Research and evidence grouped by theme

1. Commissions (already reviewed)

Fabian Society
October 2015
Hungry for Change: Fabian Commission on Food and Poverty

Faith in Community Scotland
December 2015
The Poverty Truth Commission

Islington Employment Commission
November 2014
Working better: the final report of the Islington Employment Commission

Leicester Council
January 2013
Child Poverty Commission

London Borough of Newham
2008
Tackling Child Poverty Scrutiny Commission

Manchester City Council
March 2010
Greater Manchester Health and Worklessness Commission

Manchester City Council
January 2013
Greater Manchester Poverty Commission

Renfrewshire Council
2014
Tackling Poverty in Renfrewshire

Tower Hamlets Council
February 2010
Tower Hamlets: Reducing Worklessness Among Young Adults











2. Cross-cutting research on poverty and worklessness

Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion (now the Learning and Work Institute)
March 2007
Tackling worklessness and child poverty in London: mapping central, regional and local government initiatives

Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion (now the Learning and Work Institute)
July 2014
Advice, Support and Poverty Evidence Review

Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion (now the Learning and Work Institute)
July 2015
Worklessness, welfare and social housing

Centre for London
December 2015
Inside Out: The New Geography of Wealth and Poverty in London 

Department for Work and Pensions
May 2010
State of the nation report: poverty, worklessness and welfare dependency in the UK

Institute for Fiscal Studies
2015
Living Standards, Poverty and Inequality in the UK

Joseph Rowntree Foundation
August 2014
Reducing Poverty in the UK: a collection of evidence reviews

Joseph Rowntree Foundation
December 2014
The benefits of tackling worklessness and low pay

Joseph Rowntree Foundation
June 2015
A philosophical review of poverty

LGiU
12 November 2015
The English Indices of Deprivation 2015

LSE, Centre for Economic Performance, Stephen Nickell. 
May 2003
Poverty and Worklessness in Britain

New Policy Institute and Trust for London
October 2015
London’s Poverty Profile

Office for National Statistics
May 2015
Persistent Poverty in the UK and EU, 2008-2013

Resolution Foundation
January 2016
Employing new tactics: The changing distribution of work across British households

Resolution Foundation
1 February 2016
The shifting shape of worklessness creates new challenges

The Guardian
10 November 2015
Poverty premium: why it costs so much more to be poor

Trust for London
What’s happening to poverty and opportunity in London? The good, the bad and the ugly

Warwick University
December 2010
Scrutiny of worklessness: a toolkit for scrutineers



3. Housing
Recommendation 10: Address affordability of local housing
Department for Communities and Local Government
October 2015
Pay to Stay: Fairer Rents in Social Housing Consultation

Heriot Watt University
May 2011
Security of tenure in social housing: an international review

Joseph Rowntree Foundation
February 2016
How does housing affect work incentives for people in poverty?

LGiU
27 October 2015
Housing and Poverty - the role of Landlords

New Economics Foundation
Defined Income Scheme: Building more Rented Homes 
 
Real Lives London - a group of London’s largest housing associations which represents one in ten Londoners.The documentary-style project is a place where people share their stories and have their say. 

Shelter
March 2016
Five years of renting

Shelter
March 2016
Can London private renters access the latest home ownership schemes

Shelter
September 2012
Shelter response to Department for Communities and Local Government on High Income Social Tenants: Pay to Stay consultation paper



4. Mental health
Recommendation 5: Focus on mental health; improve employment opportunities for those with long term conditions

LSE, Centre for Economic Performance
June 2015
Do More of Those in Misery Suffer From Poverty, Unemployment or Mental Illness?

I&DeA
2010
Tackling worklessness: mental health and worklessness

Payne, Sarah. University of Bristol.
December 2012.
Mental health, poverty and social exclusion.


5. Vulnerable older people
Recommendation 9: Improve wellbeing for vulnerable older people in the borough. 

Age UK
(Undated)
Loneliness and isolation evidence review

Campaign to end loneliness
(Undated)
Alone in the crowd: loneliness and diversity

Campaign to end loneliness
January 2015
Promising approaches to reducing loneliness and isolation in later life

LGiU
22 February 2015
Loneliness and social isolation in older people

NIACE
May 2015
A better future for us all 

Social care institute for excellence
May 2015
At a glance 60: Preventing loneliness and social isolation among older people

6. The economy and business

Joseph Rowntree Foundation
February 2014
Future of the UK Labour market

Joseph Rowntree Foundation
2015
Overview: analysis of trends

Joseph Rowntree Foundation
November 2015
Employment support for a high- wage economy

London Enterprise Panel
(undated)
London 2036: an agenda for jobs and growth

Brent Council
(undated)
Evaluation of Brent Council’s Navigator Pilot tackling complex constraints to employment amongst excluded residents





[bookmark: _GoBack]Brent’s Labour Market: Meeting the needs of local employers report




Brent Council: An overview of the local economy and its labour market




West London Alliance
2014
Working People, Working Places

7. Intergenerational worklessness, childcare and early years
Family and Childcare Trust
2014
London Childcare Report

Family and Childcare Trust
Undated


Hammersmith and Fulham profile

Field, Frank.
2010
The Foundation Years: Preventing poor children becoming poor adults

Resolution Foundation
October 2015
A poverty of information: Assessing the government’s new child poverty
focus and future trends


8. Integration of diverse communities
Recommendation 6: Improve the employment rates for people from BAME backgrounds
IPPR
2008
Moving up together

IES
2010
Understanding worklessness in Newham: final report


9. Skills 
Recommendation 3: Understand and address skills shortages from local businesses

LGiU
16 November 2015
Apprenticeships: Delivering Skills for Future Prosperity – Ofsted Survey

NIACE
February 2015
No limits: from getting by to getting on 

NIACE
September 2015
Apprentice charter: higher quality, better outcomes

10. Welfare and wages

Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion (now the Learning and Work Institute)
May 2014
The impacts of welfare reform on residents in Tower Hamlets

Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion (now the Learning and Work Institute)
June 2015
The impacts of welfare reform on residents in Brighton & Hove

Centre for London
September 2015
The New ‘National Living Wage’ – What does it mean for London?

Child Poverty Action Group
June 2014
Families on the brink: welfare reform in London

Department for Work and Pensions
January 2006
A new deal for welfare: Empowering people to work

Grover, Chris.
2015
Employment and Support Allowance, the ‘summer budget’ and less eligible disabled people

Institute for Fiscal Studies
February 2016
Female labour supply, human capital and welfare reform

Joseph Rowntree Foundation
17 July 2015
Welfare Reform and Work Bill 

KPMG
2015
The Living Wage: an economic impact assessment

LGiU
26 November 2015
The costs and benefits of paying all the lowest-paid care home workers in the UK the Living Wage

Resolution Foundation
November 2015
Care to pay? Meeting the challenge of paying the National Living Wage in social care

Resolution Foundation
February 2016
Employer responses to the National Living Wage

Resolution Foundation
January 2016
Paved with gold? Low pay and the National Living Wage in Britain’s cities



11. Data
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills statistics

Department for Education statistics

Joseph Rowntree Foundation - an index for all published JRF data and charts on the themes of poverty, place and ageing society.

Nomis, Office for National Statistics – official labour market statistics.

UK Commission for Employment and Skills data

The Poverty Site -- UK Mental Health data
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The Navigator Service

Engages the most excluded residents in Brent with complex constraints to employment, and empowers them to overcome those constraints by signposting to relevant services and advocating for better outcomes







Aims of the pilot: Hard outcomes

Identify and engage 300 households where residents have multiple and complex constraints and are not currently engaging with or getting the best out of services that are available to them



Support individuals in 35% of the actively engaged households to move into employment and 75% of those to sustain employment for six months





Aims of the pilot: Additional outcomes

Address constraints to employment, looking at the whole household

Identifying gaps in services/improving existing services

Reduce the impact of the Overall Benefit Cap

Develop partnerships and break down silo based working across internal and external services

Produce a body of evidence to inform future 		strategy







Engaging residents

No strict eligibility criteria, but focus on those who would benefit most

Engagement via outreach work and co-working with the council’s Housing Benefit team. Extensive door-knocking and visiting community hubs

Selling point to residents was holistic service that broke down silos

Engagement with many more residents than became active cases – still signposted and supported where they could

Engaged 122 active cases overall





Participant characteristics

57% affected by overall benefit cap

Average age 39, 80% female, 60% lone parents, lots of children:















Nearly half living in temporary accommodation

Three in five Black or Black British
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Participant characteristics

Evident constraints

to work:









Support provided by Navigators

Contact at least weekly, but varied a lot

Signposting

Best experiences: building on existing relationships; flexible / ‘drop in’ support; professional and impartial services (CAB); engaging statutory provision (health and education)

Biggest gap in local provision: employment support itself – National Careers Service; Jobcentre Plus; Work Programme providers





Support provided by Navigators


Employment support: job searching, applications, CV preparation, job brokerage with local employers, interview techniques, etc.

Attending appointments

Housing support

Addressing family priorities









Outcomes achieved

A range of intermediate outcomes:















Jobs secured and started by 56 Navigator participants by the end of 2013, a job start rate of 46%, exceeding target of 35%

Of the 36 participants who had started working over six months ago, 34 had remained in work for six months.







Added value? 

49% of the job entries achieved by Navigator participants were additional

Or, if the pilot hadn’t happened, we estimate that 24% of participants (equivalent to 29 participants) would have started work over the period, rather than 46% (equivalent to 56 participants)



- CESI Evaluation 2014







Costs

Final outturn spend of £285,000

Unit costs comparable to mainstream DWP employment provision, but very much on the expensive side:







Savings achieved

Employment programmes usually result in welfare savings, but not the case for the Navigator pilot:

Average increase in Exchequer welfare benefit costs of £205 per week when participants move into work

This means that:

Net increase in national welfare expenditure being claimed in Brent as a result of the pilot was £292,000, slightly higher than costs

Participants were £275 per week better off as a result of entering work

Considering the pilot as a whole, the net impact was to increase Brent resident income by £391,000, 37% higher than costs







Can also look at cashable savings accruing directly to Brent (based on published evidence on burdens worklessness and welfare reform place on councils):















Net impact of the Navigator pilot equates to savings of £187,000 in localised budgets within the council, equivalent to two thirds (66%) of the total cost of the pilot





Savings achieved





Next steps?

Focus on broader outcomes than just employment – locality based? 

Cost-effectiveness most apparent around welfare reform cliff edges (continue to target benefit cap, or focus on direct payment of housing support under UC, or out-of-work residents who lose out most under UC) 

Balance (short term) cost savings against views on residents most in need that the Navigator has proven it can support – precariously housed, ESOL needs, lone parents, etc.
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those they were working with already into employment.

Navigators felt that this reallocation of resources and reprioritisation was somewhat
challenging and disruptive.

“We went through a period of flux for quite & whil...we Knew that certain
priorities were changing, and that did have an impact on morale. It was de-
motivating at times. I think the pilot wes undermined for a while.” (Navigator)

2.2 Characteristics of Navigator participants

Approximately 70 of the 122 Navigator participants (57%) were in households that
were due to be affected by the overall benefit cap. Participants affected by the
benefit cap differed from those who weren't in certain respects (detailed below), and
were broadly similar in others.

The average age of participants was B9, with almost everyone aged 25 and over,
and most in the 25-44 age band. Navigators reported that the majority of
participants were female, and 60% of participants were lone parents. It perhaps
follows that most participants had dependent children, as shown on figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1: Navigator participants by number of dependent children and
whether affected by the benefit cap

mNot affected by the benefit cap  WAffected by the benefit cap

Number of children
w oo

4or more

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 5%
‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent coundl

Figure 2.1 also shows that participants with lots of children were much more ikely to
be affected by the benefit cap, which is not surprising given that the cap is known to
disproportionately affect large families.3 Those particpants who are lone parents

2Department for Work and Pensions (2012) Impact assessment for the beneft cap

9

In terms of ethnicity, figure 2.3 shows that three in five participants were black, a
further 17% were Asian, and only 6% were white. Participants affected by the
benefit cap were slightly more likely to be black than those who weren't.

Figure 2.3: Navigator participants by ethnicity
Other, 12%
whie, 6%

Mixed ethnic

arows, 7% Black or black

Britsh, 56%

Asian or Asian
Brtish, 17%

‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent counl

In terms of tenancy type, figure 2.2 shows that nearly half of Navigator
participants lived in temporary accommodation, while over a third lived in private-
rented accommodation. The figure for temporary accommodation in particular may
seem surprising, but the assodiated high housing costs and more precarious tenancy
status will transiate into employment barriers, which is what the Navigators were
targeting during the recruitment process. The concentration of participants affected
by the benefit cap in temporary accommodation wil similarly reflect the higher cost
of this tenancy type.

