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1.  THE GLASGOW CHALLENGE 

Background

It has been acknowledged for some time in the city that a key barrier to Glasgow’s economic development is the large body of people who are on a range of sickness and incapacity benefits.  The number is estimated at approximately 100,000, not far short of 1 in 5 of the city’s population, and a much higher percentage of Glaswegians in the working age bands.  The size of this group poses 2 significant problems for the city’s development.  

· Apart from the problems of social justice for the individuals and families concerned the extent of the problem perpetuates the image of Glasgow as a ‘poor’ city.  

· Many people on sickness and incapacity benefits are not readily available to service the growing demand for labour in the city with result that jobs are increasingly filled by in-commuters. At some stage businesses may find recruitment so difficult that they will take their jobs elsewhere.

A major opportunity exists here to promote both social justice and business development goals to move Glasgow onto a new plain of economic prosperity.  

To date the interventions brought to bear on people on sickness and incapacity benefit, often called the non JSA group, have been relatively modest.  There are a range of different initiatives which operate throughout the City:

· LEDCs, often with ESF monies, try to work with clients from these groups;

· Glasgow City Council, principally through the Social Work Department, fund a range of projects (e.g. around addictions, homelessness, etc.) which have, as one of their objectives, moving people towards employment – although their effectiveness in relation to this goal is perceived to be weak;

· some of the New Deal programmes (for lone parents and for disabled people) are targeted at members of this group.

Overall, however, there is no concerted attempt to tackle the problems of this section of the population.

The problem divides into 2 distinct characteristics which are related:

· how do we engage with the members of the non JSA group in the city’s population?

· having engaged what can we do to move them towards sustainable employment?

The Glasgow Challenge attempts to address these issues.  

The Glasgow Challenge

Scottish Enterprise Glasgow has funded a number of pilot projects to help move Glasgow’s social excluded, largely people on non-JSA, into employment.  These projects are funded under The Glasgow Challenge.  There are 2 key goals:

· to improve the links and progression between projects tackling social exclusion and those focusing on getting people into jobs;

· demonstrating mechanisms and approaches which can be applied more generally within the city to move significant numbers of the excluded into work.  

The Glasgow Challenge is focused on a small number of the city’s leading social economy organisations, as well as its network of local economic development companies (LEDCs).  All of these organisations are recognised as innovators in the field of tackling social and economic exclusion.  They were invited to come forward with proposals for innovative methods for progressing groups from the non JSA client group towards employment.  

The Glasgow Challenge has been set up quite deliberately as an innovation fund in the expectation that:

· some of the projects will not work very effectively; 

· some will provide modest degrees of success; and

· some will produce models that can be rolled out across the city.

Within this context projects have the right to fail, to allow successful innovations to come to the surface.

This report represents an Interim Evaluation based on the experiences of the project to date.

2.  THE PROJECTS FUNDED

This section assesses the experience and contribution of the 10 projects funded under the Glasgow Challenge.  The projects are listed below.

1. Castlemilk Economic Development Agency:  Castlemilk Challenge

2. Castlemilk Economic Development Agency:  Early Enterprise Assistance in Regeneration Areas

3. Drumchapel Opportunities:  Westworking Partnership Programme

4. GEDC and East End Partnership:  Active 8 

5. Glasgow Access:  Outreach Worker 

6. Glasgow North Limited:  Key Worker Support – Targeted Aftercare for Excluded Groups

7. Gorbals Initiative:  Solutions Project 

8. Govan Initiative:  Voice and Data Cabling Academy 

9. Greater Pollok Development Company:  The Re-engagement Project

10. One Plus:  Positive Choices  

In the remainder of this section, a project by project assessment is carried out.

1.  Castlemilk Economic Development Agency: Castlemilk Challenge

Project Rationale

The project is aimed at helping individuals with personal development through self-help projects.  It was inspired by the work carried out by Gorbals Challenge.  The project identified projects that may benefit the local community, and then subsequently identify non-JSA individuals within the area interested in carrying out the work required to complete the project.

