the number of FJF participants, the percentage of young 
people finding permanent employment, young people’s experiences of the programme, 
savings in benefit payments, or the cost-effectiveness of the programme.     

32. DWP has decided to evaluate the programme in-house, rather than commission an 
independent evaluation. The Minister explained that this was because: “There is a danger 
in financially straitened times that we spend vast amounts of money evaluating things that 
we are no longer going to do.”34  

33.  For a programme that has cost around £1 billion, we would usually expect the 
Department to include a measure of independence and external assessment within the 
evaluation. While we accept that this may not be a cost-effective option on this occasion, 
especially given the fact that there will be no national programme similar to the FJF in the 
foreseeable future, we are concerned that the evaluation should be comprehensive and 
available to all interested parties.    

34. We believe that DWP should conduct a robust and comprehensive evaluation of the 
FJF and publish the findings. We recommend that the evaluation include an analysis of 
the experiences of local implementation of the programme, an assessment of the 
impact of the FJF on long-term employment and benefit payments (as recorded in 
DWP databases) and a detailed cost-benefit analysis. The evaluation method should 
also be published to ensure the transparency and credibility of the process. 

Tracking and monitoring within the programme 

35. Several witnesses suggested that the programme might have been enhanced if there had 
been a national system for tracking participants once they completed their FJF post. 
Groundwork UK noted that there was no central monitoring of sustainable employment 
outcomes for participants and no central system for tracking FJF workers after they left the 
FJF job.35 Tony Hawkhead from Groundwork UK made a comparison with the 
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Community Task Force which he believed offered excellent data because it had a tracking 
record from the start.36  

36. The Association of Greater Manchester Authorities noted that, while they were 
developing local tracking mechanisms, they would have preferred a national system that 
could share data and track people once they had left the FJF programme.37 Evidence from 
the Birmingham and Black Country City Region suggested that, while forms were available 
in that region to capture the destination of FJF participants, these forms were completed 
immediately after the young person finished their FJF job.  They believed that it would 
have been more useful to wait three months before monitoring young people’s progress.38 
This would take account of the normal delay many people experience between finishing 
one job and starting another.  

37. Although there appears to have been no national system for tracking individuals once 
they left the FJF programme, participants will appear in DWP administrative data if they 
re-enter Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) or Jobseeker Regime and Flexible New Deal 
(JRFND). DWP data are also linked to HM Revenue & Customs data allowing 
employment outcomes to be observed.  DWP’s early analysis makes use of the information 
held on FJF participants and JSA claimants to provide data on the programme, although 
this has arrived too late to help inform the national or local implementation of the 
programme.39 

38. We believe that ongoing assessment of the FJF programme at a local and national 
level may have been more informative if effective systems had been available to monitor 
participation and employment outcomes from the outset. 

Incentives for employers and providers 

39. DWP’s guidance stated that each bid from providers had to demonstrate that “there 
will be support for employees to move into long-term, sustained employment”.40 However, 
the programme was relatively light touch in terms of the monitoring and tracking 
requirements it placed on its providers. Nor were they given clear direction by the 
Government on supporting FJF participants to find permanent jobs.  

40. The CBI suggested that the Future Jobs Fund did not place sufficient focus on securing 
sustainable employment opportunities for young people: “For the programme to be a long-
term success the jobs funded would have to create sustainable pathways into employment, 
ensuring that the positions funded left the young person more employable for the long-
term as well as providing a short period of employment.”41 Be Birmingham stated that 
there was a lack of incentives for employers to progress FJF workers into permanent jobs. 
They proposed the following incentives:  

 
36 Q 19  

37 Ev w219 

38 Ev w135 

39 Department for Work and Pensions, Early analysis of Future Jobs Fund participant outcomes, November 2010 

40 Department for Work and Pensions, Guide to the Future Jobs Fund, 2009, p 2 
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• a bonus paid to the provider for every FJF employee who obtained permanent 
employment; or 

• the residual amount of the £6,500 is paid to the FJF provider for every worker who 
gained employment before the end of their six months. 42 

41. Julia Sweeney, the DWP director involved in establishing and developing the FJF, 
explained the reasons why the Department chose a model without contractual incentives: 

There was a balance to be struck between allowing the space and capacity for 
innovation that we thought was very important to harness partnership capability and 
to provide interesting and dynamic experiences for young people, and using a 
financial model that would drive outcomes.  We settled on a grant mechanism to 
deliver the former [....] One of the constraints of the grant mechanism is that you 
cannot put contractual incentive mechanisms into it.  We did design a grant 
mechanism that had very dynamic reporting, so we know each month what’s 
happening with our delivery partners.43  

42. The inclusion of incentives might have resulted in increased costs for the programme 
and a lack of flexibility for providers. However, it is worth noting that the Government’s 
proposals for the new Work Programme will include such incentives and be based on 
“payment by results”, with providers being required to support individuals to complete up 
to two years of paid work before they receive full payment from the Government. 

 
42  Ev 42 

43 Q 109 



17 

 

4 Effectiveness and value for money  

Cost comparison with other recent programmes 

43. The Department for Work and Pensions explained that the Government decided to 
end the Future Jobs Fund to reduce expenditure in light of the public spending deficit and 
on the grounds that they believed it was not cost-effective:  

Faced with the largest public spending deficit in the UK’s history, it was imperative 
that the Coalition Government identified areas to reduce expenditure. The Future 
Jobs Fund was identified as an area where savings could be made, whilst maintaining 
the support available to young people. Closing the Future Jobs Fund to new bids is 
justified because the programme is an expensive, short-term response to the 
recession and the Government is confident that similar results can be achieved 
through better value for money interventions.44 

44. The DWP’s written evidence stated that, at £6,500 per participant, the scheme is 
expensive relative to the other elements of the Young Person’s Guarantee as shown below:  

Young Person’s Guarantee Unit Costs45 
 

Future Jobs Fund £6,500 

Routes into Work £1,200 

Work Focussed Training £2,310 

Community Task Force46 £1,200 

Care First Careers £1,500 
 
The Department argues that the Future Jobs Fund “does not compare favourably with 
programme costs of other employment programmes”, noting that the average cost for 
finding an individual work under the New Deal For Young People was £3,480.47 

45. In his oral evidence, the Minister used early DWP analysis of the FJF to press further 
the case that the programme did not represent value for money (although this analysis was 
not available when Ministers made the decision to terminate the programme). It showed 
that, of the participants starting FJF posts in the first two months of the programme, 50% 
were in receipt of working age benefit payments six months later.48 On the basis that the 
maximum government contribution to each FJF post was £6,500, the Minister concluded 
that, if 50% of participants ended up in permanent employment, this could represent a cost 
to the taxpayer of up to £13,000 per permanent employment outcome.49  

 
44 Ev 49 

45 Ev 49 

46  Average cost, including cost of those failing to complete Young Person’s Guarantee options making up the 
remainder of time on the Community Task Force. 
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48 Department for Work and Pensions, Early analysis of Future Jobs Fund participant outcomes, November 2010 
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46. Some qualification of these figures is necessary. Firstly, there are significant limitations 
to the reliability of the early DWP analysis, as explored in Chapter 2 and highlighted in the 
analysis itself. Secondly, FJF posts are funded at a maximum of £6,500, but not all FJF posts 
will have cost this amount; some providers may not have claimed the full amount as some 
participants would have left their FJF posts early (as indicated in paragraph 18). DWP has 
not provided a figure for the average cost of an FJF job. Also, to assess the cost-effectiveness 
of the FJF and how it compares to other programmes requires an estimate of its impact—
something that is currently unavailable.   

47. Participants in the Future Jobs Fund do not receive Jobseeker’s Allowance for the 
duration of their FJF post, whereas participants on the other programmes may still be in 
receipt of a range of benefits. Groundwork UK stated that these could amount to a 
“minimum of £1,800” for a young person on the programme.50 Deducting the amount that 
the Government no longer paid on working age benefits from the £6,500 figure would have 
offered a fairer representation of the true cost of the Future Jobs Fund. The Coalition 
Government has already accepted this concept in principle by stating that the Work 
Programme model will reflect the fact that initial investment delivers savings through 
lower benefit expenditure.51  

48. A robust evaluation of the FJF has yet to be undertaken. While we accept the 
Government’s need to make savings to address the public spending deficit, it is our 
view that insufficient information was available to allow the Department to make a 
decision to terminate the FJF if this decision was based on its relative cost-effectiveness. 
It is important that DWP carries out cost comparisons for welfare-to-work 
programmes on a like-for-like basis. In particular, statistics should clearly show what 
payments, including benefit payments, individuals on each programme are receiving, 
to reflect the full cost to government.  

The cost of reaching those most at risk of long-term unemployment  

49. The Future Jobs Fund may appear relatively expensive in relation to other 
programmes, even when the figures are adjusted to reflect savings in benefit payments. 
However, this higher cost may be warranted for individuals who face the most severe 
obstacles to finding employment. Tony Hawkhead of Groundwork UK accepted that a 
programme such as the FJF would not be cost-effective for all unemployed persons, but 
argued that it was more appropriate for people needing more intensive support: 

I think that the fund is most successful in working with the kind of people we [...] 
specialise in, which is those who are very far from the labour market and would 
otherwise have no hope of getting any form of work experience, and therefore no 
access to a job.52 

The National Skills Academy for Sport and Active Leisure described the particular need for 
intensive support for young unemployed people:  
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Getting a young person into sustained permanent employment is an involved 
process that does not end when someone first starts work. A flexible approach is 
needed, with tailored mentoring support provided before, during and after a person 
successfully gets a job in order to keep them on track.53 

50. The Future Jobs Fund was designed as a programme to support primarily those young 
people who were at significant risk of long-term unemployment and for whom lighter-
touch methods of support, such as support with searching for jobs, had not been 
successful. These people would generally be those without employment experience or 
qualifications. However, it is important to note that in many areas the FJF programme was 
used to support more qualified young people such as graduates, who arguably did not face 
significant personal barriers to employment.  Evidence from some witnesses showed that 
university graduates were placed in Future Jobs Fund opportunities across the 
programme.54 Some members of the Association of Learning Providers even noted that in 
the early stages of the programme, “many of the jobs on offer tended to be ‘swept up’ by 
unemployed graduates, although over time this tendency was replaced by more success for 
more disadvantaged and/or under-qualified groups”.55 Birmingham City Council 
suggested that around 20% of their FJF participants were educated to first degree level.56  

51. The extensive inclusion of graduates in the Future Jobs Fund was not necessarily the 
programme’s intention at the outset, particularly as the Government also introduced a 
separate Graduate Guarantee in 2009 offering all new graduates still unemployed at six 
months access to an internship, training or help to become self-employed.57  

52. While many graduates gained valuable experience through participating in the 
Future Jobs Fund, it is not clear to us that such an intervention is as cost-effective for 
this client group as it might be for those facing significant personal barriers to finding 
work.   

53. We accept that interventions like the FJF represent a more expensive option, even 
when adjusted to take account of the fact that Jobseeker’s Allowance is not paid to FJF 
workers. However, despite the relatively high cost, programmes such as the FJF may 
still be a cost-effective option for young unemployed people who are furthest from the 
labour market, and who are less likely to benefit from other less intensive approaches.   

Comparison with wider programmes to tackle youth unemployment 

54. Professor Gregg considered that Intermediate Labour Market programmes that most 
closely resemble unsupported employment, such as the Future Jobs Fund, were more likely 
to bring positive outcomes than unpaid work experience or programmes that require 
individuals to undertake unpaid community work.58 Witnesses such as the Wales Council 
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for Voluntary Action also emphasised that one of the benefits of the Future Jobs Fund was 
that it offered real paid work and gave participants the sense that they were doing a real 
job.59  

55. Professor Gregg also highlighted how providing support for young people in searching 
for jobs (“job search”) can be the cheapest and most effective method. However, he noted 
that support with job search does not work for everyone, particular the long term 
unemployed.60 He pointed out that the experience of New Deal for Young People (NDYP) 
provided a useful insight into the effectiveness of policies to tackle youth unemployment. 
NDYP began in April 1998, and aimed to help young people to find lasting jobs and to 
increase their long-term employability. Unemployed young people were provided with an 
intensive support process to find a job, known as the “Gateway”, which was intended to 
continue for up to four months. If they remained in the programme beyond this period 
they were then required to enter one of four options: 

• Employment Option, offering subsidised employment 

• Full-time Education and Training 

• Voluntary Sector Option 

• Environment Task Force Option61 

56. An evaluation of the NDYP showed that those taking the Employment Option 
outperformed those taking other options. Overall, those taking the Employment Option 
spent longer in employment than those who took up any of the other options.62 A separate 
evaluation of the NDYP showed the impact on “employability”.  The Employment Option 
performed strongly in this regard, and was most effective in terms of “access to training, 
attachment to the labour market and self-efficacy”. Unpaid work placements in the 
voluntary sector also performed well on the employability measures, although less highly 
than the employment option in terms of self-efficacy and willingness to move area in 
search of work.  The Full-time Education and Training Option performed poorly in 
relation to work-based training outcomes but its participants gained the highest level of 
qualifications.63 

57. Direct comparisons between the Employment Option in the NDYP and the Future 
Jobs Fund must however be treated with caution as the programmes differ in some 
respects. While the Employment Option represented a similar six-month paid post, these 
posts were created through a wage subsidy to employers, principally in the private sector, 
to recruit unemployed young people. Unlike the Future Jobs Fund, they were not being 
recruited into temporary jobs specifically created for the purpose of the programme, and 
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young people arguably had a greater chance of being employed on a regular basis by the 
employer. Also, the FJF was set up in a period of major economic downturn, whereas the 
labour market was more buoyant when the NDYP was established.   

58. Another point of comparison is the StepUP programme, piloted in 2002, which 
provided subsidies to private, public or voluntary employers taking on people who were 
still unemployed six months after completing their New Deal option.  There were positive 
impacts for some people, but no significant benefits for those under the age of 25.64  

However, it should be noted that that the young people entering StepUp had been out of 
work for close to two years despite previous New Deal attempts to help.  Such cases, by 
definition, constitute a significantly hard-to-help group who may have faced even more 
obstacles to employment than FJF participants.   

59. Comparing the effectiveness of welfare-to-work programmes is complex, given the 
differences in approach, funding, labour market circumstances and the characteristics 
of previous programmes. The evidence is limited and does not offer a clear consensus. 
We expect the Government to use the findings from the Future Jobs Fund evaluation to 
contribute to the wider evidence base used to assess which types of programmes are 
most effective in tackling youth unemployment.   

 
64 Paul Bivand, Bee Brooke, Sarah Jenkins and Dave Simmonds, Evaluation of StepUp pilot: final report, 2006, 
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5 Benefits for employers and communities 

Employers’ experiences of the programme  

60. Evidence from employers indicates that they were, for the most part, impressed with 
the motivation and skills offered by FJF workers, provided that they had been through an 
appropriate selection process. There is also some strong evidence that employer 
recruitment processes and selection behaviours have been significantly changed as a result 
of experiences gained through the FJF. There is now a greater recognition of the 
contribution that young, formerly unemployed people can make to workforce diversity in 
many organisations involved in the FJF. There is also an awareness of the barriers posed by 
onerous application processes to younger, less experienced and more disadvantaged 
applicants for jobs. Liverpool City Region wrote: 

People’s perception of the long term unemployed as being lazy and not wanting to 
work have changed; employers are also reviewing recruitment processes for entry 
level jobs to have less complex application forms and clearer job descriptions.65 

The Association of Greater Manchester Authorities shared this view:  

Employers are reviewing their recruitment practices as they can see they can exclude 
the very people they want to attract, and that they are missing out on talent pool in 
their local communities. This is beginning to be seen as a huge legacy of FJF and one 
that partners are now very committed to capitalising on for the future. This is being 
shared as best practice across Greater Manchester.66 

61. The opportunity to recruit new staff funded by the FJF programme also brought a 
benefit for employers in terms of expanding the capacity of the organisation. Employers 
such as North Tyneside Council found that FJF workers helped employers respond better 
to customer needs, improve training and market their services to new clients and funders. 
The new staff also helped existing staff focus on more strategic work, helping the employer 
organisation become more sustainable.67 Kirklees Council also highlighted some of the 
positive experiences an employer gained from the programme:  

The Future Jobs Fund has provided KAL [Kirklees Active Leisure] with a group of 
enthusiastic young staff members, who have taken to the range of tasks asked of 
them with energy and commitment. Staff across the organisation have been 
pleasantly surprised at the impact made by these young people and the positive way 
in which they have completed the work set for them. Indeed, many staff have found 
it hard to believe that the people appointed have been unemployed for so long, such 
is their ability and approach.68  
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62. The FJF enabled employers to train young people to a point where they could apply for 
permanent posts. For example, Barnardo’s indicated that the training and experience 
young people gained during their six-month FJF post put them in a position to apply for 
standard positions within Barnardo’s and other social care organisations.69 The National 
Skills Academy for Sport & Active Leisure told us: “Because the FJF programme allows 
employers to employ, train and develop new employees to the point where they make a net 
contribution to the business, new jobs are being created which would not exist without this 
programme.”70 

63. Groundwork UK found that employers had “both positive and negative experiences”, 
stating that some employees were highly motivated, but others found themselves in the 
wrong job.71 We discuss some of the initial difficulties faced by Jobcentre Plus in allocating 
individuals to FJF posts in Chapter 7. It is also important to note that the positive 
experiences for employers were overwhelmingly experienced in major public sector 
organisations such as local government and the NHS. Chapter 6 examines the issues the 
programme faced in creating opportunities in the private sector.  

64. Overall, employers were impressed by the young people they recruited through the 
FJF and believed that they had benefited significantly from the contributions made by 
these individuals. As a result of the programme, recruitment methods in some 
organisations have already been altered to make it easier for employers to recruit young 
people who lack experience. The Government, working through Jobcentre Plus and its 
Work Programme, should consider how it can encourage more employers to open up 
their recruitment processes to young people who lack experience but who have the 
capacity to make a valuable contribution.   

Positive outcomes for communities  

65. A strong theme throughout the evidence was that the FJF programme significantly 
increased the resources available to the voluntary and community sector.  Glasgow Works, 
for example, highlighted these advantages of the programme, particularly to smaller 
organisations who appreciated the enthusiasm and new ideas of their FJF employees.72 

Warwickshire County Council’s evidence described the range of benefits that voluntary 
and community organisations experienced from the programme, including:   

• fulfilling roles that organisations had found it difficult to attract funding for or 
were unable to afford; 

• building organisational capacity; 

• extending organisational reach—for example, enabling an organisation to deliver 
services to a larger client group or to provide a wider range of services; and  
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• freeing up other staff to take on more strategic level work.73 

66. The Scottish Council of Voluntary Organisations told us:  

The variety and scope of community benefit that has been generated by FJF 
[includes] regeneration projects, improved environments, increased access to advice, 
guidance and leisure services, and local anti-poverty initiatives. [...] The existence of 
FJF employees has offered some third sector organisations the opportunity to 
develop and create permanent jobs which would not have been affordable without 
the supported increase in capacity. 74 

Sandwell Metropolitan Borough echoed these views:  

The programme has been hugely beneficial for the host organisations. They have 
been able to undertake areas of work that may not have been possible otherwise. The 
programme has also enabled young people to become involved in local community 
organisations and take an interest in the issues which they aim to address.75 

67. It is clear that communities and community organisations benefited significantly 
through their employment of FJF workers. The programme had a positive impact 
across the country in terms of enhancing the scale and the quality of services in the 
voluntary and community sector. We welcome these positive outcomes and regard it as 
unfortunate that the benefits may be lost with the withdrawal of the FJF. However, the 
community benefits must be considered in the context of the overall cost of the 
programme. Moreover, it should be borne in mind that the Future Jobs Fund was 
designed to be a temporary measure and these benefits were only ever intended to be 
experienced over a short period.  
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6 Involvement of the private sector 

Creation of posts in the public and private sectors  

68.  It is clear from the evidence we have received that more Future Jobs Fund jobs were 
created in the public and voluntary sector than in the private sector. The UK Commission 
for Employment and Skills provided evidence showing that the use of the FJF was “far 
greater” in the public sector, with 6% of employers from public administration and the 
defence sector and 7% from the health and social work sector recording use, compared 
with 1% among private sector employers.76   

69.  Some local authorities also provided evidence showing a low level of private sector FJF 
opportunities:  Birmingham City Council reported that 2% of their 2,500 jobs were in the 
private sector; Barnsley Metropolitan Council reported that 7% of their 614 jobs were in 
the private sector; while Oxfordshire reported that 33% of their 120 jobs were in the private 
sector77. A significant number of witnesses also provided qualitative information 
suggesting that they experienced difficulties in creating private sector FJF jobs.78  

70. Mark Fisher, Director, Jobseekers and Skills at the Department for Work and Pensions, 
told us that the Department “never designed the Future Jobs Fund as a vehicle for private 
sector employment”.79 However, many witnesses lamented the absence of private sector 
posts within the programme. For example, North Tyneside Council and Wigan Council 
both suggested that private sector FJF posts may have been more likely to result in 
permanent employment opportunities, whereas sustainable funding was always unlikely to 
be available for public sector or voluntary sector posts.80  North Tyneside Council argued 
that the FJF could have been used to help reduce the local economy’s reliance on the public 
sector.81  

71. Manchester City Council considered it a “significant weakness” that private sector 
employers had not been able to take on Future Jobs Fund candidates. They argued that the 
private sector represented the best opportunity for progression routes to permanent 
employment, especially given the climate of spending cuts and job reductions in the public 
sector. 82 Evidence from the UK Commission for Employment and Skills suggested that 
many employers, particularly those in the private sector, were unaware of the Future Jobs 
Fund: 

 
76 Ev w223 (The UKCES findings will be published in a forthcoming report) 
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Awareness of the Future Jobs Fund amongst employers is low in comparison to 
other initiatives. Only 15% of employers in Great Britain are aware of the initiative, 
this compares with 55% awareness for the longer established New Deal. Awareness 
varies considerably across different sectors with public sector employers far more 
likely to be aware.83 

State aid regulations 

72. Future Jobs Fund posts were required to benefit the community and to be “additional” 
posts (ie ones that would not otherwise have been created without FJF funding).  DWP said 
that it had introduced these restrictions to ensure that it complied with EU state aid rules. 
The Department, and other witnesses, told us that these restrictions acted as a “barrier” to 
private sector engagement.84 The CBI outlined how the state aid restrictions led to a lack of 
private sector involvement, with negative consequences for the programme. They argued 
that: 

• The “overly rigid” criteria created difficulties for businesses who wanted to access 
funding for jobs that the business genuinely needed (as opposed to jobs with a 
community benefit that did not link closely to the core work of the business).  

• The requirement that posts must be “additional” in practice meant that jobs 
created within the FJF were less likely to be retained than others, once government 
support had been withdrawn.85 

73. Birmingham City Council stated that the community benefit criterion made it very 
difficult for them to engage with private sector employers. They described the difficulty for 
private sector employers in creating jobs, even if they offered a significant community 
benefit element, or had a direct link to a permanent job. They reported that creating such 
jobs was only possible where a large contractor had a charitable arm which could employ 
FJF workers in work regarded as bringing community benefit. 86  

74. The state aid rules may have represented a significant barrier to any departmental plans 
to involve private sector organisations in the FJF programme. However, as described in the 
European Commission report Employment in Europe 2010, wage subsidies can be used to 
support those at risk of unemployment in times of economic difficulty. The report gives a 
range of examples from across Europe which demonstrate how wage subsidies have been 
used to tackle long-term unemployment, including schemes involving the private sector.87  
Moreover some witnesses felt that the Department might have done more to find ways to 
engage the private sector within these rules. David Coyne of Glasgow Works argued that 
there are ways of working with the state aid regulations in a more creative way: “Where a 
private sector employer has a genuine vacancy that they are recruiting for, it is legal to offer 
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a wage subsidy under the general block exemption regulation for recruiting disadvantaged 
workers”.88   

75. Some local partnerships were successful in creating FJF positions in the private sector, 
working within the restrictions of the state aid rules.  Durham City Council described how 
two local businesses developing products in support of green technology qualified for FJF 
support through the promotion of energy efficiency.89 Knowsley Council entered an 
agreement with Jaguar Land Rover to take on young people through FJF, since there was a 
period of working in the community built into the job. Young people completing their six 
months were guaranteed an interview for a permanent job with Jaguar Land Rover.90 

76. Given these positive examples, there is a question as to whether the Department and 
FJF providers did enough to encourage opportunities within the private sector. Tony 
Hawkhead of Groundwork UK told us that there was a “nervousness” in Departments 
about state aid. He suggested that they needed to build in ways to engage all sectors from 
the start.91 Stoke-on-Trent City Council shared this view:  

The issue of state aid threw up a number of issues and made many of our fellow 
employers very nervous. We believe that DWP had sufficient time to notify the 
programme to the EU and secure their approval prior to the programme 
commencing.92  

77. It is important that EU state aid rules are not perceived as a barrier to private sector 
involvement in employment programmes. The Department should clarify exactly what 
is and is not allowed under state aid rules for employers in the private sector when 
employing young and disadvantaged people using a government subsidy, and produce 
a simple guide to help build confidence of employers. 

Bidding process and speed of implementation 

78. The bidding process for the programme played an important role in determining the 
extent to which the private sector could become involved in the FJF programme. All 
organisations and local and sectoral partnerships were invited to bid to create FJF jobs, and 
the DWP’s guide to the programme offered the following advice:  

Bids can come from anyone, but we have a strong preference for partnership bids 
involving a wide range of organisations. We expect a significant number of bids to be 
led by local or sectoral partnerships. But we are also looking to organisations in the 
third sector and private sector to play their part in creating new, exciting jobs.93 

The CBI argued that the Department’s preference for bids involving local or sectoral 
partnerships meant that the allocation of funds was weighted against the private sector:  
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In July 2009, of the 117 bids that obtained funding from the FJF, 62 were allocated to 
partnerships involving local authorities. These partnerships are less likely to deliver 
sustainable paths into employment than schemes led by businesses.94  

It highlighted that the FJF was only available in localities with unemployment rates over 1.5 
times the national average or for young people who had claimed unemployment benefit for 
over 10 months. It described these criteria as “arbitrary demarcations” that prevented 
business from rolling out FJF programmes.95 In oral evidence, Neil Carberry from the CBI 
also argued that the speed at which the programme was implemented resulted in a bidding 
process that was “top-down in its design”, leading to predominantly public sector-led bids 
being successful.96  

79. Tracy Fishwick told us that she had only had a month to write the Greater Manchester 
bid, and argued that if they had been given longer, they could have engaged more with 
employers and the private sector. However, she also believed that the public and voluntary 
sector partnerships that were brokered in that period were very valuable.97 Tony Hawkhead 
of Groundwork UK told us that he had “never seen any Government programme in any 
department set up at the speed this was set up” and believed that it would have been 
possible to get the private sector more involved given more time.98  

80. Some of the written evidence suggested that the bid criteria were not fully established in 
advance and providers did not have enough time to prepare before FJF work started.99 

Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council indicated that the programme was set up so 
quickly that, at the start, the rules were still being written.100 The Scottish Council for 
Voluntary Organisations suggested that the eligibility criteria for candidates were unclear, 
and that employers and Jobcentre Plus were uncertain about how to write specifications for 
the jobs.101 

81. We accept that the Department felt obliged to design and implement the FJF 
programme rapidly, given the labour market conditions at that time. However, we 
believe that the Department needs to take into account that engaging private sector 
organisations requires more time than was allowed for within the FJF programme. In 
future welfare-to-work programmes, a balance needs to be struck that takes advantage 
of the different strengths of the public, private and voluntary sectors. Given the 
proposed severe cut backs in public sector jobs, the Government will be much more 
reliant on the private sector to provide the jobs necessary to meet its targets for moving 
people off benefits and into work. 
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7 Lessons learned from implementation 

Early delays in the programme  

82. A number of witnesses told us that, because the programme was set up at great speed, 
providers did not have enough time to prepare before FJF work started. In his oral 
evidence, the Minister pointed out that the Future Jobs Fund had been established as an 
emergency measure.102 Mark Fisher from DWP described the challenge to the Department 
in setting up the scheme so quickly: 

The scheme was announced in May. We had to build an entirely new supply chain 
with a whole new set of partners we had never actually done business with, and we 
got the first jobs through the door in September/October.[...] It was delayed but it 
was quite an achievement in simply getting the whole scheme running and getting to 
an industrial scale in really quite a short time.103   

83. Sandwell Metropolitan Borough summarised their experience of the problems this 
caused:  

The programme had little central guidance initially which delayed the development 
of the programme. Information relating to the programme was not received by those 
implementing the programme immediately, which delayed the number of referrals 
that could be matched to jobs.104 

DWP accepted that fewer FJF jobs than expected—only 5,000—were created by the end of 
2009.105 It suggested that the reasons for these early delays were:  “Over-ambition from 
bidders, delays in issuing grant letters (issued in early September), delays in these letters 
being returned, changes to guidance for Jobcentre Plus advisers, and severe weather in late 
2009.”106 Julia Sweeney from DWP expanded on this:  

Frankly, we underestimated how long the recruitment process took for a lot of 
participating organisations.  Many used their mainstream recruitment systems, 
which took up to three months, particularly if there were Criminal Records Bureau 
(CRB) checks involved.107  

84.  A number of other witnesses also pointed to the length of time it took to process CRB 
checks as a contributory factor to delays in the programme.108  Mark Fisher confirmed that 
the Department would be applying the lessons from the FJF in future, in terms of how to 
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make the CRB checking process as efficient and swift as possible whilst applying the full 
rigour only in areas where it is needed.109  

Role of Jobcentre Plus  

85. A significant theme running through much of the written evidence was perceived 
inconsistencies in the service provided by Jobcentre Plus (JCP), particularly in the early 
stages of the programme. Some witnesses were concerned at the capacity of JCP offices to 
refer suitable candidates for FJF posts or provide appropriate information to candidates 
and employers. For example, Crisis UK suggested that there was “a lack of clarity and 
understanding for appropriate referrals from Jobcentre Plus”.110 The National Young 
Volunteers Service said that the service provided by Jobcentre Plus was inconsistent across 
the country and that its advisers should have received better communication about the 
FJF.111 The National Children’s Bureau suggested that JCP offices did not offer individuals 
sufficient support in terms of writing suitable CVs, preparing candidates for interview and 
providing timely and informative information to candidates about FJF vacancies.112 

86. Liverpool City Region stated that employers found the standard of written application 
forms to be lower than they would have expected, but that the calibre of individuals was 
high when they had an opportunity to meet them.113 Again, this suggests that some young 
people might have received more effective support during the application process.   

87. However, some witnesses were more positive about the role of Jobcentre Plus. 
Wakefield Council described their relationship with Jobcentre Plus as an “excellent 
partnership” which:  

[...] puts the young person as the focus at all times but also creates discussion 
concerning the nature of the vacancies to be created, the planning of recruitment, job 
matching by JCP staff, easing transition to work, regular contact ‘behind the scenes’ 
and where unavoidable the sensitive transition back to benefits.114 

Tracy Fishwick also defended Jobcentre Plus, saying it had experienced an increase in 
customers at the time the FJF was introduced, and that it did not receive guidance straight 
away on the rules and eligibility criteria for jobs.  FJF partnerships had had to define the 
process individually with Jobcentre Plus, hence the variation between JCP services in 
different regions.115   

88. The Department’s evidence states that costs were incurred in addressing “early 
performance deficits”, particularly within Jobcentre Plus. This activity included 
“introducing new initiatives to encourage more bids, performance improvement planning, 
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putting on Jobsfairs and work to help Lead Bodies to streamline their recruitment 
processes”. However, “once the Future Jobs Fund’s policies had had time to bed in, 
Jobcentre Plus reported good progress”.116  

89. We accept that the FJF programme was, by necessity, implemented at speed, and 
that some teething problems were inevitable. The recession meant that Jobcentre Plus 
offices were already under significant pressure at the time the scheme was rolled out. 
Nevertheless, many provided an admirable service in delivering the FJF programme 
and we congratulate those JCP staff on this achievement.  

90. We do however have some concerns. Some young people were not properly 
prepared for the application and interview process. Jobcentre Plus has a clear role to 
play in supporting candidates in the application process, including the preparation of 
CVs and developing interview skills, and in ensuring that employers receive accurate 
information about candidates. DWP must ensure that JCP has the necessary resources 
and support to provide this service.   

91. Jobcentre Plus will be required to play a significant role in implementing the Work 
Programme. The Department must ensure that managers and frontline staff are 
properly prepared for this and other new programmes so that support is delivered to a 
high and consistent standard across the network of JCP offices. We will return to this 
issue as part of our forthcoming inquiry into the contracting arrangements for the 
Work Programme.  
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8 Termination and transition arrangements 

Impact of terminating the FJF 

92.  In May 2010, the Coalition Government announced that it would be cancelling the 
planned extension of the Future Jobs Fund to March 2012.  DWP has stopped accepting 
any further bids from providers and there will be no new entrants beyond March 2011.117  

93. The decision to terminate the programme early will withdraw FJF opportunities that 
young people would have received in the period from late 2010 to March 2012. Many 
providers have indicated that they had already provisionally created FJF jobs which will not 
now be taken up by young people, therefore disappointing employers and young people.  
Witnesses expressing this view included Wales Council for Voluntary Action, Sandwell 
Metropolitan Borough and the Creative Development Consultancy.118  

94. The cancellation of the FJF coincides with an increase in long-term unemployment 
among young people. Data from the Office for National Statistics (ONS) showed that 
189,000 18-24 year olds had been unemployed for over 12 months in the period July-
September 2010, compared with 171,000 in July-September 2009, and 109,000 in July-
September 2008119.  A recent report published by the Prince’s Trust indicated that the 
number of 16-24 year olds claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance for 12 months or longer 
increased from 5,840 claimants in September 2008 to more than 25,800 claimants in 
September 2010.120  

95. A significant number of witnesses highlighted the role they considered FJF had played 
in reducing the number of young people who are “Not in Education, Employment or 
Training” (NEETs).121 For example, Manchester City Council believed that the impact of 
withdrawing the FJF would be an increase, or reduction in the decrease, in youth 
unemployment.122 Stoke-on-Trent City Council stated that the number of young job 
seekers fell by 23% over the FJF period, whereas the number of job seekers as a whole only 
fell by 16% during the same period.123 The Association of Greater Manchester Authorities 
claimed that “a further year of FJF could have meant an additional £35m circulating in 
wages and a further decrease on the levels of youth unemployment in Greater 
Manchester”.124 

96. Witnesses such as Glasgow Works indicated that the early termination of FJF would 
leave a notable gap in provision to a group which already faced disadvantage. They believe 
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that unemployed young people aged 18-24 who have been unemployed for over six 
months will face a particular challenge competing with more experienced job seekers.125  

97. However, Working Links (an organisation that helps people find employment and 
provides training opportunities), felt that the decision to terminate the FJF early might turn 
out to be beneficial to their customers in the long run. They argued that the new Work 
Programme is an opportunity to ensure that there is no repetition or duplication in the 
system that might confuse customers. They also felt that the focus should be on young 
people acquiring the “skills, confidence, motivation and ability to secure long term, 
sustainable employment”.126  

Transition to the Work Programme 

98. Referrals to the Future Jobs Fund will cease by March 2011, and the final participants 
are expected to finish their FJF posts by September 2011.  The Minister confirmed that the 
target date for the full launch of the Work Programme is June 2011.127 This leaves a 
potential gap in targeted employment programmes for young people.  

99. Given the significant increase in youth unemployment since 2008, as highlighted by the 
ONS statistics referred to previously, we were concerned that the potential gap between the 
FJF and the Work Programme may lead to a substantial number of unemployed young 
people failing to receive any specialist support.  

100. The Minister told us that the full provision of the Work Programme from June 2011 
in all local areas would depend on which organisations are successful in the bidding 
process: “Where an issue will arise is in a part of the county where there is no current 
provision from the people who are successful in getting on to the Framework and then 
getting the individual pieces of the Work Programme”.128 He said that, where a Flexible 
New Deal provider in a particular area was successful in winning a Work Programme 
contract in that area, the transition to the Work Programme would be easier.129  

101. However, it is important to note that around half of the country does not have a 
Flexible New Deal provider in place. The Flexible New Deal was due to be rolled out in two 
phases, and the first phase was introduced in October 2009. The Coalition Government 
cancelled the implementation of the second phase as part of its plans to introduce the 
Work Programme. Areas that were part of phase two of the Flexible New Deal programme 
might therefore be at a disadvantage, as the Work Programme is less likely to be 
implemented so quickly there. Mr Grayling emphasised that where gaps arise in provision, 
the Government will, if necessary, “deploy the resources of Jobcentre Plus to fill in the gaps 
or [...] make additional arrangements in parts of the country where there is a particular 
problem”.130  
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102. We were interested in exploring options to extend the Future Jobs Fund in areas 
where the Work Programme might not be available at an early stage. In her oral evidence, 
Tracy Fishwick pointed to the use which might be made of “rolled up weeks” to fund 
continued FJF provision during the transitional period.131  “Rolled up weeks” arise where 
an FJF employee does not stay on the FJF programme for the full six months, which means 
that the full potential funding is not drawn down. However, Mark Fisher from DWP told 
us that the Department’s financial modelling assumed that some FJF jobs would not last six 
months and that there was not an allocation of unspent funding that could be used to 
extend the FJF programme until the Work Programme was fully operational.132   

103. We are concerned that the transitional arrangements between FJF ending and the 
Work Programme being fully established will mean that young people are not offered 
targeted employment programmes for some time. It has been demonstrated that 
periods of unemployment are detrimental to young people’s future prospects and that 
the longer the period out of work, the more serious the damage to their job prospects. 
The cancellation of the FJF has also coincided with increased levels of  unemployment 
amongst young people. It is therefore essential that addressing youth unemployment is 
given appropriate prominence within the Government’s welfare-to-work policies. We 
intend to pursue the issue of the continuation of provision in our Work Programme 
inquiry. 