Figure 2.2: Navigator participants by tenancy type and whether affected
by the overall benefit cap

mNot affected by the benefit ap  m Affected by the benefit cap
Temporary accommodation
Private rented
‘Sodal housing
Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent coundl

Data on the out-of-work benefits ciaimed by participants was not recorded
consistently throughout the pilot. The information available suggests that Navigator

10

I

e . -
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Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

participants were most likely to be claiming Income Support as a lone parent or
Jobseeker's Allowance, to roughly equal extents.

We do, however, have consistent information on the length of time that
Navigator participants had been unemployed (figure 2.4), which shows that
more than two thirds had been out of work for at least three years, and one in five
had never worked (the majority of this group were participants affected by the
benefit cap). This unemployment profile suggests that most participants were
relatively out of touch with the world of work, again likely reflecting the Navigators’
explicit targeting of those with evident employment barriers.

Figure 2.4: Navigator participants by length of unemployment

Lessthan 1 year 10%
Eﬁ 1-2years 8%
[ 6%
B o e
I 2
Never worked 2%
w1 awm o

‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent coundl

1In general, Navigators felt that participanfs who came to them for reasons other
than the benefit cap had more significant barriers to employment. This does not
seem to be borne out in the observed characteristics detailed in this section
(participants affected by the benefit cap were much more likely to live in temporary
‘accommodation, have numerous children, and have never worked before) but may
reflect the unobserved or more objective characteristics of the group not affected by
the cap.

2.2.1 Barriers to employment

As discussed above, the Navigator service was designed to work intensively with
Brent residents with significant constraints to entering work. Such constraints were

assessed when participants started working with Navigators, and the most prevalent
are summarised on figure 2.5, below.

Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

Figure 2.5: Navigator participants’ barriers to employment (recorded by
Navigators)

Poor job search skills

English as a second language

Lownumeracy/iteracy/IT skils

Noor low qualffications

Low confidence

‘Overseas qualifications

Lack of social network

Lowlevel mental health problems

Tenancy issues

Threat of eviction

Victim of domestic abuse

Difficulties with daiming benefits

Physical health problems

Caring for a vulnerable adult

0%

0% 0%

0% 4% S0% 0%  70%

‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent cound. Only
bartiers affecting 10 or more participants have been included

Figure 2.5 highlights poor job search skills and English as a second language as
barriers affecting more than half of participants. It also shows that some of the more
objective barriers commonly associated with poor employment outcomes ~ English
asa second language; low numeracy, literacy and IT skill; and no or low
qualfications — each affect more than a third of participants. Finally, some severe
and immediate barriers not directly related to employment prospects but likely to
have a considerable impact on individual circumstances ~ including the threat of
eviction and domestic abuse — affect a not insignificant minority.

Atthe end of the pilot, Navigators summarised the relative prevalence and
challenges associated with the barriers their participants experienced as follows:
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Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

participants were most likely to be claiming Income Support as a lone parent or
Jobseeker's Allowance, to roughly equal extents.

We do, however, have consistent information on the length of time that
Navigator participants had been unemployed (figure 2.4), which shows that
more than two thirds had been out of work for at least three years, and one in five
had never worked (the majority of this group were participants affected by the
benefit cap). This unemployment profile suggests that most participants were
relatively out of touch with the world of work, again likely reflecting the Navigators’
explicit targeting of those with evident employment barriers.

Figure 2.4: Navigator participants by length of unemployment

Lessthan 1 year 10%
Eﬁ 1-2years 8%
[ 6%
B o e
I 2
Never worked 2%
w1 awm o

‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent coundl

In general, Navigators felt that participants who came to them for reasons other
than the benefit cap had more significant barriers to employment. This does not
seem to be borne out in the observed characteristics detailed in this section
(participants affected by the benefit cap were much more likely to live in temporary
‘accommodation, have numerous children, and have never worked before) but may
reflect the unobserved or more objective characteristics of the group not affected by
the cap.

2.2.1 Barriers to employment

As discussed above, the Navigator service was designed to work intensively with
Brent residents with significant constraints to entering work. Such constraints were

assessed when participants started working with Navigators, and the most prevalent
are summarised on figure 2.5, below.
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Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

Figure 2.5: Navigator participants’ barriers to employment (recorded by
Navigators)

Poor job search skills

English as a second language

Lownumeracy/iteracy/IT skils

Noor low qualffications

Low confidence

‘Overseas qualifications

Lack of social network

Lowlevel mental health problems

Tenancy issues

Threat of eviction

Victim of domestic abuse

Difficulties with daiming benefits

Physical health problems

Caring for a vulnerable adult

0% 10% 2% 30% 40% 0% 60% 70%

‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent cound. Only
bartiers affecting 10 or more participants have been included

Figure 2.5 highlights poor job search skills and English as a second language as
barriers affecting more than half of participants. It also shows that some of the more
objective barriers commonly associated with poor employment outcomes ~ English
asa second language; low numeracy, literacy and IT skill; and no or low
qualfications — each affect more than a third of participants. Finally, some severe
and immediate barriers not directly related to employment prospects but likely to
have a considerable impact on individual circumstances ~ including the threat of
eviction and domestic abuse — affect a not insignificant minority.

Atthe end of the pilot, Navigators summarised the relative prevalence and
challenges associated with the barriers their participants experienced as follows:
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B Navigator has been supporting Jamil towards this end in his conversations with technique as an area in which she would like to improve and have been working
o housing and benefits services. together towards this goal.
o 2.4 Outcomes achieved "If I've got an interview Il ask please, please, please, ask me interview questions!”
o) and [my Navigator] would arrange for somebody who I don't really know from her
- office to call. They would call me up and they would ask me interview questions and

Although the service was primarily targeting employment outcomes, Navigators

H viewed a key part of their role as working with partidpants to help them achieve a
B range of intermediate o ‘soft’ outcomes on the path to employment. Figure 2.6

- summarises the most common intermediate outcomes secured.

give me feedback.”

‘Seema enjoys working with her Navigator and thinks her Navigator understands
what she is looking for.

B Figure 2.6: Intermediate outcomes achieved by Navigator participants "L like the persona touch, the one to one.”
- (recorded by Navigators)
B Since she started working with her Navigator, Seema has completed a customer
B Job interviews secured 61%) services course and has had a number of job interviews.
B Signposting to training or skills courses 60%
Legal/debt/benefit issues support secured 0% The range and extent of softer outcomes achieved was emphasised by Navigators,
Housinaltenancy support seaured who thought that the pilot was not just about getting people a job, but also about
Childcare support or advice secured 19%
Encleh 25 2 s boaunge evppor seared o achieving stability for the household in the broadest sense and building employabilty
Work experience secured (volunteering etz 14% in the long term.
Worktrials secured 13% .
Self-ermployment support sered o "I like to think one the Qutcomes

ingraining of work ethic and job-search ethic. Pmple knowng what they need
t0do to get out of this situation in future. We've built up resilience.”
‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (exduding unknowns), Brent councl. Only (Navigator)
outcomes achieved by 10 or more participants have been induded

0% 10% 20% 3% 40% 0% 60% 70%

Figure 2.6 shows the range and volume of services and opportunities that Navigator 2.4.1 Joboutcomes

participants accessed. In particular, the fact that nearly two thirds of participants Jobs were secured and started by 56 Navigator participants by the end of
experienced at least one job interview during the pilot, whether or not they were 2013, a job start rate of 46%. This exceeds the pilot’s target of 35%, and
successful, suggests that a majority moved closer to work and developed practical likely reflects the ingrained employment focus of the service, particularly following
experience likely to enhance future employment prospects. the reallocation of some of the pilot's resources in the summer of 2013.

Case study 4: Seema Case study 5: Carla

Seema had been unemployed for just over a year before coming across the Carla is a lone parent with three children. She lives in a private-rented property with
Navigator service. Her employment background was in health and social care, but which she has had numerous problems due to damp. Her poor housing condition has
her most recent work experience was in a customer services role. Seema s a lone led to her developing a respiratory ilness, which has limited her capability to work
parent with two children of school age. over the past year. She hasn't worked in a number of years, but has previous
experience in outreach work.

Her Navigator first called her after she left her contact details on a signup form.
They have been meeting once a week. Seema'’s Navigator regularly sends her
information about vacancies and recruitment agencies, and helps her fill in job

2414231201 2112001191 181171 061151140320
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chances of entering work is in itself an indicator of success. Furthermore, the scale
of the estimated impact — essentially a doubling of the number of outcomes that

1“‘5“
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Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

impact). They thought this was unsurprising given the intensive way in which
Navigators worked with participants over the course of a year.

The initial budget allocated to the Navigator service was £413,000, but, given the
reallocation of pilot resources mid-way through, actual spend was much lower than
this. Final outturn spend was £285,000,° the vast majority (96%) of which
comprised the direct costs of employing the Navigators and Navigator Manager.

Table 3.1, below, summarises the unit costs of the service in terms of participants,
Jobentries and additional job entries.

Table 3.1: Navigator pilot unit costs: summary figures

Number Cost

Cost per participant 122 £2,300

Cost per job entry 56 £5,100

‘Cost per additional job entry. 27 £10,400

‘Source: Navigator service actual spend, Brent counl; Navigator pilot management information data,
Brent council; Inclusion calculations

Comparative analysis of these figures against those for other initiatives is useful to
putthem into context. However, differences in the nature of programmes and the
types of costs indluded in the calculation may limit direct comparability, which serves
asa note of caution to the discussion below.

In terms of per-participant costs, data made available by DWP on a number of pre-
2009 employment programmes (including the New Deals, Employment Zones, and
Pathways to Work), shows costs per participant on these programmes ranging from
£850to £2,200.% The Navigator service is firmly at the top end of this range. As a
further comparator, when the Work Programme was commissioned DWP expected to
pay providers roughly £1,100 per participant at illustrative performance levels.: On

Soey

s

©Department for Work and Pensions (2012) E£ariy impacts of Mandatory Work Activity
?Riley, R and Young, G. (2000) New Deal for Young Peaple: Implcations for Employment and the
Public Finances National Institute for Economic and Social Research
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was £5,000 for New Deal 25+ and £5,100 for Employment Zones. * The Navigator
service has a very similar cost per job entry to these figures; however, three points
are worth noting here. Firstly, we are using as comparators costs per outcome for
programmes that took place at different points in time and in different economic
contexts, which is likely to hamper their relevance to the Navigator pilot. Secondly,
this comparison does not take into account the additional impact of initiatives
(robust impact estimates have not generally been produced for mainstream DWP
programmes), but rather focuses on gross outcomes. Judging net outcomes, f it
were possible, would likely vastly alter the comparators. Thirdly, in its post-2009
employment provision DWP has sought to greatly reduce the cost per outcome of its
programmes (most notably the Work Programme), which may render these
comparators out of date in terms of what a reasonable unit costs level may be.

In terms of costs per additional job entry, there are few appropriate comparators
available. Inclusion’s independent evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund estimated a
cost per additional job of just over £9,000,slightly below the figure for the
Navigator pilot. However, this programme (a temporary jobs initiative mainly
targeted at 18-24 year olds) was very different in terms of content and the
participants served.

Overall, our limited comparison of the unit costs of the Navigator pilot suggests that
it lies within the range of mainstream national employment programme provision,
although at the more expensive end of this range.

3.2.2 Savingsachieved by the Navigator pilot

While assessing the unit costs of the pilot in comparison to other programmes is
helpful, a more nuanced view on cost-effectiveness can be gained by comparing
costs to the savings to public expenditure that the pilot has brought about.

c1412163 | F [ |
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Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

Table 3.2: Savings to Brent coundil achieved by the Navigator pilot:
summary

Reductionsin
spending on the | Reductions
rent shortfall of | in the costof | in Counail
capped households | homeless| Tax Support
in temporary | acceptances | expenditure
‘accommodation

Reductions

Gross annual savings £339,770|  £25940 £18,660 | £384,370

‘Gross annual savings per

ey £6,070 £460 £330 |  £6,860

“Gross annualsavings per
participant £2,860 €220 £s0|  £3,220

Net annual savings (at

49% additionality) £165,640

£12,650 £9,100 | £187,390

‘Net annual savings per

1o ontny £2,960 €230 £160

£3,350

‘Net annual savings per
participant £1,3%0 £110 0| £1,570

Source: oo

Table 3.2 shows that the net impact of the Navigator pilot equates to savings
of £187,000 in localised budgets within the council, equivalent to two
thirds (66%) of the total cost of the pilot. The majority of these coundl
savings relate specifically to the partial focus of the pilot on households due to be
affected by the benefit cap. This is because of very high benefit cap levels and a
high incidence of temporary accommodation amongst the capped population in
Brent, which drive the savings in temporary accommodation rents and homeless
acceptances when this population enters work.

