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Executive Summary


Introduction

1.
This study was commissioned from GEN Consulting by Scottish Enterprise Tayside (SET). It was to look at the operations of the Training for Work (TfW) programme within Tayside, answer a number of specific questions and make recommendations as appropriate.  

2.
The methodology included a series of face-to-face interviews with training providers and other key actors, an internet survey of the Area 1 Local Enterprise Companies (LECs) and a series of follow up telephone interviews.

The Findings

3.
The main findings were that:-

· TfW  is felt to be a unique programme in that it  provides the only training and   job placement support for the over 25s who are not eligible for New Deal;

· It follows from this that little, or no, duplication or overlap between TfW and other programmes was found;

· Gaps in service provision related to: those who were job ready but were unable to enter TfW as they had not yet met the unemployment eligibility criterion; and those who were TfW eligible but were not job ready;
· The programme’s unique features were its voluntary nature and its flexibility.   However the providers’ views on flexibility were not always shared by others, especially the Area 1 LECs;
· The programme has changed its emphasis in recent years, placing more stress on getting trainees into jobs rather than gaining  qualifications;

· The characteristics of the client group have changed, with more people now coming onto the programme who are not job ready;

· The providers in the SET area seem not to co-operate, other than at the margins, as a network;
· Provision within the SET area is focused upon Dundee. There  seems to be an under-representation of places in Angus, given this area’s share of the  TfW client group;
· Funding for the programme has decreased on a per trainee week basis and variable  payments are no longer made to reflect the   trainees’ support needs;
· Overall SET’s TfW payment profile is lower than that of other LECs. The main cause of this is the  level of weekly payments rather than the job or qualification output amounts, which are similar across the Network;
· All providers claimed that they were cross-subsidising TfW from other programmes. However these claims are not always as clear cut as they seem;

· Providers generally find the level of output funding acceptable. However,  there is a problem of funding qualifications that cost more than the standard amount;

· The Area 1 LEC survey found that most providers were concentrating upon generic, non-vocational provision;  

· The LECs felt that provision was driven by training providers rather than trainee or employer needs; and
· There was a general view in Area 1 that TfW needed to be recast. Suggestions   covered: better guidance, assessment and referral systems; greater flexibility; more networking; closer tailoring of provision to labour market needs; and a review of payment levels.   

Using a “Job Broker”
4.
One of the issues that was to be addressed was the desirability of using a “job broker” to help trainees find work. This was based on a model used by Scottish Enterprise Dunbartonshire.
5.
It was felt that the geography of the SET area meant that it would be difficult   for such a model to operate effectively, and economically, throughout the area. The obvious focus would be Dundee, where the majority of the TfW client group and training providers were located. However, Dundee also has some large providers who have very good employer links and a reputation for getting trainees into work. There must therefore be a risk of duplication and resultant confusion.

6.
Given these, and other, concerns it was concluded that more consideration needed to be given as to why there was a desire to introduce such a “broker”. If it was because of dissatisfaction with the current providers’ performance then it might be preferable to try, initially, to deal with this by changing the levels of output payments, rather than by setting up totally new structures.

The Issues
7.
The study was to answer a number of specific questions. These are explicitly addressed here:-
· SET’s payment profile is below the average for other LECs. This is mainly caused by the lower level of  weekly payments; 
· Payments do not always cover the true costs of training, especially for  specialist provision which may be in demand in the labour market;

· The way in which SET funds TfW does not seem to be an issue. Accordingly there seems no reason why payments on a weekly basis should not continue;

· The main gaps in provision  are for those:-

· Who do not meet the TfW eligibility criterion 6 month unemployment threshold; and

· Who want, and are eligible, to enter the programme but are not job ready;  and

· It is not recommended that the “job broker” model be pursued without further clarification of the reasons for doing this (see 4. to 6. above). 


Alternative TfW Models
8.
In order to overcome some of the failings of the current TfW model, in particular the difficulties it has in meeting the needs of the changed client group and of employers, a variety of other models were considered.

9. 
In total 5 were outlined. It was recommended that the ROOT and BRANCH model be adopted. This is based, to some extent, upon SET’s experiences of providing bespoke training targeted at employers’ needs. It is an attempt to develop both a more flexible model of provision (for trainees and providers) and to meet the needs of trainees and employers more effectively than may currently be the case.   
10.
The model has the following elements:-

· An initial in-depth assessment of trainees, resulting in a personalised training plan;
· A tailored period of core skills training, based upon trainee’s individual needs; and
· Following this trainees can either choose to exit for a job or can be routed onto a variety of vocational training courses that have been devised in conjunction with employers.
11.
Literacy and numeracy support would be provided as an integral part of the vocational training as it is felt that this is a more effective way of dealing with these problems than if they are detached from the work situation. Initially it is proposed that specialist providers from the Community Learning Partnerships work alongside providers’ staff to develop quality standards.
12.
Delivery of the model would involve the drawing up of letters of agreement with Jobcentre Plus, Careers Scotland and the various Community Learning Partnerships, and their equivalents, with the SET area.
13.
This model might not be appropriate for all parts of Tayside nor for the “niche” providers. Accordingly it should be implemented flexibly so that TfW provision in some areas, and by some providers, might, subject to the detailed recommendations outlined in Paragraph 14, continue as at present.


Detailed Recommendations
14.
In the context of the new delivery model, and to make TfW more effective, a number of detailed recommendations have been made. These are that:-

· SET should  be more  flexible in payments for certain qualifications, in particular-

· If there is evidence that a specific qualification is in demand in the labour market then the true cost of this should be funded, either  through the TfW budget or the Individual Initiative Fund;

· The amount to be paid per qualification should be capped at £1,500;

· In addition to paying the provider for the costs of such training, the output funding level should remain  at £250;

· The level of weekly payments for those who are not job ready should be increased to £40;  

· Funding for other trainees should remain at the current level;

· Eligibility criteria should be made more flexible so that:-

· Any one made redundant should be able to join TfW; and

· The 6 month eligibility unemployment threshold should be relaxed, subject to specific limits. The suggestion is that the relaxations account for no more than 10% of annual contracted trainee weeks;
· Consideration should be given to providing more TfW places in Angus, where there seems to be a crude shortage;

· There should be greater flexibility in allowing providers to claim  the output payments; and

· Moving towards a payment profile where providers are paid if trainees are in jobs after 6 months should not be pursued.

15.
Before any of the above changes are implemented there should be a full discussion with the providers and the other key players who would be involved in the implementation process.

1.
Introduction

1.1
This study was commissioned from GEN Consulting by Scottish Enterprise Tayside (SET). The aim of the study was to look at the operation of the Training for Work (TfW) programme within the SET area and to:-

· Examine SET’s TfW funding structure and to see how it compares to those of other Local Enterprise Companies (LECs) and make whatever recommendations were felt necessary to improve the programme’s effectiveness;

· Look at the way TfW is funded and make recommendations as to whether the current weekly payments should move towards a block payment system;

· Consider any gaps in provision for the TfW client group and make recommendations as to how these should be filled;

· Examine different delivery methods based on good practices elsewhere;

· Consider whether there is any merit in moving towards the type of “job broker” model that operates in Dunbartonshire whereby an intermediary organisation acts as a job and placement finder for clients referred to it by training providers; and

· Focus the research on Dundee, Arbroath and parts of rural Tayside.
1.2
This Report addresses all of these issues. It is based upon the following:-

· Face-to face interviews with 5 training providers;

· Face-to-face interviews with other staff in such agencies as  Jobcentre Plus, SET and local authorities;

· An email questionnaire of the Area 1 LECs to examine how they run TfW and to look at their views on its effectiveness; 
· A series of telephone interviews with a range of people, both to clarify information gained from the surveys and to gather new material. These included a number of interviews with employers to gain some insight into their views of TfW; and

· Analysis of a range of documentary material, including information collected as part of the national TfW study.

1.3
As part of the original tender a mapping exercise of provision was to be undertaken to see how TfW fitted into the existing network of provision. Although material has been gathered it became clear early in the data collection exercise that there was general agreement on gaps in provision. It was also clear that there was felt to be very limited, if any, duplication of provision for the TfW client group. Accordingly, although this issue is considered in Chapter 6, it has not been analysed in detail.

1.4
The brief (Paragraph 1.1) wanted funding to be considered: in particular whether there should be a move from weekly to block payments. Although this was discussed with various interviewees none felt that it was an issue. Accordingly it is not explicitly considered, although the levels of payments to providers are dealt with in the Recommendations. 

Structure

1.5 
The Report is structured as follows:-

· Chapter 2 gives  a brief overview of TfW and its operations within the SET area;

· Chapter 3 looks at the main TfW issues as identified by the training providers and other interviewees;

· Chapter 4 considers TfW funding profiles in the Network;
· Chapter 5 presents the results of the Area 1 LEC survey;
· Chapter 6  looks at  where TfW fits into the existing network of provision within the area;

· Chapter 7 examines in greater detail the pros and cons of moving towards the Dunbartonshire “job broker” model; 
· Chapter 8 looks at alternative TfW “models”; and

· Chapter 9 draws conclusions and makes a number of recommendations as required in the study brief.

2.
Training for Work

Introduction
2.1
The purpose of this Chapter is to give a brief overview of the operations and management of TfW within the SET area.


Eligibility Criteria

2.2
TfW is a voluntary training and employability programme for those who are over 25, are not in work but want to gain a job. To be eligible for entry to the programme trainees have to meet the specifications of one or more of 19 Codes. Of these Codes, 5 and 18 seem to be the main entry points for trainees in Tayside and elsewhere within the Network. Both relate to people who have been unemployed for 26 weeks or more. Those who have been unemployed for 18 months or more are required to attend New Deal 25 Plus. TfW is, therefore, primarily aimed at the over 25s who have been unemployed for between 6 and 18 months. Entry under a number of other Codes is possible for   those with disabilities, returners to the labour market and those made redundant. They do not have to meet the unemployment eligibility criterion.
2.3
Prior to coming onto TfW eligibility under the Codes is clarified by Jobcentre Plus staff. Personal advisers will also work with clients to clarify their job aspirations and training needs and undertake benefit checks so that the client is clear about the financial implications of taking a job in the area that they have an interest in.
2.4
Once eligibility is clarified Jobcentre Plus refers trainees to a training provider. There seem to be a variety of factors that determine which providers trainees are referred to. These include:-

· Geography, albeit that this may now be a problem in the West of the area, in Perth, as one provider has closed and other provision is full;

· The expressed preferences of the trainees for training and job opportunities;   
· Trainees’ preferences for a provider. As Chapter 3 (Paragraph 3.16), shows some providers are very successful at generating their own demand, in part as they have a reputation for  getting trainees into work; and
· The knowledge that staff have of the provider. Again, as Chapter 3 shows (Paragraph 3.15), some providers have visited Jobcentre local offices to make staff aware of what they can offer under TfW.