104. We expect DWP to ensure proper transitional arrangements are in place and to 
monitor provision for young people in the period before the Work Programme is fully 
implemented. We recommend that it record, and publish on its website in October 
2011, the following information in relation to unemployed young people who would 
have been eligible for the Future Jobs Fund: 

• the number receiving welfare-to-work services between January 2011 and the 
introduction of the Work Programme;  

• the number receiving services for the first three months after the introduction 
of the Work Programme, showing how these numbers vary across 
geographical areas (to indicate variations between areas which currently do 
and do not have Flexible New Deal contractors); and 

• the actions the Department has taken in mitigation if the numbers are 
substantial or if there is significant variation across regions.   

Ensuring the Work Programme supports those furthest from the 
labour market  

105. The Future Jobs Fund was designed to support young people at risk of long-term 
unemployment. These young people may face significant obstacles to finding permanent 
work, including a lack of qualifications and experience as well as social and personal 
barriers to work. It is important that the Work Programme provides a targeted service for 
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these individuals, rather than simply focusing on individuals who face fewer barriers to 
work and are easier to place in jobs.    

106. The Minister stated that unemployed young people who would have been referred to 
the FJF will in future be referred to the Government’s new Work Programme.133 However, 
on current available information it appears that young people who have completed an FJF 
post but who have not found permanent employment will not become eligible for the 
Work Programme straightaway. The Minister told us that the Department was still 
considering evidence on when exactly they will be eligible for the Work Programme.134    

107. The Work Programme will adopt a “black box” model, through which providers will 
be free to decide which types of welfare-to-work programmes to use and will be paid on the 
basis of employment outcomes. Professor Paul Gregg suggested that there were risks 
within the black box model, arguing that providers might focus on the easiest people to 
help. This problem of “creaming and parking” was highlighted by our predecessors in their 
Report earlier this year on contracted employment programmes.135 Professor Gregg called 
for guarantees within the Work Programme to ensure providers supported all client 
groups.136  

108. Ensuring contracted employment programmes meet the needs of those furthest 
from work, as well as the easiest groups to place, has been a challenge for governments 
in the past and this will be equally true under the Work Programme. The Government 
must ensure that the differential payments arrangements within the Work Programme 
create a sufficient incentive for providers to deliver appropriate support for longer-
term unemployed young people, including the low-skilled and those without any work 
experience, who are currently targeted by the Future Jobs Fund. We will pursue this as 
part of our forthcoming inquiry into the contracting arrangements for the Work 
Programme. 

Local partnerships developed by the FJF 

109.  Public and voluntary sector organisations emphasised that they had formed useful 
partnerships through the FJF which the Work Programme should build on. For example, 
Barnado’s argued that “by ending the programme without a clear, structured replacement 
in place, there is a danger that the momentum, relationships and the goodwill of partners 
created through this programme will be lost”.137 

110. The Government is establishing an umbrella arrangement of approved providers 
(known as the Framework) which will be used to deliver the Work Programme. The Wales 
Council for Voluntary Action argued that:  
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The Work Programme if it is to be successful will require prime contractors to 
embrace a partnership approach working with the third sector and smaller, more 
specialised, local organisations to deliver employment related support which meets 
the needs of young people.138 

However, some local authorities and voluntary and community sector organisations are 
concerned that they do not have the capacity to become providers under the Work 
Programme. They believe that the contracting process for the Work Programme will only 
be accessible to large-scale private sector companies and that the partnerships between 
local authorities and the voluntary sector which have developed under the FJF will not be 
built upon.139 

111. Liverpool City Region argued that the local employability partnerships developed 
through the FJF could play an important role in the Work Programme by brokering   
specific types of intervention for young people and through combining local resources.140 
Manchester City Council stated that the best results for young people are delivered when 
employment and skills support is delivered to individuals with other services built in as an 
essential component to meet individual and community need.141  

112. The Minister told us that he would encourage Work Programme providers to build 
on local partnerships: 

One of the messages I’ve given to the applicants for the Work Programme 
framework is that I would expect them, as a matter of routine, to have close working 
partnerships with, for example, local authorities, who’ve been one of the key partners 
in the Future Jobs Fund.142   

113. Valuable local partnerships have been built up under the Future Jobs Fund which 
draw on knowledge of local labour markets and the needs of communities. The 
Government has promised that it will ensure that this expertise is not lost as the Work 
Programme is rolled out. We will use our forthcoming inquiry into the contracting 
arrangements for the Work Programme to explore how the Government plans to meet 
this commitment. 
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9 Apprenticeships 

Government proposals on apprenticeships 

114. DWP have highlighted that apprenticeships could form one component of a 
programme of tailored support for young unemployed people, to help them into 
sustainable employment.143 The 2010 Spending Review stated that the Government 
planned to increase funding “by £250 million a year by 2014-15 on new adult 
apprenticeships, compared with the previous Government’s level of spending”.144 
Previously, in September 2010, the Government had announced that it would allocate an 
additional £150 million to create 50,000 additional adult apprenticeships in 2010-11. 

115. Despite the current economic conditions, the Minister and Claire Burton, Head of the 
joint Department for Business, Innovation and Skills and Department for Education 
Apprenticeships Unit, were confident that employers would be willing and able to deliver 
the increased number of apprenticeship places. They indicated that the allocation of 50,000 
places for 2010-11 is likely to be fully taken up by employers, and pointed out that in the 
previous two years the Government had had to cap the number of places available to 
employers because the demand exceeded the funding available for places.145  

116. There was support for the development of more apprenticeship places from a number 
of witnesses. The CBI, for example, argued that employer-led apprenticeships provide 
sustainable jobs, structured pathways for career development and high wages. Their figures 
show that around 90% of apprentices find employment (or self employment) immediately 
after their training ends.146  

Suitability of unemployed young people for apprenticeships 

117. A number of witnesses emphasised the importance of the apprenticeships system 
including some provision for young people facing significant obstacles to the employment 
market. Centrepoint told us that, while it supported the proposal to fund more 
apprenticeships, the Government should ensure that they are made available to vulnerable 
young people and that they do not simply “cream off the more able young people”.147  The 
Association of Learning Providers were similarly concerned that apprenticeships may not 
reach the same clients that the FJF was intended for—young people who were previously 
unable or unwilling to join apprenticeship programmes.148  

118. In his oral evidence, Professor Paul Gregg said that many young people who are facing 
long-term unemployment, the group that the FJF was aimed at, do not have the necessary 
qualifications to get onto the higher level (level 3) apprenticeships. He believed that lower 
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level apprenticeships were less meaningful in terms of employment opportunities and 
wages.149   

119. We welcome the increased funding for and increased number of apprenticeships 
and expect the Government to ensure that, where appropriate, these opportunities are 
made available to unemployed young people previously targeted by the FJF.   

120.  We recommend that, in response to this Report, the Government provides us with 
statistics on: 

• the number of apprenticeship starts planned for January to June 2011 compared 
with the corresponding period in 2010; and   

• the number of these apprenticeships expected to be taken up by 18-24 year olds 
who were previously unemployed for six months or more. 

121.  We are concerned that apprenticeships may not be the most suitable route into 
employment for those young people at the highest risk of long-term unemployment. 
These young people may have left school with no qualifications, have no experience of 
work, or have difficult family circumstances, and in some cases they may not be ready 
to start an apprenticeship. We are keen to ensure that alternative provision (for 
example, personal support, training and work opportunities) should be available to 
help those who are not ready for an apprenticeship.  

Links between the Work Programme and apprenticeships 

122. The Minister told us that one of the roles of the Work Programme would be to 
prepare and encourage young people to take up opportunities such as apprenticeships: 

A central task of the Work Programme providers, as I see it, is to ensure that they 
actually support, motivate, encourage and provide the right degree of direction—
matching an individual to opportunity and so forth—actually to get that young 
person into an apprenticeship.150 

123. Groundwork UK offered a positive example of the way in which the FJF had 
complemented apprenticeships. In partnership with British Gas, they trialled using FJF 
posts as a pre-apprenticeship period (for example in teams of loft insulation or cavity wall 
technicians). Where young people completed the FJF post, there were opportunities for 
them to undertake a full apprenticeship with British Gas. Groundwork UK believed that 
there should be more opportunities to convert successful FJF posts into apprenticeships 
and that the Work Programme might consider how FJF-style posts could help young 
unemployed people gain apprenticeships.151 

124. Tracy Fishwick echoed this view, commenting that even as the FJF programme moves 
to its latter stages it may be possible to link FJF jobs to apprenticeships “in a structured 
way, so that people who start on the Future Jobs Fund move into apprenticeships and do 
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not dip inbetween”.152  This reflects the concern that once some young people finish their 
FJF post, there will be no opportunities or support for them, and they may fall back into 
unemployment.  

125. The DWP and Work Programme providers should consider how to attract those 
furthest from the labour market to apprenticeships and how to encourage employers to 
take on such individuals as apprentices. We recommend that the Government looks 
closely at the lessons to be learned from the Future Jobs Fund in terms of the most 
effective ways to prepare such individuals for apprenticeships. 
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Conclusions and recommendations 

Outcomes for young people 

1. Despite falling behind its initial target, the Future Jobs Fund created a significant 
number of temporary jobs for unemployed young people on a national scale. 
However, it is too early to assess the extent to which the programme has supported 
young people in finding permanent employment. (Paragraph 29) 

2. It must be borne in mind that the FJF was an emergency measure to tackle a 
particular peak in youth unemployment. We regard the wider benefits which many 
young people gained from the programme in terms of work experience, confidence 
and self-esteem and the likely consequent impact on their future employability, as 
another indicator of the effectiveness of the programme. (Paragraph 30) 

Evaluation and monitoring arrangements 

3. We believe that DWP should conduct a robust and comprehensive evaluation of the 
FJF and publish the findings. We recommend that the evaluation include an analysis 
of the experiences of local implementation of the programme, an assessment of the 
impact of the FJF on long-term employment and benefit payments (as recorded in 
DWP databases) and a detailed cost-benefit analysis. The evaluation method should 
also be published to ensure the transparency and credibility of the process. 
(Paragraph 34) 

4. We believe that ongoing assessment of the FJF programme at a local and national 
level may have been more informative if effective systems had been available to 
monitor participation and employment outcomes from the outset. (Paragraph 38) 

Effectiveness and value for money 

5. A robust evaluation of the FJF has yet to be undertaken. While we accept the 
Government’s need to make savings to address the public spending deficit, it is our 
view that insufficient information was available to allow the Department to make a 
decision to terminate the FJF if this decision was based on its relative cost-
effectiveness. It is important that DWP carries out cost comparisons for welfare-to-
work programmes on a like-for-like basis. In particular, statistics should clearly show 
what payments, including benefit payments, individuals on each programme are 
receiving, to reflect the full cost to government. (Paragraph 48) 

6. While many graduates gained valuable experience through participating in the 
Future Jobs Fund, it is not clear to us that such an intervention is as cost-effective for 
this client group as it might be for those facing significant personal barriers to 
finding work. (Paragraph 52) 

7. We accept that interventions like the FJF represent a more expensive option, even 
when adjusted to take account of the fact that Jobseeker’s Allowance is not paid to 
FJF workers. However, despite the relatively high cost, programmes such as the FJF 
may still be a cost-effective option for young unemployed people who are furthest 
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from the labour market, and who are less likely to benefit from other less intensive 
approaches. (Paragraph 53) 

8. Comparing the effectiveness of welfare-to-work programmes is complex, given the 
differences in approach, funding, labour market circumstances and the 
characteristics of previous programmes. The evidence is limited and does not offer a 
clear consensus. We expect the Government to use the findings from the Future Jobs 
Fund evaluation to contribute to the wider evidence base used to assess which types 
of programmes are most effective in tackling youth unemployment.  (Paragraph 59) 

Benefits for employers and communities 

9. Overall, employers were impressed by the young people they recruited through the 
FJF and believed that they had benefited significantly from the contributions made 
by these individuals. As a result of the programme, recruitment methods in some 
organisations have already been altered to make it easier for employers to recruit 
young people who lack experience. The Government, working through Jobcentre 
Plus and its Work Programme, should consider how it can encourage more 
employers to open up their recruitment processes to young people who lack 
experience but who have the capacity to make a valuable contribution.  (Paragraph 
64) 

10. It is clear that communities and community organisations benefited significantly 
through their employment of FJF workers. The programme had a positive impact 
across the country in terms of enhancing the scale and the quality of services in the 
voluntary and community sector. We welcome these positive outcomes and regard it 
as unfortunate that the benefits may be lost with the withdrawal of the FJF. However, 
the community benefits must be considered in the context of the overall cost of the 
programme. Moreover, it should be borne in mind that the Future Jobs Fund was 
designed to be a temporary measure and these benefits were only ever intended to be 
experienced over a short period. (Paragraph 67) 

Involvement of the private sector 

11. It is important that EU state aid rules are not perceived as a barrier to private sector 
involvement in employment programmes. The Department should clarify exactly 
what is and is not allowed under state aid rules for employers in the private sector 
when employing young and disadvantaged people using a government subsidy, and 
produce a simple guide to help build confidence of employers. (Paragraph 77) 

12. We accept that the Department felt obliged to design and implement the FJF 
programme rapidly, given the labour market conditions at that time. However, we 
believe that the Department needs to take into account that engaging private sector 
organisations requires more time than was allowed for within the FJF programme. In 
future welfare-to-work programmes, a balance needs to be struck that takes 
advantage of the different strengths of the public, private and voluntary sectors. 
Given the proposed severe cut backs in public sector jobs, the Government will be 
much more reliant on the private sector to provide the jobs necessary to meet its 
targets for moving people off benefits and into work. (Paragraph 81) 
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Lessons learned from the programme 

13. We accept that the FJF programme was, by necessity, implemented at speed, and that 
some teething problems were inevitable. The recession meant that Jobcentre Plus 
offices were already under significant pressure at the time the scheme was rolled out. 
Nevertheless, many provided an admirable service in delivering the FJF programme 
and we congratulate those JCP staff on this achievement. (Paragraph 89) 

14. We do however have some concerns. Some young people were not properly 
prepared for the application and interview process. Jobcentre Plus has a clear role to 
play in supporting candidates in the application process, including the preparation of 
CVs and developing interview skills, and in ensuring that employers receive accurate 
information about candidates. DWP must ensure that JCP has the necessary 
resources and support to provide this service.  (Paragraph 90) 

15. Jobcentre Plus will be required to play a significant role in implementing the Work 
Programme. The Department must ensure that managers and frontline staff are 
properly prepared for this and other new programmes so that support is delivered to 
a high and consistent standard across the network of JCP offices. We will return to 
this issue as part of our forthcoming inquiry into the contracting arrangements for 
the Work Programme. (Paragraph 91) 

Termination and transition arrangements 

16. We are concerned that the transitional arrangements between FJF ending and the 
Work Programme being fully established will mean that young people are not 
offered targeted employment programmes for some time. It has been demonstrated 
that periods of unemployment are detrimental to young people’s future prospects 
and that the longer the period out of work, the more serious the damage to their job 
prospects. The cancellation of the FJF has also coincided with increased levels of  
unemployment amongst young people. It is therefore essential that addressing youth 
unemployment is given appropriate prominence within the Government’s welfare-
to-work policies. We intend to pursue the issue of the continuation of provision in 
our Work Programme inquiry (Paragraph 103) 

17. We expect DWP to ensure proper transitional arrangements are in place and to 
monitor provision for young people in the period before the Work Programme is 
fully implemented. We recommend that it record, and publish on its website in 
October 2011, the following information in relation to unemployed young people 
who would have been eligible for the Future Jobs Fund: 

• the number receiving welfare-to-work services between January 2011 and the 
introduction of the Work Programme;  

• the number receiving services for the first three months after the introduction of 
the Work Programme, showing how these numbers vary across geographical areas 
(to indicate variations between areas which currently do and do not have Flexible 
New Deal contractors); and  
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• the actions the Department has taken in mitigation if the numbers are substantial 
or if there is significant variation across regions. (Paragraph 104) 

18. Ensuring contracted employment programmes meet the needs of those furthest from 
work, as well as the easiest groups to place, has been a challenge for governments in 
the past and this will be equally true under the Work Programme. The Government 
must ensure that the differential payments arrangements within the Work 
Programme create a sufficient incentive for providers to deliver appropriate support 
for longer-term unemployed young people, including the low-skilled and those 
without any work experience, who are currently targeted by the Future Jobs Fund. 
We will pursue this as part of our forthcoming inquiry into the contracting 
arrangements for the Work Programme. (Paragraph 108) 

19. Valuable local partnerships have been built up under the Future Jobs Fund which 
draw on knowledge of local labour markets and the needs of communities. The 
Government has promised that it will ensure that this expertise is not lost as the 
Work Programme is rolled out. We will use our forthcoming inquiry into the 
contracting arrangements for the Work Programme to explore how the Government 
plans to meet this commitment. (Paragraph 113) 

Apprenticeships 

20. We welcome the increased funding for and increased number of apprenticeships and 
expect the Government to ensure that, where appropriate, these opportunities are 
made available to unemployed young people previously targeted by the FJF. 
(Paragraph 119) 

21. We recommend that, in response to this Report, the Government provides us with 
statistics on:  

• the number of apprenticeship starts planned for January to June 2011 compared 
with the corresponding period in 2010; and  

• the number of these apprenticeships expected to be taken up by 18-24 year olds 
who were previously unemployed for six months or more. (Paragraph 120) 

22. We are concerned that apprenticeships may not be the most suitable route into 
employment for those young people at the highest risk of long-term unemployment. 
These young people may have left school with no qualifications, have no experience 
of work, or have difficult family circumstances, and in some cases they may not be 
ready to start an apprenticeship. We are keen to ensure that alternative provision (for 
example, personal support, training and work opportunities) should be available to 
help those who are not ready for an apprenticeship. (Paragraph 121) 

23. The DWP and Work Programme providers should consider how to attract those 
furthest from the labour market to apprenticeships and how to encourage employers 
to take on such individuals as apprentices. We recommend that the Government 
looks closely at the lessons to be learned from the Future Jobs Fund in terms of the 
most effective ways to prepare such individuals for apprenticeships. (Paragraph 125) 
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Formal Minutes 

Monday 13 December 2010 

Members present: 

Miss Anne Begg, in the Chair 

Harriett Baldwin 
Andrew Bingham 
Karen Bradley 
Alex Cunningham 
Kate Green 

Mr Oliver Heald
Brandon Lewis 
Stephen Lloyd 
Teresa Pearce 

 

Harriett Baldwin declared a pecuniary interest as Vice Chair of the Social Investment 
Business. Social Investment Business has a 10% share in 3SC, which has received 
funding from the Future Jobs Fund. 
 
Draft Report, Youth Unemployment and the Future Jobs Fund, proposed by the Chair, 
brought up and read. 
 
Ordered, That the Chair’s draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 
 
Paragraphs 1 to 125 read and agreed to. 
 
Summary read and agreed to. 
 
Resolved, That the Report be the First Report of the Committee to the House. 
 
Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House. 
 
Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the 
provisions of Standing Order No. 134. 
 
Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House, together with written 
evidence reported and ordered to be published on 15 September 2010 and 13 October 
2010. 
 

 
[Adjourned till Wednesday 15 December at 9.15 am. 
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Oral evidence
Taken before the Work and Pensions Committee

on Wednesday 27 October 2010

Members present:

Miss Anne Begg (Chair)

Harriett Baldwin
Karen Bradley
Richard Graham
Kate Green

________________

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: David Coyne, Executive Director, Glasgow Works, Tony Hawkhead, Chief Executive, Groundwork
UK, and Jackie Mould, Director, Be Birmingham, gave evidence.

Q1 Chair: I welcome our three witnesses for this first
formal evidence session of our inquiry into the Future
Jobs Fund and youth unemployment. Will you briefly
introduce yourselves for the record?
Jackie Mould: I am Jackie Mould. I am from Be
Birmingham, which is part of Birmingham City
Council.
Tony Hawkhead: I am Tony Hawkhead from
Groundwork UK.
David Coyne: I am David Coyne from Glasgow
Works.
Chair: Will you speak up a bit? The room is a bit
echoey. Although the microphone picks up your
voices for broadcasts, we cannot necessarily hear you.
Unfortunately, the microphones do not help us.
Harriet, you have a declaration.
Harriett Baldwin: Thank you, Chair. I wish to
declare that I am vice-chairman of the Social
Investment Business, which has a 10% stake in 3SC,
which provided jobs to the Future Jobs Fund.

Q2 Chair: Thank you. As has been pointed out to us,
the three of you have been in organisations that have
been delivering the Future Jobs Fund, so obviously
you have a vested interested in that.
Before my colleagues ask more specific questions,
may I ask you a more general question? How do you
rate the Future Jobs Fund in comparison with other
schemes that have been put in place to try to alleviate
youth unemployment? This must be the last of a
number of various things that have been tried in the
past. Will you give us an historical sense of where
you think it rates against other interventions that have
been used, to a greater or lesser extent, to get young
people into work?
Jackie Mould: I think it has been very positive on a
number of fronts. The big positive, and the feedback
that we have had from the young people who have
been involved, is that it’s a real job. If you’re an
unemployed young person and you haven’t had a job,
or you’ve been unemployed for quite a while, to be
able to have a real job that you can put on your CV
makes the difference between getting a job and not
getting a job when you are trying to move up. That’s
been a big bonus.

Mr Oliver Heald
Sajid Javid
Stephen Lloyd

The other positives have been the creativity and the
opportunities that the programme has created,
particularly in the voluntary and community sector.
That’s what we have found. They’ve been able to
create some innovative and interesting jobs for people,
which has helped to develop their business as well, so
that’s been really positive. We are just monitoring our
people who have left the programme. So far, it’s
looking as though around 51% have gone into
employment or full-time education. Compared with
previous programmes, that is a very good outcome
for us.
On the less positive side, it is an expensive
programme, because you’re essentially paying wages
for the young person for six months. However, if that
person then goes into a job, you can soon start to
benefit in terms of that person coming off benefits and
paying into the system instead of taking out of it.
Also, it’s not been particularly good for attracting
private sector employers. Although we have had a lot
of private sector employers locally wanting to be able
to help and offer opportunities to young people, this
programme has not really been for them. It hasn’t
been able to give them that opportunity.

Q3 Chair: We will have more detailed questions on
that later. You said that 51% in terms of job outcomes
was comparatively good. What were the job outcomes
for some of the other things that have been tried?
Jackie Mould: I don’t have those statistics on me,
but I have a background in running these kinds of
programmes over the past 15 or 20 years. My
experience is that the rate of people going into real
jobs is often a lot lower than that.

Q4 Chair: Is it 30% or 20%?
Jackie Mould: It would be between 20% and 30%.
That’s what you would aim for. We haven’t
interviewed everybody yet, so we haven’t completed
the process, but we have been surprised by the success
in terms of people going into jobs—pleasantly
surprised.

Q5 Chair: Can I ask you to be a bit more historical
about what things were in place before and how this
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measures up? Just in general; as I said, we will come
to the more detailed stuff in a minute.
Tony Hawkhead: The first thing I would like to say
is that we have had only a third of our cadre of 6,200
people, which is what we and our partner, the National
Housing Federation, are providing in placements.
Only a third have completed. It’s probably too early
to be truly accurate or even to estimate how effective
it’s been at getting people into jobs and further
training. The numbers for us at the moment are quite
varied, ranging from about 35% in some groups up to
about 60%. We are now doing a lot more work, having
got the programme up and running, in back-tracking
and seeing where we are. I would be much better able
to answer the question in about six months’ time when
we’ll probably have two thirds of the people through.
Picking up the point about historical issues,
Groundwork has been delivering a variety of schemes
aimed at tackling unemployment right back to the
mid-1980s with what was then called the Community
Programme. This scheme looks to me most like the
work we developed with our colleagues from Wise
back in the late 1990s, which ran for about 10 years—
the intermediate labour market (ILM) programme.
That had a very similar aim, which was providing a
job, a wage and work experience. Frankly, it was at a
similar cost. The way that Groundwork at that time
was running it was to knit together, in a classic
Groundwork approach, a lot of different funding—
European, local authority and sometimes private
sector—to create the means to underpin the funding
that we could get then from what is now called the
Department for Work and Pensions. I would argue that
the benefits of the Future Jobs Fund, which you raised
and with which I agree, were similar to what is called
the ILM model.
We have found it a bit easier to link to employers,
because we have been doing it for a long time. I think
we will come to this later, but there has been a
problem with the community benefit test—we need to
be honest about that.
Chair: We will ask questions on that later.
Tony Hawkhead: We have found it particularly
valuable on environmental projects. A lot of our work
is around that—both for us and for our housing
association partners—and much of it would otherwise
be marginal or not feasible. The Future Jobs Fund has
allowed us, literally, to give people a job in which
they feel motivated and proud because they have a
job, and they are therefore much more productive in
working on those environmental projects.
In terms of how it feels, we are getting feedback from
people. This is now anecdotal, which I need to make
clear. What we are certainly picking up is that people
are much happier on this programme than, for
example, on some of the benefits-based programmes
of the past. All our experience—I suspect you will
hear this from all of us—is that the sense of being in
work and being able to put that on a CV is critically
important.

Q6 Chair: We had intermediate labour market
schemes in the late ’90s.
Tony Hawkhead: And they ran through for about
another 10 years.

Q7 Chair: Did they continue all the way through
until the Future Jobs Fund?
Tony Hawkhead: No.

Q8 Chair: Why did they fall out of favour?
Tony Hawkhead: Because, under the last
Government, changes were made to the New Deal, or
the Flexible New Deal as it became, which made the
starting point of contributing for someone to be in a
job for six months no longer feasible or possible. The
flexibility was good, but it could also be damaging,
because we could not get Jobcentre Plus to commit to
a six-month period of matched funding.

Q9 Chair: It was not to do with the cost.
Tony Hawkhead: I would argue that, if one is good at
raising funding and at knitting it together, there has
always been funding. It is true that Governments of
all persuasions have tended to be sceptical of the
intermediate labour market model, because of the cost.

Q10 Chair: It is the intermediate labour market
intervention that is the expensive element to deliver?
Tony Hawkhead: Again, I would agree that it is more
costly than some schemes. The Future Jobs Fund paid
a wage, and you have to be careful if you compare it
with other programmes, which do not include the cost
of benefits or the cost to the taxpayer of not having
tax paid. I do not think the model is expensive if you
see our success rates. We were running at 60% into
jobs from the intermediate labour market. That is an
enormous success—we work with very hard-to-reach
people—in comparison with, to give one example, the
Environment Task Force. This was probably peaking
at about 18%, which is really quite weak. In getting
very hard-to-reach people into work, we believe that
the ILM/Future Jobs Fund model is a very good one
and that it is arguably cost-effective.

Q11 Chair: David, have you anything else to add or
do you think we have covered it, looking at the
historical side of this?
David Coyne: I would reinforce what Tony has said.
From the mid-90s for a decade, we had a
comprehensive Glasgow Works programme, which
was on the ILM model, achieving about 60%
outcomes into work for long-term unemployed
people. That was successful in the context of the
time—we were seeing the beginning of a buoyant
period in the labour market. The question whether it
is affordable has to be seen in that historical context.
If the alternative to an ILM scheme is that the person
does not get a job at all, it looks less expensive; if the
labour market is more buoyant and there are other,
less financially expensive, mechanisms that can be
used to achieve a job outcome, you need to move on.
Effectively, that is what happened in the mid-2000s—
policy moved on from ILM schemes. Since the
downturn in the labour market in 2008, we are once
again in a position where the best way of preparing
people for work in the open labour market is
effectively to simulate work in an intermediate labour
market, using a mechanism like the Future Jobs Fund.
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Q12 Kate Green: You have already touched a bit on
the outcomes you have had so far from the
programme. Can you say more about the elements and
components of the programme that have helped to
achieve such levels of sustainable employment as you
have seen so far?
David Coyne: The average job outcome rate today for
the Glasgow Works programme is coming in at around
30%, but within that average figure there is a huge
variation. Our best performing strand within the
programme is achieving a sustainable 62%, and the
lowest performing is at 6%. We understand the
reasons why there is that variation.
One of the more strongly performing strands is an
environmental estate maintenance programme, with
one of our largest volumes. It links to housing renewal
and community regeneration and to social landlords
who have an interest in improving the quality of life
for their tenants. It is the children of many of those
tenants who are taking the jobs in the estate
maintenance programmes, so you achieve a self-
reinforcing programme of community renewal and job
entry. Those social landlords themselves are recruiting
young people from Future Jobs into estate
management and housing assistant-type roles within
those communities. We believe that where you link a
mechanism such as Future Jobs to a process of
regeneration or renewal, which you are undertaking
on a more widespread, strategic basis, you can achieve
that linkage.
In the situations where people are simply creating
temporary work for individuals and hoping that they
will pick up transferable skills in that work, and not
linking it to anything in the wider environment, we
are seeing the lower outcome rates.
Tony Hawkhead: Again, it is going to sound as
though we are all in complete and violent agreement,
but I think that we need to keep emphasising the sense
of it being work. That, for me, is the single most
important point.
The other thing that was powerful about the Future
Jobs Fund was that, unlike any other scheme that I
have ever seen, it—for the first time, really—allowed
the voluntary sector to get involved in a way that was
not risk free, but was much less risky than some of the
other programmes with which Groundwork has been
associated in the past. That meant that work could be
created rapidly, because most charities are always in
need of people to help, particularly to do practical
work on the ground.
The other thing that really worked for us was that
Groundwork made a decision at an early stage to take
only a tiny amount of money to run the programme
in our centre—to do the admin—and passed virtually
everything across to our deliverers. That meant that
they could invest heavily, right down to an individual
level, to support each person who was involved.
I do not think you can exaggerate the importance of
personal care; it is one of the things that is emphasised
about the Work Programme, which, if it can be
delivered, is really important.
Jackie Mould: I agree. There have been several
successful elements: the fact that it is a job makes the
difference; it has had an impact on the voluntary and
community sector; and it is linked, as Tony said, with

wider renewal, so people are very much involved in
their own communities—they are doing useful work,
so they feel valued. The scheme lasts six months,
which is a productive length of time, so the
organisations that are involved have the opportunity
to get some benefit from the person.
We have also been able to identify the transferable
skills from that. For example, we had a young person
working for a credit union who has now gone to work
for a bank. So, although we could not get the
placement in the bank, we were able to make that link.
We have quite a few case studies that show where we
have been able to do that.
I agree with what Tony and David have said. Quite
often we are dealing with people who have complex
and chaotic lives, who might have other problems that
they need to sort out—they might have debt or
housing problems. Because the scheme is six months,
and because pastoral care is built in, those things can
be sorted out while they are on the programme, so
they get their life in order before they move on.
One of the case studies that we were looking at the
other day was of a young woman of 21. She became
pregnant at the age of 13, had a baby, dropped out of
school and did not get any qualifications. Then she
joined this programme. She had never been to college
or had a job or anything, but in those six months she
was able to sort her life out, sort out what she wanted
to do and get her child care sorted, and now she has
a job. Her life has completely changed. That
combination of pastoral care, real job experience and
having that routine and discipline has made a big
difference.

Q13 Kate Green: From what you say, I am
wondering whether it is intrinsically difficult for this
six-month process to work with a private sector
employer, given the emphasis that all of you have
placed on pastoral support and how hard these people
are to reach, with a complexity of problems and the
need for the process to be reinforced by community
need and engagement.
David Coyne: I am not so sure that it is intrinsically
difficult. We have had some small-scale private sector
involvement from the Marriott Hotels Group, which
has taken on some trainee chefs. The community
benefit angle on that was that they were not only
learning their trade in commercial kitchens, but were
working with a homeless project in the city, assisting
with the soup kitchen and various other things, as well
as rehabilitating service users of a homelessness
project. There were enormous benefits for that third
sector organisation. The Marriott Group believes that
it is grooming the next generation of young chefs as
part of the process. For the young people, it is an
opportunity not only to get into an industry with a
career structure at an unqualified level, but to make
them much more socially aware and much more
rounded.
The real commercial environment is key. Whether it
is in a private business or in a voluntary organisation
does not matter. The fact that that person has a job
and is being paid to do it fundamentally alters the
transaction or the relationship between them and their
employer. They are not the recipients of policy. They
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are not the recipients of a training programme. They
are working and earning a wage. That makes for a
very different learning environment for the individual
compared with a training course.
Tony Hawkhead: May I say one other thing? It
depends on the economic cycle. In our experience,
when we had a buoyant economy, when businesses
were desperately trying to recruit people, they were
much more prepared to go the extra mile—for obvious
reasons, because it then becomes part of their
commercial success. At the moment, in what is a very
difficult economic climate, the evidence that we
have—with one or two exceptions that I will come to
later, such as British Gas—suggests that people are
inevitably saying, “Well, I might as well take people
who were recently employed, because that is a much
easier thing for me to manage.” That is where people
like us come in to do the persuasion job.

Q14 Harriett Baldwin: I want to ask a question
about the sustainability of the jobs and the range that
you have seen, from 6% to 61% of people moving
into sustainable employment. Presumably those jobs
are all against a fairly similar background
economically, because we are talking about a finite
period. You have mentioned some of the
characteristics of the jobs that have led to sustainable
employment, but were there any characteristics of the
young people in the programme that you could draw
conclusions from?
Jackie Mould: The thing with the programme is that
it depends, because you have such a wide range of
people. At one end of the scale, we have had graduates
coming on to the programme who are very capable,
but who do not have any work experience. Those
people could go to a private sector employer and
move into a sustainable job. At the other end of the
spectrum, you have people doing landscaping and
construction work, and you also have many in
between the two. One thing that would be worth
looking at is an analysis of the different groups of
people that have been involved and what is most
appropriate for them. It is very varied, and you could
probably design something quite specific for those
different groups, from the experience we’ve had.

Q15 Harriett Baldwin: Different types of
intervention might work for different types of people?
Jackie Mould: They probably could.
Tony Hawkhead: I would argue that the Future Jobs
Fund was a child of its time. We must remember that
it was set up and announced as a temporary scheme.
It was at a time when there was an unprecedented—
in our history—rise in youth unemployment that
concerned everyone, and it’s strongly arguable that the
scheme did a very good job in making sure that a
large number of young people had opportunities to
experience work that they would not otherwise have
had. That should be praised.
I think that the fund is most successful in working
with the kind of people we—most of us here, I
think—specialise in, which is those who are very far
from the labour market and would otherwise have no
hope of getting any form of work experience, and
therefore no access to a job. I don’t think that the

Future Jobs Fund or anything like it, or an ILM, would
work well or cost-effectively for people who were
close to the job market. It would be too expensive.

Q16 Kate Green: Can we look now at the reactions
of the young people who have been through the
programme? I know that Be Birmingham has been
surveying young people’s experiences. What benefits
and drawbacks have they themselves identified?
Jackie Mould: The benefits that they have identified
are about the fact that they’ve had a job. I can’t say
that enough; it’s come out in every interview that
we’ve done, with every single person. Some of them
didn’t even know they were on a programme; they
just thought they’d got a job. The other benefits have
been the confidence and self-esteem that people get
from having a job, from feeling valued—that they’ve
got something to offer and that they can do it. Yes,
the skills element is in there and most of them have
developed new skills and gained qualifications, but it’s
really the self-esteem and the self-worth that have
given people the confidence to think, “Yes, I can get
a job. I can sort my life out. I can sort some of my
other problems out.” Those are the main things that
people have said are benefits.

Q17 Kate Green: What drawbacks, if any, have
they mentioned?
Jackie Mould: The main drawback is if there’s
nothing at the end of it. Obviously, people want a job.
All the people who see the programme through want
to work. So, not getting the job at the end is the
biggest disappointment.

Q18 Kate Green: Have you any experience of what’s
happened to people who have not moved on into
sustainable employment or education?
Jackie Mould: Not in detail. They’ve gone back into
the system and are signing on. The worry is whether
those people will keep that self-esteem and get the
support they need to apply for other jobs in the future.
The positive side is that at least they have something
to put on their CV that perhaps they didn’t have
before, and that should improve their chances of
getting employment. But it’s early days yet to see
whether that has made an impact.

Q19 Kate Green: We’re asking about this later, but
one of the things that we’re interested in is the
transition from the Future Jobs Fund to the Work
Programme, which is coming. Picking up that point
about people potentially just going back into the
system after their six months, have you any advice
about how the Work Programme might build on
what’s been done for those young people?
David Coyne: We packaged the model in Glasgow in
such a way that there was quite a lot of employability
support for the participants—throughout the
experience, but intensively from week 18 onwards.
That seems to have had an impact on the individuals
in their starting and maintaining an active job search,
building on the confidence that they’ve gained through
successfully executing a job for four months or so.
Capitalising on their increased confidence about the
world of work—having been in it once—and having
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dispelled their own self-limiting beliefs and the myths
that they held about what work was like, they were
applying for a wider variety of types of job.
Currently, the labour market is not great for young
people. Many of them are not successful in making
the transition, so we intend to support them over an
extended period, post-Future Jobs Fund. Except in the
projects that are linked directly to recruitment
opportunities, they will not make an immediate
transition at the end of week 26 and will require
support over an extended period, and that confidence
and capacity need to be capitalised on.
Tony Hawkhead: I would say two things. First, we
must bear in mind that one of the weaknesses of the
Future Jobs Fund was that the only outcome required
was a temporary job. There was no necessity to have
tracking from the start. That is a critical challenge for
the future. We are the only voluntary sector prime
contractor on the Community Task Force, for
example. That had a tracking record from the start
and, as a result, I have excellent data on it.
The second thing is about links to jobs. We recruit, so
our aim from the start has been to recruit people from
the Future Jobs Fund as much as we possibly can, but
also to set up links to other employers, such as our
housing association partners. We have a very exciting
scheme linked to British Gas apprenticeships where
we are basically providing a six-month pre-
apprenticeship scheme, linked to 1,000 posts that it is
creating. It is linking things to jobs. The more people
feel that they have a chance at something real at the
end, the better.