Again, there will be wider local or coundil savings that we haven't been able to

capture in this assessment but that are evidenced in the literature. These include

increased business rate revenue from resident spending in the local economy, and

revenues from increased local travel in order for residents to get to work. Although

it was not possible to inlude wider local impacts such as these i our calculation,
hauild he horn in mind

Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

The Navigator pilot cost £285,000. Unit costs (per participant, per job entry and
per additional job entry) were on the expensive side of that observed in the
provision of mainstream DWP employment programmes.

The Navigator pilot brought an additional £292,000 to Brent i national DWP / HM
Revenue and Customs welfare expenditure, just above the figure spent on it.

The Navigator pilot produced a total additional income to Brent residents of
£391,000, 37% higher than its costs. Much of this income is likely to be spent on
local services o businesses, boosting the local economy.

The Navigator pilot also brought additional cashable savings to coundl budgets of
£187,000, two thirds of the costs of the pilot. It did this largely by preventing
some of the worst outcomes of the overall benefit cap through supporting
affected residents into employment.

Taking these perspectives together, we conclude that although it was expensive, the
Navigator pilot was a cost-effective initiative from the perspective of residents, Brent
coundil, and the local economy.

“This perspective was echoed by the Navigators, who also highlighted longer-term
savings (outside the scope of our estimates) that the piot was likely to have
produced, and the fact that some of the disruptions to the service during its pilot
Year may have impinged upon its cost-effectiveness.

*I don't think the cost of the service in this pilt reflects the real cost of the
service either, because we had 2 period when we were trying to deliver the
service in a different wey and do a lot of changing and re-priorttising. In fact,
there was a lot of chenge throughout that would have affected costs.”
(Navigator Manager)

“Ifyou take & short-term approach, it expensive, but i you look at the
savings that you're going to get over the longer term, it’s going to be very
cost effective. For instance...if you look t things like people moving from
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Summary 


The employment-focused Navigator service was piloted by Brent Council’s new 


Employment & Enterprise team during 2013. It was designed as a signposting 


service to support out-of-work residents facing considerable constraints to 


employment, with an initial focus on those due to be affected by the overall benefit 


cap. The pilot was initially delivered by six Navigators and a Navigator Manager. 


The main aims of the pilot were to actively engage 300 households in which 


residents had complex constraints to employment; to support individuals in 35% of 


the actively engaged households to move into employment; and to support 75% of 


those to sustain employment for six months. 


Engagement, services and outcomes 


Navigators identified residents they thought would benefit most through extensive 


outreach work in the community and co-working with other council teams. Through 


this outreach work, Navigators met with and supported many more residents than 


became active cases, still signposting and supporting them whenever they could. 


The Navigator pilot supported 122 residents as active cases. This was short of 


the original target of 300, reflecting strategic decisions that were made by the team 


when the service was downsized in the summer of 2013, and the intensity of 


support participants needed when external services weren’t available. 


Slightly more than half of participants were due to be affected by the overall benefit 


cap during 2013. The average age of participants was 39, 80% of participants were 


female, 60% were lone parents, and most participants had dependent children. 


Nearly half of participants lived in temporary accommodation and a third lived in 


private-rented accommodation. Over two thirds had been out of work for at least 


three years and one in five had never worked. These characteristics suggest that 


most participants had evident, multiple constraints to employment, which 


was reflected in the more subjective constraints to work observed by Navigators. 


The support provided by Navigators was highly personalised around participants’ 


needs. Navigators met participants at least weekly, but this varied a lot. Meetings 


ranged from a whole afternoon of intensive job searching, to accompanying a 


participant to another service, to dropping off leaflets at a participant’s house. 
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As the pilot rolled out, Navigators identified more gaps in the services available to 


residents than they had originally expected, particularly around employment support 


itself. As a result of these gaps, Navigators made the decision to deliver a greater 


degree of employment support themselves than originally intended, or spent a lot 


more time advocating for better outcomes where services did exist. 


Jobs were secured and started by 56 Navigator participants by the end of 


2013, a job start rate of 46%. This exceeds the pilot’s target of 35%, and 


likely reflects the ingrained employment focus of the service, particularly following 


the reallocation of some of the pilot’s resources in the summer of 2013. Jobs were 


mainly secured in cleaning, care, and customer services, and were usually paid at or 


slightly above the National Minimum Wage, lasting for 16–24 hours per week. 


Job starts were more likely among participants who were due to be affected by the 


benefit cap, which may reflect the urgency of action that the cap forced upon 


households: find work, move house, or see your benefits reduced substantially. Job 


starts did not vary measurably by age, tenancy status, ethnicity or benefit type. 


Of the 13 participants who had started working over six months ago at the 


time of final data collection, 11 had remained in work. While these numbers 


are too small to explore further or draw robust conclusions from, they suggest that 


the pilot is on track to achieve or exceed the target of 75% of job starts 


being sustained for at least six months. 


Impact and cost-effectiveness 


The level of job entries and job sustainment achieved by the Navigator pilot appear 


to have exceeded targets, and indicate a positive impact on employment. This does 


not represent the true impact of the pilot, however, as gross outcome levels do not 


account for those employment outcomes that would have occurred anyway if the 


Navigator service hadn’t existed. Therefore we have estimated what that level would 


have been, in order to quantify the net or additional impact of the pilot. 


Using robust and comparable data on the wider Brent population due to be affected 


by the overall benefit cap, we estimate that 49% of the job entries achieved by 


Navigator participants were additional, and would not have occurred in 


the absence of the pilot. Put differently, if the pilot hadn’t happened, we estimate 


that 29 participants would have started work over the period, rather than 56. This 


estimate is statistically significant, meaning that we can be confident that the 


difference we have identified is not due to random chance. The large, positive 


and significant additional impact that the Navigator pilot had is an 


indicator of success. 
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On the basis of this impact estimate and data collected on council expenditure, we 


have quantified the cost-effectiveness of the pilot for national government, Brent 


residents, Brent Council and the Brent economy. Our main findings are as follows: 


 The Navigator pilot cost £285,000. Unit costs (per participant, per job entry and 


per additional job entry) were on the expensive side of that observed in the 


provision of mainstream DWP employment programmes. 


 The Navigator pilot brought an additional £292,000 to Brent in national 


DWP / HM Revenue and Customs welfare expenditure, just above the 


figure spent on it. 


 The Navigator pilot produced a total additional income to Brent residents 


of £391,000, 37% higher than its costs. Much of this income is likely to be spent 


on local services or businesses, boosting the local economy. 


 The Navigator pilot also brought additional cashable savings to council 


budgets of £187,000, two thirds of the costs of the pilot. It did this largely by 


preventing some of the worst outcomes of the overall benefit cap through 


supporting affected residents into employment. 


Taking these perspectives together, we conclude that although it was expensive, 


the Navigator pilot was a cost-effective initiative from the perspective of 


residents, Brent Council, and the local economy. 


Recommendations 


The Navigator pilot had a significant, positive impact on employment among Brent 


residents, and has demonstrated cost-effectiveness from multiple perspectives. On 


this basis, we recommend a continued role for the Navigator service within 


Brent. We recommend that a future Navigator service retains the key strengths of 


the Navigator pilot (including its dynamism, flexibility, and the continuity of service 


provided in and out of work), and looks at developing or changing in other areas 


(including the extent to which it empowers residents rather than doing things for 


them, and the differentiation of roles within Navigator teams). 


There are a number of opportunities for a future Navigator service to continue to 


have an impact on Brent residents. These include focusing on a broader set of 


outcomes than just employment (for example, within the West London Community 


Budget); continuing to focus on welfare reform cliff edges where cost-effectiveness 


is most evident; or focusing on the most disengaged residents that the Navigator 


service has proven it can support. 
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1 Introduction 


While unemployment in Brent had stayed at or below the London average during the 


recession, at the end of 2012 the Brent unemployment rate stood at 12.4%, more 


than three percentage points above the figure for London.1 At this time, Brent was 


due to see the largest number of residents affected by the overall benefit cap of any 


local authority in the country, meaning that up to 3,300 workless Brent households 


would have their Housing Benefit reduced during 2013 unless they found work or 


moved to cheaper accommodation.2 The council was also facing new responsibilities 


to deliver for workless residents including the localisation of Council Tax Support and 


the devolution of discretionary Social Fund responsibilities, all within an increasingly 


fiscally constrained environment. 


It was in this context that the employment-focused Navigator Service was conceived 


and set up by Brent Council’s newly-established Employment & Enterprise team. The 


service was designed to support out-of-work residents facing considerable 


constraints to work, with an initial focus on those who were due to be affected by 


the overall benefit cap. 


“The Navigator set out to engage the most excluded residents in Brent with 


complex constraints to employment, and empower them to overcome those 


constraints by signposting to relevant services and advocating for better 


outcomes.” (Navigator) 


A 12-month pilot of the Navigator service began in January 2013, acting primarily as 


a signposting service, directing residents to relevant provision and supporting them 


to access it. A Navigator Manager and six Navigators were hired to engage with 


residents and provide the service. 


The Navigator service sought to approach provision from the perspective of 


residents, identifying gaps and working with relevant council departments and 


external bodies to tackle constraints to employment. 


The main aims of the pilot were to: 


 Identify and engage 300 households where residents have multiple and 


complex constraints to employment and are not currently engaging with or 


getting the best out of services that are available to them; 


                                        


1 July 2011–June 2012 average. Source: Annual Population Survey, Office for National Statistics 
2 Official response to Parliamentary Question 12/93739 
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 Support these households to understand and navigate the often complex services 


and provision available to them. Signpost these residents to relevant services so 


that their constraints can be addressed in a holistic manner, advocating for a 


better service where necessary; and 


 Support individuals in 35% of the actively engaged households to move 


into employment and 75% of those to sustain employment for six 


months.  


As well as a central focus on employment outcomes, Navigators described their aims 


as engaging more widely with the community than previous council employment 


initiatives had; spreading the word about the benefit cap; gaining an understanding 


of services available in the borough; taking a critical eye on the council’s provision; 


and developing partnerships and breaking down barriers across internal and external 


services. 


The Navigator service was scaled back during its pilot year. In the summer of 2013, 


additional requirements within the Employment & Enterprise team meant that three 


Navigators were transferred to other roles and the Navigator Manager’s duties were 


transferred elsewhere for half of her time. In addition, one of the remaining 


Navigators left her post in the autumn and it was decided not to replace her until 


decisions had been made about the future of the service. 


This report captures the achievements of the Navigator pilot in terms of the 


outcomes achieved, the impact of the service, and its cost-effectiveness. In order to 


do this, Inclusion has conducted the following research activities: 


 Analysis of management information data collected during the pilot in 


order to establish outcomes achieved; 


 Analysis of administrative data on Brent residents affected by the 


overall benefit cap in order to establish the net impact of the pilot; 


 Five face-to-face interviews with pilot participants; 


 A focus group with the Navigator Manager and Navigators; and 


 Analysis of data on pilot costs, administrative data on council 


expenditure and relevant literature to estimate the cost-effectiveness of the 


pilot. 
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2 Engagement, services and 


outcomes 


This chapter details the processes by which participants became involved with the 


Navigator service, the ways in which Navigators worked with them, and the pilot’s 


performance against engagement and outcome targets. It also provides five case 


studies of participants’ experiences during pilot. 


2.1 Attracting and engaging participants 


Because part of the Navigator pilot was about getting out into the community and 


engaging with a broad range of residents on welfare and employment issues, there 


were no strict eligibility criteria for active participation. However, Navigators focused 


on engaging households that they thought would benefit most: those affected by the 


benefit cap or wider welfare reforms; and those with complex constraints to 


employment who had some interest in finding work. 


Residents who would benefit were identified through outreach work and, for those 


affected by the overall benefit cap in particular, co-working with the council’s 


Revenues and Benefits, and Housing teams. The Navigators and Navigator Manager 


spent time developing their recruitment skills, and identifying routes into parts of the 


community that hadn’t traditionally engaged with employment services and 


initiatives. Particularly in the early months of the pilot, Navigators engaged 


extensively via door-knocking and by visiting community hubs. 


“We went to various places where people congregate or where there are 


services people use that aren’t necessarily focused on employment. It could 


have been anything from Children’s Centres to barbershops.” (Navigator) 


Many residents that were approached were happy to get involved straight away, but 


others took more convincing. 


“It had to be about something much more than just what every person had 


said to them already. So that idea that the Navigator service was something 


that worked holistically and worked across every silo in the council was the 


selling point.” (Navigator) 
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Case study 1: Subira 


Subira is a single mother with one son of primary school age. She had been looking 


for work for three years. She agreed to join the Navigator pilot following a visit from 


the team to her son’s school. The Navigators attended a parent-teacher coffee 


morning and Subira was paired up with her Navigator for an initial discussion. 