Jobcentre staff are helped, in guiding trainees, by the recently produced booklet which lists the providers and the courses they offer. In addition the SET manager has begun to visit Jobcentres to talk to staff and outline what TfW is and what it can offer. This publicity is likely to boost interest in the programme.  

The Programme

2.5
TfW training lasts from 2 to 26 weeks, with the possibility of an extension to 52 weeks if the client needs more intensive support or if a particular training course lasts more than 6 months.

2.6
Participation is, unlike New Deal, voluntarily. One consequence of this is that there is a general view that trainees tend to be motivated and committed, something that may not always characterise those on compulsory programmes.

2.7 
Trainees receive their level of benefit plus a £10 additional payment, or £15 in the case of lone parents. This sum has apparently not increased for over 10 years. In addition trainees have to pay the first £4 of any travel costs. TfW participation is, therefore, not something that trainees are attracted to because of the financial benefits.
2.8
Training providers help trainees to gain work in 2 main ways:-

· By finding them job placements whilst on the programme; and
· By helping them to find jobs through their connections with employers when they finish their training.

Trainees are also helped by Jobcentre Plus which provides support 4 weeks prior to the end of the training period.  
The Tayside Training Providers

2.9 
TfW on Tayside is delivered by 12 providers. These range from national organisations, having a local presence, to large local providers who operate mainly within the SET area. The providers include 3 local further education colleges, one in each of the SET constituent local authorities. Although the providers are spread across the area, there is a concentration in Dundee where 8 of the 12 are based. Both Perth and Angus Colleges also operate through outreach centres. In the case of Perth College one of these is managed by another TfW provider, Highland Perthshire.
2.10
Table 2.1 looks at the scale of provision by the 12 providers. By far the largest is the Dundee based Claverhouse which accounts for 28% of contracted trainee weeks. There are then 4 medium sized providers (2 colleges, Instep and Highland Perthshire) and   a number who contract for a limited number of weeks, although some of the training they provide is unique, as with the Wildlife Trust’s Lantra approved qualifications.
TABLE 2.1

Scale of Provision by SET’s Training for Work Providers – 





2002-2003


	Provider
	Contracted trainee weeks
	Percentage of SET’s contracted total

	Claverhouse
	  5,500
	  28

	Dundee College
	  3,000
	  16

	Perth College
	  2,000
	  11

	Instep
	  1,780
	    9

	Highland Perthshire Training Company
	  1,450
	    8

	MI Technologies
	  1,040
	    5

	Angus College
	  1,000
	    5

	JHP Training
	  1,000
	    5

	Rathbone
	     860
	    5

	Angus Council
	     680
	    4

	Scottish Wildlife Trust
	     396
	    2

	CVS Media
	     310
	    2

	TOTAL
	19,016
	100


2.11
Table 2.2 looks at the distribution of TfW contracted trainees’ weeks by local authority area and compares these with the area’s share of 6 to 18 month claimant unemployed aged 25 and over. The ratios in Column D show that Angus has less than its “fair” share of trainee weeks and Dundee more. Given that there are good travel   links between Angus and Dundee, and that at least one Dundee based provider has a base in Angus, the statistics may overemphasise this distribution imbalance. However it may be worth considering if provision in Angus should be boosted.
TABLE 2.2


Spatial Distribution of TfW Contracted Trainee Weeks  

	A
	B
	 C
	D

	Local authority area
	Percentage of SET’s TfW trainee weeks
	Percentage of SET’s 6 to 18 month claimant unemployed aged 25+1
	Ratio of B/C2

	Angus
	9
	22
	0.41

	Dundee City
	73
	 61
	1.20

	Perth and Kinross
	18
	17
	1.06

	TOTAL
	100
	100
	


 Notes:-

1.
Data sourced from NOMIS and relates to claimant based unemployment for May 2003.

2.
The ratios show the extent to which the authorities have more or less than their “fair” share of TfW trainee weeks. A ratio of 1 indicates that the percentage of trainee weeks is the same as the percentage of the 6 to 18 month 25 year plus claimant unemployed that the authority accounts for. Figures under 1 indicate an “under-representation”, over 1 and over-representation” of trainee weeks.

TfW Performance

2.12
The study is not an evaluation of TfW performance. However, some useful information on performance across the Network can be drawn from the study undertaken by Cambridge Policy Consultants in 1998. The main findings were that:-
· 1 in 10 of the trainees surveyed felt compelled to join TfW because of a real, or perceived, threat to their benefits payments. This was in spite of the programme being voluntary;

· Performance, in terms of getting jobs and in sustaining these jobs, was reasonably good. For example, 3 months after leaving 46% of trainees were in work or self employment whilst another 6% were on an education or training course. Eight to 14 months later comparable figures were 47% and 10%;

· There were, as one would expect, considerable variations in performance across different categories of trainee. For example:-

· 
Women were more likely to get a job than men;

· 
Those who were longer term unemployed before coming onto the programme  were less successful at getting jobs; and
· 
Fewer repeat TfW trainees  were in a job after 3 months than were first time participants;
· Just over half of employed trainees were in jobs that made use of their training;
· That training did not, always, seem to be  significant, per se, seems to reflect the fact that TfW participation was seen as being primarily about increasing self-confidence and motivation, with employers feeling that participation increased trainees’ employability;

· Overall the consultants estimated that TfW had created 500 net additional jobs a year in Scotland, equivalent to around 2% of all TfW places;

· In terms of “softer” criteria it was found that:-

· 
TfW was a flexible programme and integrated with other initiatives;

· 
 The eligibility criteria could be relaxed; and
· 
There was scepticism about the value of vocational qualifications; and

· Finally the consultants looked at the issues that would condition TfW’s development. The key ones were:-

· 
The demand for skilled labour and core skills;

· 
The increased numbers of  potential trainees  facing significant barriers to labour market access;

· 
The fact the New Deal would still not cater for all of the 25 plus unemployed; and

· 
The role for TfW in supporting New Deal both before, and after, entry.

2.13
Clearly some of these issues have still not been resolved, as can be seen from the current attempts to recast TfW. Some are also relevant to the situation in Tayside as Chapter 3 shows. 
3.
The Issues



Introduction

3.1
Having given a brief overview of TfW within the SET area this Chapter draws from the interviews with providers and others to highlight some of the key issues surrounding TfW and its operations. It starts by looking at the main distinguishing features of TfW.


TfW’s Distinguishing Features

3.2
There was unanimity over what was the main feature that distinguished TfW from other programmes. This was its voluntary nature. In its turn this meant that trainees were committed and motivated, both to learning and to getting back into the labour market. The exceptions to this were those trainees who, because of their circumstances, would have difficulty in getting a job that, even with in-work support, would pay more than their current benefit level. However, even this group were motivated. This motivation was felt to rub-off on trainees on other programmes and several instances were cited of TfW and New Deal trainees being mixed, with beneficial impacts upon the latter group. 

3.3
The second distinguishing feature of TfW was its flexibility, with trainees being able to come onto the programme for as short a period as 2 weeks. This allowed them to be provided with short focused support to enable them to get back into the labour market.

3.4
These 2 were felt to be the main factors distinguishing TfW from other programmes. However, there was a fear that their distinctiveness might be eroded by changes in the TfW client group. 


Changes in the Client Group

3.5
The main change in the client group was caused by the advent of New Deal which had taken away the 18 to 24 year old market. TfW was now, therefore, focused on the 25 plus age group. However the nature of this group had changed as unemployment had fallen. There was a fear that this might impact upon TfW’s effectiveness.
3.6
Within the 25 plus group most providers felt that the characteristics of those now coming onto the programme were different. This reflected the fall in the numbers of unemployed and the greater emphasis upon getting people off non-work related benefits and back into the labour market. Those who are now unemployed are, therefore, harder to help, something that the Cambridge Policy Consultants Evaluation of TfW highlighted as an emerging issue (Paragraph 2.12). There were increasing numbers of trainees who had a variety of problems that needed to be addressed before they were job ready. Literacy and numeracy difficulties were mentioned most frequently. In addition health problems were being encountered which could make attendance on a course for 5 days a week problematical.

3.7
Although all providers had, as part of their contract, to offer employability training and literacy and numeracy support it seems that this is now a more expensive and time-consuming activity than previously. There was also a view, amongst some interviewees, that the increased emphasis upon targets in TfW meant that providers were unable to meet the needs of this group if they were to be able to cover their costs. Indeed,   some providers claim that they can only offer the level of support trainees need by cross subsidising them from other provision that they are contracted to provide.

3.8
The outcome of these changes is that  there is a view that some TfW trainees need  a form of more intensive and, initially, less work focused, support than  the programme is set up (and funded) to provide. Essentially this is pre-entry support.  

Changes in the Programme

3.9
As well as changes in the client group most providers also felt that the focus of TfW had changed. This was in response to 2 main stimuli:-

· SET changing the level of output payments attached to particular achievements; and

· Employer demands.

3.10
The consequence of these 2 changes was that the programme was now more focused upon placing trainees into work. There was therefore less emphasis upon gaining vocational qualifications and far more upon ensuring that trainees had transferable, “core” skills that were in demand with employers.  One effect of this was that one provider had stopped offering Level 3 Vocational Qualifications as it was not financially worthwhile to do so. This was despite the fact that those gaining such a qualification were able to gain work. Ironically, given SET’s recent initiative to tackle graduate unemployment, those affected were mainly graduates.
3.11
It was, however, felt that there was also some pressure from employers to avoid going down the vocational qualifications route as they did not always feel that the resultant qualifications were relevant. In part this reflected the fact that some employers, especially the large national or multi-national ones, tended to have company specific training programmes. As such they wanted potential employees to have the correct attitudes and aptitudes, that they could then build upon, rather than a vocational qualification, which might develop practices that the company felt were undesirable.
3.12
There were some concerns amongst providers about these changes, although the extent to which these were motivated solely by self interest is difficult to tell. The main concern was that the greater emphasis on placing trainees into work had resulted in a focus upon low skilled jobs that were easy to access because there was a high staff turnover, caused by the conditions of employment. As such it is felt that there may be tension between SET’s desire to use TfW to get people into work and the wish for such work to be sustainable.