A key output from the work is intended to be clients more empowered to take on their guidance, barrier removal and progression. 

Experience

Initial project task ideas were formulated at an early stage through a Quality Circle, involving CEDA staff and local organisations; these projects varied in nature and included, Gardening and Web Site Design.

CEDA employed several means by which to publicise the project, including displaying posters at several locations including, the Volunteer Centre, the Time Bank and within CEDA itself.  Additionally, letters were sent out to existing CEDA caseload individuals, inviting them to participate in the project.  Partner organisations, such as the local Housing Associations, the Credit Union and the Castlemilk SIP were also contacted to raise awareness of the project and source participants.

Following the publicity, 27 applications were received to participate, and 21 subsequently become involved with the project.  These participants have been grouped into 7 work-focused units, based on their interest areas. 

Problems 

The primary problem the project faced was with recruiting individuals, and specifically individuals from the target group – jobless people not on JSA and who are not presently part of the existing CEDA ‘caseload’.  Various outreach activities and marketing failed to bring in people.

Of the 21 individuals involved in the project, only 4 individuals are new to the CEDA caseload.  15 of the participants are non-JSAs, with the remaining six being JSAs.  A conscious decision was made to allow JSAs onto the project as the benefits they could bring to the project were felt to enhance the aims of the project, e.g. greater job readiness by JSAs may encourage and motivate those non-JSAs who were further away from work.

To date there have been no referrals from the Jobcentre Plus, due to the majority of Castlemilk claimants attending Rutherglen Jobcentre in North Lanarkshire, which is out with the regional boundary of CEDA.

A secondary problem that has become apparent is the capacity within the CEDA project team to organise and coordinate the actual community project tasks.

Responses

In response to the first identified problem of a shortage of participants, communications took place with the Housing Associations to identify additional participants.  In addition, CEDAs Exclusion Team worked to identify additional participants.

If repeated it would have been better to generate community projects through focus groups with local people to general ownership of the projects.  

The secondary problem was identified and monitored, with CEDA staff gradually becoming more comfortable with the process.   

Targets for April 2003 

· 50 non-JSA participants, new to CEDA caseload.

· At least 30 entering further training and/or education by April 2003.

· 12 people into work.

· An additional 12 people entering work by July 2003.

Performance

· 21 participants, but:

· 17 not new to CEDA caseload;

· 6 on JSA.

· 3 into work.

· 10 into further training and/or education.

Budget

£36,228

Assessment

1. The project struggled at the first hurdle of engaging the non-engaged on non-JSA benefits.

2. Within the timescale, the proportions of clients progressing to work and further training and/or education were in line with targets.

3. The underlying approach is genuinely innovative, although it poses challenges to counselling staff – in itself a potential benefit.

4. The approach could clearly be ramped up across the city – but there would be similar problems in engaging a significant volume of clients.  

2.  Castlemilk Economic Development Agency: Early Enterprise Assistance in Regeneration Areas

Project Rationale

Glasgow Business Service (GBS) and the Small Business Gateway (SBG) are the preferred agencies that presently deal with new business start-ups in Glasgow.  CEDA had identified a gap in these agencies remits, in the ‘Enterprise Readiness’ stage of business start-up.  The project aims to target individuals who have expressed an interest in starting up a new business but are not at the stage of preparedness whereby they can approach GBS or SBG.

The project initially intended to take the form of an 8-week training programme involving up to six individuals at the early stage of business start-up.  A significant portion of the training time was intended to involve the participants in a real-time, workshop style mock business start-up project.

The project was delivered across Castlemilk and Pollok.

Experience

The Early Enterprise Assistance project complements the ongoing ESF funded ‘Enterprise Awareness’ project which is being run concurrently, and is targeted at encouraging and raising awareness of the concepts of new business start-up.  It is intended that participants in the ‘Enterprise Awareness’ programme who express an interest in starting up a business will then be recruited onto the Early Enterprise Assistance project.  