“When Navigators came to my son’s school to introduce themselves, everyone was 


happy. I was happy to work with my Navigator.” 


Subira had been looking for jobs in cleaning, customer services and retail. A 


particular problem for her was that most cleaning vacancies have inappropriate 


hours, as they begin before she needs to drop off her son at school. For example, 


Subira recently went to shadow a cleaning shift which began at 8:30am, meaning 


that her son had to sleep at a friend’s house. 


“Some of the cleaning jobs start at 6am. Where will I put my boy?” 


Subira has been meeting her Navigator twice a week at various locations including 


the library and community centre. While she acknowledges that this flexibility is 


helpful, she thinks it can also cause confusion and would like there to be a central 


office that she can go to for help when she needs it. 


Subira’s Navigator helps her look for vacancies and has taught her how to write a 


CV, apply for jobs online and use email. During regular meetings she and her 


Navigator go through job searches and applications together, and Subira’s Navigator 


helps her to tailor her applications for different roles. 


Subira is now confident that she will find work and has been able to apply regularly 


for jobs as they come up. Subira feels the service is particularly effective because of 


the relationship she has been able to develop with her Navigator over a number of 


months. 


“The Navigators really have time for me!” 


Navigators met and engaged with a number of residents who didn’t become active 


participants. Sometimes this was because they were inappropriate for the service, 


for example, because they didn’t have a right to work in the UK, or because their 


constraints to employment were not that complex. In other cases the resident 


decided that they didn’t want to take part. When Navigators met residents who 


didn’t become active cases, they still signposted them to appropriate support or 


provided advice and guidance where support wasn’t available. 
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The Navigator pilot supported 122 residents as active cases. This was short of the 


original target of 300, reflecting strategic decisions that were made by the team 


when Navigators’ and the Navigator Manager’s time were re-allocated to other 


duties, and the intensity of support participants needed when external services 


weren’t available. In order to retain a high-quality service and manageable 


caseloads, the Navigators stopped recruiting new residents and focused exclusively 


on getting those they were working with already into employment. 


Navigators felt that this reallocation of resources and reprioritisation was somewhat 


challenging and disruptive. 


“We went through a period of flux for quite a while...we knew that certain 


priorities were changing, and that did have an impact on morale. It was de-


motivating at times. I think the pilot was undermined for a while.” (Navigator) 


2.2 Characteristics of Navigator participants 


Approximately 70 of the 122 Navigator participants (57%) were in households that 


were due to be affected by the overall benefit cap. Participants affected by the 


benefit cap differed from those who weren’t in certain respects (detailed below), and 


were broadly similar in others.  


The average age of participants was 39, with almost everyone aged 25 and over, 


and most in the 25-44 age band. 80% of participants were female, and 60% of 


participants were lone parents. It perhaps follows that most participants had 


dependent children, as shown on figure 2.1. 


Figure 2.1: Navigator participants by number of dependent children and 
whether affected by the benefit cap 


Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent Council 
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Figure 2.1 also shows that participants with lots of children were much more likely to 


be affected by the benefit cap, which is not surprising given that the cap is known to 


disproportionately affect large families.3 Those participants who are lone parents 


were also much more likely to be affected by the benefit cap, again reflecting the 


incidence of the cap nationally.  


In terms of ethnicity, figure 2.3 shows that three in five participants were black, a 


further 17% were Asian, and only 6% were white. Participants affected by the 


benefit cap were slightly more likely to be black than those who weren’t. 


Figure 2.3: Navigator participants by ethnicity 


Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent Council 


In terms of tenancy type, figure 2.2 shows that nearly half of Navigator 


participants lived in temporary accommodation, while over a third lived in private-


rented accommodation. The figure for temporary accommodation in particular may 


seem surprising, but the associated high housing costs and more precarious tenancy 


status will translate into employment constraints, which is what the Navigators were 


targeting during the recruitment process. The concentration of participants affected 


by the benefit cap in temporary accommodation will similarly reflect the higher cost 


of this tenancy type. 


                                        


3 Department for Work and Pensions (2012) Impact assessment for the benefit cap 
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Figure 2.2: Navigator participants by tenancy type and whether affected 
by the overall benefit cap 


Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent Council 


Data on the out-of-work benefits claimed by participants was not recorded 


consistently throughout the pilot. The information available suggests that Navigator 


participants were most likely to be claiming Income Support as a lone parent or 


Jobseeker’s Allowance, to roughly equal extents. 


We do, however, have consistent information on the length of time that 


Navigator participants had been unemployed (figure 2.4), which shows that 


more than two thirds had been out of work for at least three years, and one in five 


had never worked (the majority of this group were participants affected by the 


benefit cap). This unemployment profile suggests that most participants were 


relatively out of touch with the world of work, again likely reflecting the Navigators’ 


explicit targeting of those with evident employment constraints. 


Figure 2.4: Navigator participants by length of unemployment 


Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent Council 
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significant constraints in the observed data: they were much more likely to live in 


temporary accommodation, have numerous children, and have never worked before. 


Navigators cited constraints such as learning difficulties, being affected by the 


bedroom tax, rent arrears, alcohol addiction, health conditions (including mental 


health), the involvement of children’s social care, caring responsibilities and 


homelessness as issues particularly for participants not affected by the benefit cap, 


many of which are not recorded in observed participant characteristics. 


2.2.1 Constraints to employment 


As discussed above, the Navigator service was designed to work intensively with 


Brent residents with significant constraints to entering work. Such constraints were 


assessed when participants started working with Navigators, and the most prevalent 


are summarised on figure 2.5, below. 


Figure 2.5: Navigator participants’ constraints to employment (recorded 
by Navigators) 


Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent Council. Only 


constraints affecting 10 or more participants have been included 


Many of these constraints are to some extent subjective; however Navigators 


worked with common definitions in terms of identifying and recording them. These 


definitions are listed in annex three. 


Figure 2.5 highlights poor job search skills and English as a second language as 


constraints affecting more than half of participants. It also shows that some of the 


more objective constraints commonly associated with poor employment outcomes – 
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qualifications – each affect more than a third of participants. Finally, some severe 


and immediate constraints not directly related to employment prospects but likely to 


have a considerable impact on individual circumstances – including the threat of 


eviction and domestic abuse – affect a not insignificant minority. 


Given the prevalence of a number of constraints, it is important to note that many 


participants were dealing with multiple issues listed on figure 2.5 at the same time. 


At the end of the pilot, Navigators summarised the relative prevalence and 


challenges associated with the constraints their participants experienced as follows: 


Table 2.1: Main constraints experienced by Navigator participants 
according to prevalence and difficulty (Navigator focus group) 


Most prevalent Most difficult to overcome or resolve 


Childcare and caring responsibilities 


English language skills (particularly written) 


Ability to write job applications 


Housing issues (particularly for those in 
temporary accommodation) 


Access to IT and IT skills 


Lack of employment experience 


Lack of understanding of the realities of the job 


market / understanding of what having a job 
involves 


Childcare and caring responsibilities 


Health problems and disabilities (particularly 
regarding the lack of Jobcentre Plus adviser 


support for those on health-related benefits) 


Access only to poor-quality vacancies and those 


with precarious working conditions (including 
zero-hours contracts) 


Source: Navigators and Navigator Manager focus group 


Navigators felt that some of the prevalent constraints related to employability 


(particularly a lack of understanding of the realities of the job market) were only 


easy to overcome because the Navigators ‘stepped in’ and personally provided very 


intense support and guidance to participants on the road to employment. They were 


not effectively addressed when Navigators signposted participants to other services. 


In particular, Navigators raised concerns about the childcare needs of the group they 


had been working with. They highlighted the combination of childcare shortages, 


childcare costs, and the fact that available childcare doesn’t align with the timing of 


available jobs as making this prevalent constraint particularly difficult for their 


participants to overcome. 
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2.3 Support provided by Navigators 


When residents became active participants in the Navigator pilot, they would start by 


completing an active case survey in order to record basic administrative information, 


and formulating an action plan in partnership with their Navigator. The action plan 


would set out a series of intermediate goals that the two would work towards in 


order to get work. 


Navigators met participants at least weekly, but this varied a lot from participant to 


participant. The length of meetings also varied considerably, reflecting the variety of 


things Navigators did with their participants and the personalised nature of the 


service: from extensive job searches, to group sessions with multiple participants, to 


attending another service with a participant, to dropping off useful information at 


the participant’s house. 


“The contact was always so different from resident to resident. Very often you 


would be meeting at a service, like the Jobcentre, or where they were 


meeting with someone else and you were going along for support...or you 


would be dropping off leaflets for them...it could be ten minutes or it could be 


an afternoon.” (Navigator) 


Navigators attempted to signpost participants to a huge variety of services, or 


advocate for them at these services. These included Jobcentre Plus, Work 


Programme providers, Citizens Advice Bureau, the National Careers Service, GPs, 


housing associations, Children’s Centres, colleges, schools, libraries, health services / 


charities, drug and alcohol services, and various council departments. 


As the pilot rolled out, Navigators identified more gaps in the services available to 


residents than they had originally expected. Many services that did exist were 


viewed as inflexible or poor-quality, and many residents had had negative 


experiences in the past. 


The best services to refer to, from the Navigator’s perspective, were often those 


with which Navigators already had a warm relationship with a skilled individual, and 


so could hand over cases properly. In addition, Navigators reported good 


experiences with flexible services where participants could just ‘drop in’ for support 


without the threat of sanctions (such as English as a second language classes at the 


library), and the professionalism and impartiality of services like the Citizens Advice 


Bureau. Finally, Navigators often played a role by successfully facilitating access to 


specific support from the council and other statutory public services connected to 


health, educational, housing and benefits needs. 
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Case study 2: Jackie 


Jackie had been out of work for nine years and had been looking for work for two 


years. She has two children in full-time education and one younger son who attends 


school on a part-time basis, due to his difficulties managing a full week. 


While out of work she studied for a Level 3 qualification in beauty therapy and a 


Level 2 qualification in hairdressing. However, when applying for roles in this field 


recruiters demanded recent experience, which she lacked. 


“When I started looking for a job I was looking for what I trained for but at the end 


I was looking into hospitality, retail and anything else.” 


Jackie first met a Navigator while she was at Jobcentre Plus and has been meeting 


her Navigator once a week since. She spends her time with her Navigator browsing 


for jobs online, applying for jobs, improving her CV and practicing interview skills. 


The support has meant Jackie is now able to look for work online confidently, apply 


for jobs and attend interviews. 


“It has been worth it. There are some things I wouldn’t have been able to do and 


nobody else was helping with that. With [Navigators], they tend to tell you how to 


write an application, how to speak and all of those things, their support accumulates 


and you learn how to get better really.” 


Additionally, Jackie has received specific support around her youngest son’s health 


and educational needs. Her Navigator has helped her son to secure a speech and 


language assessment to see if he is entitled to extra support at school. This could 


mean he can attend school full time, freeing up more of Jackie’s time for 


employment. 


Navigators thought that the biggest gap in local service provision was around 


employment support itself. The National Careers Service’s face-to-face and 


telephone support was not able to provide the level of support that participants 


needed: it was targeted at those with some IT skills or those who could write CVs 


independently. However, the National Careers Service website was helpful and 


informative. Jobcentre Plus was felt to provide insufficient support for participants 


who weren’t claiming Jobseekers Allowance, although the co-location of Advisers 


within the council was very helpful. Finally Work Programme providers, although 


engaging with some participants, generally weren’t seeing them very frequently and 


seemed dis-incentivised to engage in any conversation around increased support. 
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“With [my Work Programme provider] I did nothing – I just did one CV and 


had to apply for jobs without help, without advice, nothing.” (Participant) 


As a result of these gaps, Navigators made the decision to deliver a greater degree 


of employment support themselves than originally intended, or spent a lot more time 


advocating for better outcomes where services did exist. 


Thus the Navigators’ job became increasingly hands-on. During meetings, 


participants were supported with job searching, applications and CVs. Navigators did 


job brokerage with local employers, and advised participants on what to wear and 


how to approach interviews. Participants were given advice and advocacy support on 


approaching other services. Participants generally responded very positively to this 


support. 


“Every time I visit Navigators, we talk about how I’m doing. Then we’re 


straight on the computer and looking for jobs and phoning employers. We 


phone some during the meetings. Some get back to you and some call you 


for interviews.” (Participant) 


Navigators also spent a lot of time writing job applications on behalf of participants. 


They acknowledged that this was not the ideal solution as it created a certain 


amount of dependency on their support. But they thought that this was unavoidable 


in many cases given the prevalence of low English language skills, the need to 


secure job outcomes, and the desire to make a positive change in participants’ lives. 