3.13
There may also be a wider issue here related to the extent to which TfW is chasing short term goals at the expense of the longer term development of the local economy. For example, recent research looking at skills in England has concluded that the demand for qualifications will continue to grow and that those who lack qualifications are likely to be increasingly marginalised in the labour market
. Related to this is the relationship between workforce skills and productivity, with one of the reasons for productivity lagging behind countries such as Germany and America being said to be a shortage of workforce skills and qualifications. Given this it may be that some consideration should be given to these wider labour market issues when reshaping TfW.

3.14
Related to this is the need to link TfW explicitly to SET’s objectives. Although the study was not an evaluation of TfW it would seem that, with some exceptions, the majority of trainees are gaining relatively low-skilled jobs. There is little evidence to show that such jobs are hard-to-fill. As such TfW is not primarily addressing the needs of employers, but is a programme to meet the needs of the long-term unemployed. If it is to address market failure and  meet both supply and demand needs then it may be that it should:-
· Focus on those who are job ready; and

· Jobs that are hard-to-fill.


At the moment it is not doing either of these adequately so that additionality may be limited, perhaps more limited than would be the case if it were to be more focussed.


Marketing and Trainee Referrals
 3.15
The amount of direct marketing that is undertaken of TfW by providers is limited. Some providers had placed literature in such places as Jobcentres and other accessible locations. There were also 2 examples of providers advertising the fact that they had TfW places: one in a specialist journal for environmental workers the other in local newspapers.  One provider had gone to talk to Jobcentre staff to make them aware of their TfW programme (something that SET is currently also doing).  This was motivated by concern that TfW was being misrepresented to potential trainees.

3.16
Table 3.1 looks at how the different providers recruit trainees. What emerges is that:-

· For 4 of the 5 Jobcentre Plus was the main source of trainees;

· Word-of-mouth or self referral (that is potential trainees approaching the provider directly) was very important for one provider. In part this reflects the fact that this provider was the only one that spent money   advertising TfW vacancies in the local press. It also seems that the providers reputation for getting trainees into work generates its own demand; and

· Referrals from other providers or agencies were limited or non-existent.


What emerges from the Table is that providers have relationships either with the Jobcentre or trainees, rarely with other providers.

TABLE 3.1


Estimated Sources of TfW Trainees  






   (Row percentages)

	
	Jobcentre Plus
	Word-of-mouth or self referral
	Other providers or organisations

	Provider 1
	75
	25
	0

	Provider 2
	5
	95
	0

	Provider 3
	65
	30
	5

	Provider 4
	95
	0
	5

	Provider 5
	90
	0
	10


3.17
Regardless of the way trainees were recruited, all had to go through Jobcentre Plus to have their TfW eligibility assessed and be advised as to the best training option for them. Despite the letter of agreement between SET and Jobcentre Plus there was some concern about the quality of the advice given. It was felt that often Jobcentre staff were unaware of the available options and were referring clients to TfW who were unsuitable. This was felt to be one of the reasons behind the increasing numbers of TfW trainees who were not job ready. To counter this some providers and SET had begun to visit Jobcentres (Paragraph 3.15). It may, however, be that more needs to be done to overcome the problems of inappropriate referrals.


Networking

 3.18
Given the way trainees are recruited is there any evidence that there is a network of providers within the SET area, with providers referring clients to one another if they have needs or aspirations that they cannot   meet? Unfortunately evidence of networking is limited. Indeed the relationship between the larger providers seems to be characterised by competition rather than co-operation.

3.19
Amongst the smaller providers there were some examples of mutual referrals and networking. However, although not exclusively, these tended to be:-

· Between similar types of providers, for example Dundee College referring trainees to courses in  Angus   that were more appropriate for their needs; and

· In the more rural areas, where there was less competition between providers.

 3.20
However, limited networking in some areas may be inevitable given the size of some of the providers. For example, some are offering a large number of programmes, funded from different sources as well as, in one instance, operating   insulation and home security companies that could provide direct work placements and even employment.  Accordingly, if a particular programme proves to be unsuited to a trainee, it is usually possible to make cross-referrals elsewhere within the range of provision the provider offers.

 3.21
Some providers feel that the limited co-operation and networking is detrimental in that there is limited sharing of experiences. The quarterly Training Providers Meeting was intended to address this. However, to date it does not seem to have developed in this way. It may be that the climate of competition, certainly between the large providers, militates against this.

Tracking Trainees
3.22
Currently providers are paid when someone gets a job and if they are in work 3 months later. Most providers monitor this as part of their aftercare service, which may involve visits to employers to meet the trainee and try to resolve any problems. Raising the sustainability “threshold” to 6 months was discussed. There was little enthusiasm for this for a number of reasons:-

· The resource implications were thought to be considerable. There would be little problem if a trainee stayed with the same employer. However were someone to move then it might prove to be very difficult (and expensive) to maintain contact;  
· Tracking for 6 months was seen as being unrealistic as it might be  that failure  to remain in a job after 6 months was little to do with the quality of the service provide by the training provider but  reflected both labour market factors and the personal characteristics of the trainee; and

· The changing nature of the trainee pool, in particular the greater level of needs they had, might mean that they found it harder to hold down a job. As such it seemed unfair to penalise the provider when they were, arguably, not being adequately funded to meet the trainee’s needs.

Ways of Improving TfW

3. 23
Leaving aside TfW’s financial aspects (which are dealt with in Chapter 4) a number of suggestions were put forward for improvements. These were:-

· Relaxing the eligibility criteria so that those who had not reached the 6 month unemployment eligibility threshold could participate. A number of providers gave examples of prospective trainees who were eager to come onto the programme but were forced to wait until they had been unemployed for the appropriate time;
· Introduce   improved screening and referral processes for  applicants so that those admitted to the programme are job ready; and
· For those who are not job ready, develop more effective support to overcome their problems so that they can move towards effective   participation in TfW. This could be done either by improved networking with existing agencies or by setting up a pre-TfW programme.

Conclusions

3.24
There is general agreement that what makes TfW different from other programmes is the motivation of trainees (a reflection of its voluntary nature) and its flexibility. 

3.25
However the changing nature of the trainees means that it is increasingly difficult to meet their needs through a programme that is based on the assumption that participants are job ready. Paradoxically, as the nature of trainees has changed and they are further from being employable, so greater priority is being placed, through output payments, on getting trainees into work. In parallel with this is the reduced emphasis   placed upon gaining vocational qualifications.

3.26 
The consequence of these changes is that TfW may increasingly be a programme that is placing trainees into low skilled jobs. Whilst it may be meeting supply side needs to some extent there is little indication that it is meeting employers’ demands or the longer term needs of the local economy. It could be argued that this is not its purpose. However the changed characteristics of the client group mean that TfW’s rationale is increasingly difficult to discern. In its current form it may be meeting neither employers nor trainees needs adequately. To some extent this may reflect funding inadequacies. Accordingly this issue will now be examined in some detail.
4.
TfW Funding Profiles 

Introduction
4.1
To explore the variations in TfW funding between LECs an internet based survey was undertaken of the Area 1 LECs. In addition one training provider gave details of the differing rates paid by the 4 LECs within whose areas the provider was operating and the client provided information collected as part of the current TfW Network-wide survey on payment levels for 8 LECs.
4.2
This information is used in this Chapter, along with the views of providers and other interviewees on the current levels of TfW funding, to draw a number of conclusions about SET’s funding.


Funding Variations

4.3
Across the Network it is clear that there are variations in TfW funding. The main ones are:-

· A start payment (£150) seems to be made by only one LEC, with most having moved away from what one interviewee described disparagingly as a “money for signing a piece of paper”;

· The weekly payments fall into 2 broad categories:-

· LECs such as SET that pay a standard amount per trainee; and 
· The others that pay varying amounts. 
The variations reflect 2 main things: personal circumstances, with, for example,  special needs clients being eligible for additional payments; and the type of job or training that the client is to receive. Of the LECS that pay a flat rate, SET, at £25, is paying the least, followed by Dunbartonshire at £27, Grampian at £33 and Borders at £40. At the other extreme SEEL, although averaging between £30 and £40 has paid up to £200, whilst SEF will pay £300 for specific specialist jobs;

· The amount paid for a placement varies from nothing (Dunbartonshire) to £150, which is paid by 5 LECs. SET is here at the upper limit;

· There is a degree of similarity in the amount paid for gaining a job, with the average being £400 to £500. The exception is Lothian which has paid up to £1,725. This is apparently based on the type of tailor-made approach used to place those made redundant as a result of large scale plant closures;

· An almost identical picture emerges when 3 month job payments are considered, with the average being in the £400 to £500 range. Lothian is again   the exception;

· Self employment payments are more variable, ranging from SET at £200 up to Fife which pays £1,000, albeit  divided into 2 tranches paid at 1 and 13 weeks;

· The value of a  Level 1 Vocational Qualification ranges from £100 to £500, with SET being at the bottom of the range at £150;

· Payments for Level 2 and higher range from £100 up to a maximum of £1,000 paid by Fife for a Level 3 award.  Amounts as high as these have resulted in some interviewees claiming that this subverts the main aim of TfW: which is to get trainees into jobs. When providers stand to gain such an amount there is said to be an incentive to hang onto trainees, regardless of the relevance of the qualification to their job prospects or local labour market needs; and

· Finally payments for further, or higher, education places range from nothing up to £500. At £200 SET occupies the middle ground.

4.4
In addition to what might be called standard payments there are other payments   made less frequently. These cover:-

· Childcare, with only 3 of the 8 LECs making any payments. Generally only lone parents are eligible;

· Travel, with usually the trainees being required to pay the first £4 a week. Additional costs are then reimbursed up to a maximum; and

· There are then a variety of other payments covering such things as protective clothing and the costs of adapting equipment for disabled trainees. These are not very common. 


Generally SET performs better than other LECs on these discretionary payments, in that it is willing to pay most, if not all, of them to suitable trainees.  
4.5
Given the variations in payments, it is difficult to generalise about SET’s relative funding generosity, or parsimony, in comparison to other LECs. However, to look at this, a payment profile has been constructed for 8 LECs based upon the payments a provider would receive for someone who was on TfW for 10 weeks, gained a Level 2 Vocational Qualification and then moved into a job and was still in employment 3 months later. The profiles are shown in Table 4.1. The lowest payer for such a person is Dunbartonshire, followed Forth Valley and then Tayside. Expressing Dunbartonshire’s payment as 100 then the range goes up to 154, with SET sitting at 124, slightly below the average of 131.