The Early Enterprise Assistance project differs from the ‘Enterprise Awareness’ project in that it can deliver specific one-to-one guidance and advice to clients with immature business ideas.

Problems

The low number of participants in this project has been identified as the main obstacle facing this project.  Several reasons were suggested for this:

· The ‘Enterprise Awareness’ programme in its early stages, hence few referrals from that route at present.

· Referrals are cyclical and seasonal factors have exacerbated that.  The run into Christmas was a bad time to start.  

· A commitment of 8 weeks of further training prior to approaching GBS or SBG has proved off-putting to potential participants.

Responses

In response to the lack of participation on this project, the training schedule was reduced from 8 weeks to one week.  

Targets by April 2003
· 9 referrals to GBS.

· 4 entering self employment.

· 4 entering employment. 

Results by End March 2003

· 2 referrals to GBS. 
· 2 entered self employment (same people as above).
· 1 entered employment (P.T).
· 2 entered FE/vocational training. 

Budget

£23,525

Assessment

1. CEDA now believe it is hard to source non JSA clients with self employment potential.

2. Many not prepared to take risk of going self employed given their benefit status.  Self employment is a similar option than employment.

3. As the project struggled to get numbers despite operating across Castlemilk and Pollok, the scope for scaling up is probably limited.  

4. Drumchapel Opportunities: Westworking Partnership Programme

Project Rationale

The project aims to put in place a partnership framework that will enable closer and better working relationships between agencies in the west of Glasgow dealing with former substance misusers, in a bid to return them to employment.

To achieve this goals there are three key elements to the project:

· Element A: Awareness raising on the topic of substance misuse for operational staff across local organisations.

· Element B: Delivery of the Partnership Skills programme, to enable the development of protocols and procedures for joint working.

· Element C: Innovative Actions to engage local employers and to analyse their attitudes towards hiring staff from certain sectors of society.

Experience

Progress has been made towards all the aims of the project:

Element A – an awareness session was held in February 2003.  The course content has been designed, the speakers and the tutors have been arranged and the venue has been booked.

Element B – induction workshops took place starting in January.

In addition, the e-learning platform has been established with case studies and training material being posted on the site for users to access.

Element C – A survey of employers has been carried out. 

Problems

Short timescale of pilot means that it is unlikely that any real value will be gained from Element C – within the project life.   The ambitious target of interviewing 50 employers was scaled down, and it is now hoped to use the exercise to engage employers for possible future partnerships/collaborations.

Responses

Suggested that the task of re-engaging and re-employing the very large non-JSA claimant population was not simply a 6-month task.  Longer-term programmes and initiatives are required to tackle this subject more effectively.
Targets for April 2003 

The targets here related to the activities described under Elements A, B and C above.
Performance

All the main elements of the work programme were delivered by end March, almost to the volumes specified in the budget bid.   For example, 32 employers were interviewed successfully.  

Budget

£44,600

Assessment

1. This is a highly innovative project which sits at the heart of the process of developing more effective and integrated services for clients far from the labour market, with an intelligent approach to engaging employers.

2. New tools are in the process of being developed. For example, taking John Mathews ‘through ticket’ concept the partners have been working on his case studies to see how they can tackle the barriers confronted by the individuals in the case studies to produce a more effective passport.

3. To assess the effectiveness of the project requires an approach radically different from and more demanding than auditing activity and output.  

4. The approach developed here is applicable to:

· other parts of the city;

· other client groups other than substance measures.  

4.  Greater Easterhouse Development Company (GEDC) & East End Partnership Ltd: Active 8

Project Rationale

This project was designed to sit between the Drugs Initiative programmes and the Action Teams (not in GEDC) which are already in operation.  The focus is on clients in receipt of incapacity benefits, with a history of drug/alcohol misuse, with mental health problems or other serious disadvantages.  