Q20 Stephen Lloyd: Excuse me, Chair. Can I ask a
question specifically about British Gas? As we know,
one of the challenges with the Future Jobs Fund was
that a vast majority of temporary jobs were in the
public sector and that added issues of stickability. The
British Gas thing does look very impressive. Why do
you think you managed to get that agreement with
British Gas? Why thus far have you been unable to
persuade any of the other major private sector
employers to come on board in the same way that
British Gas did? I like the idea of the pre-
apprenticeship. I can imagine a number of major
utilities and those across the board which would like
that. Why work with British Gas and not the broad
sector?
Tony Hawkhead: The simple answer is that the
community benefit test made it fantastically difficult
to get the private sector involved. If there is a
commercial benefit to the company concerned to be
gained from taking part in the Future Jobs Fund, we
cannot do it—that would be the definition. The reason
why we were able to get around that with British Gas
was that it was setting up a whole new business in
home insulation, for which it committed itself to set
up apprenticeships. All we did with British Gas—a
very big “all”—was to agree to provide an effective
pre-apprenticeship, and it would take people on at the
end of it. Jobcentre Plus and the Department for Work
and Pensions deemed that there was no commercial
advantage for British Gas in doing it.

Q21 Kate Green: A last quick question from me.
You have all mentioned that the Future Jobs Fund
programme benefited the third sector, and specifically
that it stimulated creativity and ways in which
employers could think of creating jobs that benefited
themselves as well as the young people and the
community. Can you talk about any of the specific
positive outcomes for both employers and the
voluntary sector? How sustainable do you think the
outcomes might be?
Jackie Mould: We have had some examples of
voluntary sector organisations that have used this
programme to create jobs. They have brought people
into their organisation and essentially developed new
services and markets for them. That has been really
interesting. We have had a couple of organisations that
have actually employed people as fundraisers for the
organisations. They have then been able to bring in
resources and create new activities from those
resources. They have kind of made the job self-
sustaining. That is something that we could learn a lot
from in the future.
There is a lot of creativity out there. The ideas are out
there, but sometimes organisations just need that input
of an extra person or some cash to help them to
develop an idea. It has helped to do that, especially for
quite small organisations. Some of the organisations
involved in social care, particularly with the agenda
around personalisation, have been able to use the
Future Jobs Fund to really develop their capacity to
offer social care and personal assistance services to
the local authority and to health organisations and
actually bid for contracts. Some of those things have
been quite innovative.
David Coyne: Some voluntary organisations have
used it, similar to the way British Gas have, as a kind
of pre-recruitment exercise where they are expanding
into a new service area or trying to extend their reach,
and doing so on the basis of testing out both the new
service model and new employees. They have taken
people on into permanent positions, allowing that
expansion of services to go more smoothly and to be
better resourced. They are now coming back and
effectively saying, “Can we have another one of those
nice Future Jobs people?” “Sorry, no, you can’t.” As
a growth mechanism, it was starting to show some
potential for a small third sector.
Chair: We are going to move on because we’ve only
got through one set of questions and we are more than
halfway through your time.

Q22 Sajid Javid: Thank you all for coming. I want
to focus on the issue of value for money. A few of
you have already mentioned or used that phrase. A
couple of points have already been made about
sustainability. I just want to understand one thing,
because it goes to the heart of value for money. In
your submissions, each of you has given percentages
of what you think were the number of sustainable jobs
that were created—I think an average of about 35%.
Just so we fully understand what you mean by a
sustainable job, does that mean someone who has
completed their six months and then moved to a fully
paid job with a full contract and no subsidies?
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David Coyne: Yes. It is determined by the DWP
claims and monitoring process and the outcome being
moving into paid employment.

Q23 Sajid Javid: So that is about a third. From a
pure objective of helping young people find
sustainable jobs, you would agree that it has a success
rate of about one third.
Tony Hawkhead: I would argue that it’s far too early
to tell. Across the whole country, we have had only a
third of the cadre through. Our rates are too varied to
try to draw conclusions at this stage, particularly given
the lack of comparison with the programmes, and also
taking people through during the deepest recession in
this country for 70 years. It’s too early to try to draw
conclusions and say that in some ways it’s either
better or worse.

Q24 Sajid Javid: I think your number was about
30% in the first phase. How many people is that based
on in terms of people having gone through the
programme?
Tony Hawkhead: We have done a third, so that’s
2,000. The 30% figure has a big health warning
around it. We know for certain that 30% have gone
into sustainable jobs and training. We know for certain
that 33% have gone back on to benefits. We are now
retrospectively tracking the other 35% or 40% of
people. It is extremely difficult to do that unless you
have tracking measures built in from the start. We
have now put those in. Before you ask why we didn’t
do that from the start, the fact is that we were being
pushed very hard to deliver Future Jobs Fund at an
enormous rate, faster than any programme I’ve ever
seen. That is what we focused on doing.

Q25 Sajid Javid: As you all know, the contribution
for each job is £6,500. When we look at value for
money, that’s the key number we need to look at and
the results that that money might bring. Compared to
your knowledge of other programmes that have
attempted similar things in the past, albeit in different
ways, is this a good use of £6,500 or are there more
effective ways to do it and perhaps have an impact on
a greater number of people?
Jackie Mould: It depends on the client group. If
you’re talking about people who have recently left the
job market, it is not value for money. But if you’re
talking about people who have been unemployed for
longer and have multiple complex issues, then it
probably is. We have started to do some cost-benefit
analysis models, which we are working through at the
moment. I’m looking at some real case studies. It
depends what you mean by value for money. I have
some examples here that we are working through. We
have one person who was unemployed for 25 years,
for example. We can work out how much that actually
costs the state to keep that person on all the benefits
that they claim. That person now has a job. If they
can keep that job and keep on that positive path, you
can start to see the benefits, because there will be a
saving from them not claiming benefits any more.
They will start to earn money and they will start to
pay back into the system.

It would be interesting to look at those in a bit more
detail to enable us to really assess whether this is
value for money. For those people with complex
problems, people who are claiming a wide variety of
benefits or people who may be ex-offenders who have
been in prison, you start to see that from investing
that £6,000 you could get a pretty good return within
12 months, if that person stays in a job. That is the
thinking that we are trying to work through at the
moment.

Q26 Sajid Javid: Do you think that for some
people—by definition people are typically on out-of-
work benefits prior to joining the programme—the
current system of benefits and the disincentives that it
creates to take work is having an impact?
Jackie Mould: I think that people are fearful
sometimes of moving into a paid job, because they
think that they will lose their benefits and be worse
off, which is crazy.

Q27 Sajid Javid: The Government’s proposals to
create a universal benefit with a single taper relief will
cost more money in the short term to put in place.
Relative to value for money and getting people back
into work, would you say that the universal benefit
would be a value-for-money way of giving people
incentives?
Jackie Mould: I would say so, yes. If that person
changes their lifestyle and gets into employment as a
result, the figures that we are looking at suggest that
within 12 to 18 months you would start to make a
saving.

Q28 Sajid Javid: So in terms of getting young
people back into work, do the other two witnesses
agree that the universal credit system is a valuable
way to incentivise that?
David Coyne: Yes. I think that there are a lot of
positives about having higher earnings disregards and
a universal and lower taper rate to incentivise work.
By getting people into work—even short-hours
work—and making them financially better off, you put
them in the position of learning how to work while in
a job, like the FJF participants did.
Tony Hawkhead: The single biggest and fastest way
to transform the poorest communities is to get people
into jobs. You can stimulate community activity all
you like, but jobs are the key. I think that one of the
problems with the system at the moment is not a lack
of will to support people, it is just that it is too
complex and difficult to understand. Something that is
simplified, quick and in real time—which is where I
think that the universal credits concept is very
important—is to be welcomed. It is a bit early,
however, to make a judgment on it. We will have to
wait to see it up and running.

Q29 Kate Green: Is that an alternative to, or as well
as, the kind of interventions that the Future Jobs Fund
has provided? I am particularly interested in pastoral
support, which you mentioned earlier.
David Coyne: I would say as well as, because the
Future Jobs Fund as designed works well for young
people. For older people who have family



cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [O] Processed: [17-12-2010 17:04] Job: 006981 Unit: PG01
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/006981/006981_CORRECTED TRANSCRIPT 27 10 10.xml

Work and Pensions Committee: Evidence Ev 7

27 October 2010 David Coyne, Tony Hawkhead and Jackie Mould

responsibilities and who are on higher levels of
benefit, you would need the disregards and the tapers
to make it work financially.

Q30 Sajid Javid: I want to go back to value for
money. Hypothetically, if these no state aid rules had
not existed, so that there was greater flexibility to offer
jobs in the private sector, assuming there was greater
willingness as well—going back to your British Gas
example, it did not have to create completely new
jobs—do you think that the programme would have
been more effective?
Jackie Mould: I think that it would have really added
to it, because in Birmingham we certainly had a lot of
interest from private sector employers.

Q31 Sajid Javid: So, very quickly, do you all think
it would have been more effective if these rules had
not existed?
Tony Hawkhead: The community benefit test was one
of the big weaknesses.

Q32 Sajid Javid: There was also a requirement that
10,000 of the 150,000 places had to be
environmentally related jobs—I think that that figure
is correct. If that requirement was not there either, do
you think that it would have been more effective?
Tony Hawkhead: I don’t think so at all. Time will tell,
but I think that you will find that that 10,000 figure
will have been considerably exceeded. We are a
federation of environmental charities, as it happens,
and we do a huge amount of work around green space.
It is a brilliant way to get people into work experience
and jobs very quickly. With relatively little training, it
allows people to access the work experience. So I
think quite the opposite. Anything that allows people
to get into work relatively quickly and gives them the
rewards of working and achieving, of seeing things
change before their eyes, is something to support.

Q33 Sajid Javid: But why do you think that the
environmental target helped? I think that that was a
minimum not a maximum, so presumably if there
were 30,000 such places—
Tony Hawkhead: Did the target matter? I don’t know.

Q34 Sajid Javid: Right. So you’re saying that it
made no difference.
Tony Hawkhead: I’m saying that I think it was good
to encourage the idea of thinking around
environmental projects, but whether we needed a
10,000 target is open to question. I don’t think we did.
Jackie Mould: It didn’t make a difference to us.
Sajid Javid: It didn’t make a difference. Okay.

Q35 Chair: Can I clarify something you said, Tony?
You said that with the Future Jobs Fund, the £6,500
for six months was the whole amount that it cost the
Government for a young person, but that other
schemes didn’t include the cost of benefits. When we
see that the New Deal for Young People cost £3,480,
those young people would have still been receiving
benefits so would that have gone on top? The
Community Task Force was saying £1,200 per person,
but those people would have still been on benefits and

therefore that amount is not in the equation. Is that a
fair summation, or not?
Tony Hawkhead: I don’t recognise your Flexible New
Deal figures, so I can’t comment on those. I can
certainly tell you that your Community Task Force
figure of £1,200 does not include benefits. You would
have to add a minimum of £1,800.

Q36 Chair: So, we’re not quite comparing like with
like. You’d have to put all the benefits—the housing
benefit and everything—plus all the cost to the state
of that person into it.
Tony Hawkhead: Yes.
Chair: Thanks. That’s helpful.

Q37 Harriett Baldwin: Yesterday we did some
fieldwork at Centrepoint in Denmark Hill and we
heard about the Future Jobs Fund there, but we also
heard about a Workwise training programme that they
were doing. That programme was two weeks of
training those young people up in terms of what to
expect from work, what kind of behaviour to have at
work and how to talk to their manager—fundamental
principles. They were saying how successful that had
been. They thought that they could scale that up at
about £500 per person for a two-week course.
Chair: Yes, but it cost £35,000 and they’ve got six
job outcomes, so I’m not sure—

Q38 Harriett Baldwin: No, no. They were talking
about how they could scale it up if they could run it
over a year. I just wondered whether you thought that
a training programme of that nature for two weeks,
before going on to a Future Jobs Fund, would improve
the outcomes.
Tony Hawkhead: I am not sure that those two things
fit together. The Future Jobs Fund should do that
anyway.

Q39 Harriett Baldwin: So, you’d get that during the
Future Jobs Fund.
Tony Hawkhead: Yes. I fundamentally disagree with
any notion that you can get the kind of people we’re
working with ready for work in two weeks. There is
absolutely no evidence that you can do that. What you
could do is prepare them so that they don’t fail at their
work placement on day one. We have on placement
in my office someone who defines himself as being
on the Asperger’s-autism spectrum. He has worked all
the time for short periods of months and weeks, but
because his workmates perceive him as “strange”,
perhaps, it is very easy when times are hard for people
to say, “He’s the first out the door.” The most
important thing that we can do for him is to give him
a period of time when he learns a set of behaviours
that allow him to function as if he were a “normal”
worker. I am not saying what I think; that is what he
says. He was ready for being with us because people
had briefed him, but he couldn’t do that in two weeks.

Q40 Harriett Baldwin: But was there a large
number of people who joined the programme but
didn’t make it through to the end?
David Coyne: Not a large number, but those who
didn’t stick to it lost the opportunity to participate.
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Had we had the opportunity to design the front end of
the initiative a bit differently, I think that we could
have reduced the drop-out rate. The matching process
could, I think, have been done a lot better. We could
have had inductions, open days and more informed
choices being made.
Jackie Mould: I would endorse that. The idea of
having the two weeks would be useful to prepare
people for, essentially, a job interview. That was the
other thing about the programme: people had to go
through an interview to get the job, which was quite
challenging for some of the people whom we were
working with. Getting that support to do an interview,
and learning how to sell yourself in an interview to
get the placement, would be a good use of that time.

Q41 Harriett Baldwin: Was the drop-out rate less
than 10%?
Tony Hawkhead: I can give you our exact figures: we
lost 5% in the first six weeks; three quarters of people
completed 24 weeks; and just under 70%—69.6%—
did the full programme. So you can assume that 24
weeks is a really good slug at that—and three quarters
of people got to that point.
Chair: I realise that we are running out of time
rapidly, so all our questions must be short and sharp.

Q42 Mr Heald: May I ask you about the
construction of the programme as a whole? You
talked, Tony, about the sort of people whom you
normally work with. Normally, with an intermediate
labour market intervention, you are talking about
people who have been out of work for a very long
time, who are difficult to place—people of the sort
that you have described. The difference with this
programme is that you are providing that sort of
intervention for youngsters who have only been out of
work for six months, who are very different. So it is
an unusual programme in that way, isn’t it?
Tony Hawkhead: That is a really good question. We
work heavily with—I hate this phrase—the NEETs
group, people who are not in education, employment,
or training. Those people are effectively NEETs from
the moment that they leave school. All our experience
demonstrates that the longer they stay out of work,
without ever having the experience of having a job,
the harder it becomes to get them into jobs—and that
happens very quickly.
Although, as you were right to say, ILMs tended to
focus on people who had been out of work for a
year—it was not a lot more—we strongly supported
the move to a six-month start point simply because of
the damage that is done in that time.

Q43 Mr Heald: This is the best client group that you
have ever had isn’t it?
Tony Hawkhead: We have only had 5% of people
who are graduates into our schemes; the vast majority
have been people who present us with some serious
challenges.

Q44 Mr Heald: But you would agree, Jackie,
wouldn’t you, that this is the best client group that
you have ever had? You have even had graduates on
it this time.

Jackie Mould: They were a very small percentage,
though. On the question of six months, that is quite a
long time for a young person; to me, it flies by—it
seems to go quicker as you get older.

Q45 Mr Heald: But do you take the point that this
intervention is normally used for people who have
been out of work for a long time and who have real
barriers to employment? Here we are using it for a
group that includes all sorts of people who do not
have those barriers, who are relatively close to the
labour market when you start, so you ought to have
fantastic figures of success for this group.
David Coyne: We found that 75% of our referrals
were males with low or no qualifications, who were
looking for basic, manual occupations. The critical
point is that six months’ unemployment is much more
damaging if you are under 25 than if you are over 25.
You would want to use this kind of policy precisely,
and on those who need it most—there are many more
of those in the under-25 group and, particularly, in the
under-20s.

Q46 Mr Heald: But of course a lot of the things that
we have been talking about, such as explaining to
young people how to do a job search effectively, are
measures that work, and which you would often try
with someone who had been out of work for only six
months. To use the really top-of-the-range model so
early will always be expensive, won’t it?
Jackie Mould: Some of the reason for it—and I
suppose there are arguments about how you do it—is
prevention, if I can use that word. It is a question of
how you prevent a young person of 23 or 24 years old
from getting into that lifestyle of being on benefits
and being unemployed. There is an attempt to get
young people on the right path while they still have
some drive and some belief in themselves—before it
becomes a way of life. That has been quite important.

Q47 Mr Heald: The other problem with it is that it
is really directing young people into the public sector,
rather than the private sector. There is no way around
that, is there? The state aid rules, which we have to
work on within the EU, mean that you can’t put
somebody into a commercial enterprise and pay their
wages as a government.
Tony Hawkhead: First, I think it was not just the
public sector. It did a hell of a lot of good for the
charitable sector and that benefited very poor
communities in a way that would not otherwise have
happened. We need to recognise that, but you’re right:
the community benefit problem got in the way. We
really worked hard to try and get around that and, if
we had had more time—it was announced in June and
we had our first client in October—it would have been
possible to find smarter, legal ways of getting around
that. I really do believe that. We modelled the work
with British Gas specifically to try to find a way that
was not getting around the system, but that actually
took advantage of what could be done. The direct
answer to your question is that we must find a way
around it, because if we can’t involve the private
sector in a scheme like this, it is going to fail. It is
just not good enough.
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Jackie Mould: We had similar discussions with
Jaguar—Jaguar Rover—as well. It has been very
frustrating not being able to pursue those. But what
we have been able to do is link people through the
apprenticeship programmes, so maybe that is a way
of doing it.
David Coyne: Where a private sector employer has a
genuine vacancy that they are recruiting for, it is legal
to offer a wage subsidy under the general block
exemption regulation for recruiting disadvantaged
workers. There are ways of working with the state aid
regulations in a more creative way.

Q48 Mr Heald: Do you agree overall that if you look
at the British economy, we’ve got a situation where
gradually some jobs will sadly no longer be there in
the public sector and we are looking for more jobs in
the private sector? Yet this was a scheme that was
directing young people into the public sector.
Apprenticeships, which you mentioned, provide a
much better focus, because they mean you can help
young people into private sector jobs, which is the
future.
Tony Hawkhead: Put very simply, because I know we
are short of time, the Future Jobs Fund was set up to
do a very specific job for a temporary period of time:
to create 150,000 jobs in a hurry—let’s be honest.

Q49 Mr Heald: Ahead of the election.
Tony Hawkhead: I am not going to comment on that.
There is a nervousness in Departments—perhaps too
much nervousness—about state aid. Because of that
nervousness, it was set up in a particular way. I do not
think that the Department for Work and Pensions
would have set it up and excluded the private sector
without the state aid rules—it would have been crazy
to do that. Perhaps the question is, in future schemes,
if we do things around creating work opportunities
and work experience, to make sure that we build in
the best way of engaging all the sectors from the start.

Q50 Mr Heald: There are lessons for the Work
Programme there, aren’t there? Finally, the other
question I want to ask you is about Jobcentre Plus and
how good it was at matching and referring
unemployed young people to Future Jobs Fund
opportunities. Crisis UK has said that there was a lack
of clarity and understanding in Jobcentres. The
National Young Volunteers Service was critical, as
was Oxford County Council and so on. What’s your
view?
David Coyne: We had a very positive experience. The
district team in Glasgow responded early and robustly
to the launch of the Future Jobs Fund and worked well
with both us and the other national voluntary sector
bids that were operating in the city. We had some
technical difficulties early on, with the eligibility
criteria relating to whether someone was only eligible
between week 39 and week 42, or something. But we
worked around that and the Jobcentre response was
good. We were very pleased with the relationship.

Q51 Mr Heald: What about you, Tony, were you
happy with that?

Tony Hawkhead: If you’d asked me in the first six
weeks, I’d have probably said what you just read out.
But, we have to be honest and recognise what the
situation was. I have never seen any Government
programme in any Department set up at the speed this
was set up. Let’s not worry about why that
happened—the fact is it did. On that basis, one has to
judge it a success in terms of its implementation.
The other problem for Jobcentre Plus colleagues at
that time was that they were clearly recruiting very
large numbers of people to cope with a large number
of unemployed people suddenly appearing on their
books. They were trying to run a whole new scheme,
as well as deal with their own capacity. Once that had
happened, our experience was, very much like David’s
experience, that they were very good partners. They
did a number of things—for example, having
somebody we could contact if there was a problem,
so that we could resolve such issues very quickly. And
if they could not be resolved quickly, an escalation
allowed that to happen. There are lessons for that in
the Work Programme.

Q52 Mr Heald: Jackie, are you happy with that?
Jackie Mould: Positive, yes. We had very good
working relationships with the manager in
Birmingham, and it was all about solving problems as
we went along. If you have that attitude and you have
the right people working with you to make it work, it
will work; the problem is if you don’t have the
flexibility locally to do that. So, on the whole—
positive.

Q53 Chair: Can I just pick up something you said,
David? Obviously, the state aid rules were a huge
barrier to—in fact, a complete block on—getting the
private sector involved. But you said that it is
acceptable to have a job subsidy. If the private sector
had been willing to put up, say, £2,000 of the £6,500
and had paid it directly to the young person, with the
state paying £4,500, would that have been acceptable?
David Coyne: My understanding of the regulation is
that if the private sector employer is recruiting for a
real, existing job in their organisation—in other
words, not an additional one—it is legal for the public
sector to offer a wage subsidy of up to 50% for up to
12 months for the recruitment of disadvantaged
workers, with “disadvantaged” being defined as long-
term unemployed.

Q54 Chair: So, if there had not been the hurry to get
the whole thing set up, there might have been a way
of working around to getting the private sector more
involved—there is a solution there.
David Coyne: I believe so.
Mr Heald: Possibly it was too early.

Q55 Stephen Lloyd: We are running slightly out of
time, so I will drill down to two important, final
questions. First, the Future Jobs Fund, as we know, is
running until March 2011, and the Government have
indicated that the Work Programme will be up and
running from summer 2011. How can the transition
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period be managed effectively to minimise any
negative impact on young unemployed people? In
other words, I understand where you are coming from
in saying that there is real concern about that lag, but
from what you have learned how can the Government
manage that better?
Tony Hawkhead: I am happy to have a go first. The
straight and honest answer is that that is a very
unfortunate gap. The ideal solution would probably be
to make sure that that gap does not exist. That would
potentially mean extending the Future Jobs Fund by
four months. Otherwise, there is a hole and it is
difficult to see how it is going to get filled.

Q56 Sajid Javid: Or start the Work Programme
earlier?
Tony Hawkhead: Yes, you could try to start the Work
Programme earlier. Bearing in mind how fast the
Future Jobs Fund was got up and running, that is a
good question to ask.

Q57 Stephen Lloyd: What about you, Jackie?
Jackie Mould: Coming at it from a slightly different
angle, I agree with what Tony said, but one of the
things that could be done is to make links locally with
existing organisations and partnerships that are in
place, so that we can try to join things up locally. It
will be important for those organisations that win the
contracts to be part of what is happening at a local
level, because we can then learn the lessons and make
linkages with the employers and, hopefully, with the
young people who we are already working with. My
plea would be for trying to get that connectivity at
a local level—talk to us and we can help to make
it work.

Q58 Stephen Lloyd: You have prepared a lot of the
groundwork, so it would make sense.
Jackie Mould: Exactly.

Q59 Stephen Lloyd: David, do you want to add
anything particular?

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Neil Carberry, Head of Employment, Pensions and Health & Safety Policy, and Emma Watkins,
Head of Public Services Policy, Confederation of British Industry, Tracy Fishwick, Associate, Centre for
Economic and Social Inclusion, and Professor Paul Gregg, Professor of Economics, University of Bristol,
gave evidence.

Q61 Chair: Thank you very much for coming along
this morning to give some evidence on the Future Jobs
Fund and youth unemployment. Will you,
individually, briefly introduce yourselves for the
record?
Neil Carberry: Thank you very much. My name is
Neil Carberry. I am head of employment and pensions
policy for the CBI. Our director looks after all labour
market work for the CBI.
Emma Watkins: I am Emma Watkins. I am head of
public services policy at the CBI. We are responsible
for the greater involvement of the private sector in
designing and delivering public services, particularly
in the area of welfare policy.

David Coyne: I have nothing to add, other than that it
would be useful to get some of the potential primes
on the framework involved in detailed discussions
with us locally about how it is intended to get the
Work Programme up and running.

Q60 Stephen Lloyd: Okay. Secondly, Groundwork’s
evidence highlighted how the Future Jobs Fund had
been used to provide pre-apprenticeship training. You
have already talked about that with British Gas. What
lessons might we learn from the FJF as the
Government increase the funding available for
apprenticeships? We all agree that the increase of
funding for apprenticeships is a good thing but, given
your experience of the Future Jobs Fund, some lessons
can perhaps be fed into the DWP. What would they
particularly be?
Tony Hawkhead: The first thing is to emphasise that
reaching the hardest-to-reach costs money. The second
thing is that at the time of a less than buoyant
economy there is no great incentive for private
companies to be involved with the public sector in
recruiting and organising state-sponsored
apprenticeships. The fact that we took all that off the
hands of British Gas—we effectively acted as the
intermediary—made an enormous difference to its
willingness to get involved.
The lesson for apprenticeships is twofold: first, to
keep the bureaucracy and demands on a private sector
company to the minimum possible; and, secondly,
when working with the hardest-to-reach, which is not
a client group that most companies are necessarily
going to charge towards, you make sure that the
support for those people is provided outside the
company so that they are then getting work-ready
people—even from very difficult client groups.
Stephen Lloyd: I am fine with that.
Chair: Okay. I do not think that my colleagues have
any more questions, so thank you very much for
coming along. Your evidence will be very useful when
we come to write to our report. Thanks again.

Professor Gregg: My name is Paul Gregg. I am
Professor of Economics at the University of Bristol.
Unemployment and unemployment policy, in
particular, has been an area of research for me dating
back to the mid-1980s.
Tracy Fishwick: I am Tracy Fishwick from the Centre
for Economic and Social Inclusion. I am also here as
a practitioner, having been involved in the Future Jobs
Fund since the beginning in Greater Manchester.
Chair: Can I ask you to speak up? Although there are
microphones, they are more for recording purposes
rather than amplification for us. We sometimes find it
a wee bit difficult to hear. Harriett Baldwin has some
questions.
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Q62 Harriett Baldwin: Professor Gregg, I know that
you were very involved in designing the Future Jobs
Fund. I just wondered if you could talk through for
the Committee the rationale behind designing the
programme and say whether you think that, since it
was designed, anything has changed in terms of the
economy, the labour market or the public finances that
would change the rationale for the design.
Professor Gregg: I was an advocate of the Youth
Guarantee before it was introduced, though I wouldn’t
say I was involved in the design detail of what was
put in place. The broad rationale is that since the
1970s we have slowly learned—with the emphasis on
“slowly”—what kind of employment policy can make
a difference to people’s unemployment patterns and
the longer lifetime costs associated with that. We
know that youth unemployment is associated with
long-term scars in terms of unemployment, low
wages, poor mental and physical health, and indeed
early death. So there has been a history of evolution,
which has broadly occurred across many countries.
We moved from the early programmes, which were
just job relief and gave people low-paid jobs. There
were benefits for people in terms of work experience,
wages, access to a decent reference and so on, but it
was found that people didn’t move into work
afterwards as quickly as they would have done if they
were not going on the programme. That is because of
what is called the lock-in effect. People don’t look for
work when they are in a job, and that slows down
the process of moving into work. So there are two
dimensions. You want to give people work experience
and the basic work skills—turning up on time—and a
good reference, but if you delay the process of job
search you actually slow the process of moving into
the next job.
Policy intervened to try to do various things. It tried
to make the jobs bloody awful—like the Community
Programme—to make people look for work, which
proved unsuccessful. In a sense, it tried to emphasise
the job search, as in the Restart Programme, and it
was the logic behind Jobseeker’s Allowance, which
does have some success. But, at heart, this programme
was designed to try to minimise that conflict between
the positive aspects of giving people work experience
and getting in the way of job search. So, the sectoral
routes had clear job prospects at the end. It was agreed
that employers would take you on at the end of the
training programme to reduce that conflict. It was the
same with the Future Jobs Fund. The idea was that
the employer—the provider—bid with a deal that
asked what they were providing for that individual to
help them move on into work after completing the
placement. That was not as intensive as I would have
liked. I would have liked active payment systems and
active requirements on people and providers helping
individuals move into work. But the logic was there.
You were trying to give work experience but reduce
that lock-in effect of people not actively seeking the
next job after the placement.
I am a bit struck by the DWP evidence of likening the
Future Jobs Fund to the Community Programme. The
analogous one here is the Community Task Force, not
the Future Jobs Fund. When you are trying to do a
Youth Guarantee, you are trying to make it so that

someone has to move on—they can’t stay there for
ever—and you’re trying to make it so that providers
have to put something on the table. It is very hard to
offer a guarantee out of only the best options.
For instance, the best deal that we have in terms of
what we can offer people is work trials—a short
programme of work experience with a regular
employer. It is successful, but there are not enough
places. What you have with the Youth Guarantee is
almost a stage of options, which, to some extent, can
fit the individual, but to some extent the likelihood of
being effective is decreasing. Because of the guarantee
of a job at the end, sectoral routes are at the high end.
High-quality and long-term training for
apprenticeships has good prospects. Future Jobs Fund
is somewhere in the middle. The Community Task
Force is least likely to be helpful to individuals. That
is roughly the ranking that came out of the New Deal
for Young People programme, although there were
components that were very similar to these and in a
sense had many of the features of this programme. So,
we have learned a lot over the years. A youth
guarantee or a guaranteed job is an important part of
it, but you have to try to avoid the lock-in effect in
those components. You have to try to motivate and
create job search.
You asked what has changed. I emphasised that
perhaps there was not enough on that job search
element within the programme. The other thing that
has changed is that this recession did not lead to as
many job losses as we first feared. The labour market
and the welfare system performed well. However, the
people who have suffered intensely through this
recession are young people. The increase in
unemployment is heavily focused on young people.
The first and best option is to get people into
education. If you can’t do that, things such as sectoral
routes and apprenticeships are a good step, but Future
Jobs Fund was sort of solid in the middle, as the third
best in the ranking of likely prospects.

Q63 Harriett Baldwin: So, your ranking, again, was
the work taster—
Professor Gregg: First, just keeping people in
education is a good start, keeping people on at 16 in
full-time education as normal, or as a lot of people
do. We saw a big rise in that. That was what was
called the September guarantee—trying to keep
people in full-time regular education. The next best is
work with regular employers; even if it is temporary
and unpaid that is the next best. Then you’ve got
training and work experience connected to regular
employers—the kind of experience that employers are
going to be looking for—and things like the
Community Task Force and the Environment Task
Force. This had lots of community programmes and
there is a long history of that kind of thing. This
option is broadly making up the numbers and is the
least likely to be effective, but within it you need to
incentivise the providers to focus on helping the
people get into work. The incentives structure there is
important, but that is roughly the ranking.

Q64 Harriett Baldwin: It sounds as though the
lessons that you say we’ve learned over a long period
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of time are lessons that remain valid irrespective of
what kind of economic environment we’re in.
Professor Gregg: If you’ve got nearly full
employment you don’t need so much of this kind of
stuff to prevent that long-term disconnection from
work. But the ranking is broadly there. I would say
one other thing about this: there is a lesson that we
consistently don’t learn. We tend to make these things
up on the hoof when recession hits, rather than having
a plan in advance, which means that everything’s done
as high profile and with high energy, and mistakes fall
into that process. We then try to tinker with it
afterwards. It would be much better—the OECD has
said this—if we had a plan there in advance for when
the economy turns negative.

Q65 Harriett Baldwin: Does anyone else want to
come in on the design question before I move on to
other questions?
Neil Carberry: I would just like to say that we’d
associate ourselves with much of the analysis that
Paul has just given, particularly on the relation
between the different programmes and their utility. I
agree very strongly with that ranking.

Q66 Harriett Baldwin: I’d like to move on now to
ask whether any particular kinds of young people
were better helped by the Future Jobs Fund? Can you
draw any conclusions about the kinds of people who
benefited most, for example graduates, people with
low-level skills and people with vocational skills?
Tracy Fishwick: In answering that I will refer to the
Greater Manchester experience, and possibly to
knowledge I have of Merseyside and Tyne and Wear.
Everyone is broadly seeing the same kind of
experience, in which the vast majority of people who
are coming forward for Future Jobs Fund are the
young people who have less than an NVQ level 2, and
sometimes no formal qualification at all. As we know,
they are referred by Jobcentre Plus, so we have to take
who it refers and deems eligible and suitable. In the
early days, we were getting people who were nine
months’ unemployed and getting almost into the 10 or
11-month stage of unemployment. So we have young
people who are pretty detached from work, if they
have ever worked at all: young people who might be
third-generation unemployed, very often from
communities where mum and dad didn’t work and
grandparents haven’t worked. The culture and ethics
around getting up every day simply aren’t there for a
lot of young people.
The range then goes through to other young people, a
small number of whom are graduates, and those who
perhaps have higher qualifications, perhaps at NVQ
level 3. But the sorts of people we broadly get are
those young people who, traditionally, we have seen
on ILM programmes and other interventions like this,
such as New Deal for Young People. Over the 12
years that I have been doing this kind of work, I
haven’t seen a vast difference in the kinds of young
people. What we have seen is a huge difference in
scale and in the volume of young people wanting
this opportunity.
Professor Gregg: The bulk of young people who are
facing long-term exposure to unemployment are the

less skilled. Many of those don’t have the
qualifications that would be suitable for getting on to
the higher-level apprenticeships—the level 3 type
apprenticeships. They are a long way away from the
high-quality skills and so on that lead to long-term
attachment to good jobs. They are, in a sense, the
population that we have come to call NEETs; the early
school leavers who are often less educated and drift
between low-paid work and exposure to
unemployment. In a sense, the Future Jobs Fund is
focused primarily on that kind of population. It gives
work experience to people who have not yet got the
basic qualifications and haven’t worked previously.
Another area that has been contentious within this is
that it tends to focus only on the duration of current
benefit claim, rather than reflecting people’s past
history of exposure. We know from research that it is
the cumulative exposure to unemployment, rather than
just the duration of the current spell, that is a good
indicator of people who are in need. We would put it
slightly the other way: there is a population that is not
getting in because people are not on the right benefit
for long enough. Those people would potentially
benefit from these kinds of programmes. The net was
drawn very close.
Neil Carberry: Much of the public debate in this area
in the early part of the recession focused on graduates,
and there was a lot of media debate about people
coming out of courses. In our experience, what tends
to happen during recessions is that graduates still find
work, they just find work that is different to what they
would have accepted in the good times. So someone
is not on a graduate scheme with an employer; they
are doing a job that perhaps an A-level leaver would
have taken previously, and so on. It tends to be the
same low-skilled group that takes the hit in any
recession. For that reason, the right sort of active
policies specifically targeting those groups, wherever
they are found, not just in particular unemployment
blackspots, will always be the most useful
interventions.

Q67 Harriett Baldwin: In the CBI submission, you
argue that the Future Jobs Fund programme was not
effective in creating permanent employment
outcomes. I wanted to ask the panel what evidence
there is in terms of permanent outcomes. What does
the panel suggest should be done differently to
improve on the permanent outcomes?
Neil Carberry: Let me sum up where we came from
in the written statement that we made to the
Committee. Obviously, it is early to draw conclusions
from this. A lot of data in the area will be gathered as
we look at the experience of people who have been,
and are currently, on Future Jobs Fund placements
over the next few years. As Paul rightly says, it is
cumulative experience that counts.
As we say in the evidence, we were supportive of the
idea of the Future Jobs Fund because we think that
that kind of programme is important, particularly in
areas where other forms of intervention are not
reaching. What worried us, and has continued to
worry us throughout the bidding process, is the speed
of thinking up and delivery of the programme—Paul
alluded to that. It was very top-down in its design.
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It was driven from Whitehall on very short bidding
processes. That tended to lead to a certain type of
bid being successful which was predominantly public-
sector led and did not really engage with the private
sector in a way that a more effective programme
might have done. That might be down to the fact that
we left design so late. Most of these people, if they
are going to build successful lives for themselves
based on long periods of employment, will end up
working in the private sector. Therefore, the skills
associated with that, and the job experience that a
well-designed programme can provide, would be
important. We are not convinced that we have seen
that being delivered through FJF. If you look through
the bid details, you see a lot of people placed into jobs
that in the delivery phase risk looking more like some
of the less successful programmes of the past than
what was set out as the aim of the Future Jobs Fund
in the beginning. From our point of view it is still an
early stage to judge, but we think that there is a
significant risk that the performance of the programme
will be very curate’s egg-ish. There are some very
good programmes.

Q68 Harriett Baldwin: Do you have any specific
statistics?
Neil Carberry: Statistics are very light in this area at
the moment, to say the least. It is very early.
Professor Gregg: I want to just echo that. We don’t
really know, because the evidence base has not yet
been produced on the effectiveness. As an academic,
I feel that culling this element of the programme so
early is anti-scientific, because we will not ever learn
how good or bad it was and which design features
were good or bad. That is a shame, although it is
perhaps not the Government’s main priority here.
As the CBI has said, you would want to build two
features to make it as close to a regular job as
possible. If it can be with the private sector or the near
charitable sector, that is good. You want to get that
organisation focused on getting that person into work
afterwards. The employer is part of the deal, if you
like, putting on the table the contacts, the networks
and so on. I agree that the rapidity of the design meant
that some of these features were not put in place on
day one, but I suspect that you would rationalise that
given time. You would try to move to the private
sector more and you would try to involve employers
more. That is part of the problem of trying to set up
something in an emergency.