“One of our biggest issues was that we were torn between empowering 


people and creating this very dangerous state of dependency. But in order to 


have an impact, to get things done, to move things forward when people are 


under the threat of eviction, for example, there is an extent to which we had 


to get in there and do things to move things along quickly. But in hindsight 


we probably shouldn’t have been writing applications for people, we should 


have been empowering them to do it themselves.” (Navigator) 


When participants entered work, Navigators maintained their support. This included 


regular contact with both participants and employers to check that the job was 


progressing smoothly, and supporting participants to look for additional or better 


jobs. 


Case study 3: Jamil 


Jamil had been looking for work for two years before engaging with the Navigator 


Service. He lives with his partner and three children. He was born outside of the UK 


but has previous experience working in the country in a bakery. 
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Jamil first met somebody from the Navigator team at the Citizens Advice Bureau and 


has been meeting his Navigator at least once a week ever since, often more. His 


Navigator has helped him with his CV, job search and applications. 


“[We discuss my] CV, about how to make an interview more 


professional...everything – how to speak, what to wear.” 


With the support of his Navigator, Jamil has secured 15 hours of employment per 


week as a cleaner. Jamil continues to meet with his Navigator regularly while 


working as he is looking to secure additional hours of work in order to become 


eligible for Working Tax Credits and secure his tenancy by escaping the benefit cap. 


In the future Jamil would like to move out of London to a cheaper area. His 


Navigator has been supporting Jamil towards this end in his conversations with 


housing and benefits services. 


2.4 Outcomes achieved  


Although the service was primarily targeting employment outcomes, Navigators 


viewed a key part of their role as working with participants to help them achieve a 


range of intermediate or ‘soft’ outcomes on the path to employment. Figure 2.6 


summarises the most common intermediate outcomes secured. 


Figure 2.6: Intermediate outcomes achieved by Navigator participants 
(recorded by Navigators) 


 Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent Council. Only 


outcomes achieved by 10 or more participants have been included 


A more detailed definition of what the intermediate outcomes on figure 2.6 consist 


of is provided in annex three. 
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Figure 2.6 shows the range and volume of services and opportunities that Navigator 


participants accessed. In particular, the fact that nearly two thirds of participants 


experienced at least one job interview during the pilot, whether or not they were 


successful, suggests that a majority moved closer to work and developed practical 


experience likely to enhance future employment prospects. 


Case study 4: Seema 


Seema had been unemployed for just over a year before coming across the 


Navigator service. Her employment background was in health and social care, but 


her most recent work experience was in a customer services role. Seema is a lone 


parent with two children of school age. 


Her Navigator first called her after she left her contact details on a signup form. 


They have been meeting once a week. Seema’s Navigator regularly sends her 


information about vacancies and recruitment agencies, and helps her fill in job 


applications. Seema and her Navigator have together identified her interview 


technique as an area in which she would like to improve and have been working 


together towards this goal. 


“If I’ve got an interview I’ll ask ‘please, please, please, ask me interview questions!’ 


and [my Navigator] would arrange for somebody who I don’t really know from her 


office to call. They would call me up and they would ask me interview questions and 


give me feedback.” 


Seema enjoys working with her Navigator and thinks her Navigator understands 


what she is looking for. 


“I like the personal touch, the one to one.” 


Since she started working with her Navigator, Seema has completed a customer 


services course and has had a number of job interviews. 


The range and extent of softer outcomes achieved was emphasised by Navigators, 


who thought that the pilot was not just about getting people a job, but also about 


achieving stability for the household in the broadest sense and building employability 


in the long term. 


“I’d like to think one of the outcomes that we’ve worked towards is that 


ingraining of work ethic and job-search ethic. People knowing what they need 


to do to get out of this situation in future. We’ve built up resilience.” 


(Navigator) 
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2.4.1 Job outcomes 


Jobs were secured and started by 56 Navigator participants by the end of 


2013, a job start rate of 46%. This exceeds the pilot’s target of 35%, and 


likely reflects the ingrained employment focus of the service, particularly following 


the reallocation of some of the pilot’s resources in the summer of 2013. 


Case study 5: Rashida 


Rashida is a lone parent with three children. She lives in a private-rented property 


with which she has had numerous problems due to damp. Her poor housing 


condition has led to her developing a respiratory illness, which has limited her 


capability to work over the past year. She hasn’t worked in a number of years, but 


has previous experience in outreach work. 


Rashida saw the Navigator service advertised in a leaflet at a council building. She 


thought that is sounded like something she would benefit from, so she contacted the 


service for support. She was paired with a Navigator, and they have been meeting at 


least weekly since. Rashida’s Navigator has helped build her confidence; has helped 


identify appropriate vacancies and prepare for job interviews; and has also 


attempted to help Rashida negotiate with her landlord to improve her housing 


situation. 


“[My Navigator] was very supportive. She would meet me at locations near to my 


home...the local Children’s Centre mostly. And the main thing is that she didn’t give 


up on me.” 


With the support of her Navigator, Rashida has started working in a temporary 


canvassing role. Rashida’s Navigator saw the role advertised and thought it would 


suit Rashida given her outreach experience and desire not to work in an office 


environment. 


“This was a brilliant opportunity. We applied, [my Navigator] gave a reference on my 


behalf, and I got the job...I got my confidence together and I decided it was make 


or break. This was a once in a lifetime opportunity as I’d been out of work since 


2006.” 


Rashida had some issues meeting targets early on in the job. The employer has 


stayed in regular contact with Rashida’s Navigator in order to support Rashida to 


overcome these issues and be successful in the role. Rashida and her Navigator are 


now working together to secure further employment for when this temporary job 


ends, which Rashida thinks will be much easier now she has recent experience and a 


good employer reference. 
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Job starts were more likely among participants who were due to be affected by the 


benefit cap, as shown below on figure 2.7. This may reflect the urgency of action 


that the cap forced upon households: find work, move house, or see your benefits 


reduced substantially. It may also reflect the fact that Navigators felt that 


participants unaffected by the benefit cap had more substantial employment 


constraints, many of which are not brought to the fore in the participant 


characteristic data recorded. 


Figure 2.7: Navigator job start rate by whether participants were affected 
by the overall benefit cap 


 Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent Council 


Job starts were also more likely among residents who were single parents, had 


dependent children, and, interestingly, those who had never worked before. These 


characteristics are all strongly associated with households due to be affected by the 


benefit cap, as highlighted in section 2.2. It is not possible to unpick whether it was 


the (threat of the) benefit cap itself, or the composition of the group due to be 


affected, that drove higher job starts. 


Job starts did not vary measurably by participant age, tenancy status, ethnicity or 


benefit type. 


Participants secured jobs with a range of employers, mostly in cleaning, care work 


and customer services. Navigators reported that most participants had moved into 


work paid at the National Minimum Wage, although some were paid the London 


Living Wage. Participants were working an average of 20 hours per week, 


sometimes split across two ‘mini’ jobs. The concentration of working hours between 


16 and 24 per week correlates with Work Tax Credit eligibility and therefore the 


amount of work needed to avoid the benefit cap. This suggests that participants and 


Navigators were focused (at least in the short term) on work that allowed 


households to return to full Housing Benefit eligibility, and did not push beyond that 


level. 


Although Navigators viewed participants starting work as a very positive thing, they 


were sometimes concerned that wider labour market conditions – such as the 


prevalence of low-paid, temporary, inflexible and precarious jobs on offer – 
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hampered the positive impacts that the transition into employment could have on 


households. 


It is very difficult to compare outcomes from different employment programmes 


given the different contexts that they operate in and the different groups of 


participants that they serve. However, on the surface a 46% job start rate appears 


to represent success, given the complex employment constraints displayed by 


Navigator participants. As a very rough guide, the Work Programme has so far 


achieved a job start rate of around 40% for all participants who have been 


supported by providers for two years.4 The Work Programme provides mainstream 


employment support for long-term unemployed Jobseeker’s Allowance claimants and 


some Employment and Support Allowance and Income Support claimants, many of 


whom will be relatively closer to the labour market than the group of participants 


engaged in the Navigator pilot. 


The following chapter provides more robust analysis of the relative success of the 


Navigator pilot, by exploring job outcomes in relation to a much more appropriate 


comparison group. 


Of the 13 participants who had started working over six months ago at the 


time of final data collection, 11 had remained in work (with their original 


employer or in a new job). While these numbers are too small to explore further or 


draw robust conclusions from, they suggest that the pilot is on track to achieve 


or exceed the target of 75% of job starts being sustained for at least six 


months. This may reflect the fact that Navigators continued to work intensively with 


participants, and often employers, after they started working. In addition, it is likely 


to reflect close working with the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP), Brent 


Revenues and Benefits and the Childcare Information Service to smooth the 


transition into work for residents. 


                                        


4 Employment Related Services Association (2013) Work Programme Performance Report – December 
2013 
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3 Impact and cost-effectiveness 


This chapter discusses the impact of the Navigator pilot on employment and other 


outcomes, and the cost-effectiveness of the pilot in terms of savings brought to the 


council as well as broader implications for public expenditure. 


3.1 Additional impact of the pilot 


As discussed in the previous chapter, the level of job entries and job sustainment 


achieved by the Navigator pilot appear to have exceeded targets, and indicate a 


positive impact on employment outcomes. The job entry and sustainment rates do 


not represent the true impact of the pilot, however, as they do not account for those 


employment outcomes that would have occurred anyway if the Navigator service 


hadn’t existed. In this section we provide an estimate of what that level would have 


been, in order to quantify the net or additional impact of the pilot. 


Our analysis of the additional impact of the pilot is based only on job entries, as we 


lack sufficient data to estimate the service’s additional impact on job sustainment 


and wider positive outcomes. Perceived impacts on a broader set of outcomes are 


nonetheless discussed at the end of this section. 


Accurately estimating the outcomes that participants would have achieved anyway in 


the absence of an intervention – known as the ‘counterfactual’ position – is a central 


challenge within programme evaluation. It is a challenge that many evaluations of 


employment interventions fail to overcome, due to the lack of consistent outcome 


data on a comparable group of individuals (or areas) that the initiative can be 


measured against. It is, however, a very important challenge to tackle as robustly as 


possible, in order to draw conclusions about the real difference an intervention has 


made. 


In the case of the Navigator pilot, we identified an opportunity to estimate the 


additional impact on job entries relatively robustly by comparing pilot participants 


who were due to be affected by the benefit cap with other Brent residents due to be 


affected by the benefit cap but not involved in the Navigator pilot. Such comparison 


is possible because the council’s Housing Benefit team was, over the course of 2013, 


collating data on the characteristics of all residents due to be affected by the benefit 


cap from DWP scans. This data included information on whether residents originally 


expected to be capped subsequently started claiming Working Tax Credits (WTCs) 


and therefore avoided the benefit cap. Starting a WTC claim is a very good proxy for 


job entry, our key outcome of interest in terms of the impact of the Navigator pilot. 
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Comparing the level of WTC claims among Navigator participants due to be affected 


by the cap to other Brent residents due to be affected by the cap (the ‘control 


group’) might not be valid if there are systematic differences between the two 


groups. For example, Navigators reported that the residents affected by the benefit 


cap that the Housing Benefit team referred to them were often those who had failed 


to engage with initial council communications, or who were due to have their 


Housing Benefit reduced by relatively large amounts. 


To correct for any such systematic differences, we used a statistical technique called 


propensity score matching to weight the control group so that it more closely 


matched the characteristics of Navigator participants. Our match was based on a 


number of characteristics including age, ethnicity, tenancy type, main benefit 


claimed, family characteristics, and the amount of Housing Benefit due to be 


withdrawn under the cap. This process only produced a very small adjustment in the 


composition of the control group, suggesting that Navigator participants affected by 


the cap weren’t very different from the overall cap-affected population in Brent in 


terms of observed characteristics, on aggregate. This process was nonetheless 


reassuring in confirming and marginally improving the validity of the counterfactual 


position we were using. The caveat here is that the two groups may differ in terms 


of characteristics that were not identified in the data, such as motivation to enter 


work, which the match would not have been able to ‘correct’ for. For more details of 


the propensity score matching process, including further assumptions and caveats, 


see annex one. 


Thus, although it comes with caveats, we are confident that we have produced a 


robust and defensible estimate of the additional impact of the Navigator pilot on job 


entries, as feasible with available information. We estimate that 49% of the job 


entries achieved by Navigator participants were additional, and would not 


have occurred in the absence of the pilot. Put differently, if the pilot hadn’t 


happened, we estimate that 24% of participants (equivalent to 29 participants) 


would have started work over the period, rather than 46% (equivalent to 56 


participants). This estimate is statistically significant, meaning that we can be 


confident that the difference we have identified between participants and the control 


group is not due to random chance. For more details on how this estimate was 


produced see annex one. 