The project aims to provide short flexible courses, where individuals are encouraged to examine their expectations and are exposed to the opportunities and options available to them.  Aftercare is also provided.  

These courses are to be run concurrently in both locations, Easterhouse and the East End.

Experience

The first set of training courses started in January 2003.  All attendees are new to the ‘caseloads’ of the LEDCs, and checks are being run to verify that all attendees are non-JSA recipients.

Referrals have come from a variety of sources, including:

· WorkAble – Wise Group

· East End Addiction Group

· Mother and Toddler Groups

No referrals have come from the Jobcentre, despite the project co-director addressing representatives from all the Glasgow jobcentres.  

Problems

The primary problem that this project has faced has been the recruitment of staff to run the project.   Despite utilizing several recruitment tactics, no suitable candidates were identified.   It was identified that the part-time temporary nature of the job was probably the key feature that did not attract suitable candidates.  This problem with recruitment caused the timetable for the courses to be squeezed so that it made it impossible to run all the planned courses in the timeframe available.

The question of funding for the project post March 2003 has contributed largely to these problems, complicating the recruitment task and limiting the time available to run the courses.

Responses 

To combat the recruitment problem, the decision was taken to move existing staff into these roles and ‘backfill’ their positions.

To combat the timing issue, the courses were cut from an original five-week course, down to a three-week course.  The residential element of the course has been dropped, and the ‘Work Tasters’ have been changed to shorter ‘Work Visits’.

Targets for April 2003 

Outputs were to be achieved by January 2004, and (although it is not clear) based on 18 courses – with presumably 12 running from April 2003 on.  This equates to targets for April 2003 of:

· 48 participants.

· 6 into jobs.

· 12 into training. 

Performance

· 34 participants.

· 3 into jobs.

· 19 into training (5 with GEDC’s own programmes).

Budget

£31,819

Assessment

1. Taken at face value the project has one close to achieving its target’s despite client volumes only 70% of those anticipated.

2. This was achieved despite a relatively tight input – a 3-week programme of group work on a 12-hour per week basis – although aftercare and other specialist support was available. 

3. It is hard to assess the ramping up capacity – Easterhouse delivered a lot more clients than the East End, and it is difficult to establish the reasons why.

4. With high numbers going into training, a key issue is longer term progression.  

5.  Glasgow Access: Outreach Worker

Project Rationale

To recruit an Outreach Worker who will work to add value to the work done by the Work in Glasgow project (WIG), focusing on developing relationships with intermediary organisations in order to source additional ‘job ready, socially excluded Glaswegians’ for referral to job vacancies in the city centre.

At present Glasgow Access has links to over 100 intermediary organisations in Glasgow including, the Local Economic Development Companies (LEDC), Housing Associations and Job Centres.  They feel the level of referrals from these organisations, LEDCs in particular, is disappointingly low and, hence, the Outreach Workers role is to increase the number of referrals by raising the profile of Glasgow Access and delivering the Glasgow Access ‘message’ to these intermediary organisations.

Experience

The project has worked to plan, and delivered to target.  There have been no serious difficulties.  

Targets for April 2003 

· 10 socially excluded into work by April 2003.

Performance

· 11 socially excluded (non JSA) placed in work (10 full time).

· 1 referral to Wise Group ILM.

Budget

£7,722

Assessment

1. This is a straightforward approach – go out and find non JSA people (presumably ones close to the labour market) and fix them up with centre jobs through a well established mechanism.  

2. A key feature is the high level of full time employment sourced, and on the face of it many of the jobs look to be reasonably high quality.  

3. It may well be that this project is pointing up the job placement limitations of some of the intermediary organisations, and perhaps a more specialised service such as this should be appreciated by those organisations.    

4. The concern would be that with such a wide range of intermediaries to connect with that the project is able to source good quality candidates – but might run into diminishing returns if ramped up.

6.  Glasgow North Ltd: Keywork Support – Targeted Aftercare for Excluded Groups

Project Rationale

The project is principally an aftercare service targeting former non-JSA recipients who have recently re-entered employment, to support and ensure the long-term sustainability of their employment.  A target of 70% job sustainability has been set.