TABLE 4.1


Training for Work Payment Profile (£)1  

	LEC
	Start
	10 weeks payment2
	 Level 2 VQ
	 Job
	3 month job
	Total

	SEB
	150
	400
	200
	500
	500
	1,750

	SED
	0
	270
	200
	400
	300
	1,170

	SEDG
	0
	300
	375
	400
	400
	1,475

	SEF
	0
	300
	500
	500
	500
	1,800

	SEFV
	0
	250 
	100
	400
	500
	1,250

	SEEL3
	0
	300
	300
	500
	500
	1,600

	SEGr
	0
	330
	400
	500
	500
	1,730

	SET
	0
	250
	250
	500
	450
	1,450


Note:-

1.
The Profile is based on a 10 week trainee who gains a Level 2 Vocational Qualification, a job and is still in work after 3 months. 
2.
Where a range of weekly payments are given the lowest figure has been taken. Generally this is     the figure for a trainee without any special needs.

3.
Wide ranges are given for many of SEEL’s figures. The average has been used in these calculations.

  
Views on Funding
4.6
There was a degree of agreement amongst the providers about the SET funding profile:-

· The weekly amount was universally said to be too low. Respondents made the point that in the past the level had been higher and had been graduated, which allowed for varying trainee needs to be met. The move to a lower level of uniform funding made this difficult; and

· The levels of output funding were generally said to be acceptable. Indeed, as Table 4.1 shows, there is a degree of uniformity across the Network, especially for job related payments. However, most interviewees felt that there needed to be flexibility regarding the amount paid for qualifications. A number of examples were cited of trainees who had been offered jobs which required some form of certification, for example welding or chain saw operating. The cost of such certification was well in excess of anything that SET paid.  In some instances the provider had paid for the training itself. More generally, the trainee was unable to take up the job. Here SET’s practice can be contrasted with that of some other LECs which have a more flexible approach to paying for qualifications.  It was also felt that greater flexibility in the application of output payments would be fairer. For example a number of providers cited instances of trainees getting jobs just outwith the claims period which meant that the payment could not be claimed. The seasonal nature of employment in some areas was also said to mean that often payments could not be claimed as a job was held for too short a period.
4.7
The low level of weekly payments means that most providers claim that they are subsidising TfW trainees through other programmes. However, some of these claims have to be treated sceptically. In 2 instances TfW trainees were being used to do work for providers (landscape maintenance and building maintenance and construction work) that, but for TfW, the provider would have to pay an external contractor to do. It would therefore seem that although SET may, through the level of some of its TfW payments, be getting a cheap service, some providers are gaining free or low cost labour to subsidise their activities.
4.8
Those providers that were not receiving some form of cross-subsidy from TfW claimed that they continue to run it for 2 overlapping reasons:-

· TfW is felt to be an effective programme that attracts highly motivated trainees for whom, apart from TfW, there is little alternative provision. As such there seems to be almost a moral obligation to continue to offer it; and. 

· Often TfW is one of a number of SET programmes delivered by a provider. As such it is continued to be offered as there is, perhaps, a desire to avoid alienating a key funder.

4.9
In general terms it would seem to be easier for the large providers to cross- subsidise their TfW activities. They run other programmes and it often seems as if these can be used to support TfW trainees, for example by allowing them to access specialist support. The situation of the smaller providers is more difficult. Often they are offering few other programmes. Accordingly they may be making a real cash loss on TfW provision.

4.10
Both providers, and the Area 1 LECs, were asked what they felt was a realistic level of weekly payment. To some extent the answers were conditioned by the money going into other programmes such as New Deal. The answers ranged from £55 to £75. Some of the LEC responses felt that TfW was currently not able to respond to identified skill shortages in the local labour market (for example  in construction and engineering) because of the low levels of weekly payments. This would seem to indicate that there is a need to think more strategically about TfW, something that was raised in Paragraphs 3.13 and 3.14. Is it simply a programme to get people into jobs, regardless of their skill levels, or should it be used more strategically to respond to higher level skill shortages? The answer might depend upon local circumstances (in political and labour market terms). However it would seem to be a debate that is worth airing.  

4.11
The brief also asked that the issue of weekly or block payments be considered. This did not seem to be an issue with the providers. None raised it and when it was discussed with them they invariably had no views upon it. Accordingly it has not been explored in any detail (Paragraph 1.4).

Other Funding Issues
4.12
In the course of the interviews a number of other funding issues emerged. The key ones were:-

· The advent of New Deal which, with its employment subsidy, was felt to have made TfW trainees less attractive to employers. Although they tended to be well motivated the lack of any wage subsidy outweighed this benefit in the eyes of employers. This was seen as being one reason for TfW’s worsening performance in placing its clients into jobs in comparison with programmes such as New Deal; and
· The amount of additional money that TfW participants received. This is currently £10, an amount which has apparently not changed for a number of years (Paragraph 2.7). Given that trainees were having to pay the first £4 of travelling expenses (in the SET area) it was felt that there as a need to review these payment levels.


Conclusions

4.13
SET’s TfW payment profile is slightly below average when compared to other LECs. This is mainly a reflection of the low weekly payment rather than major variations in job and qualification output payments. However SET seems to be less flexible than other LECs in its approach to funding certificated qualifications. Several providers quoted examples of trainees who had job offers that depended upon having an industry recognised certificate. In some instances the cost of these was not covered by TfW outcome payments and the job offer was lost. 
4.14
There seems to be a degree of cross-subsidy of TfW from other programmes. However, the true extent of such subsidy is not always clear and is probably overstated. Despite this, it may be that consideration should be given to increasing the level of weekly payment in order to ensure that TfW remains an attractive programme to run for providers.


4.15
A wider issue relates to the objectives of TfW. Should it be used as a programme to address skill shortages or are its objectives more short term: to get the unemployed into work, regardless of the level of skill or the sustainability of the jobs they obtain? In essence, as Paragraph 3.14 made clear, there may be a need to clarify the market failure that TfW is addressing. Is it a supply or a demand side initiative? Originally it was the former. However as the client group has changed TfW seems less relevant in its current form. Whether this means that it should be restructured to address demand is an issue that is considered in greater detail in Chapters 7 and 8.
5.
Area 1 Local Enterprise Company Survey

Introduction

5.1
To gain views on TfW, and identify good practice, an email survey was undertaken of the Area 1 LECs.  Part of this covered TfW funding. The detail of this is not dealt with in this Chapter as it has been covered more comprehensively in Chapter 4. However overall funding levels are analysed and compared with the size of the client group in each LEC area. This is the starting point.  


Funding

5.2
The 4 Area 1 LECs have budgeted for a total spend of £3.26 million on TfW in 2003/04 (Table 5.1). This varied from £1.5 million in Fife to £0.11 million in Grampian. At £1.1 million Tayside is one of the bigger spenders. The Table also compares LEC expenditure to the percentage of the Area 1 eligible client group that each LEC accounts for. 

TABLE 5.1

Comparison of TfW Expenditure with Unemployment Levels
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E

	Local Enterprise  Company Area
	TfW 2003/04 budget
	Percentage of Area 1’s TfW spend
	Percentage of Area 1’s 25+ 6 to 18 month unemployed1
	Ratio of C/D2

	Grampian
	   £110,000
	3
	12
	0.25

	Forth Valley
	   £550,000
	17
	22
	0.77

	Tayside
	£1,100,000
	34
	32
	1.06

	Fife
	£1,500,000
	46
	34
	1.35

	TOTAL
	£3,260,000
	100
	100
	1.00


Notes:-

1.
Data sourced from NOMIS and relates to claimant based unemployment for May 2003.

2.
The ratios show the extent to which the LECs spend more, or less, on TfW than the percentage of Area 1’s TfW eligible unemployed client group they account for. Figures under 1 indicate an “under-spend”, more than 1 an “overspend”.   
5.3
On this crude comparison it can be seen that:-

· Grampian and Forth Valley seem to “under-spend”, in so far as they are both spending proportionally less than their share of the client group would justify. In Grampian’s case there is a substantial deviation, with the LEC only accounting for 3% of TfW spend whilst it   contains 12% of the client group;

· Fife, at the other extreme, overspends, accounting for almost half of TfW spend whilst it  has around a third of the eligible client group; and

· Tayside is almost in balance.
These differences would seem to reflect the differing priorities and budget levels   of each LEC, with some apparently according TfW greater priority than others. 


Targets

5.4
It is difficult to compare the targets set by individual LECS for TfW as there seems to be no uniformity across the Network. For example, considering employment measures across Area 1:-

· One LEC has targets for the number of trainees who are in work within 6 months of leaving the programme and those who are in work  3 months after   gaining their first job;

· Another has 6 month targets and a further target for 6 month plus jobs; and

· A third has 7 day and 3 month job targets.

This diversity is reflected in other measures and sub-measures. Given this comparisons, certainly in terms of cost per output, are of limited value. There would, however, seem to be merit in moving towards a greater degree of standardisation so that it becomes possible to compare outputs, if only in terms of unit costs.


Training Delivery

5.5
The 4 Area 1 LECS contract with a total of 45 providers (13 in Fife, 12 each in Forth Valley and Tayside and 8 in Grampian). The providers include:-

· Locally based private training companies (37% of the total);

· Further education colleges (20%);

· United Kingdom-wide organisations, for example Apex and JHP (21%);

· Scotland-wide organisations such as the Scottish Wildlife Trust (11%);

· Local authorities (9%); and

· One university (2%).

5.6
Some of the providers have charitable status. For some this may be significant as it conditions the type of trainees they are catering for (for example those with substance abuse problems).  What is, however, of greater interest is the diversity of providers within the LECs, with all contracting across the range, covering public, private and education providers.

5.7
Table 5.2 looks at the numbers of providers offering specific types of training. This is probably an underestimate as some of the colleges, although advertising a specific range of courses, are likely to be willing to offer access to other provision if the trainee indicates an interest. Accepting this caveat, it can be seen that, both overall and in the individual LECs:-

· Information technology is the commonest type of provision, particularly the European Computer Driving Licence (ECDL);

· Providers then offer a range of specific courses and support aimed at improving general employability, for example motivational training and job search;

· Various types of administrative training  are then on offer, such as a Vocational Qualification Level 2 in administration;

· There is then a range of  more target vocational  provision aimed at such things as construction, engineering, distribution and retailing; and 

· The “Other” category is quiet diverse covering a range of activities such as call centre training and environmental conservation.

5.8
Overall the majority of provision, as indicated by the types of courses on offer, tends to be general rather than specifically targeted at particular vocational areas. Given that the national evaluation of TfW (Cambridge Policy Consultants, 1998) found that only half of trainees were in jobs that made use of their training, this could be justified. The assumption must be that the training was being used as a means to an end, the end being the increase in confidence and motivation and the development of a variety of workplace “core” skills.  However, it may be that the link between the type of training on offer and labour market needs is something that could be given further thought. This is returned to in Paragraphs 5.20-22.