The fact that the Navigator pilot had a significant, positive impact on participants’ 


chances of entering work is in itself an indicator of success. Furthermore, the scale 


of the estimated impact – essentially a doubling of the number of outcomes that 


would have happened without the service – is higher than that observed for many 
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national DWP employment initiatives including the Future Jobs Fund5, Mandatory 


Work Activity6 and the New Deal for Young People7 (although the difference in 


methodologies is likely to significantly inhibit comparison). 


The findings presented here were echoed by Navigators, who all thought that 


considerably fewer participants would have got jobs without their support. 


Navigators recognised that a portion of participants probably would have entered 


work over the period if the service hadn’t existed, but thought that they wouldn’t 


have done so as quickly, and that job sustainability would have been much worse 


without their continued in-work support. It was not possible to capture these timing 


and sustainability impacts in our impact estimate. 


Navigators were also in agreement that the pilot was successful in having an impact 


in a much broader sense than producing additional employment outcomes. 


Navigators highlighted bringing services into more effective partnerships, showing 


that the council could work dynamically for the needs of residents, uncovering the 


scale of the challenges faced by residents and exposing to the council the nature of 


available provision as particularly positive outcomes from the pilot. 


“Personally I think we were very successful in highlighting the nature of 


deprivation in Brent. Highlighting what is needed versus what is actually being 


done. Highlighting gaps in provision. And I think we made a difference to a 


few people’s lives.” (Navigator) 


3.2 Cost-effectiveness and council savings achieved 


This section discusses the costs and the Navigator pilot and the savings in public 


expenditure it may be responsible for, in order to comment on its cost-effectiveness. 


3.2.1 Costs of the Navigator pilot 


The Navigators and Navigator Manager acknowledged that the Navigator service was 


relatively expensive, in comparison both to previous employment initiatives run in 


the local area and national employment provision funded by the DWP (including 


those programmes mentioned above as having much lower levels of estimated 


impact). They thought this was unsurprising given the intensive way in which 


Navigators worked with participants over the course of a year. 


                                        


5 Department for Work and Pensions (2012) Impacts and Costs and Benefits of the Future Jobs Fund 
6 Department for Work and Pensions (2012) Early impacts of Mandatory Work Activity 
7 Riley, R. and Young, G. (2000) New Deal for Young People: Implications for Employment and the 
Public Finances, National Institute for Economic and Social Research 
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The initial budget allocated to the Navigator service was £413,000, but, given the 


reallocation of pilot resources mid-way through, actual spend was much lower than 


this. Final outturn spend was £285,000,8 the vast majority (96%) of which 


comprised the direct costs of employing the Navigators and Navigator Manager. 


Table 3.1, below, summarises the unit costs of the service in terms of participants, 


job entries and additional job entries. 


Table 3.1: Navigator pilot unit costs: summary figures 


 
Number Cost 


Cost per participant     122   £2,300  


Cost per job entry      56   £5,100  


Cost per additional job entry      27   £10,400  


Source: Navigator service actual spend, Brent Council; Navigator pilot management information data, 


Brent Council; Inclusion calculations 


Comparative analysis of these figures against those for other initiatives is useful to 


put them into context. However, differences in the nature of programmes and the 


types of costs included in the calculation may limit direct comparability, which serves 


as a note of caution to the discussion below. 


In terms of per-participant costs, data made available by DWP on a number of pre-


2009 employment programmes (including the New Deals, Employment Zones, and 


Pathways to Work), shows costs per participant on these programmes ranging from 


£850 to £2,200.9 The Navigator service is firmly at the top end of this range. As a 


further comparator, when the Work Programme was commissioned DWP expected to 


pay providers roughly £1,100 per participant at illustrative performance levels.10 On 


this basis the Navigator service is at the expensive end of employment programme 


provision in terms of per-participant costs. 


The DWP also made available information on costs per job entry of its pre-2009 


programmes, in the course of which it supplied Inclusion with confidential 


information on the higher costs of delivering programmes in London. The inferred 


cost per job entry for the main DWP programmes that had served adults in London 


was £5,000 for New Deal 25+ and £5,100 for Employment Zones.11 The Navigator 


service has a very similar cost per job entry to these figures; however, three points 


                                        


8 We have excluded the costs of commissioning this evaluation from the figure, as this would not 
normally be included when conducting cost-benefit analysis for employment programmes 
9 Roger Tym & Partners (2010) London Skills and Employment Board: An Evaluation Framework 
10 London Skills & Employment Observatory (2011) Work Programme in London: Information for 
stakeholders as the Work Programme starts 
11 Bivand, P. and Gardiner, L. (2011) Assessing the London Development Agency’s Labour Market 
Programme Performance, Centre for Economic & Social Inclusion 
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are worth noting here. Firstly, we are using as comparators costs per outcome for 


programmes that took place at different points in time and in different economic 


contexts, which is likely to hamper their relevance to the Navigator pilot. Secondly, 


this comparison does not take into account the additional impact of initiatives 


(robust impact estimates have not generally been produced for mainstream DWP 


programmes), but rather focuses on gross outcomes. Judging net outcomes, if it 


were possible, would likely vastly alter the comparators. Thirdly, in its post-2009 


employment provision DWP has sought to greatly reduce the cost per outcome of its 


programmes (most notably the Work Programme), which may render these 


comparators out of date in terms of what a reasonable unit costs level may be. 


In terms of costs per additional job entry, there are few appropriate comparators 


available. Inclusion’s independent evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund estimated a 


cost per additional job of just over £9,000,12 slightly below the figure for the 


Navigator pilot. However, this programme (a temporary jobs initiative mainly 


targeted at 18-24 year olds) was very different in terms of content and the 


participants served. 


Overall, our limited comparison of the unit costs of the Navigator pilot suggests that 


it lies within the range of mainstream national employment programme provision, 


although at the more expensive end of this range. 


3.2.2 Savings achieved by the Navigator pilot 


While assessing the unit costs of the pilot in comparison to other programmes is 


helpful, a more nuanced view on cost-effectiveness can be gained by comparing 


costs to the savings to public expenditure that the pilot has brought about. 


A standard approach to doing this would be to use cost-benefit analysis methods to 


estimate the savings to the Exchequer resulting from the outcomes that the pilot has 


achieved, in terms of benefit savings, increased tax revenues, and potential 


reductions in other public budgets such as health and justice. 


While supporting unemployed benefit claimants into work generally results in savings 


in these budgets, the Navigator pilot is an unusual case. This is because nearly three 


quarters of job entries were achieved by participants affected by the overall benefit 


cap, and would have generally moved them out of the cap and reinstated their 


entitlement to their pre-cap levels of Housing Benefit. Cap-affected participants 


moving into work therefore increases welfare expenditure (in the short term) rather 


                                        


12 Fishwick, T., Lane, P. and Gardiner, L. (2011) The Future Jobs Fund: An independent national 
evaluation, Centre for Economic & Social Inclusion 
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than reducing it. In addition, evidence suggests that most Navigator participants 


who found work were not earning enough to pay income tax. 


Our modelling (detailed in annex two) illustrates this. Using typical hours, wage 


levels and participant characteristics, we estimate that cap-affected Navigator 


participants who enter work received £304 more per week in welfare benefits that 


they would have done if they had stayed out of work and been capped. The minority 


of job entries by non-cap affected participants saved the Exchequer £72 per week in 


welfare expenditure. Bringing these two figures together gives an average increase 


in Exchequer welfare benefit costs of £205 per week when participants move into 


work. This is derived from higher Housing Benefit payments to cap-affected 


participants and Working Tax Credits for all participants, which more than counteract 


savings in out-of-work benefits and very small amounts of employee National 


Insurance contributions. 


There are other savings to the Exchequer that result from individuals moving into 


work than just direct tax revenues and welfare savings. There is an established body 


of literature on these,13 which we will not replicate here in full, apart from 


mentioning some of the key aspects for which estimates are available. One is likely 


to be indirect tax revenues, for example, VAT receipts. Estimates of the size of this 


impact vary substantially. As an example, a benchmark figure of £900 per additional 


job per year was estimated for lone parents using 2006/07 data.14 Other important 


Exchequer savings may result from reduced healthcare expenditure (the DWP 


framework suggests a figure of £508 per additional job for a Jobseeker’s Allowance 


claimant) and reduced expenditure on law enforcement (which the DWP framework 


provides a formula for estimating).15 It is not possible to calculate this size of these 


wider Exchequer benefits for the Navigator pilot in particular, however, in 


combination they are likely to be significant and they should be acknowledged as an 


important aspect of the impact of the Navigator service.  


While the Navigator pilot did not create an Exchequer benefit by reducing the 


national welfare bill, it is worth highlighting that it did, therefore, increase the 


amount of national welfare expenditure being brought into the local area. We 


estimate that the net increase in national welfare expenditure being 


claimed in Brent as a result of the pilot (i.e. accounting only for additional 


                                        


13 For a brief summary see pp.44-46 of Inclusion’s Future Jobs Fund evaluation: Fishwick, T., Lane, P. 
and Gardiner, L. (2011) The Future Jobs Fund: An independent national evaluation, Centre for 


Economic & Social Inclusion 
14 Freud, D. (2007) Reducing dependency, increasing opportunity: options for the future of welfare to 
work, Department for Work and Pensions 
15 Fujiwara, D. (2010) Department for Work and Pensions Social Cost-Benefit Analysis framework, 
Department for Work and Pensions 
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job entries produced by the pilot) was £292,000, slightly higher than the costs 


of the pilot itself. Details of this calculation are provided in annex two. 


If the Navigator pilot increased welfare receipts when participants moved into work, 


it follows that it also made working participants much better off in the process 


(another aspect that is accounted for in standard cost-benefit analysis 


methodologies). We estimate that participants were £275 per week better off 


as a result of entering work. This figure accounts for wages and the increased 


welfare receipts described above, less estimated childcare costs. Considering the 


pilot as a whole, the net impact (i.e. accounting only for additional job 


entries) was to increase Brent resident income by £391,000, a figure 37% 


higher than the costs of the pilot. Much of this additional income is likely to be 


spent in the local area, providing a boost to local businesses and the local 


economy.16 Although not equivalent to fiscal savings, this individual welfare impact 


for participants is nonetheless an important social benefit produced by the pilot that 


should be considered as part of its success. 


Another perspective on savings in public expenditure produced by the pilot considers 


the cashable savings that have accrued directly to Brent Council from Navigator 


participants moving into work. There is a range of evidence that quantifies the 


financial burdens that resident worklessness places on local authorities, particularly 


in the context of welfare reform.17 On this basis, we have been able to estimate the 


net savings produced by the Navigator pilot in terms of: 


 Reductions in spending on the rent shortfall of capped households in 


temporary accommodation, which is particularly important given the number 


of participants who started work that were living in temporary accommodation. 


 Reductions in the cost of homeless acceptances, due to the reduced risk of 


arrears, eviction and homelessness when households are working. 


 Reductions in Council Tax Support expenditure, which is an important 


consideration in council finances following the localisation of Council Tax Support. 


We have modelled the size of each of these savings, with the results summarised in 


table 3.2 and detailed more fully in annex two. 


                                        


16 For information on local multipliers and leakage, see: Department for Business, Innovation and 


Skills (2009) Research to improve the assessment of additionality, BIS occasional paper no.1 
17 For example, see: London Councils (2013) Tracking welfare reform: meeting the financial challenge 
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Table 3.2: Savings to Brent Council achieved by the Navigator pilot: 
summary 


 


Reductions in 


spending on the 
rent shortfall of 


capped households 
in temporary 


accommodation 


Reductions 
in the cost of 


homeless 
acceptances 


Reductions 
in Council 


Tax Support 
expenditure 


Total 


Gross annual savings  £339,770   £25,940   £18,660  £384,370  


Gross annual savings per 
job entry 


 £6,070   £460   £330   £6,860  


Gross annual savings per 


participant 
 £2,860   £220   £150   £3,220  


Net annual savings (at 
49% additionality) 


 £165,640   £12,650  £9,100  £187,390  


Net annual savings per 


job entry 
 £2,960   £230   £160   £3,350  


Net annual savings per 


participant 
 £1,390   £110   £70  £1,570  


Source: Navigator pilot management information data, Brent Council; London Councils (2013) 


Tracking welfare reform: meeting the financial challenge; Shelter (2012) Research briefing: 


immediate costs to government of loss of home; information supplied by Brent Council on temporary 


accommodation costs and households affected by the benefit cap; Inclusion calculations using 


EntitledTo benefit calculation software 


Table 3.2 shows that the net impact of the Navigator pilot equates to savings 


of £187,000 in localised budgets within the council, equivalent to two 


thirds (66%) of the total cost of the pilot. The majority of these council 


savings relate specifically to the partial focus of the pilot on households due to be 


affected by the benefit cap. This is because of very high benefit cap levels and a 


high incidence of temporary accommodation amongst the capped population in 


Brent, which drive the savings in temporary accommodation rents and homeless 


acceptances when this population enters work. 