Q69 Richard Graham: Can I come in on that? If we
look at the Future Jobs Fund and its impact
constituency by constituency—where we all live and
work—I know that in my constituency there is not a
single job in the Future Jobs Fund that is being created
by the private sector. Everything is public sector,
quango or charity. This is an era where we know that
the public sector, after a massive rate of expansion,
will have to contract pretty sharply. We know that if
growth is to start again then it needs to be led by
business and the private sector. Given that, the whole
concept of creating a six-month job will be
fundamentally unattractive, particularly to smaller and
medium-sized enterprises, which will just see

someone coming in for a short space of time, with no
real sustainability to it over a longer period.
Do you agree that that is the case, and that it is likely
to be the case if you carry on with something like the
Future Jobs Fund. Do you agree that pound for pound,
the better investment would be in ways of freeing up
bureaucracy and making it more attractive for private
sector employers to take somebody on in the longer
term? That might be through the apprenticeship
scheme, or it might be through changing how people
can take on additional young employees. What would
your views on that be?
Tracy Fishwick: The restrictions around the kinds of
jobs that could be legitimately created through the
Future Jobs Fund, such as the state aid rules around
not being able to create jobs in the private sector to
scale, have posed problems for the people delivering
it. The FJF can do that in small numbers and there
have been creative examples of where that has
happened. For example, you may see a job where the
person is employed in the voluntary sector in a social
enterprise, but is actually working with a construction
company that is building a new school. That is a
legitimate role to create through the Future Jobs Fund
and we have examples of that across the country. In
Manchester, for example, we have people employed
working at Manchester airport, which is a private
sector environment, but the airport is 51% owned by
the public sector. Again, we can be creative around
those rules, provided that we keep within some
parameters. That has been helpful for us, but overall
it has been quite restrictive.
How we morph the programme as it moves to the
latter six months and beyond, to enable us to do more
of that, would be a really interesting thing for us to
debate. We could try to link jobs to apprenticeships in
a structured way, so that people who start on the
Future Jobs Fund move into apprenticeships, and do
not dip in between. There are examples emerging of
people moving into the private sector to do that.

Q70 Chair: May I ask Richard’s question, but in a
slightly different way, to the CBI? If it had not been
for the state aid rules, which seem to have been an
incredible block on getting the private sector involved,
would small and medium-sized companies have been
happy to get involved in the Future Jobs Fund—had
the state aid rules not existed or had a way around
them been found?
Neil Carberry: I think there is more to it than just the
state aid rules. The best example is probably on the
apprenticeship side, but most private sector
employers, and especially small and medium-sized
enterprises, don’t really speak fluent public sector, in
terms of bidding for state funding. The complexity of
skills-support funding streams in particular has been
significant over the years, with a number of bodies
offering different support for different things. That has
been an issue.
The Future Jobs Fund has suffered in a similar way.
So, you had local authority-led partnerships, which
were looking for input on the local employment
partnerships basis from the private sector, but the
complexity of what the scheme was and, in particular,
the additionality rule caused significant problems. I
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think that, for employers, the idea of bringing
someone into your business to do something that is
not in the normal course of your business feels a little
odd. You want to give someone a proper job—we
have discussed the importance of giving someone a
job that is a real job. That was a drawback in the
Future Jobs Fund.

Q71 Harriett Baldwin: I want to conclude this line
of questioning by looking at value for money and,
obviously, scarce public money. How would the panel
suggest that the money be spent more effectively? We
have heard some suggestions in terms of alternative
interventions.
In answering that, can you also talk about this
particular category of people? You articulated very
well, Professor Gregg, why it is so important to look
at youth unemployment, but it would be helpful if you
articulated the particular interventions that are most
valuable and best value for money for this group of
people.
Professor Gregg: What was the first bit of the
question?
Harriett Baldwin: The first bit was about value for
money and what would be the best use of scarce
public funds.
Professor Gregg: Broadly, the best first step is trying
to support people in active and productive job search.
That is the cheapest and most effective way of
support, but it doesn’t work for everyone. This has
been done—it is kind of the logic of the Work
Programme and, indeed, of the old New Deal
programme, which had this kind of gateway phase of
intensive job search. What you are trying to do there
is get people out through the low-cost route rather
than spend big money on everyone. So, in a sense,
you are focusing the money on the most needy by
trying to reduce the population of need.
However, you cannot run with that model for ever,
because you get the people into the scarring zone, if
you like—the longer they are in unemployment, the
chances of getting them out through just supporting
job search diminish essentially. Damage is being done
by the long exposure, so the Youth Guarantee offers a
way of trying to break that scarring-type process. As
we have discussed, you want to make the thing have
features that are as close as possible to a regular job
and to give the person the experience that future
potential employers will find invaluable—and you
need to maintain the job search. Those are the kind of
features of a system that you would like—in a sense,
a deflection strategy first, to try and reduce the total
cost spend, then a focus on what is left, but keeping
the focus on keeping the motivation to look for work.
That is, broadly, the model that works.
Now, the issue for the Work Programme and the future
of where we are likely to be going is that the former
feature is there, but it is not clear that providers will
be using work experience as that kind of break within
the system from the scarring-type effects, if they are
just left to their own black-box devices. The
incentives for them are just to work on what’s right
for them, not necessarily what’s right for the
individual, and certainly not what’s right for the state.

Creaming or skimming—focusing on the easiest to
help; the ones, in a sense, you’re going to get the
payment from—is the risk, and these guarantees put a
brake in there and force providers to focus on
everybody, and they force the individual to behave.
They have to turn up; there’s some discipline within
the system, so you can’t stay on unemployment
benefits without activity for a long period. Those
properties are the good design properties, as far as
we know.
Tracy Fishwick: I’d like to just say a couple of things
on that. One is I think it would be really helpful to
have a proper cost-benefit analysis done of the Future
Jobs Fund anyway, so when we look at the cost and
see £6,500, we know that that isn’t the case for every
single person, because not everybody stays for 26
weeks. It’s not always the case that everybody has
cost £6,500, and also most of that goes into their wage
packet, so they spend that money back in the
economy—going shopping, using public transport and
so on—so there’s a recycling effect there, involving
that money, that wouldn’t have existed previously.
Professor Gregg: And they are off benefits. Some of
the cost is actually lower benefits.

Q72 Sajid Javid: If I can just stop you, that would
have existed anyway, because if the Government had
not given it to them, they would have spent it
somewhere else or given it back to taxpayers. It’s not
fresh money.
Professor Gregg: Some of the money is actually what
would have been spent on benefits—

Q73 Sajid Javid: I just think your point is not quite
accurate.
Tracy Fishwick: I think the point is, if we could look
at what the true cost is and what the wider benefits
are of actually having a job—in terms of the economic
benefit of that, and for communities—that would be
something that was quite helpful for us to understand
in terms of planning future policy and seeing what is
worth spending on this kind of intervention. I think
that in the broad range of interventions for young
people there’s always a place for this kind of thing.
The scale may have to be different, obviously, but the
kind of intervention where you get young people in
work, every day, doing something constructive,
doesn’t really exist in most of the other kinds of
intervention.

Q74 Harriett Baldwin: Neither of you has
mentioned apprenticeships yet, in this context.
Tracy Fishwick: That was going to be my last point,
which is, we recognise the move to apprenticeships,
and I think that’s a really strong way forward. How
we look at who gets those apprenticeships, moving
forward, would be something to consider. Would
employers normally recruit into those apprenticeships
young people who’d been out of work for some time?
They might not do. They might recruit from a
different pool of people—maybe those leaving
college, for example. So can we look at how those
apprenticeships could be tailored or even ring-fenced
in some way for young people who might have gone
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on the Future Jobs Fund, but could equally go on an
apprenticeship?
Professor Gregg: Apprenticeships are fine. The
problems, in a sense, are, can you get enough volume
and are some of the people far enough advanced in
their skills, in a sense, to get on to serious two or
three-year apprenticeships for level 2 or level 3-type
qualifications? There’s a sort of a shortfall there, in
that you need some basic qualifications to get on to
these—you know, to do a plumbing qualification you
need basic GCSEs and a lot of the kids are a long way
from that.

Q75 Richard Graham: One of the great things about
apprenticeships is that they are as wide as any
employer wants them to be. You don’t have to have
any qualifications at all to do an apprenticeship in
hairdressing, which is one of the best routes to setting
up your own business. Do you think the question is
more whether employers out there need to be, in a
sense, encouraged to think more broadly about what
training course they might want to help to create, in
order to attract an entry-level employee under the
apprenticeship scheme?
Professor Gregg: The description of apprenticeships
depends heavily on what level of qualification you are
describing. The stuff that leads to good employment
and decent wages is level 3 and some level 2. Level
1-type stuff really isn’t worth a biscuit in terms of
employment or wages. There are issues here about
what you’re putting people on to. We want to get
people on to some quality stuff. That can be done.
We’ve a long history, dating way back, of not being
able to generate enough of those higher-quality things.
Now, this is all broadening out to a different debate
about how we manage the school-to-work transition
and how we get enough people into higher level or
level 3-type apprenticeships, which we systematically
failed to do—

Q76 Richard Graham: The other question is one of
the things that has been completely forgotten, which
is the whole business of work experience. If you talk
to employers, the vast majority of them will say that
they choose their apprentices and people they take on
later based on their experience with people who have
done work experience with them. In your experience,
is there more that could be done with schools,
especially schools in deprived areas and with difficult
children, to set up links with employers, so that they
get more people on to work experience earlier and
therefore create more opportunities for those people
to get known by a company and to start a relationship
that leads on to a job? That would not or should not
cost a shilling of Government money, but could more
be done to help to create links between schools and
employers?
Professor Gregg: I would have no problem with
that—it seems a sensible strategy. In a sense, you are
articulating what, to some extent, the Future Jobs
Fund is trying to do a bit later, which is give people
work experience and contact with employers.
Obviously, if you do that earlier, you are doing it for
everybody rather than the targeted few, who we are

talking about here—the people at risk of serious, long-
term exposure to unemployment. You won’t get all the
people who would be going into that kind of category
deflected by earlier intervention. We are talking about
the most deprived, and it would be hard to get most
of them into contact with employers who might take
them on in advance of their entry to the labour market.
But as a way of trying to improve the functioning
of the school-to-work transition—fine, what you say
is right.
Emma Watkins: Can I come back on the value for
money point—how we ensure value for money
moving forward—and on the apprenticeships point, as
well? The Work Programme, as envisaged at the
moment, is being designed and delivered so that it has
outcomes-based commissioning at its heart and so that
a provider will gain the money only if it has ensured
sustainable employment for an individual over two to
three years. You may want to come on to the Work
Programme later; I know that you have a separate
inquiry into that. We feel that the outcomes-based
commissioning and the way the Work Programme is
designed to involve both the private and the third
sector together—allowing for more innovation and
tailored support, and hence more sustainable
employment—will hopefully prove more effective in
the future.

Q77 Harriett Baldwin: But you would accept that
there might need to be a variation in the payments—
given how far some people might be from the labour
market, while others might be very near to it—to
tackle the issue that Professor Gregg raised about
skimming?
Emma Watkins: Potentially.
Neil Carberry: On the apprenticeships point, we have
made it very clear in our evidence that we regard paths
to apprenticeships as very important. The point that
has been raised about what happens in schools is
absolutely vital. It is vital to a range of issues about
the paths that we steer our young people on to when
they think about work. For instance, if we have a
discussion about a gender pay gap, better careers
advice for girls at 14 and 15 would be a key part of
addressing that issue. We are strongly supportive of
businesses becoming more involved with schools,
schools opening themselves up a bit more to
businesses for careers advice and work experience—
hopefully, that will lead people down the route of
thinking about apprenticeships—and a simpler
funding stream, with more money in it. We saw the
announcement last week on adult apprenticeships, of
which we are very supportive, although in our policy
proposal we wanted that money to be made available
from 16 rather than from 19 to help people who
maybe don’t see A-levels or post-16 education as
being for them to make that transition into the work
force.
I think Paul is absolutely right—what we are dealing
with here is a tricky transitional labour market, where
people are coming to work for the first time. If they
make that jump successfully, once they are in that first
job, a range of life outcomes for the next 30 or 40
years takes a significant uptick.
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Q78 Harriett Baldwin: Can I ask one final question?
Could the panel explain a Future Jobs Fund job
compared with a level 1, level 2 or level 3
apprenticeship? Would you put it on that scale or are
they such different things that you can’t really
compare them to each other?
Tracy Fishwick: I think there will be some examples
of Future Jobs Fund jobs that bear some resemblance
to an apprenticeship. That is where you have a
structured programme of skills development and
qualifications that might be involved in a job, and
such jobs do exist, but to confine a job to six months
and to try to achieve a number of stages of
qualification is quite difficult for most people, given
that they might not have had a qualification before or
if learning is a new thing for them. So, they are quite
different in lots of respects. We see more that the
Future Jobs Fund is leading into, or is a gateway into,
that longer term.

Q79 Harriett Baldwin: Is it before a level 1?
Professor Gregg: It isn’t a qualification. What
employers want is people with skills. They also look
at other basic skills such as the ability to turn up on
time and your attitude while you are at work. They
want signals from other employers that this person is
a good bet. It is giving you, in a sense, a different set
of skills that employers really want and look for, but
it is not an accredited level 1, level 2 or level 3. It is
the kind of stuff that we all have in our reference that
says that we are the good citizen who will be good as
an employee. These kids don’t have that, and have
little way of getting it.

Q80 Harriett Baldwin: So, it’s before a level 1?
Professor Gregg: It’s almost on a different scale. It’s
a non-qualification-based skill that employers value
and want positive signals of. They want people with
positive work attitudes, who turn up on time and
aren’t pissing about. It is trying to give the sort of
work experience that employers look for before
necessarily taking people on and offering the career-
type training and development that is good for them
in the long term.
Neil Carberry: Essentially, employer-led
apprenticeships tend to be about competency. Picking
up on that point, Future Jobs Fund is about workplace
behaviours and attitudes and about someone being
ready for the workplace. I agree that it is still a skills
set; it’s just an attitude skills set.
Professor Gregg: It’s an accreditation as well. It is
just an accreditation in a different way. You have an
employer who says, “This person is all right.” That is
gold dust.
Chair: It’s often what the employers want.
Professor Gregg: And it should matter whether you
get the incentives right. If they are just going to say
that everyone is wonderful, it loses credibility very
rapidly.

Q81 Karen Bradley: I want to turn now to look
more at the implementation of the Future Jobs Fund
and the lessons that we can learn from it. We have
touched on several of those points already, but it will
be useful for us if we drill down and summarise the

specific points. The first point was about the lessons
from the bidding process. You talked about it being
very top-down, but perhaps you could expand on what
you have seen so that we can learn from the bidding
process.
Tracy Fishwick: I was involved in writing a bid in
Greater Manchester. I had a month to do it. The whole
experience of Future Jobs Fund has been a rapid one
from the day it was announced. If we’d had longer—
we would have liked longer—we could have engaged
more with employers and figured out how we could
do this kind of demand-led employment pathway that
really would be the ideal scenario to deliver the Future
Jobs Fund through. The speed with which we had to
respond was unprecedented. Nevertheless, it
galvanised everybody’s thoughts at a local level. The
public and the voluntary and community sectors came
together to figure out how they could do shared bids—
collaborate and develop one bid for a sub-region—
rather than run lots of separate bids in neighbouring
boroughs and then waste lots of money on admin.
That is what we have seen with Future Jobs Fund that
we have not seen with other big programmes where
lots of councils work together to create economies of
scale.
Neil Carberry: When we looked at your call for
evidence before the summer, we went away and talked
to our members. What surprised us, although we were
already beginning to be a little sceptical about the
impact of the Future Jobs Fund in the private sector,
was how few of them had had much to do with it.
Essentially, if you have a month to prepare a bid, it is
hard for our members because they have businesses
to run and clearly that has to come first. I suspect that
the speed of the timetable greatly restricted the
number of private sector companies that could get
involved, and that includes even those who were
already involved in local employment partnerships, of
which there were some really good examples in some
of the key areas of the country for the Future Jobs
Fund. Beyond that, we have discussed the
additionality requirement, particularly among the
national firms, which have a bit more capability to
think about taking part in this and some idea of where
they might be able to base a dozen or more people.
Some of the geographical controls, based on the 1.5%,
were further pull-back factors. I think that that’s what
lay behind the lack of engagement on the private
sector side.
Professor Gregg: I agree with everything that was
said there. There was a sense of doing things at such
incredible speed. There was a deliberate push towards
sectors they felt they could get to respond quickly.
Richard Graham: A bit of national service.
Professor Gregg: It was in their control in a sense;
they could get people to jump who could jump, and
the private sector wasn’t part of that group. I always
expected that that would be changed and that there
would be a deliberate outreach to private sector
employers after the first stage. This is very early in the
cycle of a recession, relative to previous interventions,
which have often come one, two or three years
afterwards. That lack of disaster planning is being
discussed. There wasn’t a plan there to be wheeled
out. When we worked out that we were in recession,
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things were done through emergency planning, which
is not the best way, but the view shouldn’t necessarily
be that the first product is the end product. You would
expect to evolve such a programme. They clearly
wanted numbers very quickly, and that meant getting
the people who were used to jumping to public sector
calls to jump.

Q82 Karen Bradley: That was very helpful, thank
you. We talked about state aid rules and additionality.
Were there any other restrictions that prevented the
private sector from being involved? I cite the example
of my local citizens advice bureau, which managed to
get the Future Jobs Fund to cover a maternity leave. I
question the additionality there. What have you seen
in practice?
Neil Carberry: From our experience—Emma might
want to add to this—there has been so little
engagement that what we have said so far is about the
sum of it. Most businesses just haven’t been engaged
in the FJF. Indeed, looking to the provider side, people
are engaged in things like the Flexible New Deal.
Even there, there wasn’t a lot of engagement among
firms in making use of the Future Jobs Fund as part
of the mix of tools that they were using to deliver. In
particular, there is the issue of the relative strength of
the funding stream behind the Flexible New Deal,
which is about £1,500 on average, targeted at 50% of
people still in a job six months on. Pound for pound,
by comparison with the Future Jobs Fund, that is a
significantly lower amount of funding for a not much
higher target rate of retention of employment. Even
on the provider side, where you would expect more
engagement, it’s been quite limited.
Emma Watkins: I would just echo Neil’s point.
Within our welfare-to-work grouping of members
providing these services in the CBI—it has been a
very active group in putting together our original
evidence and, just over the past couple of days, trying
to gather anecdotal evidence—so few providers are
used to the market and involved in the process that it
is hard to gather evidence.
Tracy Fishwick: I come back to the points that I have
made already. State aid is the biggest barrier, coupled
with the community benefit criteria. While we
understand where those things come from, and we
have had to work within them, they have been a huge
obstacle, which we have not been able to overcome,
unless we have been able to be quite creative and track
jobs back to public spend through things such as
construction works.

Q83 Karen Bradley: What I’m taking from this is
that the barriers included speed of delivery, state aid
and additionality issues, and the lack of evolution in
the programme because it was such early days.
Professor Gregg: Can I just say one thing? There is
an interesting contrast with what was done under the
New Deal for Young People, where the employer
option was almost entirely private sector, with very
little public sector. This is completely the reverse.
That makes a point about some of the rules. I don’t
know whether the rules have changed in the
meantime. It isn’t impossible to get private sector
involvement. The old programme in ’98 did it, but

this one didn’t. I think it’s not because it’s impossible,
but because the kind of stuff we’re describing was, in
a sense, designed to get a rapid response from the
people who could do it very rapidly and not a lot of
thought was put into how to get the private sector
engaged.

Q84 Mr Heald: I don’t know whether Professor
Gregg would agree, but I think the problem may be
this: if you have an intervention that comes in at 12
months and is to help somebody who is long-term
unemployed with barriers to employment, I think you
can offer them a subsidised job, but if it’s six months
and there isn’t that history, the state aid rules make
that impossible in the private sector, or difficult
anyway.
Professor Gregg: I was trying to articulate that you
probably want an intensive deflection process first,
before you deliver something like this, in terms of
getting the numbers down and raising the case of
targeting on the most needy.
Mr Heald: I fully agree.

Q85 Karen Bradley: I have a final point on
implementation. I would be interested to hear about
the experiences you and your members have had of
interaction with Jobcentre Plus and how useful that
has been.
Neil Carberry: It’s very interesting. In the past, our
members have been somewhat cynical, to be honest,
about Jobcentre Plus, but many of them had very good
experiences during the recession. It’s on a patchy
basis, but there are good examples from certain areas
of the country. The collapse of Woolworths is a classic
example. Certain parts of Jobcentre Plus got into
Woolworths stores very quickly and did a lot of real
“action this day” work to try to get people into other
retailers in the local area, and very successfully. A lot
of it seems to be driven by the management structure
of Jobcentre Plus at local level. People may be
fostering good links with local employers and helping
with the understanding of local labour markets. There
was a strong streak of very good performance during
the recession. In some areas, it was still a case of
going to Jobcentre Plus with a job and getting 60
applications, 45 of which were not appropriate, but
that was less prevalent than maybe it was in the
previous decade.
Tracy Fishwick: I really felt for Jobcentre Plus in the
early days, because it had a lot on its plate at that time,
a year or so ago, with increased volumes of customers
coming in and people trying to get up to capacity in
their own offices. Also, it seemed to be a while before
it got its guidance on the rules about how it could
engage with the Future Jobs Fund, what “eligibility”,
“suitable” and so on meant, how you physically refer
a person sat in front of you, how you use the system
and how they then end up going for an interview. All
those things needed to be worked out and, as it
happened, most organisations that were running the
Future Jobs Fund worked it out together with
Jobcentre Plus. That’s partly why you end up with
slightly different versions of what’s happening across
the country. Different partnerships agreed on different
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mechanisms to do things, but once we got over that,
the process was fairly good.
If we’re talking about the volume of people who are
being referred in some areas, we can take the Greater
Manchester experience, which involves 8,000 jobs in
total, or that’s what it will be. The number of people
who end up being referred every day and every week
is in the hundreds all the time. It is quite a mammoth
task if you just break it down to that one area. Then
you get people not knowing quite what the job is that
they’ve come for, or people being referred who are
probably not that suitable for the job that they’ve
come for. Keeping employers on board in those
situations can be difficult, but mostly everybody
understands that scale and volume will create these
things. Overall, I would say Jobcentre Plus has done
a very good job.

Q86 Karen Bradley: In Greater Manchester, you
went for 35-hour jobs. Is that right?
Tracy Fishwick: Yes.

Q87 Karen Bradley: Was there a reason why you
went for 35 hours rather than the minimum?
Tracy Fishwick: Yes. The bid was developed at the
highest level in Greater Manchester. It involved the
chief executives of all 10 councils. It was a very
strategic decision to get involved on that scale. It sat
alongside the other efforts on how we tackle
worklessness, how we look at getting people out of
the poverty trap and how we got as much as possible
of the six and a half grand into their pockets to spend,
rather than being tied up in administration and other
things. It was a deliberate strategy, which has proved
challenging to manage financially—but, yes, it was
very deliberate.

Q88 Chair: The bell is ringing and we are not quite
finished. Perhaps we can roll up the last set of
questions into one question with a few parts, because
I am conscious of the time.
We know that Future Jobs Fund is coming to an end—
there will be no new entrants from March 2011. It
was mentioned in the earlier session that the Work
Programme does not come into place until next
summer at the earliest. There is clearly a gap, so is
there room for evolution or can that not happen
because the programme will come to an end? Is there
room for some evolution because some of the lessons
that have been learned from Future Jobs Fund could
sit easily within the Work Programme?
The Government say that they will fill that gap
because of the increasing number of apprenticeships,
but those are for 19-plus, so is that a different cohort
from those who have benefited from Future Jobs
Fund? We know that the apprenticeship guarantee
applies only to England anyway, because that is a
devolved issue in Scotland and Wales, so are there
gaps there?
To roll all that into one question, what advice should
our Committee be giving to the Government? If they
are not going to continue with Future Jobs Fund, what
should they be doing to fill that gap, to make the
transition, and to keep the good stuff that is already
happening in Future Jobs Fund? What should they be

wary of to make sure that they do not make any
mistakes as they introduce the new programmes? That
is quite a lot in one question, but hopefully you get
the gist of what I have asked.
Tracy Fishwick: Youth unemployment is still with
us—a third of all Jobseeker’s Allowance claimants are
aged 18–24, and in some areas it is getting into 40%.
It is still a huge issue. There will be a significant gap
in many areas, especially in the north and in areas
where the impact of public sector job cuts will be
bigger, and so on, bearing in mind the readiness of the
private sector to fill that void in terms of creating new
jobs. People are worried about what is likely to
happen to a large group of young people.
I would like there to be some kind of temporary
extension to Future Jobs Fund, even if it is sat within
the Work Programme, ultimately. There might also be
a way of looking at some of the unused, what is called
rolled-up, weeks. While we create jobs for 26 weeks,
not everybody stays for that long, so there is some
money, potentially, still in DWP that is not being
drawn down for every single person. Is there a way of
using that to subsidise other jobs in that gap period?
That would be a request, or something that DWP
could look at.
Ultimately, how will the lessons that we can learn
from Future Jobs Fund be morphed into Work
Programme? A huge infrastructure has been created
just around work placements; around managers who
are turned on to the idea of having young people in
their offices, their businesses, and their social
enterprises; and around the voluntary and community
sectors, and so on. It is a huge infrastructure and there
is a willingness and an appetite for this, so how do we
get that lasting legacy into the Work Programme? Can
we make sure that the Work Programme providers talk
to the big LABs—Lead Accountable Bodies—which
have been running Future Jobs Fund, so that we can
join all that up where possible?

Q89 Richard Graham: We have talked a lot about
Future Jobs Fund and different programmes. From all
the evidence that we have heard, it sounds as if Future
Jobs Fund was a well-intentioned, spur-of-the-
moment, desperate attempt to try to get young people
off the unemployment register, with mixed results and
not much involvement from the private sector. The
bottom-line question to all this is why are there so
many young people who are NEETs in this recession?
Why is the number so much bigger than in previous
recessions?
Professor Gregg: It’s not. It is not bigger than in
previous recessions.

Q90 Richard Graham: Yes it is. We have record
young unemployment at the moment, whereas
employment figures were much higher in the early
’90s.
Professor Gregg: The gap relative to older people is
higher, but the number of NEETs is not.

Q91 Richard Graham: But the percentage is much
higher. Is there not a wider question in there? Why is
it that employers are not taking on young people? Is
it that they have lost confidence in what people are
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coming out of school with? Are they preferring to take
on someone who has had a job already—almost
whatever job—because, as a point of reference, it is
something that shows that they are capable of doing a
job? What do you all think? Or do you think that this
is all perfectly normal, and that we should expect to
have record youth unemployment?
Professor Gregg: Young people always suffer more
in recessions. Firms do not shed labour that they have
got, which is valuable, experienced and trained, unless
they are desperate. In this particular recession, what
has been very successful is that firms have not done
as much of that emergency shedding of labour—the
panic stuff—because they are going out of business.
They have done shrinkage by not recruiting, a
recruitment-freeze type of shrinking.

Q92 Stephen Lloyd: Also wage cuts. Everyone has
taken wage cuts.
Professor Gregg: Yes, I’ll accept wages. All that
means is that the people who bear the brunt are those
trying to enter the labour market rather than those who
are there already, suffering large-scale displacement.
That is why it falls on the young. This time, the gap
between the older and the young is more acute than
in previous recessions, but it is slightly less as a share
of the young person’s population. More are in
education now. Far more young people are staying on
in education, so the share is of those who are not
staying on in education. That is where the
unemployment rates are high. That is high, relative to
previous recessions.
Let us take the young person population. Because
there are more in school, what you are dealing with is
a more acutely deprived group than was previously
the case. It echoes a deeper point, which has been
made once or twice. The school-to-work transition
isn’t working well. For many people leaving school
with low qualifications, the transition into work,
which is important in respect of getting on that ladder,
isn’t working well.

Q93 Richard Graham: So that’s where the
departure is.
Professor Gregg: Connexions and that kind of stuff
need to be looked at. The Connexions service isn’t
working well in terms of getting people from deprived
backgrounds into work at the first stage. As the
economy picks up, some of that will be solved. The
deepest problem has been gathering pace prior to the
recession since about 2004, but I would like to make
the split between that deeper problem with the school-
to-work transition that is not working well, and how
to deal with the people who fall through—there will
always be some—and who end up at risk of long-term
exposure to unemployment.
You can’t catch everybody with the first net in this
case. The lives of some people go wrong afterwards.
You need something built within the welfare system,
and I advise that some form of requirement for work
experience—maybe not six months, but much
shorter—is embedded within things like the Work

Programme. As we discussed before, you may use
Work Programme first—it’s low cost—to get people
out. But at some categorisation of people in the most
needy group, you must get some kind of work
experience embedded within the programme, not pure
black box.

Q94 Chair: I am very keen on the CBI speaking, and
that we don’t lose track. We need points made about
what needs to be in the future in terms of what the
Government will do, either to carry on what was good
about the Future Jobs Fund or make sure that it is
more effective.
Neil Carberry: One of the advantages of the early
proposals for the Work Programme is that they are a
bit more bottom up. There is a lot more of sitting with
someone, thinking about what interventions they need
and at what point the practical work experience that
Paul has identified is useful. I also echo the point
made about labour conservation. There has been a
strong stream across the private sector—probably
based on the experience of the ’90s recession when
some executives felt that the axe was taken a bit far,
a bit early and the firm was not then prepared for the
recovery—to control wages as the method to cope
with conserving labour. That means that there is quite
a lot of excess capacity in terms of human resources
within members. That is one of the factors that is
driving lower hiring. As Paul says, lower hiring does
affect the issue.

Q95 Chair: If that’s the case, and there is less hiring,
will there be a problem with employers taking on
apprentices, which is clearly the new Government’s
preferred route?
Neil Carberry: It takes a long time for employment
to recover from a recession, but we are now beginning
to see some of that apprentice spend returning.
Apprenticeship programmes seem to be somewhat
more resilient to recessions than less formal
arrangements. If you as a firm take in two or three A-
level leavers every year for a more on-the-job
approach, that is more open to being cut back than if
you are engaging in a two or three-year apprenticeship
programme. Therefore, we hope that apprenticeship
numbers are more resilient on that basis, and that
funding can be used to encourage apprenticeship
development in key areas, and particularly at younger
levels than 19.

Q96 Chair: There’s going to be a four to six-month
cohort who will not get on the Future Jobs Fund from
March and won’t get into the Work Programme until
it is up and running at some time in the summer. That
is key to us as a Committee, and you have the chance
to give us suggestions for what we should
recommend.
Emma Watkins: It’s probably not entirely our place
to comment on the transitional arrangements.

Q97 Chair: Please do.
Emma Watkins: There obviously need to be some to
avoid a substantial gap. We hope that some of those
people might be picked up through existing Flexible
New Deal contracts to bridge the gap.
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Q98 Chair: But they’ll have gone by then, will they
not?
Emma Watkins: We’re not entirely clear.

Q99 Chair: It doesn’t cover Aberdeen, for instance.
I know that it is only partial across the country.
Neil Carberry: Certainly, there is a range of tools that
will remain in place. The question is whether they will
be resourced in a way that helps that particular cohort.

Q100 Chair: Is there a danger that that won’t
happen, because all the energy and focus is going into
the Work Programme?
Professor Gregg: There is a big risk. It is very hard
to get the capacity. When developing a whole new
system, a lot of energy will be focused in that area by
central Government and Jobcentre Plus. It will be hard
to maintain or catch the people who are in that kind
of gap. We have seen it every time there is a new
programme. The old staff diminish in quality and
volume ahead of the arrival of the new programme.

Q101 Chair: But some kind of carry on, whether it’s
Flexible New Deal or Future Jobs Fund.
Professor Gregg: If it’s an apprenticeship guarantee
and if you have enough places and can make it stick,
fine. But some kind of guaranteed option place is—

Q102 Chair: On apprenticeships, could someone
answer my question about whether it is the same
cohort getting apprenticeships? I think you mentioned
that before, but perhaps a different cohort might get

the apprenticeships as opposed to the Future Jobs
Fund, and what happens to the guarantee in Scotland
and Wales?
Tracy Fishwick: In terms of cohort, I think there is a
really big risk of young people not getting into an
apprenticeship either because they won’t see
themselves as being able to get one, so they select
out, or they won’t have the prerequisite basic level of
education—five GCSEs or similar. That is where the
Future Jobs Fund and other things in the past filled
the void.
The other thing I would like to add, which does not
necessarily help, is that other local funding is about to
stop, such as the Working Neighbourhoods Fund and
Objective 1 areas in Liverpool, and other places in the
country where the European Social Fund will stop.
A lot of that added capacity locally for this kind of
programme delivery—ILMs or other kinds of
employment support with mentoring and coaching and
that really intensive stuff that you don’t see with the
broad brush Jobcentre Plus interventions, and the
£1,000 interventions. You don’t see that level of input,
so there is a building gap that isn’t just about the
Future Jobs Fund.

Q103 Chair: When will ESF stop completely?
Tracy Fishwick: Some of it will have gone, some of
it will go in December and some of it will be some
time next year—the same time scales.
Chair: Any other questions? Well thank you very
much for coming along, and thanks for your evidence,
which will be really useful when we come to write
our report.
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Q104 Chair: Welcome Minister. Thank you very
much for appearing before us this morning. Can you
introduce the people you have brought along with
you?
Chris Grayling: I will indeed; I will go from my right
to left. Mark Fisher is from our employment policy
division and has an overview of most of our
employment-related activities. Claire Burton is from
BIS and she is responsible for apprenticeships. Julia
Sweeney on my left is also from the DWP and she
was most integrally involved with establishing and
developing the Future Jobs Fund. I hope that gives
you a portfolio of experience that will enable you to
address all the issues before us this morning.

Q105 Chair: From the past and the future—we hope
it will. Thanks very much for coming along this
morning and welcome to you all.
In the Department’s written evidence, it states that it’s
too early to understand the impact of the Future Jobs
Fund and whether it has had a significant impact on
the entry to employment for the individuals who took
part. It is also the case that you as a Department have
yet to finalise the evaluation arrangements. When will
that evaluation take place? What criteria will be used
to assess the effectiveness of the programme?
Chris Grayling: The initial evaluation is underway
and will report next year. Let’s be clear: the Future
Jobs Fund at the moment is continuing. The decision
we took back in the early summer was not to axe the
Future Jobs Fund on the spot, but along with all of the
employment programmes the Department is currently
operating, to wind those down for the end of this
financial year before we move into the Work
Programme. What we have done is started to do some
very initial evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund. We
published the limited evidence we have so far on the
Department’s website yesterday afternoon—we are
very happy to provide details of all the information
we have for the Committee—that evidence suggests,
effectively, that around 50% of those who enter the
Future Jobs Fund are back on benefits after
seven months
That has masked a couple of things. First of all, in
some cases individual employers have extended the
period of the Future Jobs Fund job beyond the
six months, so it’s not a true reflection of whether

Mr Oliver Heald
Glenda Jackson
Stephen Lloyd
Teresa Pearce

people have actually left the Future Jobs Fund job or
whether they have got a permanent position, but the
total is 50%. Now, by comparison, for people who
entered a permanent job at the same time, around 35%
are back on benefits after seven months. Those are the
first indicative figures that we have about the
outcomes of the Future Jobs Fund. To me, that
reinforces some of the concerns I have about the
overall cost of the project, and confirms to me the
decision that we took earlier in the summer.

Q106 Chair: But the obvious question is still: why
take that decision before any evaluation had been
carried out?
Chris Grayling: A lot of the decisions we have taken
in the last few months have been based on value for
money. If you look at the cost of the Future Jobs Fund,
and if you take that 50% figure as a best case—the
number of job outcomes, or the number of people off
benefits, will in reality be lower than that—it implies
that the cost to the taxpayer per unsubsidised job
outcome at month seven could be as high as £13,000.
If you look at what was being achieved by the New
Deal for Young People, the cost per job outcome (in
2004–05) was £3,480. We are dealing here with a
very, very expensive programme.
Another thing that is worth saying is that although
intermediate labour market activities of this kind
certainly potentially have a place at the most difficult
time of an economic downturn, even those who
advocate this in some of the international
organisations that analyse these things would say that
these are only ever really appropriate as temporary
measures to deal with short-term issues. The view we
took when we started was certainly not to stop the
Future Jobs Fund in its tracks. We have continued to
have young people placed in Future Jobs Fund jobs
throughout the course of this year; that will continue
for a short while longer. The Future Jobs Fund will
then, along with the New Deals and the Flexible New
Deal, be replaced next year by the Work Programme.

Q107 Chair: But there is a gap between when the
Future Jobs Fund stops taking new people on and
when the Work Programme comes in—that could be
anything up to six months.
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Chris Grayling: Shouldn’t be. The funding is there.
At the moment the Future Jobs Fund is still in
numbers terms behind where it was originally
anticipated to be; about 20,000 fewer jobs have been
created at this point than was in the original tracking
for the Fund. The funding is there to continue placing
people for the next few months. Those jobs in some
cases will be able to continue through the start of the
next financial year. Yes, referrals will stop in a later
part of this financial year, but that’s the case for a
number of other programmes, and those people will
instead be referred to the Work Programme.

Q108 Chair: The Department decided not to
commission an independent evaluation. Why not?
Chris Grayling: To me there is a simple question. One
of the things I have been worried about since taking
office is there is a danger in financially straitened
times that we spend vast amounts of money evaluating
things that we are no longer going to do. We’ll
certainly publish all the information that we acquire
about the Future Jobs Fund. We will publish
performance figures. We will publish—and indeed we
have done—the latest figures on progress for the
Fund. However, there is a question about how much
money we spend at a time when budgets are pretty
tight on evaluating things we are not going to carry
on doing. Mark, is there something you want to add
to that?
Mark Fisher: No, that’s absolutely right.
Chair: We have questions about value for money and
we will tease all those kind of things out later.

Q109 Harriett Baldwin: Some of the evidence we
have taken from employers highlighted some of the
points in the design of the scheme that they thought
could have made it more effective. One of the
suggestions was to provide some sort of incentive for
employers to help people who had been on the Future
Jobs Fund to find permanent employment, and I
wondered if that’s something that had been thought of
in terms of designing the scheme.
Chris Grayling: I don’t know about the original
design. Julia, you might like to pick up on the original
thought about designing the scheme.
Julia Sweeney: The design of the Future Jobs Fund
was developed collaboratively with design partners,
so those who were delivering were very much
involved in helping us decide how best to administer
it. There was a balance to be struck between allowing
the space and capacity for innovation that we thought
was very important to harness partnership capability
and to provide interesting and dynamic experiences
for young people, and using a financial model that
would drive outcomes. We settled on a grant
mechanism to deliver the former—the capacity for
innovation and quality delivery for young people—
and partners came together in new configurations, new
partnerships were formed, and we saw some more
capacity coming into the welfare to work delivery as
a result, which we will see the benefits of afterwards.
One of the constraints of the grant mechanism is that
you cannot put contractual incentive mechanisms into
it. We did design a grant mechanism that had very
dynamic reporting, so we know each month what’s

happening with our delivery partners, we know what
they are achieving and we have good quality
management capacity through the work we do through
my team and the work we do with Jobcentre Plus to
make sure that young people are getting appropriate
and well-designed opportunities. I think striking that
balance has enabled partnerships to deliver on quality
and support, and given them the space to innovate.