TABLE 5.2


Providers Offering the Indicated Training Courses
	Type of Training
	Fife
	Forth Valley
	Grampian
	SET
	TOTAL

	Information Technology (ECDL)1
	9 (5)
	6 (2)
	5 (4)
	10(8)
	30 (19)

	Employability
	5
	4
	 
	9
	18

	Administration
	5
	4
	2
	4
	15

	Construction
	5
	1
	
	4
	10

	Engineering
	2
	1
	3
	3
	9

	Distribution/Retail
	4
	
	1
	3
	8

	Customer care
	4
	1
	1
	2
	8

	Food/hygiene
	4
	
	
	1
	5

	Driving (PCV, HGV)
	1
	1
	
	1
	3

	Media
	
	1
	
	1
	2

	Other (for example call centre training, Environmental Conservation, CISCO Network Associate, various SVQs and horticulture)
	4
	
	2
	4
	10

	TOTAL
	43
	19
	14
	42
	118


Note:-

1.
The figure in brackets indicates the number of Information Technology courses that lead to a European Computer Driving Licence (ECDL).  

5.9
None of the LEC areas made use of the type of delivery systems in place in Dunbartonshire (where a separate organisation has responsibility for securing placements and jobs).


Weekly Payments
5.10
There was a degree of concern expressed about the level of the providers’ weekly payment. The only respondent to offer a revised figure felt that something in the £55 to £75 range would bring TfW in line with other programmes. However this was, in part, motivated by concerns that TfW was not providing the skilled labour that was in demand in the local labour market.


TfW’s Effectiveness
5.11
The survey was not a detailed evaluation of TfW. Respondents were, however, asked for their views on the programme’s effectiveness. The general opinion was that it was an effective programme in terms of getting trainees into work. In part this was as the   trainees were motivated and the labour market in certain areas was buoyant, making securing work relatively simple for those that had drive and confidence.

5.12
However, there was a general feeling that TfW provision was too driven by local training providers’ capacities, rather than labour market considerations. Given this, it was felt not to be very effective in meeting labour market demands in certain sectors: for example construction and engineering. However such comments may be overestimating the ability of TfW to meet skill shortages that in some instances, for example the construction industry, are of very long standing. It must also be questioned if TfW is a suitable programme to meet the demand for high level skills in the labour market, given its funding levels and duration.


Good Practices

5.13
Scottish Enterprise Fife (SEF) has elements of good practice, although some of what is being done seems to be similar to initiatives underway in Tayside.  SEF runs 2 programmes:-

· An Individual Initiative Fund (IIF). This is targeted at those who have been unemployed for at least 4 weeks. They need to have a confirmed job offer which they are unable to take up as they need training or certification. Up to    £1,000 can be provided towards the cost of short courses (lasting no more than 4 weeks). Such courses must, however, not be available through TfW.  IIF is managed on SEF’s behalf by Careers Scotland who are responsible for providing guidance and checking that the trainee has a job offer.  IIF seems   to be a way of overcoming the problems (faced by some trainees and providers) of being unable to pay for training costs within the TfW budget as well as being more flexible than TfW in terms of its eligibility criteria; and

· Customised Training for Work. This is targeted at TfW eligible clients. If an employer is willing to employ such a person then SEF enters into a contractual relationship with the employer and will give them   £1,000 to pay for the costs of re- or upskilling. This can be on-the-job or more formal provision leading to a qualification. Regardless of the type of provision, it is   delivered through a personalised training plan which is implemented over a minimum of 4 weeks. The money is released upon   completion of training and after the employee has been in post for 7 days (£500) and 13 weeks (£500).

5.14
Both programmes, although separate from TfW, could be seen as being a response to some of the rigidities in TfW and the competition it faces from New Deal which has made TfW trainees less attractive to recruit. In particular the £1,000 grant through Customised Training could be seen as a form of employment subsidy thereby making the trainee more attractive to employers and overcoming one of the problems commented upon earlier (Paragraph 4.12).


Improving TfW

5.15
The suggestions made for improving TfW’s effectiveness tend to reflect respondents’ views on the role they feel TfW should play, rather than necessarily, the role that it is funded to fill. However this may indicate that the role and funding of TfW needs to be reviewed in the light of changes in unemployment and tighter labour markets. This is no doubt something that the current national review will consider.

5.16
Whilst there were a variety of views expressed, it is possible to categorise these according to the stages trainees are on as they move onto, and progress through, TfW:-

· Prior to entering the programme there was  a view that more informed guidance, assessment and  referral procedures were needed, as often people who were unsuited to the programme were admitted;

· The eligibility criteria needed to be made more flexible. For example it was suggested that TfW participation should be open to any redundant workers (not just those in redundancies defined as large scale) and the period unemployed before accessing TfW should be reduced (one suggestion being to 3 months);

· Related to this is the need for better networking, in terms of improved links with specialist support agencies such as those dealing with substance abuse and literacy and numeracy. Underlying this is the view, which seems to be common throughout the Network and amongst training providers, that increasingly those coming onto TfW are not job ready. Accordingly there is a need to address other problems before they can benefit from TfW participation;

· Once on the programme then the training provided needed to be tailored to local labour market demands, rather than being supply driven. One suggestion was that there needed to be more of an attempt to use TfW to develop customised training packages in conjunction with employers, something that SET is well on the way to doing with its contact centre training. However, for this to happen, there was a need for budgets to be more flexible and relate more to the true costs of provision;

· If training was to be tailored to   local labour market needs then there had to be greater flexibility in the length of time over which it was provided. At the moment this was adequate to meet demands for semi-skilled labour but was not capable of meeting demands from such industries as construction; 

· Once in work thought needed to be given to providing progressive support. It may be that this will increase in importance as the client group continues to change and has more non-work related problems; and

· If TfW was to continue to support those who were not job ready then the targets and outcome payments may need to be rethought. It was felt that, at the moment, the programme tended to be too target driven to be of much help to the very disadvantaged. There was also a need to separate pre-employment and employment support far more explicitly and have separate targets and outcomes for each. At the moment this was not the case and the programme’s objectives were, as a result, unclear and confused.
5.17
The interesting thing about these views is that there is considerable overlap with the views and opinions of the other interviewees. These can be summarised as a feeling that the programme needed to be revised, both so that it more effectively met the changing needs of the unemployed and of employers’ demands for specific types of labour and skills. The implication of this is that the programme has been allowed to drift so that, if it is being driven by anyone, it is the training providers. They, not unnaturally, offer training that is cost effective to them, given the payment levels. This no doubt reflects the numbers of providers offering ECDL and non-vocational courses (Table 5.2).

Conclusions

5.18
The survey has uncovered variations in funding levels (in comparison with individual LECs’ shares of the TfW client group) and the application of different output targets across Area 1. However, rather than differences, it is the similarities that are more apparent. For example:-

· There is a focus in training upon generic/transferable skills rather than courses aimed at meeting specific vocational needs; and

· A view that the programme needs to be recast. This involves more effective client assessment and guidance, networking with specialist providers and a move away from what is seen as a programme   driven by training providers   to one that offers programmes that are targeted at the needs of the local labour market.

5.19
Recasting TfW, so that it more effectively meets the needs of the unemployed is likely to be, in principle, uncontentious. The extent to which the programme should target employers’ needs and, in particular, try to meet specific skill shortages (construction and engineering being identified), needs further debate.

5.20
The point has already been made that only half of TfW trainees go into jobs that make use of their TfW training (Paragraph 2.12). In part this reflects the nature of the labour market, where increasingly many of the relatively low-skilled jobs that TfW trainees are likely to move into require more attitude and aptitude than vocational skills. As such, if training of whatever type, can develop confidence and motivation then trainees are likely to be able to obtain work, regardless of whether this is in an area for which they have been trained. There is also the danger that concentrating too closely upon industry-specific training can make the trainees very vulnerable to any subsequent economic changes.

5.21
Whilst concentrating more upon higher level skills and qualifications that meet labour market demands can be justified (see Paragraph 3.13), there must be concern  over whether  this  is  the appropriate route to go down for the TfW, given  trainees’ characteristics (Cambridge Policy Consultants, 1998). If there are skill shortages in the local labour market, that require in-depth training, it might be more effective to design a specific training programme to meet these rather than try to  use TfW to achieve objectives for which it was not designed. There is also a degree of inconsistency over proposing to use TfW in this way, given the general agreement that the client group is increasingly not job ready.

5.22
In conclusion there seem to be 2 needs which it may be difficult to reconcile through TfW: the need to provide a more effective service for trainees who are not job ready and the need to tailor training more closely to the needs of the local labour market. The implication is that there needs to be greater clarity over TfW’s objectives: in particular is it a programme driven by trainee or employer needs? This is returned to in Chapter 8.
6.
Project Complementarity

Introduction

6.1
The purpose of this Chapter is to consider the extent to which TfW complements, or overlaps with other provision aimed at getting the unemployed back into work.   In the course of the interviews questions were asked about the extent to which the TfW target group was catered for by other programmes and attempts made to identify any gaps in provision. In addition some detailed information was obtained from Dundee City which looked at the range of programmes on offer there.


The Range of Provision

6.2
Within the SET area there is a range of provision aimed at the unemployed. This can be categorised in a variety of overlapping ways. For example it varies by:-

· Geography, with some, for example TfW, being available throughout the area, other programmes are local authority specific, whilst others are available only to those who are resident in small areas such as Social Inclusion Partnerships (SIPs) or Community Economic Development Areas or their equivalent;
· The age of the unemployed person. This is particularly the case with New Deal which is increasingly segmented according to age with different age groups being able to access different types of support;  
· The length of time the person had been unemployed. For example, TfW participants have generally  to   be unemployed for 6 months whilst New Deal 25 Plus caters for those who have been unemployed for more than 18 months; and

· Specific characteristics of the unemployed person. For example lone parents and former substance abusers have specific programmes to support them.


