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SECTION 1 – INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction

Get Ready for Work (GRfW) is the new national training programme for young people with additional support needs (ASN).  It was introduced in April 2002.  The programme represents an ambitious change in the nature of training support, and its introduction was recognised as a significant and ongoing developmental challenge.

Scottish Enterprise Lanarkshire (SEL) has responsibility for operating one of the largest GRfW programmes in Scotland.   Working with a range of partners, SEL are moving forward GRfW development in a systematic way through the establishment of a full Area Development Plan.  This seeks to identify and address all the issues facing GRfW in Lanarkshire over the coming years. 

During the early stages of developing the plan, it became apparent that there were a number of key issues in the rural and remote areas of Lanarkshire which required specific attention.  Consequently, in the spring of 2003, Smart Consultancy was appointed by SEL to undertake work to assist and inform future development.

Consultancy Objectives

The overall objectives of the consultancy brief were identified as:

· To comprehensively research the nature and scale of any problems in rural GRfW delivery, including the likely potential demand for GRfW in rural communities, and the gap between this and the actual engagement levels to date

· To identify the key barriers in (a) developing provision and (b) ensuring access to the programme for young people.  This was to involve detailed discussions with stakeholders responsible for the “supply” of GRfW opportunities

· An analysis of the wider operating context, including the identification of key related activities, and potential opportunities for GRfW to link more closely to these

· To detail some practical options to improve provision.  This was to consider options to develop more provision within rural areas, and potential initiatives to increase access for young people in rural areas to “urban” based provision

· To produce a detailed action plan based on the findings

The overall results of the study would then feed into the full Lanarkshire GRfW Development Plan.  In addition, the recommendations were instructed to be consistent with the findings of the national review of year 1 of the GRfW programme.  The interim report from this was published in December 2002, and the full report will be available in June 2003.

Key principles of approach 

Three principles were identified from the outset as central to the approach and outcomes of the consultancy work:

Client focus – ensuring that the needs of the young people targeted for GRfW support were paramount in all suggested action.

Partnership and “buy in” – recognising that the full potential of GRfW could only be achieved through effectively engaging with a wide range of stakeholders.

Practicality – at least some of the action recommended needed to be capable of implementation in a reasonably short time frame

During the fieldwork, it also quickly became apparent that a number of other obvious but important considerations required to be recognised:

· That there was a critical distinction to be made between the demands of rural and remote areas 

· That many of the issues and problems with GRfW were common to all areas of Lanarkshire, and indeed Scotland

· That many of the issues faced in the delivery of GRfW were not unique to the programme, but common to a range of services in areas characterised by large geographical spread and with relatively small populations 

All of these points impact to a degree on this report’s recommendations.

Methodology

The methodology for the study involved:

Background research – including an examination of records held by SEL and Careers Scotland.  This involved analysis of registers, training provider contracts, and directories of related delivery agents.

Analysis of the wider context – including research and discussions on a range of other important and related policy developments, which provided the context for future GRfW operation.

Consultations and fieldwork – with a range of key players in agencies involved in the management and delivery of GRfW in rural Lanarkshire, those with some prospect of future involvement, and with LEC staff in other areas facing similar issues.

Options workshop – this involved many of the key consultees from the fieldwork, and sought to detail, discuss and prioritise proposals for action.

Final report – intended as a brief and focused summary of findings, with clear recommendations for action.

SECTION 2 – WHAT IS GRFW?

Get Ready for Work (GRfW) was introduced across Scotland in April 2002 as the successor programme to Skillseekers STN.  It aims to provide support to a wider group of young people than the predecessor programme, defined as those who “…without additional support, would be unable to access other training, learning or employment opportunities”.  

Programme origins

GRfW was a response by the Enterprise Networks to a number of key policy drivers:

· The demands for economic competitiveness detailed in a “Smart Successful Scotland

· The social justice milestones, particularly as these relate to the “not in employment, education or training” (NEET) group

· The recommendations of the Beattie Committee, particularly its conclusions on the need to improve service provision in terms of: inter agency working; the use of key workers; guidance and support; assessment and individual planning; and service delivery   

Programme design

The GRfW programme package includes:

· An initial engagement and assessment process, led by Careers Scotland, to produce an individual Action Plan, and on the basis of this to refer young people to suitable training providers and training strands

· Training provision in 4 strands – life skills, vocational, personal, and core skills.  These should be accessed by young people dependant on their starting points and needs.  Within the strands, customised training programmes based on individual training plans should be developed

· Ongoing review by a Careers Scotland delivered Personal Advisory Service (PAS).  This would consider progress against action plans, and determine the length of time a young person should stay on GRfW

The national prospectus introducing GRfW makes clear the “entitlement” nature of the programme “…. regardless of the location of clients they will be able to access any of the four strands”.  An ambitious offer, and all the more challenging to honour in rural and remote areas.