Q110 Harriett Baldwin: There was also feedback
from some of the employers that there hadn’t been a
central system for tracking how people got on after
they came to the end of their Future Job, but it sounds
as though you have got some data coming together.
Chris Grayling: We are certainly trying to track that
and we will do more to understand the impact of
schemes like this. I think the key point is that actually,
at the stage we are now, there is relatively little data
available—and there would have been at the time the
employers were giving evidence—to understand the
impact simply because it’s a six-month programme.
Go back six months from now and give us a bit of
time to collect the data for the aftermath; you’re
talking about February-March time. That was really at
the time when very few of the jobs were up and
running. When we took office back in May there were,
I think, fewer than 10,000 placements that had
actually been made, even though the commitments
had been made to some of the providers to provide
around 100,000 jobs, and those 100,000 will be
fulfilled.

Q111 Harriett Baldwin: So the tracking is there. It
is now just a question of gathering that data.
Chris Grayling: Particularly, from our point of view,
what we want to understand with any programme that
we do—what we are most fundamentally concerned
about—is: does this actually get people in sustainable
employment? We have the ability to look at the
individual cases that have been referred, making
comparison with, for example, tax and National
Insurance (NI) records, and to understand whether
somebody is, firstly, on benefits and, secondly,
whether they are in unsubsidised employment. We
will certainly do that kind of evaluation internally.

Q112 Glenda Jackson: Just to go back to what you
said earlier, Minister, which had to do with the
number of people who after six months were back on
benefit. I think you said 34% of people had a
permanent job but then were also back on benefit. I
was interested to hear that you are going to do some
tracking, but do you have any information as to why
that happened? Why did so many people after six
months go back on to benefit?
Chris Grayling: First of all, if you look at the group
of people who are almost the comparative group—the
ones who would go into employment anyway—that is
a fairly typical pattern. A lot of people will be going
into short-term employment or the employment may
not have been successful. Also, in the case of young
people under the age of 24, sometimes there are very
good reasons why they are going into employment on
a temporary basis. They may, for example, be doing a
job for a few months before going on to education.



cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [O] Processed: [17-12-2010 14:49] Job: 006981 Unit: PG02
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/006981/006981_CORRECTED TRANSCRIPT 10 11 10.xml

Work and Pensions Committee: Evidence Ev 23

10 November 2010 Rt Hon Chris Grayling MP, Mark Fisher, Julia Sweeney and Claire Burton

The figures give an indication of those who are going
into employment and are then returning to benefits
subsequently because they have been on a short-term
contract, for example.
The 50% figure is purely the percentage of those who
have entered the Future Jobs Fund so far, and this is
only one or two months’ figures. What percentage do
we find on benefits after seven months once the Future
Jobs Fund is over? Now the Future Jobs Fund, at its
core, is a six-month exercise, so you would expect a
significant proportion to be back on benefits because
it terminates. The question will be: how does that
vary? How many of those people are actually in
sustainable employment? The judgment that we made,
and I think these figures confirm it, is if you look at
the relative cost of the Future Jobs Fund by
comparison with other programmes like the New Deal
for Young People, it is a lot more expensive.
Therefore, in order to be justifiable, it would have to
deliver a quantum more in terms of performance than
other programmes, and I don’t think the evidence is
there that it does.

Q113 Glenda Jackson: Forgive me if I have
misinterpreted, but does that mean you’re presenting
the Future Jobs Fund as some kind of buffer? You
gave the example of temporary employment before
people go into education. Was your reading of the
Future Jobs Fund that it essentially had no real
purpose in creating permanent employment for these
young people? Is that buffer going to be taken away
with your new scheme? Those young people are
simply going to be left to drift for six months, or
perhaps longer, if the next step you are presupposing
is that they will go into further education.
Chris Grayling: There were two reasons for anxiety
about the Future Jobs Fund: one was the value-for-
money question; the other was the nature of what was
being created. Now I happen to believe that the best
and only really sustainable way of building
employment for young people now is to create
employment for them in the private sector. We are at
a time when we know the public sector is under
pressure, and there will be less public sector
employment in the future. An awful lot of what the
Future Jobs Fund was doing—for structural reasons,
among others—was diverting people into employment
in and around the public sector.
Now my view is that the investment the Government
have made in apprenticeships is a much better way
forward for those young people in creating genuine
long-term sustainable employment. An apprenticeship
is a job that leads to something permanent, whereas
the Future Jobs Fund potentially is a job in and around
a local authority for six months and then nothing else.
You asked the question about whether we end up with
those young people being parked—absolutely not.
The mandatory point for entering the Young Person’s
Guarantee was 10 months. Under the Coalition
Agreement, the reference point for a young person to
enter the Work Programme will be six months.
Although we are looking quite carefully at exactly
how we move different groups, particularly some of
the harder-to-help groups, into the Work Programme,
we are certainly not looking at leaving them parked

for months and months when otherwise they would
have been on the Flexible New Deal or on the Future
Jobs Fund.

Q114 Glenda Jackson: So essentially you are saying
that the reason that they went back on benefit so
quickly was because of the huge cuts in public sector
jobs.
Chris Grayling: No, because it was a six-month
contract. That is all the Future Jobs Fund is: it’s a six-
month job placement with no guarantee of work at the
end of it. What has happened simply is that a large
number of people who have gone on to the Future
Jobs Fund have ended up back on benefits at the end
of it

Q115 Harriett Baldwin: I just wanted to pick up on
the point you made earlier, Minister, that 20,000 fewer
jobs have been created than was originally planned.
Could you just explain the reasons behind that?
Chris Grayling: From the start, back late last year, the
Future Jobs Fund has always been behind the curve.
There were some operational problems getting things
established, and I’ll ask Julia to detail some of those
in a moment. There were a number of reasons linked
to the speed of the introduction of the programme.
Issues around at the time—post office issues for
example—meant that it was always behind the curve,
and that really hasn’t changed throughout the year. It
has always been slightly behind where it was
originally estimated to be. We still think that the
programme will deliver the 100,000 placements that
we talked about when we made the changes back in
the early summer, but it has always, dating back
through the last Administration, been slower to take
off than it was originally intended to be.

Q116 Harriett Baldwin: So it’s just a time lag? In
absolute terms, you still expect to see the same
number—
Chris Grayling: In absolute terms there is no reason
for it to be 20,000 fewer. Julia, do you want to just
say a word about the initial operating issues?
Julia Sweeney: I think it is worth remembering that,
at the point the Future Jobs Fund was introduced, the
Department was developing a very broad range of
additional support for jobseekers to put more capacity
and more support into the system as unemployment
climbed really very fast. We developed a portfolio of
support for young people, and it is worth remembering
that the Future Jobs Fund was one of a series of
support measures to consolidate the offer for young
people. Policy development was really very quick,
actually, but implementation was slower than we
expected.
There were a number of reasons for that. At the point
we introduced the Future Jobs Fund there was a postal
strike—a very practical difficulty in terms of getting
grant letters back and forth to participating partners.
This was a new relationship with the Department for
a lot of delivery partners and it took their legal teams
longer that we planned for to look through the grant
letter and accept the terms and conditions of the
grant—it was quite a complicated arrangement.
Frankly, we underestimated how long the recruitment



cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [E] Processed: [17-12-2010 14:49] Job: 006981 Unit: PG02
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/006981/006981_CORRECTED TRANSCRIPT 10 11 10.xml

Ev 24 Work and Pensions Committee: Evidence

10 November 2010 Rt Hon Chris Grayling MP, Mark Fisher, Julia Sweeney and Claire Burton

process took for a lot of participating organisations.
Many used their mainstream recruitment systems,
which took up to three months, particularly if there
were Criminal Records Bureau (CRB) checks
involved. Snagging some of those early delivery
problems became quite an issue. As a result, the pace
of job development and job filling was slower than
we expected.
I think now, though, we are very much on track to
deliver the number of jobs that we have committed to
delivering, and that looks to be the right number based
on the demand from Jobcentre Plus and young people
receiving Jobcentre Plus support. Unemployment for
young people didn’t grow as high as we expected, and
actually the numbers claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance
(JSA) started to fall more quickly that the Treasury
expected. Given that this is calibrated to the needs of
long-term unemployed young people, the number of
jobs we now have to deliver to the end of this
operational year looks about right from a delivery
perspective

Q117 Chair: We’re coming on to questions about
value for money, but can I just clear up what you’re
saying, Minister? Are you saying that because these
young people were only ever in jobs for six months
and it was quite expensive, it wasn’t worth doing at
all?
Chris Grayling: No, all I am saying is we have looked
at the figures to see how many of the young people
who start the Future Jobs Fund are back on benefits
after seven months. The answer is around 50%, and
the substantial reason for that is these are six-month
placements in an environment where there is certainly
by no means necessarily a job to lead on from the
Future Jobs Fund placement. One of the issues we
inevitably judge in assessing whether a programme is
effective or not is what is the cost of that programme
per successful job outcome. Now, even if you assume
that every single one of those 50% is in a permanent
job, which actually won’t be the case, you could still
have a cost per unsubsidised job for the programme
of around £13,000, which is something like up to four
times the level of the New Deal for Young People.
Chair: But it was on a backdrop of an economic crisis
and rising youth unemployment, and I suppose that
has to be dealt with. I’ll let Oliver ask these questions.

Q118 Mr Heald: Professor Paul Gregg, who has
designed numerous programmes for the Department,
told us that, certainly in normal times, the most
economic and effective way of helping young people
is to provide help with job search. Do you agree
with that?
Chris Grayling: Yes, I think that’s right. I think it is
a combination of job search, initially through
Jobcentre Plus for those who are struggling to get into
employment through the Work Programme, which
will provide enhanced support to the longer-term
unemployed among young people, as well as to other
age groups, to get into work; I think that is absolutely
right. It’s that extra investment of time and support
when somebody is struggling. That is very much our
approach for the next few years, and the Work
Programme is designed to deliver that.

Q119 Mr Heald: Tony Hawkhead from Groundwork,
who has been involved in intermediate labour market
solutions for many years, said that a programme like
Future Jobs Fund would not be cost-effective for those
close to the labour market, but that it was a successful
intervention for those who were very far from the
labour market. Do you agree with that approach? If
you’re going to do it, this is really something for the
long-term unemployed with barriers to employment,
rather than somebody who has just been out of work
for a while.
Chris Grayling: It is absolutely clear to me that giving
people who have been out of work for a long period
of time access to work experience, in whatever shape
or form, is the right thing to do. I don’t think I
necessarily agree that that applies purely to the longer-
term unemployed; I think shorter periods of work
experience are very relevant to newer jobseekers. That
is one of the reasons why we are really stepping up
the work we do through Jobcentre Plus in and around
work experience, where there will be a proactive
effort for the first time to secure work experience
opportunities, for young people in particular. I think
longer-term labour market interventions are something
that some of the Work Programme providers might
very well chose to do.
What I don’t want to do is impose a “one size fits all”
on them. In some cases we know that a relatively short
period, even for the longer term unemployed, can
make a big difference. For example, look at the
scheme run by Marks and Spencer to give long-term
unemployed people a taste of working life in the store.
I’ve talked to some of the young people who have
been through that process and they will all say to you
that this is a transforming experience—they never
really quite believed they could do this.
We should remember that there is an awful lot of talk
around about benefit scroungers; I never use that
language myself. I think the biggest issue is around
people who don’t have the self-confidence, and who
have either grown up in an environment where they
are a long way from the workplace or, because of
long-term welfare dependency, are a million miles
away from the workplace. I think that labour market
experience is an absolutely vital part of bringing those
people back closer to the opportunity of getting a job,
and what I expect to happen with the Work
Programme is that providers will form partnerships
with organisations that can deliver that kind of
experience to them. It won’t be on a “one size fits all”
basis for a programme like the Future Jobs Fund, but
I expect them to negotiate arrangements of this kind
on a localised basis.

Q120 Mr Heald: During the last Parliament we did
meet some of the Marks and Spencer scheme people
and it was very heartening to see quite how successful
that had been. Just continuing with this theme of value
for money, one of the points that some people have
made to us is that you can’t just compare the costs
of New Deal for Young People with this programme
because, of course, while the person is on the New
Deal for Young People they still receive their benefits,
so you have to factor that into the equation. In doing
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that, do you still take the view that Future Jobs Fund
is an expensive intervention?
Chris Grayling: Yes. Over the six-month period, on
the lower rate of JSA for a young person you are
talking about £1,250-odd as being the corresponding
Annually Managed Expenditure (AME) saving of
having somebody on the Future Jobs Fund. So yes,
the net cost of a Future Jobs Fund start would then
reduce to a little over £5,000. We know that a 50%
outcome rate is optimistic; some of those people are
still in Future Jobs Fund jobs because they have been
extended through local arrangements. In terms of
ongoing long-term employment, even if you assume
that 50% is right, you could still have a cost—per
unsubsidised job outcome—of more than £10,000,
which is up to three times the New Deal for Young
People rate.

Q121 Mr Heald: Finally, do you think we should
really look at Future Jobs Fund as an emergency
measure that was taken in the depth of the recession
to try to ensure that some young people didn’t have a
long experience of unemployment, but not really
something for other times?
Chris Grayling: I think that’s right. I think it was
there partly for the reason you described. I think it
was partly there for political reasons as well. We
certainly took the decision that this wasn’t something
that should be axed on the spot. We thought that, in
the current climate, it was sensible to sustain it though
the course of this year. Look at the nature of the labour
market now. I don’t underestimate the challenge we
face given the changes in the public sector, but it is
nonetheless the case that the private sector grew
employment opportunities at a record rate over the
course of the summer quarter.
One of the frustrations I have—and I think one of the
real signposts for the importance of the Work
Programme and what we do in future—is that, if you
look across the country, you are seeing very big
increases in private sector employment but very little
change in claimant count unemployment. I think that’s
the big challenge we have to overcome; that’s to my
mind the key purpose of the Work Programme. We
can’t go through year after year after year when jobs
are created, as they were over the past decade, but
the number of people on out-of-work benefits in total
barely changes.

Q122 Kate Green: May I just ask a few questions?
The first is just pursuing a little more this line of
discussion about the relative cost of the Future Jobs
Fund. I think we understand that it is expensive
relative to other interventions. It was suggested by a
couple of the witnesses whom we have seen so far
that while that kind of intervention was perhaps too
heavy duty for young people who could have got into
work more cost-effectively, it would continue to be
necessary for young people who were furthest from
the labour market or would be particularly unlikely to
access jobs because of low levels of qualifications and
a very poor school experience and so on. That’s going
to drive up the unit cost of that kind of intervention if
we need to continue that kind of model for a very

vulnerable group of young people. What’s your
response to that?
Chris Grayling: One of the things that will be
different about the Work Programme to the kind of
core employment programmes that the DWP has run
before—not in relation to the Future Jobs Fund, but
the New Deals and the Flexible New Deal and so
forth—is that the pricing of the Work Programme will
have a differential structure based on the scale of
challenge that an individual represents. It is something
that the Australians have done, for example. That is
in recognition that the task of helping somebody who
has lost their job and has been out of work for
15 months, but has a previous employment record, is
much less of a challenge than dealing with someone
who has been on incapacity benefit for 10 years, or a
23-year-old who has grown up in a workless
household and has never been off benefits and so
forth. So there will be a graduated structure that
reflects different levels of need; I think that is
extremely important.
In terms of sustainability, one of my concerns about
the Future Jobs Fund is that in many ways the name is
inappropriate. “Future Jobs Fund” implies something
going on for the future; actually it is a six-month
placement. By way of contrast, I am very much of the
view that we should be putting our effort into
apprenticeships. We have created 50,000 additional
apprenticeships for the current year. We have a
substantial apprenticeship programme that grows
going forward. If you are looking at where you try
and help those young people who are struggling to
establish a future, I would see the Work Programme
as really trying to get those young people work-ready,
and apprenticeships as being a route for them to get
into long-term sustainable employment. I am very
excited about the apprenticeship programme. I think
it’s absolutely essential. The point about it is that an
apprenticeship leads somewhere; the Future Jobs Fund
doesn’t; it’s a six-month contract and that is
theoretically it. There will be some people in the
Future Jobs Fund who manage to continue in
employment afterwards, but I think you are much
more likely to find sustainable employment in the part
of the economy that is going to grow and develop in
the next few years if you go through the
apprenticeship route.

Q123 Teresa Pearce: Just going back to what you
said earlier about 50% of people who have been on
the Future Jobs Fund being back on benefit in the
seventh month, with lots of young people I meet,
they’ve come out of college, they’ve been
unemployed and they’ve done course after course
after course but employers say, “You’ve not ever
actually had a job,” so that is a barrier. When they’ve
done that six months on the Future Jobs Fund and
they have had a job, they come out of that, maybe in
the seventh month claiming benefit, but do we have
any evidence of whether they then get a job under
their own steam in the eighth, ninth or 10th month?
Chris Grayling: We don’t yet, as not enough time has
passed. We will be looking at that, and I will be very
happy to come back and talk to the Committee about
it in due course. The timing of the programme was
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that effectively the first people didn’t really start in
the Future Jobs Fund until the first part of this year.
They have then gone through the six months. The
seventh month figure we have from the labour market
statistics a month or two ago, but we as yet do not
have the data for the two, three and four months
beyond that, simply because not enough time has
passed, but we will be looking at that.

Q124 Teresa Pearce: So it could have possibly been
more of a success than we know at the moment?
Chris Grayling: Yes, it is possible there is movement
upwards, but equally there is likely to be movement
downwards on that 50% figure because we know that
some of the Future Jobs Fund placements through
local funding were extended to eight, nine and 10
months. There will be more people in that initial
cohort moving off the Future Jobs Fund, so the 50%
figure will fall. Yes, there might be some who get jobs
as a result, but they might well have got jobs anyway
at that point.
The question is: where is the evidence of relative cost?
They could have gone through a supportive
programme like the New Deal for Young People, and
I hope the enhancements provided through the Work
Programme of more tailored personal support will
improve the performance level by comparison with
what we’ve experienced with the New Deals. If you
can deliver somebody a work opportunity, if you can
find them a work experience opportunity, and if you
can get them into sustainable employment for a small
part of the cost, you have a package that is nonetheless
better. I am not suggesting for a moment that there are
not young people who will have been through the
Future Jobs Fund who won’t then be able to find a
job. What we have to say is, “Okay, this is a very
expensive programme.” There are technical reasons
why the private sector really didn’t participate to any
significant degree at all in the Future Jobs Fund—
Chair: We have questions on that next, so don’t go
into that in detail.
Chris Grayling: What are the relative benefits and the
relative likelihoods of the different programmes to get
somebody into sustainable employment? The
judgment we took was that we would see the Future
Jobs Fund for the rest of the year, but then move on
to the Work Programme.

Q125 Glenda Jackson: Could I just take you back
to the Marks and Spencer experience? Is this
something that other retailers are participating in? I
am thinking of those, for example, who wrote that
letter saying that the private sector would be able to
create the jobs necessary. Are they all participating in
this, and are they actually coming to you and saying,
“We can guarantee to create this number of jobs for
this number of young people.”?
Chris Grayling: We’ve been very encouraged by the
response so far to the work experience initiative we
launched three months ago. I will get Mark to talk a
bit more about that in a moment. The guidelines we
inherited basically said to Jobcentre Plus advisers,
“Don’t let people go for work experience of any
length while they are on benefits.” We have changed
those guidelines and are now actively encouraging

Jobcentre Plus advisers to seek out vacancies, and we
have an outreach team within Jobcentre Plus that goes
and looks for them. We have also said to them, “Look
for work experience opportunities as well,” and we
have said to advisers, “We want you to try and put
some of the young people who are looking for work
into those work experience opportunities.” This is in
the first few months of job search, not by the time
they get to the point covered by the Future Jobs Fund
or by the Work Programme. I am very much of the
view that this is a good thing to do. So far we have
had a good response to it. We have a way to go yet to
really dig it in, but I think this is the direction of
travel. Certainly we have found bigger retailers and
bigger employers very co-operative. Mark, do you
want to say a few words?
Mark Fisher: I am actually visiting Asda next week
to try and get an engagement with them on exactly
the same basis as Marks and Spencer—i.e. are they
going to participate on this sort of work experience-
type arrangement or other arrangements? The other
initiative I think is relevant is we have been working
closely with Department for Business, Innovation and
Skills (BIS) and with the Sector Skills Councils on a
concept called a Service Academy, which is an
arrangement whereby we provide that somebody’s
benefit can run on while they get work experience
with a retailer or in the hospitality sector, and the
skills system will provide bespoke training for that
person in that sector—for example part of an NVQ in
customer service in retail or something of that sort.
The employer will then give them a guaranteed
interview, so they then spend six or eight weeks
leading to a guaranteed interview, with some skills
training. If they don’t get a job with that particular
employer, they have a really good chance of getting a
job somewhere else in the sector, because they have
had work experience and they have had some skills
training. I think that could be potentially a very
powerful intervention that brings together skills and
employment.
I think it is partly the answer also to the point that
was made about these particular young people who
come into the labour market having never had a job
or any work experience and therefore find it really
difficult to take that first step. It seems to be that if
we can find businesses and employers who are willing
to give somebody six to eight weeks of work
experience, that real work taster, and some relevant
skills training, we have a real chance of encouraging
young people into jobs, particularly in retail,
hospitality or care. We knew, even in the depths of
the recession, that there were plenty of jobs in those
particular sectors of the economy suitable for young
people.

Q126 Glenda Jackson: So you are not actually
pushing those companies that are engaging in the
work experience programme to give you some kind of
numbers of the jobs that they can guarantee to create?
In that work experience, is there any cost to the
employer that the Government have to cover?
Chris Grayling: Beyond some core costs of just
people’s time organising it, no. This is something that
employers will be doing themselves and we are
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looking at employers on a large scale and a small
scale. If there is a small business down the road that
is in contact with Jobcentre Plus, I’m looking to the
individual Jobcentre Plus outreach person to try to
arrange a work experience placement at that business
as well. My vision for all this is to get employers
around the country focused on doing something
positive for young people who are looking for work
by providing an opportunity to give them a couple of
months of experience of real work. In some cases
those young people will end up staying with those
organisations because it has worked well. In other
cases it will give them a bank of experience to take
for other interviews. Teresa Pearce is right that it is
absolutely fundamental to give young people who
have never had a sense of the workplace, or who are
coming from a background where they have grown up
in a workless household that—
Teresa Pearce: Not necessarily.
Chris Grayling: Sorry.

Q127 Teresa Pearce: It is not necessarily that their
parents were out of work; it is just that they’ve left
college and not—
Chris Grayling: Absolutely, in both cases, but it is
particularly helpful where you have young people who
have come out of school or college without any
experience of work themselves, and without any
experience of work in the family. One of the things I
sense from the Marks and Spencer programme, when
you talk to people who have been through it, is that it
is quite transformational—it is the first time they have
really had a sense they can do this.

Q128 Glenda Jackson: So is the evaluation of the
experience exclusively down to the individual who
has gone through that process, or will there be some
other form of evaluation of just how well these
programmes are working?
Chris Grayling: We are looking at this as very much
a devolved arrangement. What I am trying to do with
Jobcentre Plus is to make sure that the organisation is
as un-top down as possible, to give much more
discretion to the local Jobcentre Plus managers and to
form partnerships with the local community for
different aspects of what we do. We are looking to
them to be the people who facilitate the establishment
of work clubs in their area, and networks for
unemployed people to share experiences and work
together. We are looking to the local Jobcentre Plus
teams, who are the ones who have the relationship
with the small and medium-sized employers, to be
seeking out work experience opportunities. In some
cases we have national relationships and the
companies concerned prefer to have national
relationships—Asda being a case in point. Asda has
already been helping us by supporting some of the
work club developments in the West Midlands, laying
on special sessions for work club participants and
providing a day on the job for people who are going
through the work club route to try and get clubs up
and running in the West Midlands. In terms of work
experience, one of the reasons Mark is going to see
them is they prefer to deal with us on a national level
rather than having lots of tentacles in different parts

of the country. So in some cases we will do it
nationally but, where possible, I see this as being
something that is done locally—where the Jobcentre
Plus manager knows what works and doesn’t work,
and which employers are okay to work with and
which aren’t. That is much better than trying to
manage all that centrally.

Q129 Chair: You seem to be saying that a period of
work experience will be more successful in making a
person job-ready for a permanent job than the Future
Jobs Fund, but the evidence we got from our
witnesses two weeks ago was that the difference with
the Future Jobs Fund—and why they thought it was
succeeding where work experience hadn’t—was that
this was real work with real pay as opposed to work
experience. We have been there before with work
experience. This is not anything new.
Chris Grayling: Absolutely, but if you look at the
different stages of what we are proposing: there is the
support we provide people in their first few months
of a claim, helping them network and work together
through work clubs, helping them get work experience
through the programme I just described. This is a part
of the early months’ support for jobseekers more
generally. The Work Programme comes at a later date
when those people have not been successful in finding
work in the way that the Future Jobs Fund also did.
The mandatory point for entry to the Young Person’s
Guarantee was 10 months. It is later in the job search
when it is quite clear that somebody is struggling to a
greater degree that we offer much more tailored
support. What the Work Programme is intended to do
is to take some of the experience that already exists
through existing programmes; to give providers the
freedom to tailor support as appropriate to the needs
of the individual; and to form local partnerships to
offer placements, work experience and other such
opportunities. However, it is not for us to seek to
prescribe from the centre what happens. The danger
of central prescription is if we have a programme that
says there must be x amount of job placements. In
some cases that may be very necessary; in other cases
it may not be. In other cases it may be two or four
weeks’ placement with a local employer, a degree of
job matching with the individual, identifying what
their skills and capabilities are, looking at where
somebody may need an opportunity, and trying to
place them there for a short-term opportunity that
potentially leads to employment. This is the way I see
the Work Programme providers working.
I think we will understand more clearly the
intervention that we have seen through the Future Jobs
Fund as the months go by, and whether this was really
a suitable vehicle to use on a very short-term basis in
a time of recession. I have not heard anybody argue
seriously that we should have this kind of intervention
on an ongoing basis as the economy recovers. Since
the growth in this country is going to come through
the private sector and not through the public sector in
employment terms, I want to see schemes that really
build opportunities for young people in getting long-
term employment in the private sector, and that’s
going to come through short-term work experience for
some, apprenticeships for others, and the tailored
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support and matching to opportunities that you get
through the Work Programme.

Q130 Glenda Jackson: But you’re not asking the
private sector to guarantee an increase in jobs?
Chris Grayling: The private sector will never
guarantee to recruit a certain number of people, but
the point is we have to ensure that those people who
are on benefits are ready to take advantage of the
opportunities that arise. One of the frustrations of the
last few months, when you see what we have inherited
in terms of the systems that are in place, is that they
are not getting people off benefits and into work. Take
one example: I am always particularly anxious about
making sure that we address unemployment in the
North East because it is a part of the country that has
had its employment challenges in the past. I think it
was really gratifying to see this summer that the
private sector over that quarter created 17,000 new
jobs in the North East. That suggests that, actually, the
private sector can really help the employment market
in that part of the country. However, there was almost
no change at all—I think there was a change of 200—
in the number of people on benefits. What we have to
do is to make sure that we have systems in place that
make those on benefits as work-ready as they possibly
can be to take advantage of those possibilities when
they arise.
Chair: On that point we will move on to questions
about the private sector.

Q131 Richard Graham: Looking briefly at the past
and the Future Jobs Fund, one of the difficulties that
many people have flagged up for us is obviously the
lack of private sector involvement in this programme.
It is certainly true in my constituency of Gloucester,
for example, that not a single job has been created
from business; all the Future Jobs Fund opportunities
there are public or voluntary sector. Was this the
intention at the start?
Julia Sweeney: The intention of the Future Jobs Fund
was to put the capacity into the economy and into
the market to create additional opportunities for young
unemployed people and long-term unemployed
people. There are some real dangers with job creation
schemes and intermediate labour market schemes. If
you don’t target them effectively, both in terms of how
and where the jobs are created, and which people
move into jobs, you run the risk of both substituting
for real work, and moving somebody into a job that
would have otherwise been taken by somebody else.

Q132 Richard Graham: Is that another way of
effectively saying that this was a form of national
service, with Government requiring local government
to provide the jobs?
Julia Sweeney: I think that question is probably
slightly loaded in terms of how I would answer it. I
wouldn’t directly compare the Future Jobs Fund to
national service. I think what the Future Jobs Fund
was intended to do was to create opportunities for
young people who otherwise would not have been
moving into work, and to ensure that the scheme itself
didn’t create any adverse conditions in the local
economies it served.

Q133 Richard Graham: Okay, so can you tell us,
Claire, what involvement was there with BIS. To what
extent was BIS involved in the design and structure
of the Future Jobs Fund?
Claire Burton: BIS was involved from a very early
stage. I deal with work-based learning, but I know that
my colleagues in the pre-employment training unit
worked very closely with Julia’s team from almost the
conception, I think—when the idea was first
suggested. One of the positives has been that working
relationship and the closeness, not just in the
Departments but also at a provider level, that has
come out of the Future Jobs Fund. From my point of
view, from a very early stage, we started to introduce
the idea of moving people from Future Jobs Fund jobs
into apprenticeships, so I think—

Q134 Richard Graham: Yes, okay, that’s a separate
stage, but at the stage when the Future Jobs Fund was
created, what was your expectation of private sector
involvement?
Mark Fisher: Shall I come in on that? The short
answer is we never designed the Future Jobs Fund as
a vehicle for private sector employment, as Julia has
explained, to make sure these jobs were genuinely
additional—that they didn’t substitute for other people
already in the labour market—and for reasons of
state aid.

Q135 Richard Graham: You recognised at the
beginning that because of the additional requirement,
because of state aid, this was not going to attract
private sector employers?
Mark Fisher: Yes, although there were situations in
which particular private companies could invent
special vehicles to enable access to the Fund and so
on. It is worth, just if I may, adding one other point:
the Future Jobs Fund was only ever part of the wider
Young Person’s Guarantee. Under the wider
Guarantee, there were recruitment subsidies available
and other initiatives that would enable young people
to get jobs in the private sector. This was part of a
wider range of initiatives that was put in place at the
time.
Chris Grayling: It is worth saying that this was one
of the factors that we took into account. In our very
early stages in government, we looked at where Future
Jobs Fund jobs were coming from and who the key
intermediates were. It was very clear, as I said earlier,
that these jobs were being created in and around the
public sector. By definition, that wasn’t a path that
was likely, in the current climate, to create sustainable
employment in anything like the way apprenticeships
would.

Q136 Richard Graham: Correct, and that is
certainly, I think, the evidence that we have seen so
far.
Minister, the whole look and feel of the Future Jobs
Fund, where the first jobs actually came into being at
the beginning of this year, just at the time when the
public sector deficit reached record proportions and
was the highest in the G20, seems to be rather ironic
in that it was effectively trying to create more jobs in
a public sector which was already heavily bloated and
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consuming an ever higher percentage of GDP. It has
the look and feel, effectively, of a Ponzi scheme for
young unemployed. What would you say to that?
Chris Grayling: I would certainly not say there is
never a role for an intermediate scheme of this kind,
but I have to say—had I been sitting in the DWP a
few months earlier—that if you look at the cost of
the Future Jobs Fund in overall terms, I would have
certainly been spending far more of that money on
apprenticeships than on Future Jobs Fund jobs.
Chair: No, you will get your lot. Karen has another
section.

Q137 Karen Bradley: I would like to cover how the
Future Jobs Fund was implemented. Your written
evidence notes that fewer jobs than expected were
created by December 2009, and earlier we did touch
on the time lag etc. Were the Department’s plans
unrealistic?
Chris Grayling: It’s less that they were unrealistic and
more down to the fact it was a slow start. If there’s an
argument about a lack of realism, it was actually about
how long it would take to get this up and running. It
took perhaps two or three months longer than I think
was initially expected, so there has always been this
lag. Certainly, when we took office, the performance
level—from memory—was that, by that point, around
25,000 positions were supposed to have been created
through the Future Jobs Fund; the reality was it was
fewer than 10,000. That was certainly a factor. We
looked at this and thought, “Well okay, so how do we
achieve what we need to achieve? This is clearly not
the long-term way forward. There are a number of
jobs that are already committed to that have people
lined up to take them; we’re not going to suddenly
bring the axe down and stop everything tomorrow. It
is logical to phase this out as part of our plans to phase
out all the existing programmes and merge them into
the Work Programme at the end of the year.” So, while
I probably wouldn’t have got to where we were when
we started, it seemed to me inappropriate simply to
chop that support overnight, given the impact that
would have had on all of the individuals that were
lined up for opportunities at that time and the
organisations that had arranged the placements.
Mark Fisher: Could I just add one point on the
implementation, if I may? There is a balance. It is
absolutely true that this whole scheme took off more
slowly that we planned and expected. On the other
hand, the scheme was announced in May. We had to
build an entirely new supply chain with a whole set
of partners we had never actually done business with,
and we got the first jobs through the door in
September/October. Just to balance this, it was
delayed but it was quite an achievement in simply
getting the whole scheme running and getting to an
industrial scale in really quite a short time. I think
Julia and her team did a fantastic job to get that done,
recognising that we didn’t get as many jobs through
as we thought, there were problems with CRB checks,
and there were other issues that have been picked up.
I’d just like to put that on record.
Chris Grayling: I would echo that point. Whether or
not the policy is right, one of things that I have
experienced since arriving in the DWP is we have a

very good team of very committed people who will
move mountains to try to deliver what we ask.
Nothing that we hear or say today should deflect from
the efforts that Julia and her team put into making this
happen. If there is a question mark about whether the
policy was right or not, that is something that resides
with politicians.

Q138 Karen Bradley: Certainly the evidence we’ve
received from a number of witnesses has been that the
contractual arrangements were very complicated, and
we touched on how long the legal issues had taken.
One of the themes that came through from the
witnesses was that, because the contractual
arrangements were quite difficult, the providers who
ended up delivering the jobs were the providers who’d
always been involved in delivering jobs under these
kind of schemes, and it didn’t really bring in any new
providers. Do you have any views on that?
Julia Sweeney: It is probably worth making a couple
of points about that. The system was relatively
complex for a grant mechanism, but it didn’t preclude
any partners from participating in the Fund. So it was
a very inclusive scheme and initiative. We did actively
encourage large partnerships; the administrative
overheads for the Department, had we had lots of very
small players in the game, would have been very
significant. Partnerships were encouraged around
areas, so regional, sub-regional, local partnerships
featured quite strongly. There are also some very
interesting new national players. You heard from Tony
Hawkhead that they made a groundbreaking
partnership with the National Housing Federation, and
the work that they have done in terms of giving energy
advice and so on to householders in some of the most
deprived communities across the country has been
really quite significant. Another very new partnership
that was set up was 3SC, which brought together a
very big group of voluntary sector organisations that
didn’t have the capacity or the wherewithal to
participate individually but, through that vehicle, were
able to draw down from the Fund and deliver some
very quite interesting projects on the back of it. I think
the Fund didn’t preclude people from participating. It
made it difficult for some players. We have heard
about the barriers for the private sector—the need to
make community interest companies or profit-locking
mechanisms to ensure they complied with state aid—
but nobody was precluded from participating.
The last thing I would say is that the rolling
application process allowed people to try, and if they
failed, to get some feedback and some support to bid
again. Pretty much all of the organisations and
partnerships that wanted to bid into the Fund and had
a second go at it were successful with the support of
our team and partners across the sector. So I think it
was inclusive. We put the necessary mechanisms in
place to safeguard what is a considerable amount of
money and to make sure it was spent appropriately
and in a timely fashion. I think we struck the balance
between good governance and enabling people to
participate.

Q139 Karen Bradley: Thank you. The final point on
implementation I would like to make concerns
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Jobcentre Plus. We have had some very mixed
evidence about the effectiveness of Jobcentre Plus,
and a sense that it wasn’t perhaps ready for the need
to create so many new jobs very quickly and wasn’t
able to help, but actually evidence that it got a lot
more helpful as time went on. I just wonder if you
have any views about the initial performance of
Jobcentre Plus and any lessons that can be learned
from those early days.
Chris Grayling: I think it is only natural that if you
put any system in place there will be a bit of bedding
down. Of course the job of Jobcentre Plus and the
front line is simply to identify the support
opportunities that are available and provided to them,
and to deploy them appropriately. You have picked up
a degree of evidence; my sense is generally that the
front-line staff in Jobcentre Plus do a pretty good job.
There might have been a bit of bedding down at the
start of the programme, but I wouldn’t say it was
anything more than that.
Chair: A number of people want to get in. If we could
take Alex first.