Programme Complementarity

6.3
Give this range of provision is there any evidence that TfW either duplicates, overlaps or complements what is currently on offer? 
6.4
In terms of duplication New Deal was mentioned.  However this may reflect limited awareness of the different eligibility criteria. Certainly the view of a number of interviewees, who were interviewed face-to-face, was that the 2 programmes complemented, rather than duplicated, one another. TfW covered the 6 to 18 months period of unemployment for the 25 plus age group.  After 18 months then New Deal was the programme that catered for this group.  Evidence for such complementarity comes from the views of the Area 1 respondents that New Deal had impacted upon TfW by taking away the client group, in particular those who had been unemployed for more than 18 months. One secondary effect was said to be a fall in the number of providers contracted to deliver TfW and the resultant reduced choice of courses offered to trainees. Given this there is no evidence that TfW is duplicating other programmes to any great extent (Paragraph 6.6). This is not to say that there may not be programmes or services, especially area specific ones such as ones run by the SIPs, that TfW trainees could use. However there is no evidence that there is any duplication in that programmes with similar objectives are competing for the same client group.

6.5
Overlaps of provision are limited and seem mainly concentrated upon specific local initiatives so that the impact upon TfW was minimal.  Programme eligibility criteria mean that TfW trainees have very little other general provision. The main services that they can access are the Programme Centres, which provide support with job search and applications. This may overlap with the support that TfW trainees can obtain from their training providers and from Jobcentre Plus when they reach the end of their TfW placement. However such overlap seems negligible in terms of its impact.

 6.6
All respondents felt that TfW was complemented by other programmes. The programmes cited covered: New Deal; locally based intermediate labour market initiatives (participation on which is voluntary, albeit often subject to a minimum period of unemployment); specific specialised programmes run under New Futures; and individual LEC programmes, such as SET and Fife’s Individual Initiative Funds which provide short periods of training to help people get work. Generally these programmes are complementary, in so far as they are not duplicating TfW but have different eligibility criteria. However, at the margins there is a degree of duplication. For example some of those who are funded through the Individual Initiative Funds may be TfW eligible in some circumstances. However this overlap is limited.

6.7
Programme complementarity also exists within the range of provision offered by specific training providers. However this is   more a function of TfW’s financial stringencies that a planned approaches to provision of support to the unemployed. The main type of complementarity arises when training providers use other programmes, for which they have contracts, to support TfW trainees, for example Programme Centres. 
6.8
Arguably complementarity also exists in the way that there is a degree of progression in the type of programmes that the unemployed are eligible for, according to the length of time they have been out of work. For example the over 25s, who are unemployed for between 6 and 18 months, are eligible for TfW. Beyond this they become eligible for New Deal 25 Plus. If they are still unable to obtain work after having been on New Deal then they may be eligible to participate in Step Up, which aims to give intensive support to former New Dealers. 

6.9
Accordingly it seems as if TfW is dealing with a discrete client group for whom there is limited alternative provision. Were TfW not to exist then, although it may be possible to access general support in terms of job search, it seems as if there is little or no provision  to provide training and job placement services to the over 25s who have been unemployed for 6 to 18 months. TfW therefore   seems to be a unique service. Its voluntary nature increases this status. However, SET has begun to develop other training provision that both complements TfW and could be built upon to develop alternative training models.

SET’s Complementary Training Provision
6.10
SET offers 2 initiatives that complement TfW and have potential to be used as an alternative to the current provider driven model of provision. These are:-

· The Tayside Individual Initiative Fund which offers bespoke training (costing up to £1,000 and lasting for a maximum of 4 weeks) which is either linked to a job offer or is felt to improve the trainee’s chances of gaining employment. The Fund is open to anyone who has been unemployed for 4 weeks of more. Generally if applicants are eligible for other programmes (such as TfW) they will be refereed to them. However, is someone has a job offer then they may be supported through the Fund regardless of their eligibility for other programmes; and
· SET has run a series of bespoke training programmes in response to identified labour supply and demand needs. The first of these was targeted at unemployed graduates. Whilst some graduates might be TfW eligible, it was felt that the programmes, as offered by most providers, were not suited to them, given their level of education. Accordingly a tailor-made programme was devised which aimed to build confidence and develop work related   skills and aptitudes. The second programme was devised in conjunction with employers and provided contact centre training. In part this was a reflection of employers’ unhappiness with existing provision which often did not meet the sector’s needs. The programme has run for 3 phases and has been progressively refined so that it is possible for trainees to enter at any one of 4 levels depending upon their degree of attainment. 

6.11
These programmes are more targeted than is TfW, both in terms of specific trainee groups and industrial sectors. However, there seems little to suggest that they could not be developed to provide more focussed, and possibly effective, TfW models. This is returned to in Chapter 8.


Gaps in provision
6.12
Is there any evidence of gaps in provision within the SET area? A number of gaps were identified through the provider and other interviews. These were:-

· The need to have provision for the changing TfW client group. Increasingly trainees are not felt to be job ready, something that was identified in Paragraph 3.6. They often have a range of other needs that have to be solved before they can begin to think about moving into work. These may relate to literacy and numeracy (albeit that this is something that should be dealt with through TfW) or disability. This group would seem to be likely to increase in size, given the political emphasis upon reducing the numbers on non-work related welfare benefit. It may also be that, despite TfW’s voluntary nature, this group faces increasing pressure to go onto TfW, something that the Cambridge study, referred to in Chapter 2 (Paragraph 2.12), identified as an issue; 
· The lack of any training and job placement provision for those who have not been unemployed for the requisite 6 months. Several providers were able to give examples of people who wanted to come onto TfW but were not yet eligible. They were, therefore, forced to wait with the resultant impact upon motivation and morale; and

· A number of providers also felt that the TfW criteria related to redundancies should be relaxed, it being felt to be anomalous that the scale of redundancy, rather than the individuals’ circumstances, should determine whether they were allowed access to the programme. 


Filling these gaps would require TfW to become more flexible and responsive than it currently is.


Networking

6.13
Chapter 4 found that there was limited networking amongst the training providers. Indeed their relationship is characterised by competition rather than co-operation. Although this situation might be difficult to change it may be that some of the problems caused by the changing nature of the client group could be solved if there was more networking. This need not necessarily be amongst the training providers but between the providers and other specialists, for example the organisations that provide   literacy and numeracy support.  
6.14
However for such networking to be effective there may be a need for far greater co-ordination between the various agencies, trainers and specialist providers than currently seems to take place. In its turn this might mean that the various services operate in a way that complements one another far more than seems to be the case at the moment. For example, it would seem sensible for potential TfW trainees, with specific problems that mean that they are not work ready, to be referred to specialist support before they come onto TfW. This would remove the need for the training providers to have to deal with these problems. This is considered in greater detail in Chapter 8. 

Conclusions
6.15
Support for the unemployed has become increasingly segmented according to a growing number of criteria. Despite these changes, and changes in the TfW client group’s characteristics, TfW seems to be a unique programme in that there is no general training and job placement provision for those over 25 who have been unemployed for between 6 and 18 months. It is also a voluntary programme, something that adds to its uniqueness.  

6.16
As a programme TfW could be more flexible. It also seems to be driven by what training providers can offer rather than labour market demands. The complementary approaches that SET has developed (the Initiative Fund and bespoke training) are interesting in that both are driven by demand: from the unemployed and employers. These may offer alternative TfW models that could be more effective than current provision.

6.17
The gaps in provision for the unemployed are increasingly felt to be for those who are eligible for TfW (and want to come onto the programme) but are not job ready.  This group is felt to be difficult to deal with given the TfW funding constraints.  There would seem to be 2 main ways of responding to these client group changes:-
· By recasting TfW as a programme for those furthest from the labour market (as apparently the current national review may suggest); or

· By promoting more effective networking so that potential trainees are referred to specialist provision before they come onto TfW.


It may be that these are not mutually exclusive options. However it would seem to be sensible to explore more fully the use of specialist services before restructuring TfW. This is considered in greater detail in Chapter 8.
7.
 Establishing a “Job Broker”

Introduction
7.1
One of the requirements of the brief was to consider the feasibility of appointing a company, or organisation, to act as a “job broker”. Its remit would be to “find and secure employment for individuals referred to it by training providers”. 
7.2
The background to this relates firstly, to:-

· The existence of a similar initiative, Joblink, operating within the Scottish Enterprise Dunbartonshire area; and 
· The fact that one of the largest training providers within the SET area, Claverhouse, currently has a contract to operate a similar service in Arbroath, as part of the Arbroath Action Programme. This is a year’s pilot project ending in September 2003. The target is to get 24 people into work and ensure that the jobs are still held after 6 months. There is a degree of unhappiness within Angus about this contract, mainly as there seems to be a lack of communication between Claverhouse and other providers in the area. However, it may be that this is simply a reflection of the competition that seems to characterise relationships between providers on Tayside (Paragraph 3.18). In this case this has been exacerbated by Claverhouse winning a contract to provide this service within what was probable seen as another provider’s territory. 
7.3
To explore the desirability of such a development the various interviewees were asked for their views. Scottish Enterprise Dunbartonshire was also consulted to gather further information on Joblink. This information forms the first part of this Chapter.  

Joblink

7.4
The Joblink project operates in the Scottish Enterprise Dunbartonshire area. It acts as an intermediary between employers and unemployed people who are looking for work. However its target client group is project-independent: that is it deals with people who have been on New Deal, TfW or any other programme. It is not intended to replace the links that training providers have with employers but is an additional resource that all can call upon. 

7.5
It operates by providing one-to-one counselling to help people clarify their job and training aspirations. It will then signpost clients to training opportunities and finds appropriate work placements and job openings. To do this it has extensive networks of contacts, both with training providers and local employers.

7.6
Joblink’s key characteristics and opinions on its operations, that are worth highlighting in so far as they seem likely to impact upon any proposals for establishing a similar initiative on Tayside,  are as follows:-
·  Joblink is not itself  a training provider, therefore there is limited scope for conflicts of interest with other providers;

· It does not operate against targets as it was felt that this would potentially detract from its effectiveness in getting clients into work as there might be a temptation to go for the easily filled jobs, which might not be in the clients’ best interests;

· It is funded through the European Social Fund. Part of the necessary match funding came from money that Scottish Enterprise Dunbartonshire had allocated as a start payment under TfW. Given this, it could be argued that it is taking away resources from TfW;

· If Joblink places TfW trainees into work then the training provider still receives the TfW employment outcome payment;

· It is seen as a more effective mechanism for getting people into work than using training providers only. This reflects the fact that Joblink staff have    no incentive to hang onto trainees simply so that the provider can continue to receive either a weekly or some output related payment; and

· Some providers feel that Joblink is duplicating their activities. However, overall, it is felt to be a very effective mechanism for getting trainees into work.


A Tayside Joblink?