GNL also tend to develop a back to work programme to identify new, non-JSA clients, to encourage them to return to employment.   Focusing on the positive financial implications that work can bring and ensuring income sustainability is key to the success of this element of the project.

Experience

Two employees started on the project, each working 10 hours per week.  One is focused on the aftercare service, and one is concentrating on the back to work programme, engaging individuals through the Possil Learning Centre.

Individuals have been identified who had previously been non-JSA claimants and had recently (Aug/Sep 2002) started work.  All these individuals are being contacted on a weekly basis to provide support and to help deal with issues as they arise. All 25 individuals are still presently in employment.

In addition, a small number of individuals have been identified at the Possil Learning Centre, who are non-JSA recipients, and who are being encouraged to move towards employment.

Problems

The project faced recruitment problems, both of staff and clients.

· They encountered difficulties identifying appropriate staff, with the appropriate skills, e.g. patient, non-judgemental and broad-minded, who are willing to accept a short-term contract.

· In addition, there have been difficulties identifying additional non-JSA clients who are prepared to contemplate re-entering the job market.  The target group are reluctant to sign up to a programme that is viewed as threatening to benefit eligibility.  

In addition, the project started at a slower pace than originally anticipated; this is partly due to the additional time costs incurred at the start-up of the project, which have included:

· building up internal staff experience 

· forging effective links with partner organisations, such as Jobcentre Plus, Full Employment Initiative, and the Possil Learning Centre

· building trust with the client group.

Additionally, a greater amount of time has been spent with the clients exploring the opportunities available to them than was originally planned.  The project team are keen to ensure that no mistakes are made at the early stage, which may then deter future participants.

Responses

Experience has suggested that the pilot project timescale is too short to have any significant impact on the target group of individuals who are not yet in employment.  Estimated that a period of 6-9 months is more reasonable estimate of timescales involved in getting a ‘non work ready’, non-JSA claimant into employment.

Targets for April 2003

· 40 participants.

· 70% retaining employment.
Performance

· 46 Participants.

· 9 in full time FE/HE or training.

· 3 in ILMs.

· 4 known to have been in full time work, current location not known.

· 30 in employment 

Budget

£25,000

Assessment

1. The project appears to have pretty much met its marks – although the data received back from the project for evaluation purposes did not distinguish between the two approaches, aftercare and helping people into work.

2. There are interesting process issues in this project which need to be assessed, such as the analysis/use made of the ‘client casebook’ which could provide valuable evidence on the effectiveness of different interventions.  It would, for example, be valuable to know how much aftercare resource was committed, and how and where it made a difference.  

3. For more vulnerable groups aftercare is likely to be more important than for those closer to the labour market – and so it is vitally important to develop good processes here.

4. The Glasgow Challenge monitoring – and also GNL’s internal monitoring – do not appear to be set up to produce appropriate information on effectiveness.

5. The project has achieved its scale, and there is no means to suppose it could not be replicated in other areas of the city.

7.  Gorbals Initiative: Solutions Project

Project Rationale

Two main strands to the Solutions project:

· Piloting a support scheme utilising a non-conventional approach to guidance.

· Building effective relationships with local support agencies.

Aftercare service for those placed in employment has also been stressed as a vital role in ensuring longer-term job sustainability.

Experience

Project co-ordinator recruited by Gorbals Initiative (GI) in November 02, with a remit to bring in new clients, in addition to the existing GI caseload.  Approach has been by two methods:

· Top down – making and strengthening contacts with local agencies to improve referral rates.

· Bottom up – direct outreach programme at the Jobcentre once a week, walking the floor talking about the project and making appointments to visit GI.  Additionally, posters and leafleting targeting health centres, blocks of flats, benefits agency,  

Positive contact was made with 19 individuals at the Jobcentre outreach sessions, which has contributed to 14 clients on project caseload.