New Features

The new model was designed to incorporate a number of key design features, which distinguished it from previous approaches:

· A more flexible approach based on the needs of the individual

· Increased emphasis on assessment and review

· The development of customised training packages

· Less focus on VQ based outcomes

· The encouragement of more innovative approaches (particularly through the Life Skills strand)

· More flexibility in terms of the time young people were on the programme 

The key stakeholders in the delivery of GRfW are: the LECs as contract managers; Careers Scotland leading on assessment and review; and a range of contracted training providers to deliver the core programme.

But a much wider partnership is recognised as necessary to ensuring full programme effectiveness.  This should include staff from a range of local statutory agencies (most significantly the local authority), local community and voluntary groups, and employers.  Developing these partnerships is a critical issue across Scotland, but as the following sections indicate, they are even more of a priority/necessity in rural areas.    

SECTION 3 – WHAT DO WE MEAN BY “RURAL” LANARKSHIRE?  

Definition and variety 

Defining “rural” Lanarkshire is often problematical, depending on the precise criteria applied.  This report does not seek to enter into the detail of what can often be a complicated debate.  Rather, it practically seeks to identify the areas where the issue of some level of remoteness from service delivery causes difficulties for young people in terms of access to provision.  

Consequently, a wide definition of “rural” is assumed, including areas in both the South and North Lanarkshire Council areas.  Within this, the extent of remoteness clearly varies.  For example, the villages east of Airdrie are included, but in practical terms these are not very far from urban centres.  Equally, whilst the town of Lanark is commonly defined as rural, it has an infrastructure closer in scale to the larger Lanarkshire towns, than to the circumstances in many smaller settlements to its south and east.

In summary, generalisations are hazardous and misleading.  Responses to the rural problem cannot be “one size fits all”: more subtlety and imagination is called for.

Communities covered         

With the above provisos, the following areas are included as rural for the purposes of this study:

· All of the Clydesdale area of South Lanarkshire

· The two Strathaven wards of South Lanarkshire

· The area to the south of Larkhall, and reaching to the Nethan Valley

· The “northern corridor” villages of North Lanarkshire lying between Moodiesburn and Cumbernauld

· The eastern edge of North Lanarkshire, incorporating Shotts and the surrounding communities

· The villages to the east of Airdrie including Plains and Caldercruix 

In terms of “remote” settlements, these are primarily interpreted as including the areas to the south and east of Lanark, and to the south and west of Douglas.  These include large landward areas, with very small populations, and few settlements of any significant scale.   

SECTION 4 – WHAT IS THE VISION FOR GRFW IN RURAL LANARKSHIRE?

The options workshop, which contributed to the conclusions of this report, considered what a “successful” GRfW programme would look like in rural Lanarkshire.  In effect, this is the “vision” of an ideal programme.  It is an important part of the process in judging progress to date, and from this recommending future action
.  

Key characteristics of “success” for GRfW can be summarised in the following categories: 

Programme access and operation

1. Access routes into the programme are in place, understood, and operating effectively.  All young people who could benefit from the programme are participating, and there is evidence of self-referrals.  Appropriate promotional materials are available, and all the key local agencies working with the targeted groups have access to these

2. Referrals to GRfW strands are accurate and understood by all stakeholders

3. There is a suitable degree of choice across all the strands for young people

4. No-one is effectively debarred from participation in GRfW because of geographic isolation  

Programme progression

5. Progression routes to employment from the programme are developed at a strategic level, with increased understanding of local labour market opportunities, and improved links to employers     

6. Progression routes to further training from the programme are increased.  This should include closer liaison with staff developing mainstream skillseekers opportunities

Programme management and partnership

7. The core delivery partnership of LECs, training providers, and Careers Scotland is in place with clear mechanisms to review and resolve issues, and the respective roles of each partner are clearly understood

8. Wider partnership and networking arrangements are in place, maximising programme effectiveness, and ensuring appropriate integration and linkage to wider developments

9. The programme is adequately resourced to meet the challenge of high quality rural delivery.  This should ensure all funding options are identified and accessed as appropriate, not solely funding from SEL

10. A robust, fully understood and supportive quality assurance system is in place across all programme elements

Outputs and outcome indicators

11. Retention rates from the programme are good and increasing.  The evidence of young people leaving without a positive outcome is decreasing

12. Overall outcome indicators in terms of jobs, training and further education are high and improving

13. Improved systems and processes are in place to measure and evidence “soft indicator” progress on distance travelled  

14. Aftercare provision is in place, and tracking systems to evidence the sustainability of outcomes  

The options for action, and the subsequent recommendations, contained in section 8, should be screened against these aspirations.

SECTION 5 – WHAT PROGRESS HAS BEEN MADE TO DATE?