7.7
When considering the feasibility of using some job placement intermediary based on the Joblink model in Tayside, a number of factors need to be borne in mind. These are:-
· The geography of Tayside is very different to Dunbartonshire. The SET area is larger and is possibly more economically diverse. There is a fear amongst providers that, were the Joblink model to be introduced, then there would be a tendency to concentrate its activities upon Dundee to the detriment of the more remote parts of Perthshire and Angus;

· Were an attempt to be made to ensure that no parts of the area were disadvantaged then this might be prohibitively expensive as there would be a need to develop links with a wide range of employers throughout the SET area, many of whom, especially in the rural areas, are likely to be small;
· A number of current SET providers are apprehensive about such an approach, feeling that it might result in the amount they received for TfW being reduced;

· As well as this, there was a  fear that a new organisation might cause confusion amongst employers as many providers, especially the larger ones, already have good employer links; 
· There was a fear that any such contract might be placed with an organisation that was an existing training provider. As such that organisation would be given an competitive advantage over other providers; 

· The smaller, “niche”, providers did not feel that such an initiative would offer them much, as they were dealing with a small number of specialist employers (often geographically very widespread) with whom they already had good links; and
· Related to this, the larger providers felt that there would be little benefit from such an approach as they were already very effective in getting their trainees into jobs, largely as they, too, had good employer links.

7.8
The above factors indicate that the providers are generally not in favour of such an approach. However, against this, is the opinion of at least one interviewee that existing providers within Tayside were not very good at getting TfW trainees into jobs. The creation of a dedicated job placement and job finding mechanism was therefore felt to be likely to be of considerable benefit to the out-of-work clientele.


Why a Job Broker?
7.9
It is possible to identify a number of reasons for wanting to introduce a “job broker”, some positive, some negative. These are:-
· A view that this will result in a more effective service for getting the unemployed into work than they currently receive. This reflects a feeling, amongst some, that the current providers are possibly less than effective in getting their clients into employment; and
· A view that training providers may abuse the system of output payments by encouraging trainees to gain higher level qualifications, for which there is limited labour market demand, as this results in the provider gaining additional income. To what extent there is any evidence to justify this view is debatable. However introducing an additional player, whose role is to find trainees’ work, is seen as being a way of overcoming this possibility.

7.10
If such a model is to be developed on Tayside then there needs to be clarity about the reasons for its introduction. If it is primarily motivated by unhappiness with the performance of existing providers then it might be preferable to address this issue explicitly before moving to set up a new initiative, with all the costs and management problems that this would entail For example, one way forward might be to change the payment profile so that securing a job resulted in a higher payment.  
7.11
If, however, there as a political desire to move forward with this idea then the following factors need to be considered:-

· It seems unlikely that such a “broker” could operate effectively, and economically, throughout all of the SET area. Accordingly there would seem to be a need to define its area of activity. The obvious focus would be Dundee as not only is there a concentration of jobs there,   but it is also contains a significant proportion of the target client group. However, against this has to be set the fact that Dundee is also the base for 2 of the largest providers, one of whom, Claverhouse, has extensive employer links and a good reputation for placing clients into work. As such there could well be conflict  were another organisation to be funded to  undertake what could be seen as being a competitive activity;
· Related to this, it might be difficult to justify such an intervention, in terms of market failure, without a more detailed examination of TfW’s performance in placing trainees into work;

· The numbers of TFW starts might not be sufficient to justify a dedicated “job broker” services. Accordingly, to ensure that such a organisation had a sufficiently large client base, there might be  a need to ensure that the service was, like Dunbartonshire’s Joblink, available to a larger pool of   potential clients;

· Were any “job broker” service to be funded through TfW monies (for example by allocating the employment related payments to the broker) there would be a great danger that the resultant decline in payments would result in some providers ceasing to deliver TfW, given the current complaints about the adequacy of funding; and
· Were any “job broker” contract to be given to an existing provider then, as well as the inevitable complaints about unfair competition, care should be taken to ensure that the provider was not being paid twice for job outcomes, once for its job broker role and once for its TfW output payments.


Conclusions
7.12
The job broker role seems superficially attractive. However, before going down this route SET should clarify why it wants to do this. If it is because of unhappiness with the performance of existing providers in getting trainees into work then an initial step might be to try to address this by changing the payment profile, in particular to fund a job outcome at a higher level. It would also seem sensible to discuss this issue more fully with providers before making any change. 

8.
Developing an Alternative Training for Work Model


Introduction
8.1
The earlier Chapters have concluded that TfW, in its current   form, seems to be having difficulties adequately meeting the needs of employers and the unemployed. This is mainly as labour market conditions have changed considerably whilst the programme has not. This Chapter looks at the possibility of developing a revised TfW model that, if implemented, would meet some of the criticisms that are currently made. It starts by looking at TfW’s broad objectives and the delivery models that could attain these.

Alternative Delivery Models  
8.2
Two broad options for TfW’s objectives can be identified: that it is to be a programme whose purpose is to:-

· Get the unemployed into work. As such it either directly, or by networking, provides them with the advice, support and training they require. Given the changed characteristics of the unemployed this implies that support is increasingly focussed on non-work related problems.   This is the SUPPLY model; or

· Meet the demand of employers for labour. As such its focus is upon providing vocational training driven by employers’ requirements. This is the DEMAND model.

Clearly the 2 models may, at the margins, overlap. However the crucial difference is that the DEMAND model assumes that trainees are job ready whereas the SUPPLY model does not. The characteristics of each model are compared in Table 8.1.
8.3
In terms of delivery, adopting either model might pose problems for existing training providers. In particular:-

· The SUPPLY model implies a far higher level of intervention and support than may currently be possible; and

· The DEMAND model would require a move away from the type of general non-vocational training that currently typifies what is on offer to  far more targeted vocational programmes that meet industry standards and needs. This may not always be possible simply by offering Vocational Qualifications. It may be necessary to work closely with employer and trade organisations to ensure that what is on offer is acceptable to employers.
8.4
The 2 models are presented as alternatives. This has the merit of focusing upon the perceived shortcomings of the current TfW programme. However it is possible to think of other permutations. For example:-

TABLE 8.1


Comparing the Training for Work Models
	Criterion
	SUPPLY Model’s   Characteristics
	DEMAND Model’s Characteristics

	Key partners
	Support agencies
	Employers

	Employer links
	Limited/remote
	 Close and targeted

	Type of Training  
	Generic
	Industry specific

	Training  focus
	Confidence and motivation
	Vocational

	Trainee characteristics
	Multiple barriers
	Limited barriers

	Targeted job vacancies
	Turnover
	Hard-to-fill vacancies

	Employment additionality
	 Low
	Medium to high

	Financial costs
	Low
	Moderate to high

	Policy complementarity
	Economic/social exclusion
	Company/sector growth


· Both models could be offered by different providers with a more thorough pre-admission scrutiny of trainees so that those who are job ready go down the DEMAND route, those who are not the SUPPLY route. This could replace the current   routing system which seems to be largely based on the preferences of individual trainees. This is the PARALLEL model;

· Offering both, again through different providers, but with the SUPPLY model being used to bring trainees up to the job-ready level. Once at this level then they can either leave to obtain a job or they can be routed onto the DEMAND model in order to upgrade their skills. This is the PROGRESSIVE model; or

· Combining both models into a ROOT and BRANCH TfW programme. Under this option all trainees would undertake an initial period of core skills training, covering such things as inter-personal skills, team working, confidence building and literacy and numeracy support. Given the varying abilities of trainees such training would be tailored to the needs of individuals and would last for varying periods of time. Once these “core” skills had been developed then trainees would be given advice as to their work options. For some the next stage might be to exit to secure a job. However others might have the ability and interest in pursuing more advanced vocational training. They could then be routed down a number of branches where the vocational training would concentrate upon industry specific skills. These could cover relatively low skilled sectors such as retail, hospitality and contact centre work and (assuming resources were available) more skilled training for such sectors where there are hard-to-fill vacancies caused  by a lack of skilled labour. Construction might fall into this category. This is very similar to the approach that SET uses through its provision of bespoke training (Paragraph 6.10).
8.5
In total 5 models have been proposed of which 3 (PARALLEL, PROGRESSIVE AND ROOT and BRANCH) are essentially hybrids which amalgamate the SUPPLY and DEMAND models in different ways. The various models have different advantages and disadvantages, which can be derived from Table 8.1.


Delivering Literacy and Numeracy Support
8.6
Regardless of which of the models and options are selected, thought needs to be given as to how best to provide literacy and numeracy support. Two broad options can be identified:-
· Identifying those with literacy and numeracy problems at the initial pre-admission assessment and then routing them to specialist providers; or
· Dealing with problems as they are encountered in the course of training. This would require a far more flexible approach and resources to react to problems as and when identified.

8.7
Of the 2 options, the first is administratively the more attractive. However, discussion with literacy and numeracy specialists indicates that the second may be the most effective in terms of solving problems. Many of those who, judged in an objective fashion, have literacy and numeracy difficulties, may not recognise this. It is only when they are placed in a situation in which these problems mean they are unable to perform   work related tasks adequately that they accept they have a problem and then become willing to accept help in solving it. It is also felt that dealing with problems such as literacy and numeracy in a class room situation may not be the most effective approach, especially as many of the target group may have had poor experiences in the conventional education system.  
8.8
Accordingly the most effective option would seem to be to deal with these problems as, and when, they arise. This then raises the issue of who is best suited to provide such support, given that the current situation seems to be less than ideal.

8.9
If literacy and numeracy support is to be provided in parallel with core skills and vocational training 3 broad option for delivery can be proposed:-

· Using existing training providers;

· Using literacy and numeracy specialist accessed through the Community Learning Partnerships or their equivalents; or

· Up-skilling the   staff in the training providers using the literacy and numeracy specialist.

What underlies the third option is a view from the specialists that the support offered by the training providers is possibly not of a high enough standard. There is, however, certainly in Dundee, experience of specialists working with providers to increase the quality of what they deliver. 

Conclusions

8.10
This Chapter has outlined a variety of options for revising TfW. The next Chapter derives a number of conclusions based on the earlier research, selects one of the models and makes a number   of detailed recommendations for revising TfW.
9.
Conclusions and Recommendations

Introduction

9.1
The earlier Chapters have considered a range of information about TfW and its operations and have outlined a series of alternative delivery models. This final Chapter brings this information together, explicitly addresses the issues that were contained within the brief (Paragraph 1.1), and makes a number of recommendations derived from these.