Q140 Alex Cunningham: I want to go back to the
slow start. We accept the reasons, and Julia was clear
about the CRB check and things like that, but I’m
pleased that the Minister acknowledged that it will
meet its target. What I am interested to know is: if
there is a potential gap between the end of one
programme and the start of a new programme, what
learning can you take from the slow start and what
can we do to make sure that we don’t have the slow
start to the next programme?
Chris Grayling: Let me start. I think the key point
about the Future Jobs Fund is that it was first of all a
very different kind of programme. The structures that
had to be put in place were very different to those, for
example, in existing employment programmes. Now
let me give you a practical example. The Provider
Referrals and Payments (PRaP) system that was
established for previous programmes is something we
will be able to use for the Work Programme, so there
isn’t a great systems change required up front to
introduce it. I am not concerned in the same way
about the introduction of the Work Programme
because we are dealing with an industry that’s there,
we are changing the contracting basis and we are
giving greater freedoms. I don’t think the introduction
of the Work Programme represents, in systems terms,
the kind of change that the Future Jobs Fund did,
because there hadn’t been something quite like it done
within the Department before.
In terms of the gap of provision, this is something that
is very much on my mind. Of course, young people
after 12 months would anyway be referred to the
Flexible New Deal, if they weren’t going into the
Future Jobs Fund. We are mapping out a careful
transition at the moment between the Flexible New
Deal (FND) and the Work Programme, and between
the other employment programmes and the Work
Programme. That will take shape over the next couple
of months as we publish the framework and identify
where there are potential gaps. For example, if there
is an FND provider that is successful in winning a
place on the Work Programme in the same area, the

transition is an awful lot easier than if we are starting
from the complete green-grass position. We may need
to take additional steps just to smooth the transition;
for example additional support through Jobcentre Plus
for that transitional period. It is very much on my
mind to ensure that, as the existing programmes come
to an end in the latter part of this financial year, there
isn’t a substantial gap that is not then filled.

Q141 Alex Cunningham: Just to go back to the
safeguarding of young people, the environment has
changed—we’ve moved on. There is a higher
requirement as far as protecting and safeguarding
young people is concerned. How do we make sure
that these employers or whoever is taking on young
people are fit for purpose from a safeguarding
perspective?
Chris Grayling: From a safeguarding perspective, first
of all the Work Programme providers will have to be
able to deal with young people anyway. For example,
staff who are working on New Deal for Young People
and the Flexible New Deal—because Flexible New
Deal can have young people referred to it as well—
will already need to be CRB-checked, and clearly new
staff that are being taken on will need to be CRB-
checked in the appropriate way. For employer
placements, the normal rules will apply in terms of
making sure that the protections are in place if you
are referring somebody who is potentially vulnerable.
Generally speaking, we are not talking about children;
we are talking about adults over the age of 18.
Therefore the requirements are much less onerous
than they would be if we were dealing with children.
Mark Fisher: It’s probably worth adding that we did
learn a lot about the application of the CRB process
to particular groups during the Jobs Fund. Particularly,
we did a lot of work with the care sector about how
you make that as efficient and speedy as possible, and
how you make sure the full rigour of the CRB process
is applied only in areas where it is really needed. We
will be able to deploy some serious learning from that
in working particularly with the care sector in the
future.

Q142 Stephen Lloyd: I am gratified to hear what Mr
Fisher has said about the CRB thing. From the private
sector perspective, it can be an absolute nightmare in
employing people, so I am glad you’ve made that
clear.
A couple of things really. First off, it is obvious that
there were some good things that came out of the
Future Jobs Fund: some learning, some contacts made,
some networks, and some expertise. Whatever the
political decision has been eventually to wind it down,
I would want real reassurance from the DWP and you,
Minister, that the baby will not be thrown out with
the bathwater, and that the good learning bits and the
protocols are actually in the Department to ensure that
they are taken on board. Can you give me that
reassurance?
Chris Grayling: You can absolutely have that
assurance. God forbid we should find ourselves in
another set of economic challenges in the next few
years. Learning and understanding what has worked
previously and what has not worked previously is very
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important. I have to say that I trust the judgment of
the professionals in the Department to do that analysis
rather than buying it in from the outside, because at
the end of the day we have tight budgets at the
moment. I can absolutely assure you that we will look
at the experience of the Future Jobs Fund. We will
understand the points made earlier about what
happens eight, nine, and 10 months down the road.
Does this kind of intermediate labour market approach
have a material impact on the likelihood of somebody
getting to employment subsequently? Yes, we will
certainly learn the lessons. At the end of the day, in
the short term you have to take a judgment based on
the best evidence available to you.

Q143 Stephen Lloyd: I agree, and I will be coming
on to that in a minute. Like you I’m personally very
favourable of the localism agenda, but none the less
there are some instances where it is controlled from
Whitehall and where a protocol document goes out
across the regions specifically insisting and ensuring
that the separate offices do take all the learning
opportunities they had through the Future Jobs Fund.
I am being so emphatic because a lot of money has
been spent on it. It would fill me full of despair if all
that learning was put in a cupboard and then revisited
in 10 years. I am encouraged to hear that.
Chris Grayling: We won't let that happen and there is
some legacy benefit as well in terms of the provider
networks built up and so forth.

Q144 Stephen Lloyd: Crucial, absolutely crucial.
Now the second thing, and this is a direct political
question that you alluded to earlier. I’ve been struck
by how certain sections of the media, and you might
say vested interests, have screamed merry hell about
the closure of the Future Jobs Fund. Looking at it
objectively, James Purnell, the previous Secretary of
State, actually impressed me a lot. I have to say I
thought he was rather good, and he wrote a piece in
The Times yesterday broadly agreeing with the
direction of travel with the coalition Government on
this, but then saying it is a terrible tragedy the Future
Jobs Fund is being cancelled. Now obviously,
misquoting Mandy Rice-Davies, there is an element
of “he would say that”, because clearly it was part of
his remit. I would just be curious as to if you can give
any more analytical rationale as to why there has been
so much objection to its cancellation other than the
obvious “they would say that anyway”, because to me
the data, particularly with the restrictions that are
going to happen on the public sector, do seem to be
fairly clear that apprenticeships appear to be a more
viable way forward. However, I have been struck—
and I do not mean this pejoratively; it’s an honest
question—by very considerable howls of outrage at
its cancellation and that we are missing an enormous
opportunity here. I would just be grateful, from a
politician’s perspective perhaps, if you could explain
why you think it has been as vigorous as it has other
than the Mandy Rice-Davies defence.
Chris Grayling: There are two aspects to this. One is
clearly the politics. This was a flagship programme of
the previous Government, and you would therefore
expect the Opposition to be making a noise about the

decision to wind it down. I think there has been a
degree of misrepresentation of that decision. Some of
the time you would believe that the guillotine had
been brought down in its entirety on 12 May, which of
course wasn’t the case. This is seeing the programme
through to a natural transition point of all the existing
programmes. Equally, the Future Jobs Fund provided
effectively Government-paid additional labour for
local public and voluntary sector organisations, and I
am sure that was extremely welcome to them, and it
undoubtedly helped them to strengthen their activities.
However, it cost a lot of money, and the question we
have to ask is, given the fact that we are going through
difficult times financially: what is the best way of
deploying the resources we have available? What is
the best way of securing sustainable employment
opportunities for young people? I think we are better
off focusing on apprenticeships and that we get better
value through programmes like the Work Programme,
which I am very confident will deliver job outcomes
for young people at a much lower rate than the Future
Jobs Fund, and it is a judgment of what is the best
approach to deliver what we need to do and to deliver
value for money. In time, I think the decisions we’ve
taken will be proven to be the right ones.
Chair: Harriett, do you still want to come in?
Harriett Baldwin: It was just that Julia’s answer
earlier reminded me that I needed to put in the
declaration of interests that I am on the board of the
Social Investment Business, which has an interest in
3SC.

Q145 Chair: May I just return very briefly to the
state aid rules, because that from our witnesses
seemed to be acting as a barrier to get the private
sector in, but they thought there would have been a
way around the state aid rules and the Department
could have done a lot more to encourage the private
sector to find a way around those rules? They told us,
for example, that there are exemptions within the state
aid rules that might apply to particularly
disadvantaged groups, such as longer-term
unemployed. Is that your understanding of how the
state aid rules work, and if that is, why wasn’t there
more effort put into perhaps helping the private sector
to be able to compete for some of these places but not
fall foul of the state aid rules?
Chris Grayling: Well there are certainly ways around
the state aid rules. Most particularly, private sector
organisations can set up special vehicles to do this.
The truth is it is quite complicated to work around
these things and that has made it much less appealing
for the private sector to do. What we surely want is
not to support private sector jobs, but actually to work
together with the private sector in partnership in the
way we do with the apprenticeship model, where the
private sector pays the apprenticeship wage and we
pay the training costs, and at the end of it there is a
route that continues beyond that. I will ask Julia to
say a bit more about what work was done, but the
Future Jobs Fund is a much more hassle-filled
approach to developing the kind of participation we
want young people to have in the private sector than
simply apprenticeships.
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Julia Sweeney: Very early on in the Future Jobs Fund
process, partners raised this particular issue. We
worked with lawyers and colleagues to develop a
good practice guide to show the variety of ways in
which the private sector could get involved with the
Future Jobs Fund, for example by delivering in areas
of corporate social responsibility, by delivering non-
core services and by setting up special purpose
vehicles and community interest companies. There
was quite a lot of activity within the private sector to
engage in those ways. We gave support and further
guidance where it was wanted. There isn’t facility to
stretch the state aid rules; however, we did help people
to navigate their way through them and identify ways
in which they could get involved. As we had good
examples of people doing just that, we published them
within the guide as case studies so people could see
the reality of private sector involvement. Now that
didn’t in any way balance off the private/public sector
ratios, but it did show those private sector
organisations that wanted to get involved exactly how
they could.
Chair: Moving on to questions on the termination and
transitional arrangements. I know we’ve touched on
that, but some more detailed questions.

Q146 Teresa Pearce: Yes, I was going to ask about
transitional arrangements and we have touched on it.
One of the first things the Chair asked was about the
fact that the Jobs Fund ends in March and the Work
Programme doesn’t really come on stream till
summer, but you said that you didn’t think there
would be much of a gap. I wondered when precisely
you thought the first entrants to the Work Programme
would be taken on.
Chris Grayling: The target date for the full launch of
the Work Programme, as published in the
Department’s business plan, is next June. A lot in
terms of transition will depend on who is successful
in the bidding process, so in some areas you will have
an established FND provider with an established
network of sub-contractors that has been doing a good
job that brings forward a good bid for the Work
Programme and is successful. Of course, there really
isn’t much of a transition at all there because the
capability is there—the only thing that changes is the
nature of the contractual arrangement. They will
evolve the support they provide accordingly to meet
the new world, but the fact is there is still a team of
people and a centre and the transitional arrangements
can be relatively straightforward. We will negotiate
with them to make a fairly smooth transition between
existing programmes and the old.
Where an issue will arise is in a part of the county
where there is no current provision from the people
who are successful in getting on to the Framework
and then getting the individual pieces of the Work
Programme. That is something that the team and I
will be working on pretty hard—as soon as we have
confirmed the people on the Framework—because
that will give us a sense of where the gaps may be. If
you are in such a region in the country where the
people who have been put on the Framework have
expressed an interest in that part of the country anew,
then clearly we have an issue and we have to work

through how we best manage the transition. In areas
where the existing providers have won contracts and
we have carried them through, that problem doesn’t
exist. Therefore, when we come to talk about the
Work Programme contracting process—in the new
year I believe, Chair—I’ll be able to give you more
detail of that. I am acutely aware we have to fill the
gaps, but we’ll fill in the gaps as the Framework
unfolds over the next couple of months

Q147 Teresa Pearce: Are you saying you expect
some areas of the country to be able to embrace the
Work Programme quicker than others?
Chris Grayling: If we have a part of the country
where the providers have moved forward from the
Flexible New Deal—they have come forward with an
attractive package to build that on into something
broader for Work Programme participants to help the
harder-to-help groups, for example—then I am very
much of the view that we should work with them to
bring into force the new arrangements sooner, when
that is appropriate.

Q148 Teresa Pearce: So what Mark was saying
earlier about some employers wanting to work
nationally, would you be able to direct them more in
areas where you thought there was that gap?
Chris Grayling: There are effectively two levels of
partnership with the national employers. You will
have a partnership between Jobcentre Plus and an
individual employer to provide support over the first
few months of job search. We may very well indeed
use some of those partnerships to secure work
experience opportunities if there were any kind of gap
in provisions. At the moment the first priority for the
work experience effort is in those parts of the country
where there is a particular unemployment challenge,
but if we look at areas where there are gaps in
provision, we can deploy some of the things we are
doing through Jobcentre Plus to suit those areas to a
greater degree to strengthen the transition. It might
very well be that we have discussions with some of
the national partners of Jobcentre Plus to help provide
some of those opportunities.
As soon as we have taken the final decision about the
Framework, which will happen in the couple of
weeks, we will be publishing details of it—the official
team are finishing the evaluations now. As soon as we
know the shape of the Framework, we will be able to
get a first sense of where there may be gaps. We will
then have a second round of that when the Work
Programme is contracted in the new year where we
have a sense of where gaps may arise and if necessary
we will deploy the recourses of Jobcentre Plus to fill
in gaps or we will make additional arrangements in
parts of the country where there is a particular
problem.

Q149 Teresa Pearce: Will young people who have
been on the Future Jobs Fund, and maybe part of that
50% who are then back on benefits, be eligible for the
Work Programme or will they have to wait?
Chris Grayling: I would certainly expect those young
people to be eligible for the Work Programme, but not
straight away, because they would have come out of
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an existing position of being on Jobseekers
Allowance.

Q150 Teresa Pearce: What sort of gap would they
have to wait before they were allowed back?
Chris Grayling: It will depend very much on the
circumstances. The Coalition Agreement sets out a
six-month entry point for young people. We are
looking at the moment as to whether we bring forward
the entry point for some of the hardest to help groups
to three months—those who have grown up in the
most challenging circumstances and from the most
challenged backgrounds. We are also looking at the
“dead weight” issues for those around six months. So
we haven’t finally formed a decision yet; we will have
to in the next couple of weeks. I have asked for some
further pieces of evidence just to inform that decision
making. Certainly, around the six-month point would
be the answer.

Q151 Teresa Pearce: In some of the evidence we’ve
had people have talked to us about rolled-up weeks;
unspent funding where it has already been allocated.
There has been a suggestion that the Future Jobs Fund
could be extended in those cases. Would that be
possible or is March 2011 the cut off?
Chris Grayling: Mark, do you want to pick up on
that one?
Mark Fisher: I think there are two things. One is
there will be people in Job Funds jobs after
March 2011; March 2011 is only the last date for
putting people in jobs, not the actual end date of the
scheme. I think it is true that a number of providers
have said, “You have not spent all the money,
therefore can you roll it on?” I am afraid we cannot
actually do that. For example, if somebody has been
in the Job Funds job for less that the full six months
and gets into another job earlier, then fine—the
taxpayer has to take the profit from that and that was
the arrangement we came to. Our financial modelling
has always assumed that some of these jobs would not
need to last six months, so I’m afraid we do not have
spare money we can give to providers in that way.

Q152 Teresa Pearce: A last thing: one of the key
things about the Future Jobs Fund was the posts had
to be additional. What safeguards do you have in
place for when the Work Programme rolls out for
people being put on that Work Programme and other
people actually losing their jobs? Are there any
safeguards with major employers to make sure that
doesn’t happen?
Chris Grayling: Well of course the difference in the
Work Programme is it’s not about placing people in
the intermediate jobs the Future Jobs Fund represents.
It’s really about a supportive and intensified
recruitment process into longer-term employment.

Q153 Teresa Pearce: But the work experience that
Mark talked about earlier, with the skills training in
maybe Asda or places like that, would be real people
in real stores, wouldn’t it?
Chris Grayling: It will be very unusual for work
experience placements to be used as, say, a
replacement opportunity. The one reason for setting

the limit at eight weeks is to prevent that from
happening. If you allow someone to go for six
months’ work experience, they absolutely can be
exploited in that way. I don’t think it would be
possible to do that in eight weeks, as it takes that long
to get somebody to the point where they really could
effectively take the role of somebody else.

Q154 Teresa Pearce: That is something that has been
considered and you think it won’t happen?
Chris Grayling: I think eight weeks is sensible. I
think if you go beyond eight weeks in a specific work
experience placement, you will risk exactly what you
described. The guidance effectively was that a week
or two is fine. I didn’t think that was sufficient, but
eight weeks seems to be the right kind of balance.

Q155 Chair: This gap, though. It is not just the
Future Jobs Fund providers that are concerned about
the gap, which I think you made a bit light of this
morning. Other providers who are delivering the
Flexible New Deal are concerned that effectively their
funding finishes at the end of the financial year, and
with the best will in the world, even the shortest gap
is still three months. I am not sure that we have heard
a robust answer to that question of what will happen
to these people who have already geared up—who are
delivering Flexible New Deal successfully—because
there is bound to be a cliff edge at the end of March
for them and they don’t know what is going to happen
three months down the road—what they do with their
workers, their advisers and everything in that space?
Chris Grayling: It is not an issue for Flexible New
Deal areas because their contracts continue until June.
In those parts of the country where Flexible New Deal
is established, the transition should be pretty
straightforward. The issue is around those parts of the
country where FND2 didn’t come into force, and
where we have existing programmes like the New
Deals that wind down at the end of the year. I
absolutely accept that there is an issue there. If we
have an existing provider that is going to use the
infrastructure they have in place to support the New
Deals who gets on to the Framework—we know by
early February that that’s the case, and they know by
the end of this month that they are in the frame for
that part of the country—I don’t for a second believe
that they are going to be sacking all their staff on
1 January, if they are in the frame to start a contract
in the spring.
I think we have to identify those parts of the country
in two stages. First of all, when the Framework is
published, we will understand where there is a
certainty of a gap. We will then have to put in place
transitional support for those areas, because if there is
no existing provider of substance operating in those
areas that is on the Framework, clearly that gap will
exist. Equally, once we see the bids come in—we will
have an idea of this much sooner than we publish the
outcome, because we will know who is bidding in
each area and we will be able to take a first glance at
which bids look the most attractive. We will then be
able to move pretty quickly to say, “Right, okay, in
these four parts of the country there is a genuine issue
that remains unresolved because there is no existing
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bidder in place that is going to end up as one of the
Work Programme providers in that area and can
migrate early, so we will have to put in transitional
support.” Where there is somebody that has won a
Work Programme contract that has New Deal-related
infrastructure in place in terms of staff and a centre, I
would envisage us negotiating with them to start their
contract early. They will clearly need to build on that
for the Work Programme, but they will have the core
to make the transition earlier than June.

Q156 Chair: I think this is obviously something we
will return to when we start the Work Programme
inquiry.
Chris Grayling: We will absolutely, but I just want to
make the Committee aware that I am very acutely
aware of the issue, and we will work through as
carefully as possible and we will respond to gaps as
they appear. However, we only really know once the
Framework bidders are in place, and then we know
who’s actually bidding for each bit of the country in
reality.

Q157 Glenda Jackson: Two points actually: what
are the constituent parts of an attractive bid; and what
are the numbers of young people you are expecting
on these programmes?
Chris Grayling: The number of young people on the
programme that will go through the Work Programme
at a six-month entry point is around 200,000. If we
vary around that, there is quite a lot of dead weight
after six months; a lot of young people drop off JSA
between six months and 12 months. While I am very
keen that we provide support to those young people
who genuinely need it as early possible, equally I
don’t want to pay for a large amount of dead weight
between six and 12 months for those who would have
got a job anyway—those who were signing on
temporarily before a job offer starts.
I remember when I left university, although I didn’t
sign on, the job I got didn’t start till the following
April, so I did bits and pieces over that nine months,
and there are some people in that position who will
just sign on and then will sign off after six or seven
months before they start their job, or other
circumstances similarly. My concern is to make sure
that we get those people who really need it on to the
Work Programme as quickly as we can. I don’t want
to pay unnecessarily for dead weight, so I have asked
for a bit more work to be done on the dead weight
issue around six, seven, eight and nine months. That
will have an impact on the final numbers involved,
but if you have pure straightforward six-month entry,
the total number is around 200,000.

Q158 Glenda Jackson: And what would be the
constituent parts of an acceptable bid?
Chris Grayling: The point we have to achieve in
contracting the Work Programme is the point on the
map on which the investors get a return and the
taxpayer does well. That is the goal of the process
over the next couple of months. We have to deliver
the best value for money for the taxpayer financially
and the biggest social impact, but equally if we don’t
deliver in return for the companies and organisations

that are doing it for us, they won’t bid and they won’t
do the job, so that’s the balance. My definition of the
ideal bid/contract arrangement is the one that finds
that position where everybody wins and everybody
has a unified purpose to get people into work.
Chair: Okay. We have got some important questions
on apprenticeships. Stephen.

Q159 Stephen Lloyd: Thank you very much.
Minister, moving on to apprenticeships, as the Chair
says, the first question is a clear financial one. I’m not
absolutely clear exactly how much money the
Coalition is intending to spend on apprenticeships. I
would be grateful if you could tell me the overall total
in 2011, 2012, 2013, plus the amount that the
Coalition Government are spending more than the
previous Government were spending on
apprenticeships. Does that make sense?
Chris Grayling: Yes it does. I’ll answer the last bit
and then I’ll hand over to Claire, because of course
apprenticeships are a BIS capability. The things we
are doing additionally to the previous Government:
first of all there are 50,000 extra apprenticeships in
the current year. That is a one-off extra investment in
the aftermath of the recession. Then, in the Spending
Review, we announced an increase of 75,000
apprenticeships over the course of the Spending
Review period, so that is over and above what was
previously planned. Claire will talk you through the
individual figures for the next financial years.
Claire Burton: I shall. This year is very simple. This
year we are putting £1.3 billion into apprenticeships
programmes—that is the 2010–11 academic year.
Both BIS and Department for Education (DfE),
because of course DfE has a stake in the
apprenticeship programme for 16–18-year-olds, have
yet to publish their figures going forward, so the
actual year-by-year allocations will be published for
BIS in the next week or so, and I am happy to write
to the Committee with a copy of that, and then for
DfE in December, and again I am happy to write if
that’s of interest.

Q160 Stephen Lloyd: I would be grateful for that.
So it is £1.3 billion as far as we know this year, and
with additional sums coming from DfE, and the £150
million that the Coalition Government have added
since it came into government is on top, or is that
included in the £1.3 billion?
Claire Burton: That’s right. The £150 million was a
single year figure and it was put in in June. It was one
of the first actions of the Coalition Government. That
was for one year only. What we know the Spending
Review allows us to do is maintain that level of spend
and add another £250 million, although it has to be
decided on how that is to be split over the years.

Q161 Stephen Lloyd: I would be very grateful,
Claire, if you did send those and they were all
circulated. Equally, what I would be grateful for is if
you could put in an expectation of how many
apprenticeships we are anticipating in each of those
years. If you could send them to the Chair, we would
be grateful.
Claire Burton: Yes.
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Q162 Stephen Lloyd: Apprenticeships are real wage
jobs provided by employers. How will the
Government incentivise employers to create
apprenticeships under the current labour market
conditions?
Chris Grayling: This is something I have been keen
to pursue with BIS as well. Clearly it is all well and
good having lots of new apprenticeships, but there has
to be somebody there actually to provide them. Thus
far that has not been a problem. For example, this
year, the allocation looks like being fully taken up—
the additional 50,000 looks like being fully taken up.
Generally speaking, even in relatively difficult times
financially, the employers have been there to provide
apprenticeships and there is no real indication that is
going to change. Claire will add more to that.
Claire Burton: I think that’s exactly right. We have
to work very hard to bring new employers into the
programme, but for the past two years—certainly on
the adult side of the programme—we have actually
had to cap the number of places we could offer
because there was more demand from employers than
there was funding to supply the places. What the
additional funding has allowed us to do is to open
that up, and the indication is that we are going to fill
those places.

Q163 Stephen Lloyd: A key thing with
apprenticeships is obviously assuring employers that
they have a long term—that it is three or four-year
funding, depending on how long the apprenticeships
are. You are confident that that’s in the model and the
employers are confident themselves that the money
will always be there?
Claire Burton: Yes, that’s right. As you say,
apprenticeships can last from 18 months to three or
four years.

Q164 Stephen Lloyd: And that’s in the business
model and the employers know that. Okay.
Claire Burton: That’s confirmed.

Q165 Richard Graham: Can I just interrupt very
briefly? Claire, one of the problems with the
apprenticeship design from the employer’s point of
view in the past has been that it has been rather
inflexible. There is a certain quota for 16–18-year-
olds, quotas for 19–21-year-olds, and quotas for
different sectors. You can’t really swap a quota from
one type to another very easily. What sort of work has
gone on to try to make these more flexible and
attractive to employers?
Claire Burton: One of the main things that BIS has
been consulting on over the summer is a new funding
flexibility model that would actually make it much
easier, as you say, to cross those boundaries where
previously there have been different ring-fences
within the programme for different age groups and
social groups. The results of that consultation and the
response will be published in the next week. I think
that has been one of the big responses that we will be
coming back on.
Richard Graham: Good, so published next week. I
think that will be something very useful to the
Committee.

Q166 Stephen Lloyd: Definitely, thank you. The
Future Jobs Fund was designed primarily for young
people in danger of sliding into long-term
unemployment. How will the Government ensure that
employers recruit longer-term unemployed young
people, or those at risk of this, into the additional
apprenticeships? What I will flag up is what I have
heard in the constituency and in evidence taken over
the last few months: in some instances, particularly
for the long-term unemployed, pre-apprentice training
is felt to be necessary. Do you agree with that? What
steps will be taken by the Government to ensure that
the longer-term unemployed can actually get up to
that level?
Chris Grayling: Claire can talk in a moment about
the pre-apprenticeship work that BIS is doing, but in
terms of our Department and the Work Programme,
clearly an apprenticeship for a young person is one of
the routes they can follow into work. The key, I think,
is to make sure that young people are ready to move
into apprenticeships as you describe. In terms of the
long-term unemployed, a central task of the Work
Programme providers, as I see it, is to ensure that they
actually support, motivate, encourage and provide the
right degree of direction—matching an individual to
opportunity and so forth—actually to get that young
person into an apprenticeship. In essence, we have
said, “What is the Work Programme about? It is about
preparing people for work and then matching them
with the right opportunities.”

Q167 Stephen Lloyd: Before Claire answers, to
make that happen you are going to have to have
funding within the model to allow the suppliers
actually to spend that month, two months, three
months—whatever it takes—to get through the pre-
apprentice level. They will have to be able to be paid
for that, obviously.
Claire Burton: We are looking very closely at the
moment at what a pre-apprenticeship should look like.
I think you heard from Groundwork, which actually
uses the Future Jobs Fund and their allocation of the
scheme as a form of pre-apprenticeship. I think that is
one of the areas we have been learning from. For us,
I think the real importance of the Work Programme
is, as the Minister says, getting people to a point
where they are able to compete for and take on an
apprenticeship, which is a high-quality industry
standard training, and then move forward to
successfully complete it, because the great bonus of
apprenticeships is they are sustainable employment.
Some 80% of employers report that they have good
company loyalty coming out of the scheme and
continued employment, but that is only the case if you
are actually able to move in, if you have the skills,
and if you are ready to start work and move up that
productivity scale.

Q168 Stephen Lloyd: There is a recognition of that
obviously within BIS. Okay, that’s fine.
Chris Grayling: I would just add to that in terms of
joined-up Government. Given how integrally linked
these two things are, as witnessed by the fact that we
are doing the session today on both a BIS matter and
a DWP matter, one of the things we have sought to
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ensure is a close relationship between our two teams.
John Hayes, the Skills Minister at BIS, and I work
quite closely together on all of these issues and, I
think that is right and proper.

Q169 Richard Graham: Stephen, may I just have
one more question? Just in terms of qualifications
needed for apprenticeships, I am taking on an
apprentice myself, and there is a head teacher in
Gloucester who will also be taking on an apprentice.
These will be NVQ 2 level, so not a huge amount of
pre-preparation is needed. The question in a sense is:
do you think that we are able to get the message out
wide enough that apprenticeships can cover almost
anything under the sun including, for example,
someone doing business management for both an MP
and a head teacher? Do you think that the current
structure at the National Apprenticeship Service
(NAS), which has broadly one person per county, is
adequate for getting that message around, or is there
more that employment or sectoral organisations and
associations could do, especially in the world of Small
and medium enterprises (SMEs)? Could we use the
Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) for example?
Claire Burton: I think if I look at the National
Apprenticeship Service question first, one of the core
aims of its set up was that it should not only do some
business-to-business work itself, but rely on
intermediately bodies like the local chambers of
commerce and Jobcentre Plus, to get the maximum
reach possible into local communities. I think that was
a recognition of the fact that, as a Government agency,
it is a small agency, so it needs to get the maximum
distribution across local areas. Although I think there
are a small number of people in the National
Apprenticeship Service in the regions, actually the
business model was that they should work through
other bodies, which often have better links into the
sort of employers that we are seeking to reach. I think
it is exactly right that the messaging that we are trying
to use now is far more on trying to talk about the
range of sectors that the apprenticeship covers. It
covers around 80 industry sectors already, and
actually the business administration apprenticeship is
the largest framework. So it is beginning to move
away from the old style, traditional concept that
apprenticeships are only for people who work with
their hands. Actually, there are a lot of young people
out there who are doing a whole variety of jobs. In
the marketing campaign to employers that was
launched last week by my Minister, Mr Hayes, one
of the main sectors he was specifically interested in
targeting was IT. What we found through our research
and evaluation of previous marketing campaigns is
that tailoring your marketing very carefully to the
sector you are approaching has the best effect, so we
have gone out specifically on that IT sector.

Q170 Mr Heald: I am very pleased to hear you say
that because one of the things that I have banged on
about for a long time is that we have these skill
shortage areas in Britain, and IT is one of them—
absolute classic. Are you also going to be looking at
engineering?

Claire Burton: Engineering is another one of our
target areas. Engineering and manufacturing I think
have been mainstays of the apprenticeship
programme, but they are also areas where we think
there is significant opportunity for growth. My
Minister has been working quite closely with the
Technician Council, which is looking at a wider
engineering and STEM subject growth in
apprenticeships, and I know it is very interested.

Q171 Richard Graham: Claire, will you be able to
have small specialist trainers providing the training in
the new system, rather than just consolidating into big
further education colleges? The specialist trainers
have a key role, I think.
Claire Burton: That’s a question that we are looking
at quite carefully for our publication next week: the
role that specialist trainers can play, particularly with
the younger age groups. The 16–18-year-olds’
providers tend to be very small.

Q172 Stephen Lloyd: On the Future Jobs Fund
again, focused on the longer-term unemployed young
people up to the age of 18, many came through from
the People not in employment, education or training
(NEET) sector. Are there plans to create additional
apprenticeships targeted at longer-term unemployed
18-year-olds, or is it just going to be 19-year-olds up?
Claire Burton: There are apprenticeships for 16
upwards, and that’s a significant part of the
programme. The last year for which we have data for
apprenticeship starts is 2008–09, which showed that
of the 240,000 starts, about 100,000 were 16–18-year-
olds. So that is a very significant part of the funding—
Stephen Lloyd: And it is already part of the model.
Okay, that’s fine.

Q173 Kate Green: Sorry, may I just try to
understand a little more clearly, because we seem to
have a lot of things going on now? We have an
apprenticeship programme coming for which you
have substantial funding for the academic year
2010–11. Is that available to 19-year-olds and over, or
16-year-olds and over?
Claire Burton: 16-year-olds and over.

Q174 Kate Green: So that money is being spread
across all age groups from 16 onwards, okay. We
heard evidence from a number of witnesses that some
of the young people who had gone through the Future
Jobs Fund were in no way ready to take up an
apprenticeship. Indeed, I was very interested in the
description that you were giving us, Chris, of the eight
weeks’ work experience, which in some senses might
be one of the things that the more disadvantaged
young people need to embark on before they might
be ready for an apprenticeship. Paul Gregg expressed
concerns that if you put everything into a black box,
you don’t know that the providers will make use of
those good eight-week work experience-type models,
or that they will genuinely concentrate on young
people who are a long way away from being ready to
move into work or into an apprenticeship. Now I
know you will say, “Well, the funding model should
incentivise them to do that,” but how confident are
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you that that group of young people will be properly
addressed in the Work Programme?
Chris Grayling: I take you back to the point: I believe
that you need to have an increased price for harder-
to-help groups—the more challenged young people.
The NEETs are one of those categories that we would
put into the Work Programme with a higher price on
their heads. The key disadvantaged groups are those
people who are constantly cycling around the welfare
system—the JSA system—or who are very long-term
unemployed. We have a worrying number of people
who have been out of work for three years out of four.
Very often they have come off benefits for only a very
short period of time, and maybe they have not been
into work at all. Those people who are coming off
incapacity benefit and also those people who are
coming from a particularly challenged background—
ex-offenders for example—are people we are looking
to put into the Work Programme at a higher tariff rate
so that the return for a provider is going to be better
if they get one of those people into work than it would
be if they could get a conventional jobseeker into
work.
If you look at a programme like the Flexible New
Deal, one of the problems is that it dumps everybody
into one pot. You get paid around £3,000 for
everyone. To my mind, that is an automatic guarantee
of parking, because you make no more money on the
harder-to-help people. I can never guarantee to you
that we have an absolutely perfect system in that
respect, but I do think that if you pay significantly
more for a harder-to-help person, there is an incentive
to the provider to have a specialist group of people
working with the harder to help to try and get them
into work and overcome the bigger barriers. So that is
the key tool we will be using.
We will be transparent about the Work Programme. I
do want us to make the relative performance levels
public, and indeed you as a Committee would expect
us to be giving you evidence about that. If one
provider is proving much more successful than
another at getting NEETs into work, I want that to be
in the public arena so that a provider is able to say,
“Hang on a moment. We are being beaten by the guy
up the road. We need to do something about it.”

Q175 Kate Green: What level of apprenticeships are
we talking about in terms of NVQ 1 through to 3?
Again, from Professor Gregg, we heard there was very
little point in routing people into NVQ-1 type
apprenticeships. I am drawing on my memory here
rather that the brief we had, but I think there is a lot
of evidence that NVQ 3 is where you see the real
difference in terms of long-term employment
prospects and earnings.
Claire Burton: That is the case, yes. Apprenticeships
exist at level 2 and above, so there are no level 1
apprenticeships. They exist at levels 2 and 3, and there
is a small number at level 4—so moving into higher
education. I think where we see the apprenticeship
programme sitting is as a progression route. So level
2 is an important step, but actually level 3 is, as you
say, where you begin to see the real wage benefits to
the individual, but also the growth benefits to the
business as well.

Q176 Glenda Jackson: We’ve also been briefed that
FJF is a good way of leading people into
apprenticeships, but I understood from what you were
saying that those people on FJF will not be at the
forefront for going into this programme. Is that
correct? Is this going to apply also to those people
who are the last tranche of young people who are on
FJF?
Chris Grayling: Well there is no reason why
somebody who has been on the FJF can’t move into
an apprenticeship; I don’t think there is anything in
the rules that prevents them from doing so.

Q177 Glenda Jackson: I was building on your
saying that there is going to be a need for pre-
apprenticeship schemes. If people are advising us that
FJF is a very good way of readying people to go into
apprenticeships, isn’t that a waste of money to say that
they can’t be considered for these schemes and you’re
going to have to have a pre-apprentice scheme as well.
Claire Burton: I don’t think we are saying that people
who have been through FJF wouldn’t be considered
for apprenticeship schemes. I think the fact that they
have been in paid employment for six months is
actually likely to mean that employers are more ready
to take them on.
Richard Graham: Can I just interrupt here—
Chair: No hold on Richard, I want—
Glenda Jackson: Can I have my answer?
Chair: Can I exercise my role as Chair. Richard, as
Kate was in middle of her question, can I get Kate to
finish her question, then I will bring both you and
Glenda in, I promise. But please let Kate finish.

Q178 Kate Green: As I understand it, what we are
hearing from you is that, for the more work-ready and
better-qualified young people, you would like to route
them where appropriate into apprenticeships as
quickly as possible. They will be at least level 2, and
could indeed be part of a progression through to level
3 and beyond. For those who are not ready to move
into apprenticeships—who lack the skills and
qualifications, and might have the significant barriers
you mentioned, Chris—you very much see the black
box model as offering the opportunity to do more
things with that group around work experience, and
about pre-apprenticeship skills, and that might take
quite a long time, and indeed might never lead to an
apprenticeship—you might lead them straight into a
job.
Chris Grayling: Yes, yes.

Q179 Kate Green: So I think the real test of success
of your Work Programme apprenticeship model is if
it is able to be subtle enough to address those different
levels of need and scale and work readiness in those
different ways, and to be sure, as we said earlier, that
employers have the apprenticeships to offer at the end
of the process.
Chris Grayling: Yes, absolutely.

Q180 Kate Green: I think that is really helpful,
Chair, because it sets the framework for what a
successful Work Programme will look like. You can
judge it against that down the line.
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Chris Grayling: The key to defining the success of the
Work Programme is most fundamentally its success in
getting people into employment, and apprenticeship is
clearly employment. The route to get there is about
making somebody work-ready, and the key challenge
to the providers is to deploy whatever support skills
are available. Sometimes it might be light-touch
guidance; sometimes it might be quite intensive work.
What I don’t want to do is to have a system that is
devised in Whitehall that says, “That’s what you will
do,” because that might be appropriate for one person
but not for another.

Q181 Kate Green: I think we really want to ensure,
though, that the more vulnerable young people do
have that chance to make that progression through and
potentially get into the apprenticeships. How
confident are you that will happen?
Chris Grayling: I am confident that the approach that
invests a higher amount of money—The benefit of the
Annually Managed Expenditure-Departmental
Expenditure Limit (AME-DEL) approach is that it
does enable us, on a payment-by-results basis, to
invest more in the harder-to-help groups. I’m
confident that’s the best tool we have available to
maximise the likelihood of the harder-to-help groups
getting into work. I think, at the end of the day, by
ensuring that the provider gets a higher return for the
harder-to-help groups, they are incentivised to work
with those people as well.
The other benefit of the Framework—and we’ll talk
more about this when we do the discussion about the
Work Programme contracting—is it is specifically
designed to allow local authorities and other public
sector organisations to buy bolt-ons to the Work
Programme relatively inexpensively. The core cost of
the Work Programme is funded, but if you as a local
authority have a particular problem with NEETs in
your area, and you want to spend a million or two
extra really to develop an enhanced package for the
NEETs, you can contract very quickly and easily with
your local Work Programme provider to provide that
add-on, and you would do it at a lower cost than you
would otherwise have to do, because you are building
on top of something that’s already there, rather than
creating something afresh.