Data limitations  

This section briefly reviews progress to date in delivering GRfW in the rural areas of Lanarkshire.  Some caveats are required with elements of this analysis:

· In terms of data, the programme has not been operating for long and there is limited information to review its use.  Although introduced in April 2002, like  most areas of Scotland, it was some time after this before GRfW was fully operational

· Few of the statistics are disaggregated to provide a “rural” snapshot of performance.  This would be quite difficult to do for LEC records, especially in the North Lanarkshire areas where postcode segmentation is not straightforward.  In addition, Careers Scotland records are normally aggregated by local Careers Centre.  With the exception of Lanark, these offices all serve a mixture of urban and rural communities

Information sources

The following information has been combined to provide a brief assessment of progress to date, and from this highlights the issues requiring further development to move closer to the ideal “vision” of successful GRfW delivery, as detailed in section 4.     It includes:

· Pan-Lanarkshire GRfW data, extracted from the national year 1 evaluation analysis

· Analysis of the successful training provider applications to deliver GRfW in Lanarkshire in 2003/4

· Data provided by Careers Scotland Centres on likely school leaver recruits to GRfW, and “live” Careers Scotland registers

· Qualitative views and impressions on likely unmet demand levels for GRfW in rural areas

Lanarkshire wide GRfW performance 2002/3

A number of key statistics on Lanarkshire’s overall performance in 2002/3 are apparent from the national evaluation.  These do not specify rural performance, but they are important in identifying the basis on which to set overall GRfW targets in future years.  Within Lanarkshire, it is suggested that these future targets should be the same in rural and urban areas – a challenging but justifiable aspiration if a true commitment to equity for rural areas is a policy aspiration.

Key highlights of Lanarkshire’s performance are:

· 715 young people started in GRfW in the Scottish Enterprise area in 2002/3.  This represents 14.2% of the total which is higher than Lanarkshire’s share of the total population of the 15-19 year olds (13%).  

· 44% of recruits are in GRfW for 6 weeks or less, slightly higher that the SE area wide figure of 42%

· of 807 recorded leavers from GRfW, 190 entered employment (23.5%) and 30 (3.7%) entered further training or education.  This combined “positive outcome” rate of 27.2% is above the national average of 23.3%, and is one of the highest in Scotland

· the average cost of GRfW per trainee start in Lanarkshire is £2,985, slightly below the SE area average of £3,014   

· the average cost per trainee episode in the Life Skills strand was £1,827, below the SE area average of £2,327

· SEL unit cost payments were between £70 and £80 per week for the non Life Skills stands.  These were the highest in Scotland

· The weekly payment to trainees was £60 per week which, along with SE Glasgow, was the highest in Scotland

The above statistics suggest that Lanarkshire was operating a relatively better resourced and more successful programme in terms of outcomes, than the average across the SE area.  The outcomes into jobs are comparatively good, but the numbers going to further training and education are quite low.  There is clearly some play off between these two statistics, but the generally low incidence of progression to “mainstream” training is a concern in Lanarkshire and Scotland as a whole.  This may be particularly significant in the rural areas, and is returned in later sections of thi report.      

Training provision in 2003/4

The specific location of training bases for GRfW provision in rural areas is limited - the reasons for this are considered further in section 6.  But direct provision in rural areas has improved in 2003/4.  This is due to the development of an offer of all 4 strands by Rathbone in the Clydesdale area, with bases in Lanark, Stonehouse, and Carluke.  In addition, the Small Business Gateway
 offers the personal skills strand from a base in Lesmahagow.

In North Lanarkshire there is no “dedicated” rural provision.  This in part reflects the smaller scale of the area, and the relatively closer provision of services in the main towns.  

The location of training provision in the rural areas is only one part of the equation.  3 other main issues are of relevance:

· Improved access to provision in urban centres may often be a more effective and practicable response.  At present, some young people from rural areas successfully access provision in towns such as Motherwell, Hamilton, Cumbernauld and Airdrie

· This can be particularly relevant for GRfW provision where a full time work placement is the main vehicle of the training programme.  The training project base may be of limited relevance in these circumstances, with most provider input being in the form of outreach visits

· A training base in “rural” towns such as Lanark will sometimes only be marginally better for young people in very remote settlements.  It will not always mean that “local” provision has been provided; significant access issues will remain     

Careers Scotland data

Many Careers Scotland staff have indicated in the course of consultations for this study
 that there were significant numbers of young people eligible for GRfW not accessing the programme. This is confirmed by that fact that initial estimates of numbers in the Clydesdale area were not realised in practice in 2002/3.

During discussions leading to this report, it was agreed that some primary work on Careers Scotland related data would be undertaken to give an indication of the numbers of young people who may be eligible, or become eligible, for GRfW.  This research covered the Lanark and Wishaw Careers Centres.