Conclusions

9.2
The main conclusions about TfW’s operations are that:-

· It is felt to be a unique programme in that it  provides the only training and   job placement support for the over 25s who are not eligible for New Deal. Were it to cease to exist then this group would have very limited additional support to help it get into work. It follows from this that little or no duplication or overlap between TfW and other programmes was found;
· In addition to its client group, the programme’s unique features are its voluntary nature, which results in trainees being motivated and committed, and its flexibility so that it can readily respond to identified labour market needs. However the providers’ views on flexibility were not always shared by others, especially the Area 1 LECs;
· The programme has changed its emphasis in recent years placing more stress on getting trainees into jobs rather than gaining  qualifications;

· There is some concern about this as it is felt that this is emphasising short-term job placement goals at the expense of the longer term skill needs of the local economy;

· The characteristics of the client group have changed, with more people now coming onto the programme who are not job ready. This is causing problems for some providers;

· The providers in the SET area seem not to co-operate, other than at the margins, as a network. Competition, rather than co-operation,  characterises the situation;
· Provision within the SET area is focused upon Dundee. There does, however seem to be an under-representation of places in Angus, given this area’s share of the  TfW client group;
· Funding for the programme has decreased on a per trainee week basis in recent years. Not only has the weekly per capita sum decreased but variable  payments are no longer made to reflect the extent of trainees’ support needs;
· Overall SET’s TfW payment profile is lower than that of other LECs. The main cause of this is the lower level of weekly payment rather than the job or qualification output payments. These latter payments are reasonably similar over the Network;
· All providers claimed that they were cross-subsidising TfW from other programmes, albeit that these claims are not always as clear cut as they seem;
· Providers generally find the level of output funding acceptable, with 2 exceptions: the inability to fund qualifications that cost more than the standard amount; and the lack of flexibility in claiming payments which meant that, for example, trainees who obtained jobs outwith the set  periods  could not be claimed for;

· The Area 1 LEC survey found that most providers were concentrating upon generic, non-vocational provision with an emphasis upon such  activities as Information Technology and employability;  

· The LECS felt that provision was driven by training providers rather than trainee or employer needs;

· There was a general view in Area 1 that TfW needed to be recast. Suggestions for improvements covered: better guidance, assessment and referral systems; greater flexibility; more networking; closer tailoring of provision to labour market needs; and a review of payment levels;

· SET had set up 2 initiatives that, in part, could be seen as a response to TfW’s rigidities: the Individual Initiative Fund and the development of a range of bespoke training programmes;

· The  identified gaps in service provision related to: those who were job ready but were unable to enter TfW as they had not yet met the eligibility criterion of 6 months unemployment; and those who were TfW eligible but were not job ready as they had a variety of other problems that need to be overcome; and
· The establishment of some form of “job broker” similar to the Dunbartonshire model, needs to be treated with caution and the reasons for moving towards this model clarified. If the main reason is unhappiness with the providers’ success in getting trainees into work then this might initially be addressed by increasing the payment levels for placing a trainee into a job.

Underlying the findings was a view that TfW was not now meeting the needs of the unemployed client group, nor employers, very effectively. In part this was as programme changes had not kept pace with changes in the client group and the labour market.


The Study’s Aims
9.3
The study was to address a number of specific issues. For the sake of clarity these are dealt with separately here, although some have already been touched upon in Paragraph 9.2 and will be dealt with again in the Recommendations section of this Chapter.

9.4
The main issues and the findings are:-
· SET’s payment profile is below the LEC average. This is mainly caused by the low level of  weekly payments, rather than major variations in the levels of qualification or job output payments; 
· Payments do not always cover the true costs of training, especially for more specialist provision which may be in demand in the labour market;

· The way in which SET funds TfW does not seem to be an issue. Accordingly there seems no reason why payments on a weekly basis should not continue;
· The main gaps in provision  are:-

· For those who do not meet the TfW eligibility criterion 6 month unemployment threshold but who want to enter the programme. This group has very little alternative provision that can be accessed; and

· Those who want, and are eligible, to enter the programme but are not job ready. The providers increasingly find it difficult to meet the needs of this group economically;  and
· It is not recommended that the “job broker” model be pursued without further clarification of the reasons for this. 


An Alternative TfW Model

9.5
Chapter 8 outlined 5 alternative TfW models and proposed options for delivering literacy and numeracy support. In proposing a way forward there are 2 aims. These are to recast TfW so that it:-
· Enables the needs of the unemployed client group to be met effectively; and

· Goes some way towards meeting employers’ labour needs, not merely for jobs that can be accessed as there is staff turnover, but also for those that are hard-to-fill because of real skill shortages.


This may seem idealistic, especially when the earlier Chapters have claimed that TfW does not adequately meet the needs of the unemployed or of employers. However, it is felt that the preferred model can meet both aims, especially if trainees have a variety of exit routes. These routes will enable matches to be made between trainees’ aspirations and abilities and the varying needs of employers.

9.6
Given this, the preferred option is the ROOT and BRANCH model (Paragraph 8.4). This would be structured as follows:-

· An initial in-depth assessment to identify job aspirations and core and vocational training needs. The outcome would be a personalised training plan;

· A period of core skills training, tailored to individual’s needs. The emphasis would be upon developing: confidence; team work skills; inter-personal skills; basic work disciplines; and job search approaches and skills. The length of time trainees participate would be tailored to needs and abilities. Training would be structured to allow appropriate milestones to be attained. However payments to providers would not be target based, given the wide variations in trainees’ needs and abilities;
· Once core skills had been covered then trainees would have 2 options:-

· They could exit to obtain a job. In appropriate circumstances the Individual Initiative Fund could be used to provide appropriate job specific training; or

· They could be routed onto a variety of vocational training courses. These would be developed to meet both areas where there were identified job vacancies, perhaps caused by labour turnover, and areas where there were identified skill shortages which required more in-depth training. The “model” would be SET’s experiences with contact centre training. A prerequisite for success would be that training would meet employers’ needs. As such employers would be involved in course design and, perhaps, delivery. For some courses Vocational Qualifications might be appropriate. However this would not be a prerequisite. Given the earlier discussions about the most effective way of dealing with literacy and numeracy problems (Paragraph 8.7), such support would be integrated with training, so that once difficulties were encountered then the appropriate systems would be in place to deal with them.
For both options output payments would be paid to providers for placements, jobs gained, vocational qualifications and successful course completions.

9.7
In terms of delivery the proposals are that:-

· Jobcentre Plus is responsible for initial assessment. However there may be a need for a fresh approach, given the comments made by some interviewees  about the thoroughness and objectivity of assessments currently made before entry to TfW;

· The provision of core skills training could be provided, in part, by Careers Scotland, albeit that it has not been possible to clarify the feasibility of doing this with senior staff. An alternative would be for this to be offered by the  training providers, as currently happens;

· Responsibility for job search, for those who want to exit after core skills training, would be the training providers, with support from Careers Scotland; 
· Vocational training would be offered by the training providers, albeit that they might have to devise new courses in conjunction with employers, rather than concentrating upon the generic provision that currently typifies much of what is on offer; and

· Literacy and numeracy support would be offered by the training providers, initially working in partnership with specialists, with the aim being to raise staff standards to an appropriate level.

9.8
To deliver the above model letters of agreement would need to be drawn up between SET and:-

· Jobcentre Plus;

· Careers Scotland; and

· The various Community Learning Partnerships, or their equivalents, operating within Tayside.

9.9
It is accepted that this model might not be appropriate in some of the more remote rural areas, nor for some of the specialist providers who already target their activities at specific employment “niches”. Accordingly it is proposed that the model be implemented flexibly. One consequence of this might be that delivery in some parts of the SET area, and by some providers, would continue as at present, subject to the specific recommendations made below.
Making the Model Work - Detailed Recommendations
9.10
Following on from the findings, and in the context of the alternative delivery model, a number of Detailed Recommendations can be made. These are that:-

· SET should adopt the practices of other LECs whereby there is greater flexibility in payments for certain qualifications. It is proposed that:-

· If there is evidence (a job offer or other intelligence) that a specific qualification is in demand in the labour market then SET should   funding the true cost of this, either  through the TfW budget or the Individual Initiative Fund;

· The amount to be paid per qualification should be capped. The suggested cap is £1,500. This is around the level that a number of providers suggested was paid for advanced specialist qualifications;  and
· In addition to paying the provider  for the true  costs of such training, the output funding level should remain  at £250, the level for VQ level II+ and Accepted Other Qualifications;  

· The level of weekly payments for those who are not job ready (and are identified as such in the initial assessment) should be increased. A level of £40 for such trainees would be around the average paid by other LECs;

· Funding for other trainees should remain at the current level;
· Eligibility criteria should be made more flexible so that:-

· All of  those  made redundant, regardless of the scale of closure,  can participate in TfW; and
· The 6 month eligibility unemployment threshold should be relaxed for those who are motivated and have a specific aim for coming onto TfW (for example want to gain a  particular qualification). This relaxation should be left to the discretion of providers, within   limits, for example the relaxations to account for no more than 10% of the annual contracted trainee weeks;
· The “job broker” model should not be pursued without a more detailed  analysis of the reasons for wanting to go down this route;
· If one of the reasons for wanting to establish a “job broker” is dissatisfaction with the providers’ record in getting trainees into work this should initially  be responded to by increasing the job output payments rather than by creating a new organisation;
· Consideration should be given to providing more TfW places in Angus, where there seems to be a crude shortage;

· There should be greater flexibility in allowing providers to claim  the output payments, if for example a trainee gets a job outwith the prescribed claim’s  period; and

· Moving towards a payment profile where providers are paid if trainees are in jobs after 6 months should not be pursued as this would pose an unfair burden on providers as well as not reflecting labour market reality.


Conclusions

9.11
Before any of these recommendations, and the alternative TfW model,  are acted upon it is suggested that there should be consultation with the providers and other key players, in particular those identified in Paragraph 9.8 with whom letters of agreement would be drawn up.

Appendix 1

Interviewees

Marion Beattie


Scottish Enterprise Tayside

Tom Black



Angus College

Pamela Buchan


Jobcentre Plus

Stephanie Brown


Instep Initiatives

Marie Dailly (telephone)

Dundee City Council

Lesley Dinning


Instep Initiatives

Susan Edington (telephone)

Scottish Enterprise Fife

Allan Graham



Scottish Wildlife Trust

Irene Kennoway (telephone)

Communities Scotland

Sue McLennan


Highland Perthshire Training Company

Allan Millar 



Dundee City Council 

Douglas Pond



Instep Initiatives
Colin Ross (telephone) 

Communities Scotland

Mandy Soutar



Scottish Enterprise Tayside

Jim Thomson



Claverhouse Group

� Chapter 5, which looks at TfW provision by the other Area 1 LECs, analyses the type of provision by LEC area. This information is not covered in this Chapter. 


� Learning and Skills Council, 2003, “Skills in England 2002”, February. 
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