Q182 Kate Green: Just a last question from me,
Chair. We understand that the adult apprenticeship
placements that you were talking about, Claire, don’t
apply in Scotland and Wales, so what apprenticeship
provisions will there be there?
Claire Burton: Apprenticeships is a devolved policy,
so my Department covers England. I can’t represent
the devolved Administrations, but they do each have
their own apprenticeship schemes, which I believe
focus as well, and which Jobcentre Plus and DWP
have been working with.

Q183 Kate Green: To your knowledge, are they
scaling up apprenticeship provision in the way you’ve
described as happening in England?
Claire Burton: To my knowledge, I think all of the
devolved Administrations have had much the same
focus on apprenticeships over the last two to three

years, and have had very similar measures coming
forward from the recession as well.
Chair: I’m going to bring Richard in, and then
Glenda.

Q184 Richard Graham: Because this Committee
hasn’t actually looked at apprenticeships in much
detail, the workings of them and how you recruit an
apprentice might not be very familiar to people. I
think what would help Kate and Glenda to get a feel
for what sort of people go on apprenticeships is if I
just explain very briefly how you set about recruiting
them. If I’m looking for a business apprentice, by
advertising on the NAS website, I can interview
anybody from 16 upwards. They might be people who
have GCSEs; they might be people with no
educational qualifications whatsoever. They might be
people who’ve been on the Future Job Fund, they
might be people who’ve had work experience—it
could be anyone. It’s entirely up to the person
interviewing to decide what sort of apprentice they
take.
The training is then provided by the training provider.
In my case, as it is for many further education
colleges, that’s actually done in my office. They don’t
go to the further education college physically, except
to do the exam, which they then do after 12–15
months for NVQ level 2. You can then extend that,
and you can go on to level 3, and you can keep
extending the apprenticeship until you want to offer
them a permanent job.
It isn’t as if there is a formal qualification needed to
take somebody on as an apprentice. It is entirely up
to the employer, and there are benefits in taking young
people who have no work experience and haven’t got
into bad habits, and there are benefits in taking people
who have work experience. So I think that would help.
Kate Green: Perhaps I could ask Claire a question on
that point, Chair, because that’s really very helpful.
What evidence do you have that there are employers
like Richard, who are very willing to consider young
people with no qualifications and very low levels of
skills in the context of offering them an
apprenticeship?
Claire Burton: I think the first thing to say, as I said,
is that we don’t interfere in the private recruitment
practices of employers, as a general rule. From some
of our larger contracts, and looking at companies like
Morrisons, Tesco and McDonalds, we know that they
angle a significant degree of their recruitment through
the apprenticeship programme at individuals who are
coming in from the Jobcentre Plus route and the
unemployed. So I don’t have data that will allow me
to say exactly what the proportion of the programme
that would be taken from that group would be, and
also not necessarily all apprentices are newly
recruited; in many cases they may already be working
with the employer. From the larger contracts, we do
know that there is a real focus from employers on that
recruitment method.
Richard Graham: There’s a huge opportunity, Chair,
for individual MPs to lead on this in our
constituencies—to identify people and then put them
together with employers for work experience, and
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then for apprenticeships. There are 650 of us here who
could also take apprentices.
Chair: May I also point out that we perhaps need to
speak to Independent Parliamentary Standards
Authority (IPSA) first in terms of the jobs, because
I know that there have been problems with previous
schemes because of the way the funding works out.

Q185 Glenda Jackson: My question, essentially, was
on the point that you had made of employers talking
about pre-apprenticeship schemes, and whether those
people who had gone through the FJF programme
would be eligible for this programme when it starts,
or are they going to have to wait six months? If they
are, how much is it going to cost for the
pre-apprenticeship scheme?
Chris Grayling: For the Work Programme or for BIS?
For the Work Programme, they will have to wait,
because these are people who are coming out of six
months of paid work. They would receive support
through Jobcentre Plus for that first period, but if they
weren’t successful in getting into employment, they
would then be moved into the Work Programme. I
think, given the investment the state has made in the
people who’ve gone through the Future Jobs Fund, at
the very least we would leave them with Jobcentre
Plus for a period of time to try and realise the benefits
of that investment before we wrote it off and started
again, effectively.

Q186 Chair: I think we’d all agree that it is going to
take more money to get the hardest to reach into jobs,
and you’ve said that that’s the case. Haven’t you
effectively set a cap on the amount of money that any
of the providers through the Work Programme or
through the apprenticeship system is going to be able
to spend? You are already saying that the Future Jobs
Fund is too expensive at £6,500. Obviously, if that’s
too expensive, and that’s why you’re not going ahead
with it, the Government would therefore not be
willing to spend that amount of money on those who
are furthest from the job market to get them back
into work.
Chris Grayling: I don’t think that necessarily follows.
You’re looking at potentially different groups within
all of this. The Young Person’s Guarantee takes young
people on a mandatory basis at 10 months. At 10
months, the likelihood of them finding a job on their
own efforts over the following two, three, four, five
or six months is massively higher than it would be,
for example, if they were somebody who’d been on
incapacity benefit for five years and was found fit for
work. So it is a question of, within the Work
Programme, trying as best we can—there is no perfect
science to this, but as best we sensibly can—to
segment according to the relative likelihood of those
people getting into work, and the nature of the
challenge to get them into work, and then of course
the relative benefit savings of doing so. So no, I don’t
think it necessarily follows that because paying
£6,500 for a Future Jobs Fund start is much more
expensive than the Flexible New Deal, you wouldn't
pay that amount of money for someone who’d been
on incapacity benefit for a long period of time.

I think the relative decision about the Future Jobs
Fund is that these are, to a significant degree,
conventional jobseekers, who may have been
unemployed only once for 10 months. Does the
amount of money being paid, which is up to gross
£13,000—net more than up to £10,000—really reflect
value for money by comparison with the experience
of the New Deals, which we now all acknowledge
probably underperformed their potential because they
were too prescriptive? If we can deliver what we
believe we can through a payment-by-results regime
in the Work Programme and by a greater flexibility
for the front-line providers, but in the New Deal for
Young People price bracket rather than the Future
Jobs Fund price bracket, that’s clearly a better deal for
the taxpayer.

Q187 Chair: And we will know at the end how much
these will cost? There will be the proper tracking and
the full costing through this?
Chris Grayling: Yes.

Q188 Chair: I think these are probably questions for
the Work Programme.
Chris Grayling: Yes.

Q189 Chair: You alluded to the fact that there are
plans to develop a cross-departmental strategy on
NEETs. Can you tell me more about that: which
Department is going to lead on it; what’s the time
scale for it?
Chris Grayling: It’s not specifically a
cross-departmental programme on NEETs. What I was
saying was that we’ve been working very closely with
BIS; for example, in the development of work
experience, service academies, and the new enterprise
allowance, which is the self-employment package.
There’s a clear interlocking between what John
Hayes’s team is doing on pre-apprenticeships and
what we’re doing on the Work Programme. In terms
of service academies, which we’re working to get up
and running, there’s a training portion and a work
experience portion. So there are a number of areas in
tackling the issue of youth unemployment where our
two Departments need to work very closely together,
and that’s happening.
In terms of the Work Programme Framework that I
was describing, what we’ve done is to create a very
simple mechanism that would allow another
Department, or another public sector body like a local
authority, to add something to the core Work
Programme proposition that was relevant to their own
area. If a particular part of the country—a particular
local authority—felt that it had a real problem with
NEETs or older unemployed workers in its area, it
could invest additional money in buying enhanced
support for those people, over and above what the
Work Programme is already doing. This would have
a local focus and a community focus, and could be
done in a way that’s quick and easy and quite
cost-effective. You can do it through the Framework
without having to go through convoluted contracting
processes and, because the core infrastructure of the
Work Programme is already paid for, you can
probably do it more inexpensively than you would
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otherwise be able to if you were starting completely
from scratch.

Q190 Chair: The reason I asked the question is that
that’s what John Hayes said in a Westminster Hall
debate, so maybe we need to look at what he said. I’m
not sure if there’s a difference of approach, but that’s
what he called it: a cross-departmental strategy.
Julia Sweeney: It is probably worth adding that, at
official level, we work very closely across education,
business and employment policy agendas. My team is
working with those in the other two Departments to
think about the work that BIS will be leading on the
NEET strategy, and the work that Education plans to
do on helping young people achieve. We recognise
that having a three-departmental responsibility for
young people is complex, but it’s our complexity, and
we need to ensure that young people’s transition
through the system doesn’t expose the joins between
the interests of the various Departments that look
after them.

Q191 Mr Heald: One of the points that came out of
the evidence to this inquiry was that young people are
bad at applying for jobs. The applications to go on the
scheme were poor in quality, although the employers
liked the young people by and large when they saw
them in action. If you talk to providers who pick up
young people and are trying to help them at six
months, they say that quite often, after six months
of job search, they still haven’t managed to provide
themselves with a CV. I wondered if it is just worth
thinking about either doing something through the
education system, or putting online—so that young
people can get it up on their mobile phones or their
computers or whatever—just a simple thing about
how you prepare a CV. To have a young person, six
months in, and they haven’t even a CV they can leave
at a shop—it’s a major gap.
Julia Sweeney: If I could just reflect on the way that
this works. There is quite a lot of guidance on the
Directgov and Jobcentre Plus websites, and indeed
such a guide does exist. One of the things that
Jobcentre Plus advisers focus on, right from the start
of a young person’s claim, is making sure they’re well
equipped to apply, because actually nowadays you
don’t actually drop your CV at the shops—everything
is done online. Having a good capacity to put together
a CV and tailor it for online applications is important.
That is focused on very strongly through Jobcentre
Plus in the relationship with young people, but I think
it’s true to say that the art of compiling a good CV is
a complex one—that’s why people even at our level
pay quite a lot of money for those sort of services. So
it’s not perfect. I think one thing the Future Jobs Fund
did was enable organisations that aren’t accustomed
to employing young people to recognise the
difference. They may be quite rough-edged when they
arrive, but actually they learn quite quickly, and I
think one of the key findings of the Fund for
employers that don’t traditionally employ lots of

young people is that they can acclimatise and be good
in a job quite quickly, and that legacy is important
to leave.
Chair: I think we’ve got about four minutes left, so
we have a final question from Alex Cunningham.

Q192 Alex Cunningham: Very quickly, I recognise
the evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund has some way
to go yet, but are there successful elements that will
be retained in the Work Programme?
Chris Grayling: We will certainly provide the lessons
to programme providers. We will certainly see benefits
in terms of the provider network that’s there. I’ve no
doubt that those who’ve been involved in the Future
Jobs Fund will end up being involved in the Work
Programme on a localised basis, and I think that the
learning they have built will be helpful to them in
supporting the Work Programme. We’ll certainly seek
to capture the learnings. As you rightly said earlier,
we must make sure that we learn from this experience,
whatever the learnings are, so that we can shape future
policy if we go through a period of economic
difficulty again.
Mark Fisher: If I could just add one point? I think
the link the DWP and its systems made with the Skills
Department and with apprenticeships—not just
through the Jobs Fund, but the whole recession
activity—has strengthened by degree through this
experience, and that’s a legacy I’m sure will continue.

Q193 Stephen Lloyd: The important thing with that,
sort of building up from what Alex is saying, is it’s
not just so much the inter-departmental learning,
which I’m sure you’ll do, as that, as we know, there’ll
be tremendous contacts and networks made out there
in the regions by the providers of the Future Jobs
Fund. I was in business many years before I came into
politics, and so many times I’ve seen “Oops!
Disappeared!” and six months later, “Where have they
all gone?” and those contacts are lost. So, I would
urge the various Departments to write a very strong
letter to your regional people to say it is vital that
these contacts are made and maintained and kept,
because it’s a terribly valuable resource.
Chris Grayling: I would agree with that, and one of
the messages I’ve given to the applicants for the Work
Programme Framework is that I would expect them,
as a matter of routine, to have close working
partnerships with, for example, local authorities,
who’ve been one of the key partners in the Future
Jobs Fund. I think the learnings and the networks that
exist locally will all be very much part of the Work
Programme.

Q194 Alex Cunningham: When Barnardo’s and the
Wales Council for Voluntary Action gave evidence,
they were concerned that a lot of this expertise would
be lost and that some of the partnership arrangements
that have been strong may not be going forward. Julia
mentioned earlier that strong, new, dynamic
partnerships have evolved during the Future Jobs
Fund work. How will you ensure that the totality is
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actually retained, that we can exploit the partnerships,
and that it is inclusive, rather than exclusive to large
organisations?
Chris Grayling: But if there are already good
partnerships that can make a real difference, the nature
of the Work Programme—the payment-by-results
model—makes it absolutely commercially logical that
those partnerships would be retained. The benefit of a
black-box approach, differential pricing and payment
by results is that that should maximise the incentive
for the prime contractors, or the consortia that lead the
contracts, to use the best expertise available. If there
are strong local partnerships that have been effective
in the past, it makes perfect sense for those to be
retained.

Q195 Alex Cunningham: So the large contractors
will be encouraged to make sure that they do use
sub-contracting organisations to bring that expertise to
the table?
Chris Grayling: Absolutely, and we’ve been very
clear about the criteria we will judge the Work
Programme providers by, and we will be able to report
back when we have a future evidence session about
the Work Programme contracting process. We are not
going to give contracts to organisations that cannot
demonstrate that they have the ability to build and
manage, and have built and developed, an appropriate
supply chain of expertise to do the job. I don’t believe
there is any organisation out there that has the skills
to do everything geographically. I suspect what we’ll
see in the Work Programme is the bigger organisations
in the bigger centres, and smaller, localised groups
doing some of the individual smaller towns and so
forth. Equally, within the scope of the different needs,
there is a world of difference between helping a young
18-year-old from a slightly difficult background, but
who is smart and just needs that extra leg up into the
workplace, and an 18-year-old with learning
difficulties who is going to need that extra level of
support to get into some form of employment and then
might have to go through various steps. There are
organisations out there that have expertise in these
different groups, and I want to see that captured.
Glenda Jackson: Could I just ask a follow-up to that
one? Very briefly?

Chair: I was going to bring it to a close, but alright
then. Very quickly.

Q196 Glenda Jackson: On variability, there must
also be financial variables. You’ve given the example
of someone with special educational needs. Say that
someone with special educational needs lived in a
rural area, their costs must be higher than for someone
who is living in the centre of an urban environment.
Is the budget flexible enough to be able to cover those
costs? I mean, it can’t just be simply that everybody
across the whole country costs the same amount.
Chris Grayling: I have said that we will have
variables. I don’t think we will be able to plan in
variables between comparable people in different
areas. I think across an individual contract package
area, generally speaking, it will level out for the
provider. I mean if you look at, say, the east of
England, for example, where you have an urban centre
like Norwich but you have also the rural areas around,
actually that will balance out in the mix of the
contract. Where the variations will come is in
reflecting that there is a world of difference between
the challenge of getting that kind of savvy young
person who is not quite yet there into work, and the
problem of getting somebody with learning difficulties
into work. That’s a quantum difference of challenge,
and it will be priced accordingly.

Q197 Chair: Thanks very much for coming along
this morning. I suspect that we’ll be revisiting quite a
number of these things in even more detail when it
comes to the Work Programme, and I think we’re also
looking forward to the publication of the White Paper
tomorrow on welfare reform, which I think is
probably your responsibility as well, Minister.
Chris Grayling: Right.

Q198 Chair: You’ve got a big departmental weight
on your shoulders. But anyway, thank you, and thanks
to your colleagues for coming along this morning. I’m
sure the evidence you’ve given will be very useful
when we come to write the report.
Chris Grayling: You’re very welcome. I look forward
to the report. Thank you.
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Written evidence

Written evidence submitted by Birmingham City Council

1. Background

1.1. Be Birmingham is the local strategic partnership for the City of Birmingham; its membership includes
the City Council, other statutory bodies (Health, Fire and Police), the Chamber of Commerce and the Voluntary
Services Council.

1.2. In July 2009 it was given the role of managing a multi agency proposal to the Department of Work and
Pensions (DWP) to deliver Future Jobs Fund (FJF) on behalf of Birmingham City Council. This formed part
of an overarching proposal for FJF in the West Midlands submitted through the City Region.

1.3. In July 2009 unemployment amongst the working age population stood at 7.7% (49,151 JSA claimants)
of a working age population of 638,200) The number of those aged under 25 was 11.3% (14,275 JSA claimants)
of a working age population of 126,298.

1.4. To develop the Birmingham programme, a task and finish group was established which included
representatives from all Be Birmingham’s partner organisations. This proved an essential mechanism for
ensuring the engagement of a wide range of statutory, voluntary and private sector organisations in the delivery
of the programme.

1.5. The Phase 1 FJF proposal for 1500 places was approved in October 2009 with all FJF employees having
to be in post by March 2010. Fairly early in the programme it was realised that this was overly ambitious and
this was varied down to 750 places. This target was achieved by 30th March 2010, when a phase 2 contract
for a further 1800 FJF places came into operation. These places were fully allocated by the end of April 2010.
It had been intended to submit a Phase 3 proposal for a further 2500 places to be delivered by March 2012.
Given the popularity of the programme both amongst the employers and the employees this target could easily
have been achieved.

1.6. The breakdown of places created by sector by the end of the programme in September 2011 will be:

— Local Authority: 800.

— Voluntary Sector: 1400.

— Other public bodies 250.

— Private Sector 50.

Our ability to engage with the private sector was severely limited due to the community benefit criterion.

The success of the Be Birmingham FJF programme is almost entirely due to the quality of the working
relationships developed between Be Birmingham and its partners.

2. The Programme

2.1. Given the size of the contract it was essential that a programme management team was established prior
to the commencement of the programme. Through the partnership five staff were identified with the necessary
programme development and management skills.

2.2. The task and finish group established a set of criteria against which to assess applications from
organisations wanting to create employment opportunities through the Future Jobs Fund:

— Community Benefit.

— Levels of supervision and support available (Job search and on the job training).

— Comparability with other jobs currently available in the labour market.

— Past experience of working with the client group.

— Financial health.

Each applicant wanting to create FJF jobs had to submit an application form. This was followed by a
clarification meeting and then an appraisal. Prior to the issuing of a service level agreement a full health and
safety check was undertaken.

2.3. At least 25% of applications to create FJF employment opportunities were rejected as they did not meet
the criteria outlined above.

2.4. Given that two thirds of the programme was delivered through the voluntary sector, simple claims and
reporting systems were essential, that did not cause small organisations cash flow problems. The systems
established were approved by the council’s auditors prior to the programme starting and have ensured prompt
payment against the submission of the correct auditable evidence.

2.5 FJF was popular with employers, because it offered six month’s work experience, rather than the two
week or month that characterises other programmes. This allowed employers to invest time in training and
support and in return get a period of productive work from the FJF employees.
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2.6 The fact that FJF employees are waged allowed the employers to exert control over lateness and
unauthorised absence. This gave FJF employees “real” work experience.

2.7 Excellent working relationships were established with Jobcentre Plus, which once systems were in place,
enabled eligible JSA claimants to be matched to FJF jobs.

Subsequently the Be Birmingham FJF team and JCP staff ran joint job fairs, which proved essential to the
success of the programme post December 2009.

2.8. A small monitoring team was formed with the aim of interviewing at least 60% of the FJF employees
while on the programme. The monitoring tested:

— FJF employees working to their job descriptions.

— Adequacy of supervision and support.

— That the FJF employees looking for work.

— Social benefits accruing from the programme (Soft outputs).

If issues were identified further visits would take place.

2.9 Be Birmingham appointed specialist contractors to support its third sector partner employers in
developing and delivering mentoring and job search programmes. The aim of this was twofold:

— To provide these services direct to FJF employees.

— To increase the capacity of those organisations to support the permanent staff and volunteers.

This service was funded though the Working Neighbourhoods Fund.

2.10 It was essential that JSA claimants coming onto the programme viewed the FJF opportunities as real
jobs and not as “work experience placements”. Be Birmingham tried to identify opportunities in the voluntary
sector which were analogous to those in the commercial sector. Over thirty jobs were created in the city’s
credit unions, which replicated jobs in the financial sector.

Case Study: Heather FJF Job: Credit Union Worker. Heather hadn’t worked before but wanted to get a
job in a bank. After three months working for the credit union she obtained permanent employment with
the Co-operative Bank based on the experience she had gained and her good record of attendance and
time keeping.

2.11. By the end of September 2011, 80 voluntary and community sector organisations will have offered
employment opportunities through Be Birmingham’s Future Jobs Fund programme. The number of jobs offered
per organisation has ranged from one to three hundred. The commitment of these organisations to provide
support for local unemployed people has been exceptional.

2.12 The commitment of other public bodies, health trusts, the police, colleges and Universities has been
good. Numerous offers of job opportunities with clear routes into permanent employment were identified at
the beginning of the programme. These proved hard to realise due to the inflexibility of the public sector
bodies’ recruitment processes.

It was not unusual for a potential FJF worker to be subject to a two stage interview process with psychometric
testing, this for a job that paid national minimum wage! In most cases after detailed negotiation with their HR
departments simpler processes were agreed. However a number were unable to adapt their systems and had to
withdraw from the programme.

2.13 The slow take up by public bodies was in part the cause of the varying down of the Phase 1 contract
from 1500 to 750 in December 2009. In contrast to this the city council adapted and condensed to its
recruitment processes with little difficulty to accommodate FJF.

3. Strengths and weakness of the FJF programme

3.1 Strengths

3.1.1 The breadth of the FJF partnership enabled Be Birmingham to provide real employment opportunities
that appealed to people of all skill levels. About 20% of the people on the programme were educated to first
degree level. Voluntary and community organisations were able to identify a range of jobs suitable for
graduates; including researchers, fundraisers, computer programmers and high level ICT operatives and media
technicians. Almost all the graduates on the programme have stated that their degrees carry little weight without
paid work experience to back this up. Employers are not very interested in interneeships or work placements.

Case Study: Harry FJF Job: Public Arts Worker. Harry returned home after gaining a 2.1 degree in fine
arts from a London University. In order to get a job he needed work experience in his field. He had
undertaken internments with arts organisations, but had felt exploited and that internments did not mean
the same to employers as a “real job”. With three other graduates, Harry gained an FJF job with one of
the leading public arts organisations in the city developing installations. They gained experience in writing
proposals to grant making foundations. A number of these have now been successful and Harry and his
colleagues now have employment for up to three years.
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3.1.2. The greatest benefit of the Future Jobs Fund is its “invisibility”. Once you have gained a FJF job, its
a short term contract job like any other short term contract job.

If you apply for a job when in work you stand a much greater chance of getting the job than if unemployed.
(for percentage success rates see 4.1).

3.1.3 When applying for new jobs most people on FJF employment opportunities do not mention how their
current job is funded. Being on a “programme” such as Flexible New Deal carries a stigma both for participants
and for employers who realise that an applicant is on a “programme” This stigma could easily transfer to the
“Work Programme”.

3.1.4 In a number of instances it has been possible to align FJF jobs with forthcoming permanent employment
opportunities. A prime example of this is the City Councils Housing Department’s FJF workforce, undertaking
area based environmental works. Over 70 of these young people have now been recruited to apprenticeship
positions with contractors building new homes for the Municipal Housing Trust. While the skill sets are not
necessarily analogous the successful applicants have all demonstrated that they can perform well in the work
place and respond to training.

Case Study: Nick FJF Performing Arts Worker: Nick was employed through FJF at a major arts venue
developing community activities. He obtained a job at Jaguar Land Rover. The company were impressed
with his ability to hold down a job and were prepared to train him to carry out his new role.

3.1.5 The FJF programme has made a significant contribution to the development of the community and
voluntary sector in Birmingham, particularly social enterprises. It has enabled them to:

— Develop and test new services that will create permanent employment.

— Carry out research and support fund raising.

— Run community events and festivals.

Case Study: Community Hairdressing Service: A deprived and very isolated inner city estate has no
hairdressing salon to serve its large population of elderly residents. The local community association
wanted to set up a hairdressing CIC to serve the area. Working Neighbourhoods Fund paid the set up
costs and a years’ salary for the manager. FJF paid for four workers all of whom will receive NVQ
training. Two will move into permanent employment with the CIC at the end of their FJF funded contracts.

In addition the Be Birmingham FJF team has assisted FJF employers develop HR policies and procedures
and establish in-house training and mentoring programmes.

3.1.6 Whilst the voluntary sector has gained significantly from the FJF programme it has invested
considerably more in improving the employment prospects of the people they have employed though FJF.

3.1.7 To enhance the FJF offer, Be Birmingham has obtained funding from:

Working Neighbourhoods Fund. This has paid for:

— An enhanced Job Search Service-to support FJF employers in providing effective job search and
employment skills coaching. This has included a telephone help line and job vacancy texting service.

— Mentoring and additional specialist support for FJF employees.

— A limited number of jobs with a higher pay rate to reflect additional duties or skill needs.

— A 60 additional places. These will be allocated toward the end of the programme to employers who
have been particularly successful at progressing their FJF employees into employment.

Train to Gain

— Be Birmingham has worked in partnership with its employers to provide work based training through
the Train to Gain programme.

3.1.8 In scoping the work of the FJF monitoring team Be Birmingham looked to assess the wider social
impact of the programme. Over 500 one to one interviews now having been carried out with FJF workers. The
main themes emerging are:

— Raising self esteem: “It’s my first real job; you don’t know how good it makes me feel.”

— Being valued: Society values people though paying them for their work. Neither work placements nor
internments do this, Future Jobs Fund does.

— Doing a worthwhile job: All the jobs are carefully assessed for community benefit. Doing a job of
benefit for the community increases the workers self confidence and esteem.

— Being paid: Makes you a full member of society, you can save for a holiday or a computer—you can
get a flat and even furnish it yourself. You are no longer dependant.

— Not being on a programme:

Case Study: Mo FJF Job: Homelessness Outreach Worker: Mo a 50 year old former chip shop owner
“I’ve been out of work for a year I’ve got a job for six months working with the homeless, I’ve signed
up for a college course in caring so even if I don’t get a full job out of this I’ll have my NVQ and good
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work experience which will be good in applying for other jobs” He didn’t realise his job was funded
through FJF.

Other FJF workers have mentioned how their job enabled them to put order into their chaotic lifestyles,
through having a structure to their day and being subject to the discipline of a job.

3.1.9 Be Birmingham is developing a number of FJF employment opportunities for women are leaving
custody to live in a bail hostel. This will give them six months’ administrative work with an agency who
specialise in working with ex offenders. They will be encouraged to save with a local credit union so that
when they leave the bail hostel they can buy items for their flats, and supported in applying for permanent
employment.

3.2 Weaknesses of the Future Jobs Fund

3.2.1 The lack of incentives for the employer to progress the FJF worker into a permanent job.

This could have taken one of two forms:

— A bonus paid to the provider for every FJF employee who obtained permanent employment measured
at 13 or 26 weeks from leaving the programme.

— The residual amount of the £6,500 is paid to the FJF provider for every worker who gained employment
before the end of their six months, this again to be paid at either 13 or 26 weeks from leaving the
programme and staying in work.

3.2.2 The community benefit criteria made it very difficult to engage with private sector employers, even if
the jobs they were offering to create had a very significant community benefit element, or would have had a
direct link to a permanent job. The only case where it was possible was where a large contractor had a
charitable arm and the FJF workers were employed through this undertaking work of community benefit.

4. Impact of the Early Termination of the Programme

4.1 This is a programme that has not been allowed to prove itself or develop. Phase 3 of FJF was curtailed,
before any meaningful figures on progression to permanent employment or other positive outcomes had become
available. Figures from the Phase 1 of FJF (October 2009 to September 2010) are showing over 30% obtaining
employment with a further 25% going into further education or taking up volunteering opportunities. These
figures are significantly better than the success rates currently being achieved on Flexible New Deal which is
the precursor to the Work Programme.

4.2 The first contract was “ramped up” exceptionally quickly following the April Budget of 2009. It
harnessed the enthusiasm of employers from the statutory, voluntary and private sector to “do something about
youth unemployment”.

4.3 Recruitment in the first phase was restricted by the inability of public sector organisations to adapt their
recruitment procedures to meet the needs of the programme. By the second phase this had been overcome.

4.4 If Phase 3 had proceeded, evaluative information would have been available both from Phase 1 and the
first six months of Phase 2, this would have allowed Lead Accountable Bodies to more effectively plan
provision. In Phase 3, the Be Birmingham programme would have been focused on delivery partners who had
either succeeded in getting their FJF employees into permanent employment or were providing very high levels
of specialist support or training for their workers.

4.4 The early termination of the programme will mean the loss of a large number of very high quality
employment opportunities currently funded though FJF. Very few if any of these will translate into the short
term work experience opportunities, usually less than a month, which characterise Flexible New Deal and will
form a major part of the “Work Programme”.

4.5 For a work placement to be effective the employer has to initially invest time in training and supporting
a person to carry out the role, and then gain return on their investment through productive work undertaken by
the FJF worker over the remainder of the six months entitlement. Two weeks or a months work placements do
not allow the employer to gain a return on their investment.

4.6 The loss of the well developed delivery partnership that has very effectively linked the public, voluntary
and private sectors in identifying and delivering high quality jobs for the unemployed.

4.7 That a further 2500 unemployed people will be denied the opportunity to take part in a programme that
gives them value, raises their self esteem, and in many cases gives them their first experience of paid
employment.

5. Engagement of FJF Employers in the Work Programme

5.1 There appears no direct relationship between FJF and the new Work Programme. It would not be possible
to incorporate work placements of the quality and length of those provided under FJF into the new programme.
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5.2 The payment structure of the new Work Programme based entirely on outcomes means that most of Be
Birmingham’s partners could not carry the risk entailed:

— Cash flow: For small voluntary organisations, having to wait up to eighteen months after a client has
to obtain to obtain all payments would not be financially practical.

— Non Achievement: The risk of losing the “investment” made in the individual if they are not able to
obtain work prior to leaving the programme or loose their jobs between stage payments.

5.3 The structure of the new programme means that to pay wages for work experience, or to provide work
experience of meaningful length (4/6months), is both too expensive and puts the provider at a very real risk of
not recouping their investment if the beneficiary does not get into work.

5.4 Most of the organisations in the Be Birmingham FJF partnership do not have the financial capacity to
become prime contactors under the “Work Programme” or would be able to carry the risk of becoming sub-
contractors unless the “primes” were willing to make significant up front payments to cover their cash flow.

6 September 2010

Written evidence submitted by the Confederation of British Industry (CBI)

Introduction

1. CBI members support public intervention to tackle youth unemployment. We believe that demand-led
intervention and long-term sustainability of employment should be at the core of policies aimed at improving
the career prospects of young people. This is best achieved by supporting sustainable jobs and boosting
employability skills. We therefore endorse the new Work Programme’s focus on employer-led apprenticeships,
one of the most effective ways of ensuring that these requirements are met.

2. In this paper, set out that:

— employers support government action to tackle long-term unemployment among the young;

— the Future Jobs Fund failed to deliver a long-term strategy to tackle youth unemployment;

— businesses need more flexibility and simplification of bidding rules;

— CBI members welcome the focus of the new Work Programme; and

— additional measures are needed to tackle youth unemployment.

Employers Support Government Action to Tackle Long-Term Unemployment Among the Young

3. Youth unemployment causes a great strain on the UK public finances, costing the state more than £23
million in benefits every week.1 More importantly, however, a period of unemployment at the beginning of
someone’s career can have significant scarring effects through their entire working lives. Bell and Blanchflower
(2009)2 argue that unemployment while young, especially for a lengthy period, causes permanent scars,
raising the probability of being unemployed in later years and institutionalising a wage penalty over the course
of a lifetime. These effects are much larger than for older people. Gregg and Tominey (2004)3 addressed this
wage penalty from youth unemployment. Using the National Child Development Study, they estimate that
youth unemployment imposes an impact on individuals’ wages of 12–15% by the age of 42. Inactive young
people are also more likely to be involved in crime and significantly more likely to be unemployed later in
life. A recent report from the Prince’s Trust links youth unemployment to physical and mental health problems,
drugs and alcohol.4

4. This situation is only aggravated by young people’s vulnerability to fluctuations in the labour market.
This is due to their relative lack of labour market experience and skills by comparison with the core of the
workforce. Against the backdrop of the recession, this means that young school leavers are finding it
increasingly difficult to gain access to the labour market. The unemployment rate for the 16- to 24-year-olds
rose sharply in 2009, from 15% in 2008 to 19% in 2009. Currently two-fifths of all those who are unemployed
are aged less than 25.5 This is a long-attested trend. As exhibit one shows, the OECD has tracked the fact
that youth unemployment is more affected by the economic weather than total unemployment over many years.
1 The Princes Trust (2009) Rethinking Recession: http://www.princes-trust.org.uk/pdf/

Princes%20Trust%20Rethinking%20Recession%20may09.pdf
2 Bell, D., and Blanchflower, D., (2009), What should be done about rising unemployment in the UK?
3 Gregg, P., and Tominey, E., (2004), The Wage Scar from Youth Unemployment, CMPO working paper series No. 04/097, The

University of Bristol
4 11% of young people interviewed claimed that unemployment drove them to drugs or alcohol; up to a quarter said that their

joblessness caused arguments with family and nearly a third (28%) noted that unemployment caused them to exercise less:
http://www.princes-trust.org.uk/pdf/Youth_Index_2010.pdf

5 Labour Force Survey, ONS—http://www.poverty.org.uk/35/index.shtml
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Exhibit 1

YOUTH AND ADULT EMPLOYMENT RATES AND PERIODS OF RECESSION (SHADED), UNITED
KINGDOM, 1985—2006 (% DEVIATION OF EMPLOYMENT RATES FROM THEIR RESPECTIVE
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The Future Jobs Fund Failed to Deliver a Long-Term Strategy to Tackle Youth Unemployment

5. The Future Jobs Fund (FJF) was created in 2009 to these issues of youth unemployment, specifically
those who had been out of work for a long period. The scheme aimed to create 150,000 jobs with £1bn of
public funding between 2009 and 2011. It specifically targeted candidates who had been unemployed for at
least 10 months or who lived in specific geographical locations.6 Only ‘additional jobs’7 of at least six
months of duration qualified for funding.

6. Upon its creation in 2009, the CBI welcomed the Future Jobs Fund initiative, but we had some significant
concerns. While we supported the Fund’s mission and objectives, we stressed that for the programme to be a
long-term success the jobs funded would have to create sustainable pathways into employment, ensuring that
the positions funded left the young person more employable for the long-term as well as providing a short
period of employment. We also noted that some of the requirements attached to the FJF and the overly rigid
criteria prescribed could create difficulties for businesses in accessing funding in response to the most
immediate needs of the organisation. This could result in unnecessary barriers to job creation in the private
sector.

7. Some of the requirements surrounding the bidding process for the FJF did indeed make it difficult for
bidders to create sustainable job opportunities with FJF funding. In particular, the additionality criteria
established that funding would only be available for jobs that were not integral to the organisation, and would
not exist without external intervention. This requirement in practise meant that jobs created within the FJF
were less likely to be retained than others, once government support had been withdrawn. For businesses, the
additionality criteria effectively removed much of the business case for getting involved—where firms has core
work to be done—and could resource it through overtime, for instance—they might have taken someone on
had support been available.

8. A year into the implementation of the scheme, CBI member are still unclear about the ability of the FJF
to enhance participants’ chances of finding permanent employment. Experience from the 1970s and 1980s
suggests that for government intervention to be successful and effective in the long term, the jobs created must
be ‘real’ and provide long-term pathways into employment. Work programmes like the 1978 Youth
6 Suitable candidates are those who live in areas where the claimant / unemployment rate is more than 1.5 percentage point above

the national average.
7 Additional jobs are those who would not have been created had the public funding not been made available.
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Opportunities Programme stigmatised participants as incapable of finding better alternatives in the labour
market, while failing to add to their skillset and employabilty.8 Anecdotal evidence from our members suggest
that FJF has fallen into a similar trap—by providing work that is marginal to the core of businesses and public
sector employers, it has effectively provided a short-term boost to those involved, with little evidence that it
has successfully improved participants longer term labour market prospects. This is a general conclusion,
however, as some FJF-funded schemes have been more successful.

Businesses Needed More Flexibility and Simpler Bidding Rules

9. A key change that would have improved FJF outcomes would have been greater flexibility of funding
rules to enable early intervention in areas where it is most needed. For example, the FJF is only available in
regions that have young unemployment rates over 1.5 times the national average or for young people who have
claimed unemployment benefit for over 10 months. These requirements effectively prevent businesses from
rolling out initiatives for the young unemployed on the basis of arbitrary demarcations.

10. In addition, the DWP’s preference for bids involving local or sectoral partnerships may be detrimental
to the long-term success of the programme. The guidelines of the FJF explicitly encourage small organisations
such as social enterprises to “work in partnership with local authorities and/or other third sector organisations
to develop joint bids”. This preference had tangible effects on the allocation of funds—in July 2009, of the
117 bids that obtained funding from the FJF, 62 were allocated to partnerships involving local authorities.
Local partnerships are a positive tool to deliver joined-up solutions that are targeted to the particular needs of
a community—they are well suited to identifying local needs and provide participants with useful work
experience. However, these partnerships are less likely to deliver sustainable paths into employment than
schemes led by businesses. We believe that the short timescales involved in the process, the complexity of
bidding and the additionality rule all contributed to this outcome.

11. These restrictions create unnecessary barriers to employment where it is most needed. The CBI believes
that Government programmes to tackle unemployment would be more effective if they allowed a level of
flexibility to ensure that employers can receive support quickly to respond to the needs of the organisation.
The focus should remain on creating pathways for career development that lead to permanent employment, an
objective that is best achieved through employer-led apprenticeships.

CBI Members Welcome the Focus of the New Work Programme

12. The CBI supports the new Work Programme’s focus on creating clear and accessible routes to sustainable
employment and professional development. Specifically, the emphasis of the Programme on apprenticeships is
in line with previous CBI calls for action in this area. We welcome Government’s announcement decision to
redeploy £150 million of funding to create 50,000 additional apprenticeship places under the new Work
Programme.