Again, there will be wider local or council savings that we haven’t been able to 


capture in this assessment but that are evidenced in the literature. These include 


increased business rate revenue from resident spending in the local economy, and 


revenues from increased local travel in order for residents to get to work.18 Although 


it was not possible to include wider local impacts such as these in our calculation, 


they should be born in mind. 


                                        


18 Fujiwara, D. (2010) Department for Work and Pensions Social Cost-Benefit Analysis framework, 
Department for Work and Pensions 
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3.2.3 Conclusions on pilot cost-effectiveness 


As this section has made clear, there are a range of perspectives that can be taken 


on the cost-effectiveness of the Navigator pilot. The key messages are as follows: 


 The Navigator pilot cost £285,000. Unit costs (per participant, per job entry and 


per additional job entry) were on the expensive side of that observed in the 


provision of mainstream DWP employment programmes. 


 The Navigator pilot brought an additional £292,000 to Brent in national DWP / HM 


Revenue and Customs welfare expenditure, just above the figure spent on it. 


 The Navigator pilot produced a total additional income to Brent residents of 


£391,000, 37% higher than its costs. Much of this income is likely to be spent on 


local services or businesses, boosting the local economy. 


 The Navigator pilot also brought additional cashable savings to council budgets of 


£187,000, two thirds of the costs of the pilot. It did this largely by preventing 


some of the worst outcomes of the overall benefit cap through supporting 


affected residents into employment. 


Taking these perspectives together, we conclude that although it was expensive, the 


Navigator pilot was a cost-effective initiative from the perspective of residents, Brent 


Council, and the local economy. 


This perspective was echoed by the Navigators, who also highlighted longer-term 


savings (outside the scope of our estimates) that the pilot was likely to have 


produced, and the fact that some of the disruptions to the service during its pilot 


year may have impinged upon its cost-effectiveness. 


“I don’t think the cost of the service in this pilot reflects the real cost of the 


service either, because we had a period when we were trying to deliver the 


service in a different way and do a lot of changing and re-prioritising. In fact, 


there was a lot of change throughout that would have affected costs.” 


(Navigator Manager) 


“If you take a short-term approach, it’s expensive, but if you look at the 


savings that you’re going to get over the longer term, it’s going to be very 


cost effective. For instance...if you look at things like people moving from 


temporary accommodation into permanent council housing, it’s much less 


costly for the council. And when they move into work their health outcomes 


are likely to be better and things like that.” (Navigator) 







Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot 


33 


4 Conclusions and 


recommendations 


This research has captured the experience of the Navigator pilot over 2013, 


including the type of Brent residents it supported, the services it provided, the 


intermediate outcomes and employment outcomes it achieved, and the wider impact 


it had on service provision within Brent. It has also evidenced the net difference the 


Navigator pilot made using robust techniques, finding a large and statistically 


significant positive additional impact. Finally, it has described the cost-effectiveness 


of the pilot for Brent residents and for the council, concluding that it was an initiative 


that provided value for money to both. 


On this basis, we recommend a continued role for the Navigator service 


within Brent. We recommend that a future Navigator service retains the key 


strengths of the Navigator pilot, and looks at developing or changing in other areas. 


Key strengths of the service that ought to be retained in future are: 


 The small size and dynamism of the Navigator team. 


 The personalised nature of the service and the flexibility for Navigators to work 


with different participants in different ways. 


 The continuity that the service provided, working with participants intensively 


over long periods of time and maintaining intensive support once they had moved 


into work. 


Areas in which the service could change or develop further are: 


 In the extent to which Navigators empower residents as opposed to doing things 


on their behalf. For example, Navigators felt that filling in job applications for 


residents may not have been the best way to stimulate longer-term positive 


outcomes and self-reliance. 


 By applying a bit more structure as the service moves forward from pilot stage, 


for example, around participant eligibility or Navigators’ frequency of contact with 


participants. 


 By differentiating the roles of Navigators, for example, having some Navigators 


who particularly focus on recruiting participants. 
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 By providing more support via group sessions, which pilot participants benefited 


from as it gave them a chance to integrate with other residents and support each 


other. In addition, group sessions could be a more cost-effective approach. 


There are a number of opportunities for a future Navigator service to continue to 


have an impact on Brent residents. These include: 


 Focusing on a broader set of outcomes than just employment: given the 


Navigator service’s holistic nature and its success in joining up silos across the 


council and externally funded services, this model has the potential to be effective 


across more outcome streams than just employment. Indeed, Navigators thought 


that focusing on only employment as the outcome of interest failed to capture the 


range of impact that the pilot had. In this context, a broader Navigator service, 


still with a strong focus on employment but alongside other outcomes, may be an 


effective approach in Brent. One option would be to trial such an approach within 


the West London Community Budget, which is oriented around joining up support 


across different funding (and therefore outcome) streams. 


 Continuing to focus on welfare reform cliff edges: the pilot’s cost-


effectiveness was most apparent around the benefit cap and the direct gains that 


accrue to the council and to residents when the cap is avoided. In this context, 


the Navigator service could continue to target residents affected by the benefit 


cap. Alternatively or in addition, it could focus on future welfare reform cliff edges 


such as the direct payment of housing support to social and council tenants under 


Universal Credit, or those out-of-work residents who are significantly worse off 


under Universal Credit. 


 Focusing on the most disengaged residents that the Navigator service 


has proven it can support: while considering short-term cost-effectiveness is 


important, this may undervalue the importance of the service to those residents 


for whom ‘savings’ accrue mainly in the longer term. The Navigator service has 


proven that it can support individuals traditionally considered very far from the 


labour market, including the precariously housed, those for whom English is a 


second language, and lone parents. A future service could continue to provide this 


crucial help to residents least likely to be accessing similar support via other 


initiatives.
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Annex 1: estimating the 


additional impact of the Navigator 


pilot 


The impact of the Navigator pilot was estimated using data compiled by the council’s 


Housing Benefit team over the course of 2013. The council supplied a dataset 


containing a large but not exhaustive sample of 3,800 residents who were at some 


point identified as due to be affected by the overall benefit cap in DWP scans. This 


dataset included information on various personal characteristics, a flag showing 


whether individuals had subsequently made a claim for WTC (which we use as a 


proxy for job entry), and the ID number of the 53 Navigator participants present in 


the dataset. The data was consistently recorded; however there were a large 


number of unknowns on a couple of the variables. 


The incidence of WTC claims among the Navigator participants in the benefit cap 


dataset was much lower than the incidence of job entry for these participants 


according to pilot management information data (26% compared to 57%). This will 


be due to a combination of jobs recorded in the programme data that are not WTC-


eligible, and differences in the processes and timeliness of recording this information 


in the two datasets. There was also variation in the way some participant 


characteristics were recorded and coded across the two different datasets. For these 


reasons, it was not possible or appropriate to augment the information in the benefit 


cap dataset with information from pilot management information, for example, by 


adding those participants not already present in the overall benefit cap dataset in 


order to conduct the impact assessment for all Navigator participants.  


Thus we have extrapolated the additional impact of the Navigator service for a 


subset of participants to apply to the service as a whole. This is a defensible 


assumption as we found no evidence that the service provided to participants not 


affected by the cap differed in any way from the service provided to participants 


who were affected. In other words, although participants not affected by the cap 


had a lower job entry rate than those affected, we are assuming that a comparable 


control group of ‘non-cap-affected’ Brent residents would similarly have a lower job 


entry rate than the cap-affected control group. So the additional impact (the 


difference or gap in outcomes for the participant and control groups) would be 


similar across the Brent population not affected by the cap and the Brent population 


that was affected. 







Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot 


36 


Propensity score matching was used to ensure that the individuals in the benefit cap 


dataset who were not Navigator participants (the ‘control group’) were comparable 


to the participants present in this dataset on observed characteristics. Propensity 


score matching is a regression technique that assigns ‘weights’ to the control group 


so that it matches the group of participants as closely as possible, on aggregate. 


The use of this method assumes that the major factors other than the Navigator 


service itself that affect job entry are the state of the economy (covered by using 


comparison data that refers to the same time frame and location as the participant 


data) and the personal characteristics of the individual. There were some 


characteristics, including education levels and employment history, which are likely 


to affect job entry but were not present in the dataset and therefore could not be 


used in the match. In addition, relatively difficult-to-observe characteristics like 


individual motivation (which may be a factor at play given that participation in the 


pilot was voluntary) cannot be corrected for in the match. These caveats must be 


born in mind when considering the appropriateness of the control group used; 


however, overall we judge it to be an appropriate comparator. 


The results of the propensity score match are shown in the table below. 


Table A1: Propensity score matching results: Navigator participants 
affected by the benefit cap compared to wider benefit cap population in 
Brent 


 


Mean score - 
Navigator 


participants 


Mean 
score - 
control 
(before 


matching) 


Difference 
in means of 


Navigator 
participant


s and 
control 
(before 


matching) 


Mean score 
- control 


(after 
matching) 


Difference 
in means 


of 
Navigator 


participant
s and 


control 
(after 


matching) 


Propensity score (likelihood 
of being a Navigator 
participant) 


2.2% 1.4% 0.01 2.2% 0.00 


Benefit claimed - Income 
Support 


64.2% 46.6% 0.18 72.4% -0.08 


Benefit claimed - Jobseeker's 
Allowance 


24.5% 21.4% 0.03 15.2% 0.09 


Benefit claimed - 
Employment and Support 
Allowance 


3.8% 16.6% -0.13 4.8% -0.01 


Benefit claimed - Other 7.6% 15.5% -0.08 7.6% 0.00 


Housing Benefit due to be 
withdrawn under the cap 


        160        126  34.85         127  33.05 


Whether subject to the Local 
Housing Allowance cap 


66.0% 53.5% 0.13 54.4% 0.12 


Property type - social rented 
sector 


26.4% 28.4% -0.02 42.7% -0.16 


Property type - temporary 
accommodation 


24.5% 17.0% 0.08 21.0% 0.04 
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Property type - unknown 0.0% 0.1% 0.00 0.0% 0.00 


Ethnicity - Mixed ethnic 
groups 


1.9% 2.2% 0.00 2.8% -0.01 


Ethnicity - Asian or Asian 
British 


13.2% 9.0% 0.04 10.8% 0.02 


Ethnicity - black or black 
British 


35.9% 24.9% 0.11 36.8% -0.01 


Ethnicity - Chinese 0.0% 0.1% 0.00 0.0% 0.00 


Ethnicity - other 5.7% 3.0% 0.03 4.1% 0.02 


Ethnicity - unknown 34.0% 51.5% -0.18 35.8% -0.02 


Age          37         39  -2.46          32  5.05 


Family status - single 54.7% 58.6% -0.04 63.2% -0.09 


Family status - couple 43.4% 29.7% 0.14 33.8% 0.10 


Source: Overall benefit cap scans, Brent Council; Inclusion calculations 


The results show improvements in the difference of means of the control group after 


matching on 13 of the 18 characteristics. The low propensity score for Navigator 


participants shows that the characteristics of the cap-affected population in Brent do 


little to predict who participated in the Navigator pilot. Nonetheless, our match has 


marginally improved the quality of the control group on the basis of these 


characteristics, but equalising the mean propensity scores. 


The proportion of Navigator participants present in the benefit cap dataset who 


made a WTC claim (our proxy for entering work) was 26.4%. The proportion of the 


matched control group that made a WTC claim was 13.5% (for the unmatched 


control group the figure was 15.1%). From this we derived the additionality figure of 


49% (.264 - .135) / .264 = .488). The significance of this impact estimate was 


measured using a t-test for differences in sample proportions. The results of the t-


test are summarised in table A2, below. 


Table A2: Significance testing results: Navigator participants affected by 
the benefit cap compared to matched group of wider benefit cap 
population in Brent 


Group statistics 


  Number 
Proportion making a 
WTC claim 


Standard 
error 


Navigator participants 53 26.4% .061 


Matched control group 3738 13.5% .006 


Test statistics (equal variances not assumed) 


Difference between sample proportions                         0.129  


t-statistic                         2.098 


Significance (2-tailed)  0.041**  


Source: Overall benefit cap scans, Brent Council; Inclusion calculations 


These results show that our impact estimate is significant at the 95% confidence 


level. 
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Annex 2: estimating the savings 


brought by the Navigator pilot 


In estimating the savings or benefits that accrue when Navigator participants enter 


work, it has been necessary to estimate the length of time that participants remain 


in work after starting. Previous research conducted by Inclusion has modelled job 


sustainment patterns of newly-employed former benefit claimants, producing 


average sustainment of just over a year.19 Given that pilot data shows that 11 of 13 


participants had successfully sustained work to six months at the final data collection 


point, we judge average job sustainment of one year to be a sensible but 


conservative estimate for modelling purposes. All savings estimates therefore cover 


a one-year time period, which seems appropriate given that the pilot costs were also 


accrued over a one-year period. 