The data was compiled through reference to live Careers Scotland registers, and by the review of records by individual school based Careers Advisors, On Track Advisors, special needs Careers Advisors, and dedicated Key Workers.

The following pattern of demand emerges:

· Across the 7 mainstream schools covered, 93 young people leaving schools in the summer of 2003 were from rural areas, and potential GRfW recruits

· The live registers in the 5 Careers Centres of Lesmahagow, Shotts, Carluke, Larkhall, and Lanark contained a total of 66 young people from rural areas

· 8 young people leaving school, and participating in the “On Track” programme, were considered potential GRfW recruits

· 10 young people, eligible but not on GRfW, were working with Dedicated Key Workers DKWs) in Clydesdale, Shotts and Larkhall    

These figures are not comprehensive, and provide only a snapshot of the picture in some of the rural areas.  They confirm, however, that for young people currently “in contact” with the system, there is the potential for significantly more recruitment to GRfW.  Better understanding of why some of them haven’t engaged, and the action needed to change this, is the key challenge of this report. 

Qualitative consultations 

A range of discussions during the course of consultations have reinforced this perceived shortfall between the number of people “eligible” for GRfW, and the numbers actually engaging.

These discussions tend to suggest in practice that the shortfall will be greater than the official figures show, because a range of other young people are simply “lost” from the system completely.  Two particularly relevant discussions strengthen the likely accuracy of this view:

(1) officers involved in the previous Clydesdale GOALS project indicated that “unknown” young people joined the project once it became established locally

(2) outreach work for the new “rural” Partisipate project in the villages east of Airdrie is already “finding” more young people eligible for the project than Careers records would have suggested.  Importantly this initiative is networking with a wide range of local social work, housing and health services  

Balancing this view is an observation that may reduce the likely projected demand in rural areas.  Some young people may have other income sources and lifestyles that do not make GRfW an attractive proposition.  Though there is no hard evidence of this, a number of experienced officers perceived that this might be slightly more prevalent in the rural rather than urban areas of Lanarkshire.   

Conclusions 

This section has suggested that GRfW is generally operating above the Scottish average in Lanarkshire.  Outcome figures are encouraging - but as is the case everywhere - could improve.  In particular, the numbers progressing to further training is low.  The infrastructure to deliver GRfW in rural areas is limited, but gauging  

where provision is located is only part of the required analysis.

Data suggests that there is a considerable unmet demand for GRfW in the rural areas – numbers are lower than could be anticipated from a fully effective programme.    

It is important to stress that these are not all uniquely rural or Lanarkshire problems, but responses should start to be developed from the local level.    

SECTION 6 – WHAT ARE THE BARRIERS TO DEVELOPMENT AND ACCESS?

Section 5 has detailed that there is the potential to improve the GRfW programme in the rural areas of Lanarkshire.  Before suggesting potential action, two further issues require to be considered (1) what are the obvious barriers to more effective provision, which are considered in this section, and (2) what is the related context and support infrastructure that future GRfW development should understand and link to - considered in section 7. 

Barriers to development are considered in two linked categories.  These summarise the “supply” barriers to training providers offering more accessible provision, and the “demand” side barriers, which stop young people taking part in GRfW.

Supply side barriers

Supply side barriers primarily relate to the difficulty the LEC has in encouraging training providers to locate in rural areas, or to make other significant efforts to ensure that provision is available to young people from rural areas.  This is generally a problem faced across Scotland’s rural areas, and is not unique to Lanarkshire.  The one feature that distinguishes Lanarkshire from some other areas is that the wider LEC area is dominated by more concentrated urban communities.  The direct option for providers to operate in urban as opposed to rural areas, more directly highlights the difficulties inherent in rural provision.

These include that:

· the costs of delivery in rural areas are generally higher, central to this are the travel costs and time for staff who often live in urban areas

· other costs can also be higher, including premises.  In addition finding suitable bases can be difficult

· excess travel costs for young people from the more remote areas often have to be borne by providers, adding pressure to already tight margins

· the numbers of likely participants in rural areas are less, meaning that for the 3 unit cost strands in GRfW the likely income levels are less,  and the prospects for creating a “critical mass” of participants and achieving resulting economies of scale are significantly reduced.  This has been exacerbated in year 1 because of the significant shortfall between projected and actual participant levels

· despite a general recognition of higher costs, and fewer and less certain numbers, the unit cost funding payments are no higher in rural than urban areas  

· successfully recruiting and retaining staff for rural bases can be difficult, leading to potential problems in maintaining the quality and continuity of service

· accessing work placements can often be more difficult in rural areas

· progression options can be more limited, leading to a generally less effective programme, and fewer outcome related payments

· there is less of a supporting infrastructure in terms of other related projects and services, meaning the opportunities to diversify the programme offered to young people is reduced  

Demand side barriers

Demand side barriers are the common reasons cited as to why young people do not participate in GRfW.  Many of these are, of course, not exclusive to rural areas, but some uniquely rural features are apparent:

· some of the young people will either not have heard of GRfW, or have limited information on the programme.  In effect, it will never have been effectively promoted to them.  This is likely to be exacerbated when access to information and support services is more remote 

· the actual or perceived quality of the training “offer” is not attractive.  For many of the target group, national training programmes have limited appeal, and peer pressure may act as a disincentive to involvement

· the financial offer is unattractive - whilst SEL pays at the upper end of the allowance spectrum, for many young people £60 per week is not a great offer.  In rural areas, where this may involve extensive travel and time, it becomes even less of an incentive to take part.  In addition, some of the target group may have the alternative option of seasonal and “unofficial” work income 

· the physical distances to travel to access training, and the time involved, can be prohibitive.  Layered on this can be limited public transport options

· in addition to physical/distance barriers, many of the young people who may join GRfW have a range of psychological barriers to moving from their immediate environments.  This is often tied up with a lack of confidence and ambition.  These are precisely the sort of issues good GRfW provision will address: but the young people need to be engaged in the first place.  This has clear implications for developmental work

· some young people will be unconvinced that participation in the programme will actually lead to labour market progression – most commonly a job and the economic advancement this brings.  This demands a marketing response, but also longer term improvements in the number of positive outcomes          

· some of the young people may not be in contact with direct GRfW access routes, but in contact with other support workers in social work, housing, criminal justice, health and drug/alcohol abuse services.  These workers can often be critical “influencers, but may be unaware of  - and at worst hostile to - Government training programmes.  These views will impact on potential recruitment   

SECTION 7 - WHAT IS THE OPERATING CONTEXT?

Working together

GRfW does not exist in a vacuum.  A number of other existing and new developmental initiatives are of critical relevance to the programmes future development.  This is true in all areas and circumstances, and a key recommendation of the national GRfW evaluation is the need to strengthen practical partnership working and interagency networks.  

But for a number of reasons, the necessity to do this is even greater in rural areas:

· the volume of participants is lower, providing a problem with “critical mass” across all services.  Operating in programme/project boxes will exacerbate this: combining and integrating delivery potentially provides the opportunity to create “collective mass”

· the infrastructure in rural areas is generally limited.  This extends to issues such as premises, staff and transport.  Realism is required as to how much these can ever be developed to a level remotely comparable with urban areas.  In this context, the existing infrastructure must “go further”.  Working together, imaginatively, and across area boundaries is central to this

· resources available in rural areas will be limited.  Again partnership based approaches are the key to making these maximise impact

· “unit costs” to achieve the same level of quality will almost always be higher in rural areas.  Stand alone approaches, unattached to related developments and wider strategies, will appear vulnerable in comparative terms

· issues in rural areas are more interconnected.  For example, a critical issue in many rural parts of Lanarkshire is de-population, and within this the loss of young people from already small rural communities.  These issues cannot be addressed by isolated and stand alone interventions            

Key related developments

In identifying related developments, a balance has to be struck between identifying a “long list” of potential linkages, and concentrating on linkages that are likely to produce short/medium term practical action.  The former is useful at a wider strategic level, but without practical manifestation can result in confusion, and delay more immediate progress.  This report consequently focuses on more practical understandable, and immediate linkages – linked to potential action.  Moreover the process of implementing this may stimulate further development, from partners traditionally more reluctant to engage in practical partnership working.

A response to the demands of GRfW, whilst requiring to understand the bigger picture, is not the mechanism to detail a broader strategic approach.  Rather it should feed in ideas to appropriate structures.  Most apparent in this regard is the local Community Planning process.

In this context, the following related activities and developments are suggested as the most immediately relevant:

· the South Lanarkshire MPlus2 bid

· Positive Futures development 

· the South Lanarkshire LEADER+ project 

· the EQUAL funded North Lanarkshire rural Partisipate project

· the mainstream Skillseekers programme

South Lanarkshire MPlus2 bid

This is a very recent EU funding bid submitted by South Lanarkshire Council as the lead agent for a range of partner agencies.  The proposal is to establish a “wraparound” strategic network of initiatives and programmes to address the Routes to Inclusion agenda.  It covers the whole of the local authority area, but recognises developing the infrastructure further in rural communities is a key priority.  The approach details the need to invest in the 3 pillars of Routes to Inclusion – community intermediaries; work preparation activities, and employer intermediaries.  It is non age specific in targeting, but within this aims to prioritise some particularly excluded labour market groups including substance misusers and ex-offenders.

It is too early to precisely identify how the approach in the bid will impact on GRfW, and it is not certain the resources requested will be forthcoming.  But if successful, this will enable significant new investment in the rural infrastructure.  Officers leading GRfW should seek to maximise linkages in this context.