13. Employer-led apprenticeships provide sustainable jobs, structured pathways for career development and
high wages. They combine specific technical knowledge with on-the-job learning and mentoring, providing a
well-rounded path for employability and improved opportunities for career progression. Around 90% of
apprentices find employment (or self-employment) immediately after their training ends, and over 40% obtain
an upgrade or promotion shortly afterwards. Moreover, an apprentice’s wage return of 8–18% compares
favourably to A-levels (around 14%).9

14. We also welcome the integrated approach of the new Work Programme and the simplification of streams
for Government intervention to tackle unemployment. Many employers are confused by the wide variety of
sources and complexity of the tendering process. This is particularly burdensome for SMEs, who may be
unable to spend the resources and time needed to access valuable funding. CBI members welcome the transition
to a simplified Work Programme, and we would support the creation of a one-stop portal for information that
compiles information from all the employment schemes available to businesses.

Additional Measures are Needed to Tackle Youth Unemployment

15. In addition to enabling adequate sources of funding, it is important to ensure that the UK Government’s
strategy for youth employment addresses structural gaps in the educational system. For example, encouraging
grater take-up of STEM subjects (Science, Technology, Engineering and Maths) can help reduce some of the
mismatches between young people and employers. STEM skills are essential in sectors key to the future UK
competitiveness—such as IT, pharmaceuticals and high value-added manufacturing. Yet two fifths of employers
report difficulties reporting STEM skilled staff.10 The CBI has consistently called for greater government
support to encourage higher take-up of STEM subjects—for instance, through an automatic opt-in system to
enrol higher-achievers on triple science GSCEs.
8 Oddie, Donovan and Pardoe (2004) assessed the YOP and found that the scheme improved the short-term employment prospects

of participants vis-à-vis those who remained unemployed, but it also contributed to generate a self-perception of beneficiaries
of the scheme as having less control over their own lives than those who didn’t.—‘Do government training schemes for
unemployed school leavers achieve their objectives?’ Journal of Adolescence, Volume 7, Issue 4, December 1984, pg 377–38.

9 CBI (2010) You’re hired! More apprentices for Business: http://www.cbi.org.uk/pdf/20100713-cbi-youre-hired-employer-case-
studies.pdf

10 CBI/EDI (2010) Ready to grow: business priorities for education and skills
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16. The UK is also behind competitor nations like France, Germany and Singapore on the promotion of key
employability skills like basic numeracy. Addressing these gaps and ensuring that young people are equipped
with the right skills set will go a long way to address unemployment and underachievement in the marketplace.
This year’s GCSE results showed 100,000 young people getting an F or below in Maths, and 50,000 in English.

17. As well as encouraging the promotion of valuable skills, offering practical advice about the labour
market will be pivotal to improving employment prospects for the 16–24 year-olds. A recent report from the
REC11 highlights a mismatch between young people’s expectations and employers’ needs. This could be
addressed by strengthening the links between employers and schools, to ensure that young graduates and early
school leavers enter the labour market equipped with the right expectations, skills and competencies. Practical
support can be delivered via career services, so-called “boot camps” or other fora, and opportunities to obtain
work experience could be made available through internships and mentoring programmes.

15 September 2010

Written evidence submitted by Department for Work and Pensions

Summary
— The Young Person’s Guarantee is a set of measures that was designed to provide support for young

people during the recession. The Guarantee was announced in the 2009 budget as one element of
the previous Government’s response to rising unemployment.

— The Young Person’s Guarantee has five elements, the Future Jobs Fund, Routes into Work—a
sector specific training and work experience package, work-focussed training, the Community Task
Force, and Care First Careers.

— The Future Jobs Fund is by a long way the most expensive of the five elements; it is almost three
times as expensive as funding a training course and more than five times more expensive than the
Community Task Force element.

— Faced with the largest public spending deficit in the UK’s history, it was imperative that the
Coalition Government identified areas to reduce expenditure. The Future Jobs Fund was identified
as an area where savings could be made, whilst maintaining the support available to young people.
Closing the Future Jobs Fund to new bids is justified because the programme is an expensive,
short-term response to the recession and the Government is confident that similar results can be
achieved through better value for money interventions. All existing commitments under the Fund
will be honoured to ensure that young people are supported until the new Work Programme is
in place.

— The Young Person’s Guarantee, including the Future Jobs Fund will be replaced by a new Work
Programme. The integrated Work Programme will be delivered by specialist providers who will
be free to provide young people with the support they need to find sustainable jobs in the private
sector. This contrasts with the Future Jobs Fund in that it mainly provided short term, public sector
based work which may not translate well to the wider labour market and the demand for skills
from the private sector. Many Lead Bodies reported difficulties in engaging with private sector
employers due to the restrictive nature of the Future Jobs Fund criteria, particularly in relation to
Community Benefit and Additionality.12

— The Coalition Government will evaluate and fund the Work Programme on the basis of successful,
sustainable job outcomes. This incentivising of positive outcomes was lacking in the delivery
model for the Future Jobs Fund, which funded the creation of short term jobs, and did not
specifically fund or require sustainable outcomes.

— The Coalition Government has already committed £150 million to provide 50,000 adult
apprenticeships. These apprenticeships will be an opportunity for young people to learn a trade
and start out on a sustainable, long-term career in the private sector.

— The Young Person’s Guarantee will be in place, however, until the Work Programme is introduced.
The Coalition Government will ensure that support is in place to help unemployed young people
to find work, including through the Future Jobs Fund, which will continue recruiting under the
existing agreements until March 2011.

1. Introduction

1.1 In 2009 the Department introduced a range of support for those affected by the recession. The Young
Person’s Guarantee was a guaranteed offer of a job, work-focused training, or work experience to all 18 to 24
year olds before the 12 month stage of their claim to Jobseeker’s Allowance. The offer was voluntary initially
but from April 2010 all young people approaching 12 months unemployed have been required to undertake 13
weeks of activity or risk sanctions being applied. The total funding allocated the Young Person’s Guarantee
11 Recruitment and Employment Confederation (2010) Avoiding a lost generation: Preparing young people for work now and in

the future
12 The Future Jobs Fund criterion for Additionality is defined as the job not existing without Future Jobs Fund finding, primarily

to avoid displacement and substitution. These criteria were introduced to ensure compliance with State Aid legislation.
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was £1.1 billion, of which just under £1 billion was to deliver the Future Jobs Fund, around 90% of the
total fund.

1.2 The Future Jobs Fund created jobs for young people and other benefit claimants living in pre-defined
disadvantaged areas. The jobs are funded by the Department, with a maximum contribution of £6,500 per job.
The Fund is the largest and most expensive element within the Young Person’s Guarantee. Unit costs for the
Guarantee are shown in Table 1.

Table 1

YOUNG PERSON’S GUARANTEE UNIT COSTS

Future Jobs Fund £6,500
Routes into Work £1,200
Work Focussed Training £2,310
Community Task Force13 £1,200
Care First Careers £1,500

1.3 Most Future Jobs Fund jobs were funded at the maximum £6,500 contribution. This does not compare
favourably with programme costs of other employment programmes. For example, internal departmental
estimates show that the average cost of finding work for one person on the New Deal for Young People was
approximately £3,480 per job. Organisations were invited to bid for Future Jobs Fund funding to deliver the
jobs and applications were assessed against published criteria.

1.4 The Fund was announced in April 2009, originally to create 150,000 jobs by March 2011. The first
round of approved bids—117 in total—were announced in late July 2009 with an intention to start filling posts
from October. However, by the end of the year, fewer than 5,000 jobs had been created. Reasons for these
early delays include over-ambition from bidders, delays in issuing grant letters (issued in early September),
delays in these letters being returned, changes to guidance for Jobcentre Plus advisers, and severe weather in
late 2009.

1.5 Performance improvement activity was undertaken in the early part of 2010 involving the Department,
Jobcentre Plus and Lead Bodies.14 This activity included introducing new initiatives to encourage more bids,
performance improvement planning, putting on Jobsfairs and work to help Lead Bodies to streamline their
recruitment processes. A Senior Performance Improvement Group was also put in place to resolve issues. This
translated to a significant improvement in the position against profile which is reflected in the latest statistics
(published in August 2010, performance to May 2010).15 However, when considered as part of the overall
delivery costs, the additional cost of that activity will have further eroded the value for money achieved through
the Fund.

1.6 Following the election, the Coalition Government took the decision to replace many of the existing
contracted employment programmes with a new Work Programme, which will be in place in the summer of
2011. The Work Programme will provide tailored support to help people into sustainable jobs in the private
sector. The Government also announced that as part of an efficiency savings package, the Future Jobs Fund
would be closed to new bids in June 2010. However, all existing commitments will be met.

1.7 Supporting young people to make the transition into the labour market involves collaboration across
Whitehall, particularly between the Department for Work and Pensions, the Department for Education, the
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills and the devolved Governments in Wales and Scotland. This
ensures that young people can access a range of employment, training and learning opportunities as appropriate
to their needs and interests.

2. The Young Person’s Guarantee

2.1 The Young Person’s Guarantee was introduced initially as a voluntary scheme but became mandatory on
26 April 2010. Young people are required to commit to 13 weeks of activity. Failure to do so results in a
mandatory referral to the Community Task Force (the work experience element of the Guarantee). Those
who refuse risk benefit sanctions being applied. The cost of the move to mandation was covered within the
existing budget.

2.2 Evidence suggests that community work experience activity can be effective in improving the
employability skills of individuals who are not job ready.16

13 Average cost, including cost of those failing to complete YPG options making up the remainder of time on the Community Task
Force.

14 Lead Bodies are either single organisations or organisations at the head of a partnership, which are named as the Lead body on
the grant letter. Representatives of the Lead body are required to sign the grant letter. The Lead body is responsible for ensuring
compliance with the terms and conditions.

15 The latest release can be found at http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd1/jsa/ypg/YPG_Statistical_Release_August_2010.pdf
16 Hasluck, C. and Green, A.E. (2007) What works for whom? A review of evidence and meta-analysis for the Department for

Work and Pensions, DWP Research Report No. 407.
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3. The Future Jobs Fund

Evidence on job creation schemes

3.1 When developing the Future Jobs Fund the Department undertook a review of evidence on schemes
delivered in the UK (in particular Step Up—an intermediate labour market programme, and the Community
Programme—a large job creation scheme in the 1980s)17 as well as internationally.

3.2 Overall, the evidence on the labour market impacts of previous job creation schemes is mixed. The
quantitative evaluation of the Community Programme found no discernible impact on employment and findings
from the evaluation of Step Up were similar. International evidence has also tended to be negative with
potentially significant deterioration of employment prospects identified for some participants. As the OECD
stated in their Employment Outlook 2006, “public job creation [schemes] are typically disappointing in terms
of bringing the unemployed back into unsubsidised work”.18

3.3 However, the evaluation of Step Up found that headline impacts disguise different returns for different
groups. Those with low objective employability (for example low skills) but high subjective employability (for
example high motivation) tended to benefit, often significantly, while those with high objective employability
saw little or no benefit.

3.4 Labour market conditions also have a bearing on the suitability of job creation schemes. The OECD
recognises the contribution of job creation schemes during recessions; “provided they are temporary and do
not become a disguised form of subsidized permanent unemployment”.19

3.5 As with other forms of fiscal stimulus, these contrasting impacts pointed to the need for a scheme to be
implemented swiftly, to be temporary and to be discontinued once the labour market is back on an upward
trajectory.

Design

3.6 The Fund was originally designed to achieve 150,000 jobs split on a 2:1 ratio between jobs for young
people (18–24 year olds), and benefit claimants living in disadvantaged areas. A modification to the original
design was made to broaden the eligibility linked to duration of unemployment bringing the entry point for the
Young Person’s Guarantee forward to six months on Jobseeker’s Allowance. This simplified delivery and
increased the potential pool of applicants but may also have reduced the potential impact and increased
deadweight costs. Some individuals may have gone into a government-funded Future Jobs Fund job that would
have otherwise have found work independently.20

Policy development

3.7 The Fund was developed as a challenge fund with partners bidding against pre-published criteria. Funding
was awarded on the basis of the quality of the bid. Most bidders bid for the full £6500 per capita funding.

3.8 The minimum criteria of the fund were that the jobs must be real jobs, i.e. paying at least national
minimum wage for 25 hours a week and lasting for a minimum of six months; be additional, i.e. they wouldn’t
have existed in the absence of the fund; and be of benefit to the community over and above the benefits of
employing the long-term unemployed. The Department also set out secondary criteria which bidders were
required to meet and which were designed to ensure quality. Funding was via a grant. Grant management
arrangements provided assurance.

Evaluation arrangements

3.9 The details of the evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund are yet to be finalised, however, current plans
include three strands:

— qualitative research;

— in-house data analysis; and

— collation of lessons learnt from local evaluations.

3.10 It is too early to understand the impact the Future Jobs Fund has had on entry to employment and
benefit off-flows.21 The Department may undertake an impact assessment as part of the in-house data analysis.
In the interim the Department is scoping the feasibility of some early analysis of Future Jobs Fund durations
and destinations.
17 See: Bivand, P. Brooke, B. Jenkins, S. and Simmonds, D. (2006) Evaluation of the StepUP Pilot: Final Report, DWP Research

Report No 337, http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd5/report_abstracts/rr_abstracts/rra_337.asp; and Haskell, J. and Jackman, R.
(1988) “Long-term Unemployment in Britain and the Effects of the Community Programme”, Oxford Bulletin of Economics and
Statistics, 50, 4, p. 379—408

18 OECD (2006) Employment Outlook. Boosting Jobs and Incomes, Paris: OECD
19 OECD (2006) Employment Outlook. Boosting Jobs and Incomes, Paris: OECD
20 We do not have an estimate of the effect of broadening eligibility to the Fund.
21 Due to data lags in administrative data.
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Strengths and weaknesses

3.11 A post implementation review of the Fund was undertaken with partners, stakeholders and programme
staff. The evaluation will build on this early work. The following strengths were identified:

— the Fund’s delivery criteria were well defined and clear;

— the assessment process was sufficiently rigorous to ensure only high quality bids were approved;

— there existed significant commitment to delivery from Lead Bodies;

— the Department implemented clear and effective support networks and escalation routes for Lead Bodies
and their partners to resolve issues; and

— the grant terms and conditions were effective. Intelligence from the Grant Management Team and
Jobcentre plus suggests a high level of compliance.

3.12 Conversely, the following weaknesses have been identified:

— the cost of the Fund is high, particularly relative to other interventions which may be equally effective;

— eligibility was relaxed, allowing claimants access earlier, which has potentially reduced the impact on
employment and increased deadweight costs;

— the jobs were temporary and largely public sector based so the work experience may not translate well
to the wider labour market;

— some Lead Bodies experience difficulties in engaging with the private sector due to the restrictions in
place to comply with State Aid legislation.;

— grants were loosely managed to ensure performance gains; and

— addressing early performance deficits increased costs further through the use of Departmental resources,
particularly within Jobcentre Plus.

4. Delivery and Performance

Performance summary

4.1 Table 2 below provides a summary of performance by English region and Scotland and Wales. Around
60% of bids were approved over eight bidding rounds. The percentage approved was relatively uniform across
the English regions but slightly higher in Scotland and Wales. Scotland saw the highest percentage of bids
approved (89%) and the West Midlands the lowest (44%).

Table 2

FUTURE JOBS FUND REGIONAL PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

% of Jobs
Granted

Total Bids Total Jobs Granted Job Starts Delivered to
Received* Approved* % Approved to March 2011* to May 2010* May 2010

East Midlands 70 40 57% 6,300 3,050 48%
East of

England 70 40 57% 4,210 1,910 45%
London 170 110 65% 12,160 5,510 45%

North East 50 30 60% 6,650 2,310 35%
North West 100 50 50% 21,420 7,250 34%

Scotland 90 80 89% 10,080 4,460 44%
South East 60 30 50% 6,230 2,050 33%

South West 70 40 57% 5,120 1,730 34%
Wales 50 40 80% 10,320 3,260 32%

West Midlands 90 40 44% 14,390 4,930 34%
Yorks &
Humber 70 40 57% 10,110 3,510 35%
National
Bids22 130 60 46%

Unknown 1,04023 76024

Total 1,020 600 57% 108,030 40,730 38%

* Note: these numbers are subject to rounding.
22 A “National Bid” is a bid that will deliver the Future Jobs Fund across two or more regions.
23 Bidders did not specify the region within which these jobs were intended to be located.
24 Some job starts are unable to be recorded against a geographical location due to Jobcentre Plus systems.
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Early delays

4.2 There were some obstacles encountered during the early days of processing grant letters. Postal workers
voted to take industrial action, which resulted in delays and some losses of grant letters. The Department
responded to this by changing to distribution by email. There were also some delays with grant letter clearance
and returns from Lead Bodies. Some partnerships, particularly large or new organisations were slow to
mobilise.

Engaging the private sector

4.3 Some Lead Bodies reported difficulties in engaging with the private sector. This was not because the
private sector did not want to be involved, but because the restrictions in place requiring the jobs to be
additional and of benefit to the community acted as a barrier to their involvement. It was important that the
Department ensured compliance with State Aid legislation in delivering the Fund and, therefore, the restrictions
in place were designed to ensure that compliance was achieved.

4.4 The result of this is yet to be evaluated and understood. However, we know that private sector
involvement was limited and it may be that this effective exclusion of the private sector from participating in
a meaningful way, will impact on the ability of employees under the Future Jobs Fund to translate the work
experience they have gained to the wider labour market, if the skills and experience gained do not match the
requirements of employers, particularly in the private sector, at the local level.

Performance improvement activity

4.5 Early performance achieved through the Fund was below expected levels. A range of performance
improvement measures were implemented to address the deficit. The main elements were:

— a relaxation in the eligibility criteria moving the entry point to the Young Person’s Guarantee to
six months. This simplified the process for Jobcentre Plus but, as discussed above, this may have
increased deadweight costs;

— a Senior Performance Group was convened to consider performance and delivery issues, identify
and track solutions; and

— the Department allowed Lead Bodies more time to meet their agreed job profile where performance
was below profile and allowed high performing bidders to increase in their agreed profile of up
to 100%.

4.6 This activity increased the job start rate as recent statistics show. However, these additional activities
were resource-intensive and will have reduced the value for money achieved through the Fund.

Extensions in the scope

4.7 The previous Government announced an increase in the Future Jobs Fund on 24 March 2010. This raised
the total number of jobs to be delivered by March 2011 to 170,000. The additional 20,000 jobs were all targeted
at 18–24 year olds. The previous Government also subsequently announced an extension of the Young Person’s
Guarantee into 2011/12. This included an increase in the number of Future Jobs Fund jobs bringing the total
to 205,000. The extension to the Young Person’s Guarantee will not now go ahead.

Jobcentre Plus, Lead Body and customer feedback

4.8 Once the Future Jobs Fund’s policies had had time to bed-in, Jobcentre Plus reported good progress, in
the main as a result of the performance improvement activities. The average weekly number of job starts
remains relatively constant.

4.9 In the main, customers have reported positive experiences of being employed through the Future Jobs
Fund. Employees have commented that the experience has been extremely useful, partly for the chance to gain
work experience and a reference, and partly as a boost to their self esteem. The only consistently negative
feedback received has been disappointment that the jobs were for a limited time.

4.10 However, it remains to be seen whether these reported positive experiences will translate into sustainable
employment for those involved. The evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund will formally capture the outcomes
from the Fund and the views of participants.

5. Suspension of the Fund and the Impact

Decision to close the fund

5.1 Following the election, Ministers considered the options for the future of the Fund. As noted above, at
a cost of £6,500 per place, the Future Jobs Fund is the most expensive element of the Guarantee almost three
times as expensive as the training option (£2,310) and over five times more costly than the Community Task
Force (£1,200).
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5.2 However, cost was not the only consideration. The Future Jobs Fund was always intended to be a short
term recession measure. The jobs created under the scheme were short term; mainly public sector based and
due to the way the Funding was disbursed, without any financial incentive for Lead Bodies to seek sustainable
outcomes, may not lead to sustainable employment for participants in the wider labour market. Because of
this, allied to the significant costs of the Fund, the decision was taken not to further extend the scope of the
Fund and to replace it, in due course, with the new Work Programme.

5.3 The Fund was closed to new bids, whilst honouring existing funding commitments. This decision has
enabled the Department to save approximately £294 million of Future Jobs Fund funding towards the
Department’s contribution to the overall budget deficit, whilst also continuing to support young people into
work through the Guarantee.

5.4 This decision was announced by the Coalition Government on 24 May 2010, as part of the wider
announcement on efficiency savings.25 All Lead Bodies were formally contacted by the Department to discuss
the implications for outstanding applications and existing grant awards.

Tightening grant management

5.5 The announcement of 24 May 2010 also announced tighter management of the Fund. This was formally
communicated to Lead Bodies.

6. Future Support for Young People

Meeting the needs of all customers

6.1 The new Work Programme will support a wide range of customers—from Jobseeker’s Allowance
recipients who have been out of work for some time, to customers who may previously have been receiving
incapacity benefits for many years.

6.2 Currently the support you get is based on the benefit you get. This method of allocation ignores the fact
that people’s barriers to work are as individual as they are. The Work Programme will be far more personalised,
with the support supplied being determined by front line delivery partners based on the needs of individuals.
Stronger incentives will be offered for delivery partners to work with the harder to help.

Support for the young unemployed

6.3 The introduction of the Work Programme provides us with an opportunity to redesign what happens for
customers before referral to a provider, if they reach that point. We are building on the emerging lessons from
the Jobseekers Regime and Flexible New Deal to design a customer journey that will improve service to
customers in Jobcentre Plus and allow Jobcentre Plus advisors greater freedom to determine what help
customers need to return to work.

6.4 The policy intent is to enable Jobcentre Plus to operate in a more autonomous and flexible way to deliver
the kind of personalised, customer-focused support we know is likely to drive customer behaviour and result
in sustained job outcomes.

6.5 This approach will place even greater emphasis on the interaction between the customer and the Jobcentre
Plus adviser. This relationship will determine both the optimal frequency of interventions and where decisions
will be made as to which opportunities will benefit the young person on their journey towards employment.
This journey might include, for example, work experience, pre-Apprenticeship training, an Apprenticeship, a
further education course or other training.26 We believe that for many young people this tailored support will
result in a move into sustained employment before potential entry to the Work Programme.

6.6 By identifying savings from other programmes, the Coalition Government has been able to announce its
intention to invest an additional £150 million in 2010/11 to provide an additional 50,000 adult Apprenticeships.
The coalition Government is committed to improving the quality of Apprenticeships to make them better suited
to the needs of employers.

6.7 For young people who have the potential to succeed in Apprenticeships but who need some additional
help to develop all the skills necessary for employment, or to overcome some other form of disadvantage
before securing a job with an employer, the Government is developing plans for a clear pre-Apprenticeship
route which will widen access to the programme and increase the supply of candidates equipped to complete
training successfully.

6.8 The benefits to employers of Apprenticeships are enormous. Employers recoup their investment rapidly
and even the most expensive Apprenticeships pay back in less than three years. The benefits to apprentices are
also considerable. Those with a Level 2 Apprenticeship earn on average around £73,000 more over their
25 The document supporting the announcement can be found here: www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/press_04_10.pdf
26 Please note that should the Select Committee require information about education and training provision in Wales and Scotland

a request should be made to the relevant Devolved Ministers. The information about training and education presented here is
England only.
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lifetime than those who leave learning with Level 2 qualifications; and people with an Advanced Apprenticeship
around £105,000 more (than those with Level 2 qualifications).27

6.9 The Coalition Government is committed to offering young unemployed people the opportunity to access
high-quality, labour market relevant training so that they can gain the skills they need for sustainable
employment and progression in learning and work. Through the consultation document: Skills for Sustainable
Growth (July 2010), the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills is consulting on how the Further
Education and Skills system can best respond to the needs of those facing skills barriers to work, and detailed
proposals will be published in the autumn.28

Equipping the next generation

6.10 To ensure that the next generation of school leavers are equipped for the future, the Coalition
Government wants to raise attainment for all children and close the gap between the richest and poorest. This
is not just a matter of social justice, but also part of a longer term strategy to reduce welfare dependency and
to tackle disadvantage in our communities.

6.11 The Government recognises the importance of tackling problems before they arise, which is why the
Government want to take Sure Start back to its original purpose of early intervention, increase its focus on the
neediest families, and better involve organisations with a track record of supporting families.

6.12 Structural reforms of education will also support these aims. Free Schools will enable excellent teachers
to create new schools and improve standards for all children, helping to raise attainment. The pupil premium
will give extra funding to schools to help them tackle the inequalities that have been a part of our state system
for far too long.

6.13 Careers guidance is also essential in helping young people to make decisions that will set them on their
way to success in adulthood and in their working lives. The Government is currently considering how best to
provide access for young people to high quality careers guidance, which will help them navigate the complex
choices on offer to them about education and careers.

6.14 The numbers and characteristics of young people who are participating and those who are not in
education, employment or training (NEET) vary significantly between local areas. That is why the Government
cannot achieve its aims solely through national direction and control. The Government wants to give local
authorities, education and training providers and professionals the freedom they need to meet those young
people’s needs.

15 September 2010

Written evidence submitted by Glasgow City Council and Glasgow Works

Introduction

Glasgow Works delivers Glasgow’s Employment Strategy on behalf of Glasgow City Council and has
programme managed Tranch 1 and Tranch 7 of the Future Jobs Fund bid culminating in 553 new jobs for
the city.

The Partners engaging in delivering the bid were the five Local Regeneration Agencies, FE Colleges, the
Wise Group, Glasgow Council for the Voluntary Sector, City Building, Glasgow Community Safety Services,
Culture and Sport (now rebranded as Glasgow Life) and the Marriott Hotel.

The extent to which the FJF has succeeded in matching New Work Experience Opportunities to
Young Unemployed People.

Future Jobs Fund offered the opportunity for young people with little or no employment experience and
qualifications the opportunity to access a position they would have found difficult to attain otherwise. It further
afforded opportunities for employers to think creatively about how they could develop jobs that would enhance
the capacity of their organisation whist at the same time, providing exposure to formal and informal training
for the individual and making a real contribution to the community at large.

The opportunity has allowed young people to undertake positions that they may never have applied for in a
mainstream vacancy due to their inexperience and lack of work related qualifications. The positions have been
supportive through the provision of “Wrap Around support” which has helped give focus and structure to
supporting the longer-term goals of the young person through a constructive Action Planning process detailing
training, personal development and additional supports. This has been beneficial to both employer and
employee as it has encouraged regular communication relating to support and supervision with tangible
outcomes.
27 McIntosh, S. (2007) A Cost-Benefit Analysis of Apprenticeships and Other Vocational Qualifications, DfE Research Report 834.
28 http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/further-education-skills/docs/s/10–1073-skills-consultation.pdf
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Strengths and Weaknesses of the FJF programme from the perspective of providers (including
Third Sector), Employers And Young People, and particularly in relation to Long-Term
Sustainability Of Employment Opportunities.

LAB Perspective

From a Glasgow City Council perspective, FJF provided an additional resource to tackling youth
unemployment. We embraced the opportunity to work with employers to support genuine employment for
some of our most disadvantaged young people. Often young people are portrayed as having no desire to work,
but our experience told us differently. We knew that with our collaborative partnership and the support of Job
Centre Plus that we could meet the challenge of creating attractive, progressive jobs and to that end, we have
succeeded by creating over 550 jobs that would not have been there without the FJF.

Our employers have advised that from their perspective the opportunity to take an employee on as opposed
to a trainee had a massive impact on the learning curve of the individual. Individuals became a part of the
team with their own roles and responsibilities. They had the same accountability in terms of policies and
procedures as their colleagues and hence had an equal status. Each young person employed under the FJF
vacancy had the opportunity to access a number of different training and employability facilities, which
augmented the FJF programme. A huge benefit for the individual is that this is a real job as opposed to a
placement but still has the support allowing an individual to “learn to be at work”.

In terms of challenges, the early implementation was difficult, also disappointing in that there was an
expectation that there would be a huge demand for these posts. This did not happen and was down to the
restrictive eligibility criteria. This was quickly rectified through local flexibilities and from then until the new
Coalition Government’s announcement to wind up FJF, we experienced a marked increase in the number of
people referred for positions, making it easier to recruit and fill the vacancies. Since the announcement however,
we have seen a dramatic downturn in the number of referrals resulting in some employers not being able to
fill posts and opportunities being lost.

We have now reached the end of our job submissions but have a further 6 months of delivery to go. At the
midpoint, we noted 41% of those who had participated in a FJF job had gone onto other employment. In the
current economic climate, we believe this to be a positive return.

The Third Sector Perspective

The FJF programme has enhanced the Third Sector with many interviewees realising what an asset the
programme has been to their small organisation. Employers have mentioned that FJF has given them the
opportunity to employ new people, who bring great enthusiasm and fresh ideas. They also see the benefits to
young people, by giving them the opportunity to try something new or unconsidered in the past. The
participants are then given the opportunity to train in flexible environments, and enhance their skills.

The main complaint about the FJF programme is the time constraint of 26 weeks. Most employers
commented that six months is not long enough, with new employees taking two months to find their feet and
gaining the confidence to express themselves and benefit the organisation. The six month period is also
restrictive on training and education, with SVQs taking approximately six months, meaning the young person
must start their VQ from day one of the job, in order for the training to be completed within the time limit
and for funding to be offered.

Another weakness highlighted was the risk that the organisation took in employing young people who had
had poor employment histories, and the fear that they might not show up, want to learn or be of any benefit to
the organisation. Third Sector organisations stated that with very little time, money and staff at their disposal
they were reliant on the FJF participant to engage with them fully from the outset in order to make the most
of their experience

The Employer Perspective

Employers noted both positive and negative experiences of the young people that came to them stating that
some were highly motivated and made excellent contributions to the work place and as a result, a number
secured further employment within the participating organisation whilst others found themselves in the wrong
opportunity. In hindsight, they felt that perhaps there was a rush across the City (and indeed the country) to
place so many young people into opportunities in order to achieve timing deadlines. For the young people
themselves, the employers feel that those who completed the opportunity increased their skills, attained
confidence in the work place with many going on to find sustainable employment.

The likely affect of the decision to end the Future Jobs Fund in March 2011 rather than
March 2012.

The premature end of FJF will leave a notable gap in provision to a group, which already faces disadvantage.
Unemployed young people aged 18–24years who are more than six months unemployed may now find
themselves competing with more experienced job seekers and increasing the likelihood of experiencing longer
periods of unemployment.
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How the transition from FJF to the Work Programme will be managed, including the part to be
played by the Government’s proposal to fund New Apprenticeships

There is likely to be a gap between FJF and the Work Programme, which may lead to a relatively larger
number of young people being eligible for a Work Programme start than would have otherwise been the case.
The Work Programme Contractor(s) will need to factor this into their planning assumptions for the delivery
of WP.

7 September 2010

Written evidence submitted by Groundwork UK

Summary

Groundwork’s experience of delivering the Future Jobs Fund (FJF) has highlighted that providing someone
with a job is the most beneficial thing we and other third sector organizations can do to help people out of
poverty. The FJF has also demonstrated that subsidised employment programmes are effective, especially in
emerging market areas. Subsidised employment programmes and temporary work placements could be very
effective elements of the Work Programme.

1. Introduction

Groundwork is one of the country’s leading providers of environmentally-focused employment schemes. We
tackle worklessness in deprived areas by helping people develop their confidence, skills and experience in
order to find work and to contribute to the regeneration of their own neighbourhoods. Our programmes are
focused on those people who find it hardest to get work such as those with low levels of skills, people claiming
incapacity benefit or ex-offenders. Many Groundwork Trusts run programmes that pay local unemployed people
a wage while they work on a wide range of activities—from renovating run-down houses to running recycling
schemes—which also deliver environmental benefits and contribute to genuinely sustainable development.
Increasingly these services are being developed into enterprises with the potential to support local economic
development.

Over the past year, we have:

— provided 51,000 weeks of training;

— created 3,550 jobs; and

— supported people to gain 7980 qualifications.

With the support of the Future Jobs Fund, Groundwork and the National Housing Federation are working in
partnership to create over 6,000 jobs to improve the skills, confidence and employability of jobseekers and
improve the quality of life for hundreds of local communities.

Our partnership has a combined network of 90 organisations across the UK able to provide local jobs for
local people, including: energy efficiency advisors, neighbourhood caretakers, land management workers and
recycling workers.

Additionally, many Groundwork Trusts are delivery partners in local authority Future Jobs Fund
programmes.

2. The extent to which the FJF has succeeded in matching New Work Experience Opportunities
to Young Unemployed People.

Groundwork and the RSLs have created jobs that wouldn’t otherwise have existed and which help improve
quality of life in local communities and contribute to sustainable development in the following areas:

— energy—helping individuals and organisations take simple, practical steps to improve energy
efficiency and reduce fuel bills;

— waste—improving and expanding local recycling and composting projects;

— construction—gaining experience in construction and refurbishment of social housing;

— environmental maintenance—maintaining and regenerating facilities for leisure, recreation and
exercise;

— amenity horticulture—helping to plan, develop and maintain high quality public green spaces;

— community development and support—supporting local groups to get more involved in decision
making;

— housing management—providing services and support to residents of social housing;

— sustainable learning—supporting education, training and lifelong learning in the community; and

— green enterprise—supporting the management and administration of local environmental
initiatives.
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In phase one of the FJF Groundwork achieved 99% of its job starts target—2,368 job starts against a
target of 2,384. Almost 30% of phase one leavers are known to have gone into a non-FJF job after leaving
the programme.

Case study: Chevin Housing Trust

Chevin Housing Trust consists of a number of housing associations based in Yorkshire.

The association has created 13 jobs for Future Jobs Fund employees. These have been mainly construction
based, but has also included office based jobs around housing management. All FJF employees are provided
with an Individual Learning Plan to ensure that they obtain a wide range of administration and construction
skills and knowledge during their employment with Chevin. Some of the skills the employees have learnt
include telephone and customer care skills, reception duty skills and construction skills such as bricklaying and
landscaping for the construction based positions. Training requirements of each employee have been determined
enabling each employee to be appropriately trained, with some of the training offered being NVQ Level 1
Business and Administration, Clait and AAT Accounting.

The FJF initiative has also benefited local communities by enabling the association to provide more time
and resources in their work to support social housing tenants by working on housing developments and
improving the local environment and quality of life for the local community.

Chevin Housing Group employed Joshua Bown as an administrative officer. Prior to this he had been
unemployed and claiming jobseekers allowance for 18 months. Joshua explains, “The thing with finding work
for me was every job I applied for I needed experience but how was I meant to get the experience if no one
would give me the job.”

Following a successful interview, Joshua started working for Chevin in February 2010. “It’s changed my life
around I finally have money to do things I’m not bored out of my mind in the day and have got to meet some
really nice people. I actually wake up in the morning looking forward to work and hate the weekends because
there is really nothing to do…Since starting work here I have really enjoyed myself and would love to carry
this type of work on preferably get a full time permanent position here at Chevin, I absolutely adore my job
and can not thank the people who gave me a chance enough.”

3. Strengths and weaknesses of the FJF programme from the perspective of providers (including
in the Third Sector), Employers and Young Unemployed People, and particularly in relation to
the Long-Term Sustainability of Employment Opportunities.

Unlike other government contracts in this field there are few performance outcomes required of deliverers.
Funding is not dependent on the number of young people who progress from the programme into permanent
employment; this creates a high degree of flexibility for providers who can focus resources on ensuring young
people are truly “job-ready” by the time they have completed their FJF programme. Groundwork, and the
RSLs involved in the partnership, are committed to using the opportunity to provide positive outcomes for
those employed, seeking to supplement the basic provision required by DWP with additional support and
training designed to maximise the progression achieved by young people on the programme.

The FJF programme did not include a requirement for longitudinal tracking of participants; it would have
been beneficial had this been included and funded to give a more representative picture of the impact of FJF
in helping young people to secure and maintain employment. Under FJF, providers only record the destination
for leavers on the first day after the end of FJF; thus information about participants who are unemployed at
that point but who later go on to secure a job at later date, which may be direct result of participating in FJF,
cannot be captured.

The FJF bidding process encouraged providers to bid for the number of jobs they could create based on
local need and circumstances; this locally determined and responsive approach proved to be very successful.

4. The likely impact of the decision to end the FJF in March 2011 rather than March 2012.

Voluntary sector organisations were particularly well placed to deliver the FJF; the requirement for up-front
capital and financing under the Work Programme may make it impossible for many voluntary sector
organisations to participate. Ending the FJF a year early could have some significant implications on the
sector’s ability to retain personnel and skills in this area. More importantly, the sector is particularly well
placed to meet the needs of those young people who are furthest removed from the labour market and who
therefore need the most intensive and specialist help to find and remain in employment; ending the programme
a year early may also disproportionately affect those young people.

5. How the transition from FJF to the Work Programme will be managed, including the part to
be played by the Government’s proposal to fund New Apprenticeships.

Prime contractors appointed to deliver the Work Programme would derive significant benefits from sub-
contracting third sector suppliers to deliver some aspects, as the sector has extensive experience of successfully
working in the intermediate labour market; as is evidenced by the efficiency with which we have delivered FJF.
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Groundwork believes there is significant potential for the temporary work option to be incorporated into the
ways in which prime contractors deliver the Work Programme: There is often the opportunity for repeated
temporary jobs or contracts, and the initial experience gained on a temporary contract through an employment
programme can enhance an individual’s ability to secure repeat contracts.

A temporary position can also be used to undertake an apprenticeship, or provide structure pre-apprenticeship
training and experience. Through FJF, Groundwork has worked with British Gas to trial this approach. Young
people are recruited through FJF and seconded to British Gas where they are employed with teams of loft
insulation or cavity wall technicians in fuel deprived areas and receive a range of training and support, such
that at the end of their FJF programme they will be able to undertake a full apprenticeship with British Gas.
Consideration could be given to converting a number of existing FJF positions to formal apprenticeships now,
as this would reduce the numbers needing to transition to the Work Programme thereby making the process
simpler and more efficient.

New and emerging markets in the areas of energy efficiency and the environment are particularly well placed
to create new jobs, as has been evidenced in our experience of delivering FJF: Anticipating the future needs
of the employment market is the most efficient use of resources to create and support employment opportunities;
many voluntary sector organisations are already working in these emerging market areas and are therefore
particularly well placed to support employment related activity in these areas.

9 September 2010
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