Of the 14 on the caseload, 4 have been referred to the Lifeworks programme (weekly sessions which look at tackling barriers to employment).  2 of these individuals sourced from the Outreach activities.

Additionally, project co-ordinator is utilising the skills and experience of the existing GI staff, and directing the clients onto existing services and programmes where appropriate.

Problems

Results from the Jobcentre outreach sessions were good prior to Christmas, but since changing time slot of session, results have been poorer.  Not identified the real reasons behind this – considering changing session back to original times.

Perceived lack of training available which is aimed at and appeals to older age groups.  Reluctance of older generation to train with younger age groups, and desire for training in skilled work, e.g. construction industry.

Caseload management an issue for project co-ordinator.  Guidance required to ensure that broad project remit does not result in a deviation from primary project goals.

Responses

Lack of confirmation over future funding means temporary contract (Mar 03) for recruited member of staff – this has now been extended (Sep 03) irrespective of additional funding.

Targets for April 2003 

· 34 participants.

· 20 finding and sustaining jobs.

· 10 moving into skills training.

Performance

Based on last return – December 2002.

· 14 participants.

· 1 moving into skills training.

Budget

£33,697

Assessment

1. Although it is disappointing not to have access to up to date monitoring and evaluation information, this project had a number of good features.

· Outreach by the project worker.

· A project worker with personal experience of the types of issues faced by his clients.

· A less conventional guidance process through Lifeworks, with focus on tackling barriers/funding solutions.

· Serious attempts to source support services within the LEDC.  

2. But is it working…?

8.  Govan Initiative: Voice and Data Cabling Academy

Project Rationale

To provide BICSI (Building Industry Consultants) accredited Technician Level cabling training, or Microsoft Office User Specialist training (for the less physically able), targeted specifically at the Incapacity Benefit group of non-JSA claimants.

It is anticipated that with the Housing Stock change in Glasgow, broadband internet connections will be installed in every house involved in the transfer.  Hence, a large demand for skilled cabling technicians is anticipated.

Experience

The set-up elements of the project was completed according to schedule.  These include:

· recruitment of tutor

· installed the specially designed training facility 

· guidance staff in place

· arranged work placements with employers

· arranged personal development sessions

Problems

The single greatest problem that the project has encountered has been recruiting individuals to attend the training.  The primary deterrent preventing individuals from joining the full-time programme is the requirement by the Benefits Agency for individuals to relinquish their Incapacity Benefits whilst on the programme and move to the ‘Training for Work’ benefits package.  This may have negative income consequences, especially if Housing Benefits are lost.

Govan Initiative examined the possibility of running the initiative on a part-time basis to allow clients to remain on Incapacity Benefit whilst taking part in this programme.  However, a further barrier was encountered with the ‘Permitted Work’ policy, which will allow an individual to work for up to 21 hours a week and retain Incapacity Benefit, but will not allow any vocational training to be undertaken.

Recruitment has been a serious issue, with no referrals from Jobcentre Plus.

Individuals are unlikely to take up or stay in the training unless income/benefit guarantees can be provided.

Responses

To date no solution to the Incapacity Benefit issue has been found.  Unless a solution is found within a short space of time, the project is at risk of not being able to meet its goals.

Targets for April 2003 

· 24 clients on courses.

· 3 into employment.

Performance 

· 12 clients recruited.

· 3 still in training.

· 9 left (no job or training outcomes).  

Budget

£60,000 

Assessment

1. Good basic concept.

· Real labour market opportunity with decent wages and sustainability.

· Work can be done by less able client group.

· Good quality, accredited training.  

Still looks good concept.

2. Project effectively baulked  by inflexibilities of benefits regime.  Although Training for Work contract has got ‘round’ the practical issue of ‘permitted training’ clients don’t trust the mechanisms.  

3. This one – and other potentially smaller projects – need the development of a proper joint working protocol at the city level.  This can’t be fixed easily from the bottom up.  