Positive Futures developments

The national evaluation of GRfW recommends that the relationships between the programme and Positive Futures projects should be strengthened.  Good progress in this regard is already being made across Lanarkshire.  Linked to this, the Lanarkshire PF project has recently invested further resources in new, dedicated Key Workers, a number of whom are specifically targeting work in rural areas.  This includes new workers for:

· Larkhall and the surrounding rural areas to the south, stretching to the Nethan Valley

· Lanark and the areas to the south

· Cumbernauld, but with a remit to include the northern corridor villages

In addition some of the existing DKW remits will now have the capacity for more work in other rural areas.

DKW’s have a potentially critical role in working with potential GRfW clients in the pre engagement phase.  They are therefore an important access resource to the programme, and an invaluable source of information on the nature, numbers, and motivations of the client group.

The Positive Futures project is the gateway to a potentially significant source of complementary resources for GRFW related interventions.  Two discretionary funds are available (1) the Key Worker Fund which directly offers support to clients to address identified barriers to labour market participation and (2) the Partnership Fund which provides support to more strategic level projects and programmes.  These funds have assisted rural GRfW participants in the past on issues such as excess transport cots.  Future links are significant, and a more strategic link between these funds and overall rural Lanarkshire GRfW development should be considered.     

LEADER+

LEADER+ is a partnership-based initiative to promote economic development activity in the rural areas of South Lanarkshire.  It is a part EU funded programme led by South Lanarkshire Council on behalf of the South Lanarkshire Rural Partnership.  

The Partnership has access to a limited amount of money that can be accessed via any of the key partner agencies.  In principle, funding could be available for activities to build the training infrastructure related to GRfW.  Applications for one off and capital support are more likely to be successful.

The North Lanarkshire rural Partisipate project

The North Lanarkshire rural Partisipate project is part funded by the EQUAL labour market initiative.  It is only now becoming established and will service the rural communities to the east of Airdrie.  The approach is important to potential GRfW development because

(a) it seeks to initially engage participants through outreach and part time engagement

(b) it is rooted in working very closely with local partner agencies, and investing significant time up front  in this process

(c) it recognises that after initial engagement one objective is to encourage the young people to join the full Partisipate project in Coatbridge 

(d) it is already practically testing whether there is a significant number of young people in rural areas not currently participating in labour market activity, and noting how many of these are not on mainstream Careers Scotland registers   

As a consequence, the progress of the rural Partisipate is in some ways an action research pilot for some approaches that may be rolled out in other rural areas.  As such its progress should be closely monitored.  But with one proviso: the areas covered are arguably only “semi rural”, and very different in character to much of the rest of rural Lanarkshire. 

Mainstream Skillseekers     

The importance of the link between GRfW and the mainstream Skillseekers programme cannot be overstated.  For many young people it should be a logical progression route.  Greater linkage would also mean that many of the young people currently progressing to jobs could advance to “jobs with training”, improving their chances of longer term labour market sustainability.  

The statistics for Lanarkshire and elsewhere suggest these links are not strong in practice.  In rural Lanarkshire, anecdotal evidence suggests that the links are weaker still.  This reflects on how both GRfW and the Skillseekers programme relate to, and work with, local employers.  As section 8 details, it is one of the key areas needing developmental action.     

SECTION 8 – OPTIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT AND RECOMMENDED ACTION  

This review of the delivery of GRfW in the rural areas of Lanarkshire has highlighted a number of key issues relevant to future programme delivery.  It is suggested that the most significant of these are the need to: 

1) consider wider partnerships to increase general knowledge levels about GRfW, and improve access arrangements

2) improve the resources available to training providers to ensure high quality provision in rural areas

3) improve linkages to positive progressions, particularly to employers and the mainstream Skillseekers programme

4) improve understanding of local labour market opportunities in rural areas

5) build new delivery partnerships – but not necessarily add to the number of providers 

6) consider how GRfW can integrate within a wider package of labour market interventions, and benefit from these linkages

The most surprising of the above priorities is the suggestion that the number of training providers in rural areas should not necessarily be increased.  This requires some explanation.  On one hand, “choice” is seen as an essential element of a client centred approach - ideally it would be.  But this tends to oversimplify the economic realities of training delivery in rural areas.  Ensuring investment in the development of quality training provision may require backing a single provider and offering “critical mass” of participants as the only route to economic viability.  The guardians of high quality in this context need to be robust and enforced quality assurance systems, not an array of unviable training contracts.       

A number of development options are suggested from the priorities above.  The focus of this report is on practical and short-term actions, and consequently the majority of recommendations below are suggestions for immediate action.  But in the medium/longer term, maximising the effectiveness of GRfW demands wider connections, and a recognition that a holistic approach to labour market inclusion is needed.   Consequently, some longer-term actions are suggested.  These are more ambitious, but they hold the key to an ultimately more sustainable and effective rural GRfW programme.  