9.  Greater Pollok Development Company (GPDC): The Re-Engagement Project

Project Rationale

Early intervention for individuals starting to claim Incapacity Benefit appears to be the best approach.  The initial lower benefit allowance means less opportunity cost for the clients in going back to work.

Project aims to tackle the barriers that prevent individuals from re-entering employment, such as confidence, lack of skills, financial difficulties.

The project is designed to be flexible so that there is no one prescriptive list of events that each client must attend – rather each client will have a training and personal development programme tailored specifically to their own needs.  

Experience

Prior to embarking on the project GPDC decided to ensure that the Benefits Agency would give their full backing to the project, by providing some kind of benefit protection or income guarantee for clients involved in the project.  

Benefits Agency suggested the existing ‘Training for Work’ (TFW) benefit scheme, which is available to non-JSA claimants in SIP areas, was most appropriate vehicle for clients receiving training.  However, it was not perfect – GPDC has negotiated additional features, which include the maintenance of ALL benefits whilst on TFW and allows for a return to Incapacity Benefit if a client leaves the training for any reason.

Problems

It took until January 2003 to get the green light for using the TFW framework with the appropriate guarantees in place from the Benefits Agency.  

The requirement for all training providers to have the Scottish Quality Management System (SQMS) accreditation in order to receive funding from the TFW scheme places unnecessary restrictions on the options available to organisations such as GPDC.  Suggests that the LEDC should be SQMS accredited and then they should monitor the quality of the sub-contracted agencies on an on-going basis to ensure that the service provided is effective and productive.

Also TfW available only for over 25s. 

Responses

Project became involved in intense negotiations with Jobcentre Plus.    

Targets for April 2003 

· 30 into employment.

· 30 into training (implicit target!)

Performance 

· 9 into employment.

· No information provided on number into training.  

Budget

£30,000

Assessment

1. Unlike a number of the other projects required to source non JSA clients not already on their caseloads, GPDC are working with their existing client base.  This should make the money go further as sourcing the clients is much less of an issue.

2. The project is effectively set up as:

· flexible funding;

· customised barrier removal.

We need to know what resource service works for which people.

3. The people finding employment to date have not required training interventions, so clearly some people on the existing caseload are reasonably close to the labour market.

4. This type of approach is easily ramped up as it builds on existing caseloads.

10.  One Plus: Positive Choices

Project Rationale

One Plus feels that many of the standard training techniques fail to address the issues that lone parents face.  Without dealing with these issues the chances of sustaining a training course or employment are very limited.  This project aims to move those furthest from the job market closer to employment.  

This five-month project aims to deliver personal development and training, with group and individual support linked to job placements.  This includes workshops on assertiveness and managing stress, as well as holistic health issues.  The programme has included visits to colleges, etc.

Project

The group stages try to build up self-esteem.  Moving onto life skills stage, where more 1 to 1 work is done, followed by the IT skills stage at the end.  Employers attend workshops to facilitate job placements.

Experience

Started first programme in December 2002.  Although early recruitment was slow, numbers subsequently picked up.
Problems

Initial problems included finding suitable venues to deliver the programme – starting prior to Christmas was difficult as all the venues were booked up for Christmas events.  

Difficulties finding the staff – needed someone who could deliver the programme, recruit clients, and work successfully with the college, which is asking a great deal from one person.

Responses

Angelina was employed and has particular strengths in recruitment – which  has demonstrated itself as the numbers ramped up.

Targets by April 2003 

· 30 participants.

· 24 retained.

· 22 moved into training, FE or jobs.
Budget

£46,763

Results at end February 2003

An interview with the project manager has produced a more pessimistic picture than the monitoring returns submitted to SEG!   We have taken the more optimistic view here.

· 30 participants (+ 7 early leavers).

· 30 retained.

· 0 progressing into training, FE or jobs.

Assessment

1. Due to a late start the training programmes have not yet come to an end and will run through to late June/early July.  Nonetheless it is surprising that some people have not already left the programmes for work.  