Options for action are therefore subdivided into 4 categories:

(a) short-term developments, capable of delivery through the immediate decisions of local partners

(b) medium/longer term actions capable of delivery through local partners widening and deepening partnership approaches

(c) medium/longer term action demanding discussions and action beyond the remit of local partnerships

(d) innovative options, requiring further developmental work

The following tables detail action in each of these categories under the following headings:

a) action needed

b) rationale

c) lead partner(s)

d) the key priority action areas addressed  

The short term actions recommended form an integrated package.  They all to a degree rely on each other.  For example, improving the financial viability for providers is dependant on increased recruitment levels, and in the longer term increased recruitment will be far easier to realise if progression routes to jobs or training are developed.

Consequently agreeing how to move forward requires viewing the actions suggested as an integrated package.  Should progress not be possible in one area, consideration needs to be given to any knock on effects.

(A) short term action

	Action recommended 
	Detail/Rationale
	Lead partner(s)
	Key issues addressed *

	IMPROVED LIAISON WITH LOCAL EMPLOYERS 
	This is an essential part of addressing a key weakness.  It could involve the establishment of a rural action group to co-ordinate employer involvement, and consider new collective initiatives.  In the first instance this would require an audit of all current activity to engage employers in training in rural areas, and dialogue as appropriate with officers leading these developments.  

Key members of the group should be SEL, CS, training providers, and local authority staff leading on jobs access issues.

The group should produce an action plan within 3 months of meeting, detailing new co-ordinated initiatives.     
	SEL/CS/TRAINING PROVIDERS/LOCAL AUTHORITIES
	Improved linkages to positive progressions

Improved understanding of rural labour market opportunities

	AUDIT/DISSEMINATION OF IMPROVED LOCAL LABOUR MARKET INFORMATION
	Linked to the above, there was concern during this review process that less quality information was available on local labour markets in rural areas.  This hampered the scope to fit training to “real time” jobs.  

In the first instance, a secondary trawl of currently available information should be undertaken.  This should (a) identify if any further primary survey work is needed and/or whether (b) existing information needs to be provided to front line staff in a more accessible, updated and “fit for purpose” way.  

The process of developing new information should include some staff who will actually require to practically use what is produced.   


	SEL/CS
	Improved linkages to positive progressions

Improved understanding of rural labour market opportunities

	LIAISON MEETINGS WITH STAFF PROVIDING MAINSTREAM SKILLSEEKERS PROGRAMME – AGREEMENT ON RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME
	This development should link to the above two action points.  Concern was expressed repeatedly in this study that there was very limited availability of Skillseekers placements for GRfW “graduates”.  This in turn linked to a general lack of appropriate mainstream placements in rural areas.

Work is needed to define the nature and scope of the problem.  This would anticipate a likely forthcoming national focus on the long-term links between GRfW and the mainstream programme.  If there are significant and potentially insurmountable problems in some circumstances, these should be identified and alternative solutions applied.   
	SEL/CS
	Improved linkages to positive progressions

	PROVISION OF ADDDITIONAL INCENTIVES TO RURAL GRFW PROVIDERS 
	At this stage a general unit cost based supplement for rural GRfW providers is not recommended (though it should remain an option in the longer term).  Rather additional support should be offered to increase resources in a more indirect way.  This should involve (a) one off and targeted funding for specific individual needs such as excessive transport costs, or development of training infrastructure (b) support to accessing other “non LEC” funding (c) supporting and developing links to wider local service networks and (d) support to developing access mechanisms, which by increasing numbers will increase training provider income.   


	SEL
	Improved resources to training providers to ensure high quality 

	DEVELOPMENT OF A FORMAL PROTOCOL BETWEEN GRFW AND THE POSITIVE FUTURES PROJECT
	This should seek to cover (a) the working links between new and existing Dedicated Key Workers and GRfW providers (b) improved sharing of advance information on demand (c) forums to enable DKWs to suggest improvements to GRfW from a “client’s” perspective (d) discussion/clarification of the legitimate types of support for GRfW which can be accessed from the PF project’s discretionary funds.
	SEL/POSITIVE FUTURES/CS
	Improved access arrangements/develop local partnerships

Improved resources to training providers to ensure high quality

	INTERAGENCY INFORMATION SESSIONS ON GRfW
	This would involve short information sessions to workers in other key agencies on GRfW, and the types of young people who could benefit from it.  Staff targeted for involvement in these sessions would be from disciplines such as Social Work, Housing, Health, Criminal Justice and drug/alcohol support.  They will be employed by both the statutory sector and voluntary organisations.  Ensuring participation in such events will not be easy, and significant preparatory work may be required.  In terms of making an impact, the format of discussions should seek, as far as practicable, to use real life examples of GRfW “successes”. 
	SEL
	Improved access arrangements/develop local partnerships

	RURAL FUNDING OPTIONS WORKSHOP 
	It was clear form the discussions for this report that many key agencies/organisations were unclear on new rural focused funding opportunities, and how these could be accessed.  A workshop session should be considered to bring funders and potential applicants together.  This should seek to combine general discussion with the practical development/testing of specific ideas for additional support.  Numbers should be kept reasonably low to enable the latter.