2. Clearly the approach could be scaled up – if it works in Pollokshaws and Pollok, it can work in other areas. 

3.  CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

Project Performance

1. The first point to make is that essentially these have been 3-4 month projects in delivery terms.  This is a very short time period to deliver an innovative activity to a seriously disadvantaged client group.  

2. Most projects were slow in getting started.  There are a number of reasons for this:

· difficulty recruiting appropriate staff on very short term contracts;

· limited referrals from organisations expected to supply clients;

· time taken to build stronger relationships with potential referral agencies;

· limited experience in dealing with the client group with the consequent need to learn the best ways of engaging.

3. There is a general issue raised by a number of projects about the lack of referrals from Jobcentre Plus.  Can we do something about this?

4. Projects which are trying to offer a more structured, full time training opportunity fall foul of the regulations around Incapacity Benefit.

· This has significantly delayed these projects in terms of client engagement.

· Training for Work is emerging as the main (only?) vehicle allowing non-JSA clients to engage while staying on Incapacity Benefit.

· To date, we have been pretty unsuccessful at getting non-JSA SIP residents on to Training for Work in Glasgow – which raises the question of whether this is going to be any better this time around.  It could be, as these projects are focusing exclusively on non-JSA people. 

· It would probably be better to get this agreed as a suitable vehicle for non-JSA people with Jobcentre Plus (Benefits Agency) on a pan-Glasgow basis as the other projects will come up against this as they try and link their non-JSA clients to more structured training activities.

· Or is Training for Work down the pan anyway?

5. On levels of activity (i.e. numbers participating) and outputs (i.e. numbers into training, etc).  

· Relatively few projects have come anywhere near achieving the targets set for numbers of participating clients.

· Relatively few projects have come close to achieving the targets for numbers into jobs and into training. 

6. It is hard to get a grip on this but reading across the projects there are some things that don’t quite stack up.  

· Some projects are saying it takes at least 6-9 months to progress a non JSA client…

· … others say they are moving these clients into work relatively quickly with modest resource inputs.

The reconciliation here is that it is a very diverse client group.  The danger is weaker project performance simply equates to projects trying harder to dig deeper.

7. A related point is that some of the projects are dealing clearly with more job ready clients, and they do not have the costs of the engagement to the same extent as they are already in their caseloads.  This is fine, but it is not clear that their budgets reflect this compared to projects required to engage the non-engaged – and progress them.

Administration Matters
1. Who is eligible for the programme?  Some projects feel the focus is supposed to be on people on Incapacity Benefit as they are the hardest to help and others are already catered for (e.g. ND for Lone Parents). There may be need for more precise guidance on this?

2. Projects still seem to be unsure about what information (e.g. type of benefits, length of time on benefits, etc.) they are supposed to collect for each of the clients engaged.  There is a need to provide clearer guidance on this.

3. Who is responsible for the long term tracking of these clients?  

· Are the projects responsible for this and, if so, have they been told?

· Are the partners responsible for this (i.e. SE or JC+) and, if so, are they doing it?

4. What is the role of the Board representatives in the process?  

5. SEG should revisit its monitoring system for these projects.  

· Is it asking for the right information given the type of project?

· Is the monitoring information being used to manage effectively  the contracts with the various intermediaries?

Wider Issues

1. For the next tranche of funding I feel that their needs to be greater clarity as to which subsections of the non JSA client group we are trying to help.  The options are:

· all groups along the spectrum from hard to help to job ready;

· the hardest to help only;

· the job ready only;

· the ones in between only!

It would be good to have clarity around this.

2.  Although it is often easier to justify spending on projects which appear to provide direct benefit to clients, in the next round of spend there may be value in investing more in processes to raise the effectiveness of service delivery for this particular client group. These processes include:

· more effective joint working between the agencies delivering services to the non JSA group;

· developing more effective processes for engaging employers;

· building up the capacity of frontline staff working with these groups.