  
	SEL
	Improved resources to training providers to ensure high quality

	DEVELOPMENT OF CLOSER LINKS BETWEEN SCHOOLS AND GRFW PROVISION 
	Many potential GRfW recruits will be identifiable in their last year at school.  Discussions should be convened via school based CS staff on how the link to possible involvement in the programme can be fully presented, alongside other post school progression options.  
	TRAINING PROVIDERS/CS
	Improved access arrangements/develop local partnerships


(B) medium/longer term actions capable of delivery by local partners

	Action recommended 
	Detail/Rationale
	Lead partner(s)
	Key issues addressed *

	Local all age employability “hit squads”
	This is potentially the most innovative and imaginative approach to the longer-term delivery of GRfW.  It would be primarily relevant in smaller and more remote settlements.  It would involve:

(a) (a) the identification of an area  relatively high unemployment across all ranges and circumstances (b) preparatory work to identify a menu of support to fit individual circumstances, and to identify “partner” premises and resources which may be available (c) the deployment of an inter-agency “hit squad” for a defined period of time to delivery an integrated employability/jobs access programme.

(b) Some of the people assisted would be GRfW eligible and receive funding support from the programme, others would be funded from other programmes/funding pots.

(c) The approach could be a rolling, flexible initiative across the rural areas, moving between communities in response to identified need.

(d) It would demand the establishment of a strong core partnership, and a lead co-ordinating agency.  Engagement of Jobcentre+ and local employers would also be essential.

(e) Putting together such an approach would be an ambitious exercise.  But the impact could be very significant – developing all community, all age, and client based responses, and with funding fitting the client and not vice versa.     

  
	ALL
	ALL


(C) medium/longer term action demanding discussions and action beyond the remit of local partnerships

	Action recommended 
	Detail/Rationale
	Lead partner(s)
	Key issues addressed *

	extension of grFw core funding in rural areas
	The Life Skills strand of GRfW is already core funded.  This offers greater certainty in terms of income to providers, and enables more investment in the training infrastructure.  In rural areas there may be a stronger case to extend the principle of core funding to other strands to meet fixed costs.  The enterprise network’s main concern on this approach is that it may lead to very high unit costs, if numbers are low.  The range of other investments in access arrangements should reduce the likelihood of this, but close monitoring would be required.  SEL could consider approaching SEN and suggest the operation of a rurally based core-funding pilot.       
	SEL/SEN
	Improved resources to training providers to ensure high quality

Build new delivery partnerships


(D) innovative options, requiring further developmental work

	Action recommended 
	Detail/Rationale
	Lead partner(s)
	Key issues addressed *

	rural transport initiatives – moped hire/purchase scheme
	This idea comes from a pilot about to commence in Ayrshire.  It involves giving mopeds to young people in remote areas as an incentive to participation, and to overcome transport barriers.  In principle this is an innovative approach to a recurrent problem – rather than providing transport, the scheme gives young people access to their own.  There is also potential to give/sell the young people the moped at the end of training to ensure ongoing mobility.  This could also act as a completion bonus.

Further work on the applicability of the approach to Lanarkshire is needed.  But this does not mean introduction of this option must be longer term.  An early pilot in one area has many attractions.      
	SEL/CS
	


* See page 23  

APPENDIX 1 - CONSULTEES

Niki Spence/Diane Colquohon – SEL

Jim Andrews/George Murray – Rathbone

Joe Gahagan/Gillian Farell/Chris Parkin – Small Business Gateway

Anne Shiels – South Lanarkshire Council

Bernadette Kerr – Forward Training

Alex Ross – Careers Scotland

Jim Wright – Positive Futures 

Shirley Boyle – Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire

Stuart McPherson – Skye and Lochalsh Enterprise

Stuart Matson – Motherwell College

Peter McGregor – North Lanarkshire Partisipate

Els Murray – Careers Scotland

Joy Codona – Careers Scotland

Lesley Arnott – LEADER+ programme

Bob Gilmour - SEL    

� This approach is reflected in the final report of the first year review of GRfW.  This details the “ideal” characteristics of the programme in terms of: access arrangements; training content; measurement of progress; progression; sustainability of outcomes; training provider capacity; and quality assurance.  Progress is then reviewed against these “standards”.


� The delivery via Small Business Gateway is currently under review as part of a strategic realignment of community intermediary provision across South Lanarkshire. 


� A number of Lanarkshire based CS staff also confirmed the limitations in provision during consultations for the national evaluation
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