It has also been necessary to estimate the average working hours and wage of 


Navigator participants who enter work. Consistent with the data presented in 


chapter two, we use figures of 20 hours of work per week, at a wage of £7.50 (in 


between the National Minimum Wage and the London Living Wage, but closer to the 


former). 


Benefit expenditure and changes in participant income 


To estimate the change in participants’ benefits and income in the in-work and out-


of-work situations, we model these scenarios in ‘EntitledTo’ benefit calculation 


software. We do this separately for the typical benefit cap-affected participant who 


entered work, and the typical non cap-affected participant who entered work, based 


on the most common characteristics in each case. Tables A3 and A4 summarise the 


in-work and out-of-work situations for these two typical participants. 


In reality, Navigator participants who entered work do not neatly converge on these 


two typical participant types. The variety of personal, family, housing and 


employment characteristics of participants who entered work may mean that actual 


changes in participant income and benefit expenditure as a result of the pilot are 


higher or lower than those estimated here, which is a caveat to these results. 


                                        


19 Fishwick, T., Lane, P. and Gardiner, L. (2011) The Future Jobs Fund: An independent national 
evaluation, Centre for Economic & Social Inclusion 
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Table A3: In-work and out-of work budgets for typical participant affected 
by the overall benefit cap who enters work (lone mother with four 
children claiming Income Support, living in temporary accommodation, 
expected to be capped by £244 per week, using childcare for 20 hours per 
week for two youngest children when in work), annual 


 


Out of work (cap affected) In work Change 


Child Benefit £3,146 £3,146 £0 


Income Support £3,739 £0 -£3,739 


Housing Benefit £7,718 £19,784 £12,066 


Child Tax Credit £11,439 £11,439 £0 


Council Tax Support £817 £672 -£145 


Working Tax Credit £0 £7,632 £7,632 


Earned income (gross) £0 £7,821 £7,821 


Employee National Insurance £0 -£6 -£6 


Childcare costs £0 -£5,354 -£5,354 


Total £26,858 £45,135 £18,277 


Source: Navigator pilot management information data, Brent Council; Family and Childcare Trust 


(2013) Childcare Costs Survey 2013 (estimated childcare costs set at the London average for a 


childminder for children over the age of two); Inclusion calculations using EntitledTo benefit 


calculation software 


Table A4: In-work and out-of work budgets for typical participant not 
affected by the overall benefit cap who enters work (lone mother with one 
child claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance, living in private-rented 
accommodation, renting at the Local Housing Allowance cap level, not 
using childcare when in work), annual 


 
Out of work In work Change 


Child Benefit £1,056 £1,056 £0 


Jobseeker's Allowance £3,739 £0 -£3,739 


Housing Benefit £11,651 £8,616 -£3,035 


Child Tax Credit £3,270 £3,270 £0 


Council Tax Support £817 £0 -£817 


Working Tax Credit £0 £3,895 £3,895 


Earned income (gross) £0 £7,821 £7,821 


Employee National Insurance £0 -£6 -£6 


Childcare costs £0 £0 £0 


Total £20,532 £24,652 £4,120 


Source: Navigator pilot management information data, Brent Council; Inclusion calculations using 


EntitledTo benefit calculation software 


The total change in these tables represents the amount by which the participant is 


better off in work on an annual basis. A weighted average that accounts for whether 


participants who entered work were due to be affected by the cap or not produces 


an average figure of £14,400 per year (£275 per week) better off in work, 
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for each additional job entry. As a total programme figure this is equivalent to 


£391,000 additional income for Brent residents as a result of the 


Navigator pilot. 


Weighted averages of the change on each of the relevant rows in tables A3 and A4 


produces the gross and net savings (costs) to national welfare expenditure by DWP 


and HM Revenue and Customs resulting from the Navigator pilot. This is summarised 


in table A5. 


Table A5: Savings in welfare expenditure by national government 
departments as a result of the Navigator pilot 


 
Gross savings 


Net savings (at 49% 


additionality) 


Income Support / Jobseeker's Allowance £3,741 £102,140 


Housing Benefit -£7,859 -£214,549 


Child and Working Tax Credits -£6,590 -£179,909 


Employee National Insurance £6 £157 


Total -£10,701 -£292,161 


Source: Navigator pilot management information data, Brent Council; Inclusion calculations using 


EntitledTo benefit calculation software 


Table A5 shows that the estimated additional national welfare expenditure 


received by Brent residents as a result of the Navigator pilot is £292,000. 


Savings accruing to Brent Council 


Recent research by London Councils20 and the National Housing Federation21 has 


highlighted the direct implications of welfare reforms on the finances of councils and 


social landlords. This section uses this research to formulate estimates of the 


financial burden that has been avoided by Brent Council as a result of the Navigator 


pilot. It focuses on three areas where there is sufficient evidence to calculate direct 


savings: temporary accommodation rents, homeless acceptances, and Council Tax 


Support expenditure. 


Temporary accommodation rents 


The London Councils research highlights the implications for councils when 


households in temporary accommodation are affected by the benefit cap: “where the 


cap applies in temporary accommodation, the rental shortfall falls to the 


                                        


20 London Councils (2013) Tracking welfare reform: meeting the financial challenge 
21 Ipsos MORI (2013) Impact of welfare reform on housing associations – 2012 Baseline report, 
National Housing Federation 
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accommodating council and is irretrievable from central government through 


temporary accommodation subsidy – the additional cost must be met from council 


expenditure on other services.” On this basis, London Councils calculates the costs 


to local authorities of subsidising the rent of capped households in temporary 


accommodation. We have replicated the calculation here for Brent Navigator 


participants in particular. The results are presented in table A6, in which we estimate 


that the council achieved a net saving of £166,000 in temporary accommodation 


rents as a result of the Navigator pilot. This large figure is driven by the high number 


of participants entering work who were both living in temporary accommodation and 


due to be affected by the cap, and the very high cap amounts for these households. 


Table A6: Savings to Brent Council achieved by the Navigator pilot: 
temporary accommodation rents 
Navigator participants who entered work, and were living in temporary 
accommodation and affected by the cap 


29 


Average weekly benefit cap for these participants  £230  


Annual rents assumed to be subsidised by the council for each household 


in temporary accommodation (annualised cap amount) 
 £11,850  


Annual savings in council rent subsidy when capped Navigator participants 
in temporary accommodation enter work (gross) 


 £339,770  


Net annual savings (at 49% additionality)  £165,640  


Source: Navigator pilot management information data, Brent Council; Inclusion calculations 


New homeless acceptances 


The London Councils research also estimates the increased risk of homelessness that 


the benefit cap creates, and the implications for councils of these new homeless 


presentations. We have replicated the London Councils calculation for Brent on the 


basis of data supplied by the council on local temporary accommodation costs, 


previous research by Shelter on the costs of homeless presentations, and the 


temporary accommodation subsidy calculated above. Our calculation assumes that 


entering work effectively removes the risk of becoming homeless for households. 


The results are presented in table A7, below, which shows that the council achieved 


a net saving of £13,000 in the cost of dealing with new homeless acceptances as a 


result of the Navigator pilot. This figure is relatively modest, mainly because the 


majority of Navigator participants who enter work and were subject to the benefit 


cap were already temporarily housed. 


Table A7: Savings to Brent Council achieved by the Navigator pilot: new 
homeless acceptances 
Estimated annual increase in homeless acceptances due to the benefit cap (derived 


from London Councils research and Brent data on households affected by the benefit 
cap) 


16% 


Number of Navigator participants who entered work and were affected by the benefit 


cap, but not already temporarily housed 
      12  
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Estimated number of Navigator participants entering work who would have been 
made homeless had they not (16% * 12) 


      1.9  


Annual Brent costs per homeless acceptance (following London Councils methods, 


includes rent subsidy for capped households in temporary accommodation, annual 
Brent temporary accommodation costs, and the costs of a homeless decision and of 


concluding the homeless duty estimated by Shelter) 


 £13,620  


Annual savings in council homeless acceptance costs when capped Navigator 
participants entered work (gross, £13,620 * 1.9) 


 £ 25,940  


Net annual savings (at 49% additionality)  £12,650  


Source: Navigator pilot management information data, Brent Council; London Councils (2013) 


Tracking welfare reform: meeting the financial challenge; Shelter (2012) Research briefing: 


immediate costs to government of loss of home; information supplied by Brent Council on temporary 


accommodation costs and households affected by the benefit cap; Inclusion calculations 


Council Tax Support expenditure 


Since April 2013, Council Tax Support has been the responsibility of local councils, 


meaning that increases or decreases in the amount of support awarded to 


households now have direct implications for council budgets. Therefore, it is possible 


to calculate the reduction in Council Tax Support expenditure for Brent Council when 


Navigator participants enter work, using the average change in award derived from 


the modelling presented in tables A3 and A4. As shown in table A8, we estimate a 


net saving of £9,000 in the Council Tax Support budget as a result of the Navigator 


pilot. This figure is relatively low because when an adult with lots of dependent 


children enters work at low hours and wages, he or she sees only a marginal 


reduction in Council Tax Support entitlement. 


Table A8: Savings to Brent Council achieved by the Navigator pilot: 
Council Tax Support expenditure 
Average annual savings in Council Tax Support expenditure when a Navigator 


participant enters work 
 £330  


Total savings for all Navigator participants entering work (gross)  £18,660  


Net annual savings (at 49% additionality)  £9,100  


Source: Navigator pilot management information data, Brent Council; Inclusion calculations using 


EntitledTo benefit calculation software 


It would also be possible to calculate the reduced risk of rent arrears when 


residents living in council and social properties enter work. Indeed, rent arrears 


among Housing Benefit recipients in social housing is a growing concern given the 


direct payment of rent support planned under Universal Credit. However, because 


hardly any Navigator participants were living in social housing, this was not a 


relevant calculation in the case of the Navigator pilot. 
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Annex 3: Definitions of 


constraints to employment and 


intermediate outcomes agreed by 


Navigators 


This annex describes the standard definitions of employment constraints and 


intermediate outcomes that were used to record participant characteristics and 


results on the Navigator pilot. 


Constraints to employment 


 Poor job search skills: no knowledge about the methods to look for 


employment opportunities / vacancies; no ability / knowledge to use job search 


engines such as Universal Jobmatch or Indeed; no understanding of how to fill in 


an application form, or how to respond to the job description. 


 Low numeracy / literacy: no knowledge / ability to write cover letters / 


applications / emails to employers on their own, for example, because of 


grammar and spelling mistakes; no ability to write full sentences in English (apart 


from name, address and basic information about themselves). 


 Low IT skills: no ability to use a computer to apply for jobs online, and in 


certain cases no knowledge of how to use a computer at all. 


 Low confidence: reluctance to think of life and previous experience as giving 


them skills that can be used in a work context; fear of failure / rejection when 


making an application or attending an employer interview or recruitment event; 


low self-esteem; disappointment with current personal circumstances and 


expressed concern that these cannot be solved.  


 Unrecognised overseas qualifications: qualifications not gained in the UK, or 


not transferred / formally recognised here; resident’s perception that their 


qualifications are not ‘recognised’ by UK based employers. 


 Lack of social network: no friends or immediate family; no people that can 


give a ‘character’ reference; no people to socialise with; no interaction with 


neighbours or other people in public places.  
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 Low level mental health problems: depression that impacts daily life but not 


severely (does not require hospital admission); anxiety after being victim of 


domestic violence. 


 Tenancy issues: rent arrears; eviction or risk of eviction; disputes with 


landlords; sub-standard accommodation and poor housing (for example, 


landlord’s / housing association’s failure to complete repairs or address issues 


such as damp in the accommodation); disputes with neighbours.  


 Victim of domestic abuse: this can be physical or psychological, and includes 


residents that have received the support of an organisation that deals with 


domestic violence cases, such as Advance or the Asian Women’s Resource Centre.  


 Difficulties with claiming benefits: no understanding of entitlements, 


especially in cases in which the resident decides to look for work; no 


understanding / knowledge of how to fill in forms from various council 


departments or state departments in relation to benefits; no understanding of 


how to follow basic benefit procedures and rules (such as informing about a 


change in circumstances). 


Intermediate outcomes achieved 


 Residents whose housing issues have been resolved / support secured: 


giving active support to prevent homelessness (for example, in the case of 


evictions, suspended benefits, etc.); arranging housing for a homeless person; 


looking for a new property with a resident or helping the resident relocate; giving 


information and contact information for appeals; liaising with a Housing 


Association; liaising with a resident’s housing officer for those affected by the 


benefit cap; liaising with estate agents; referring residents to another agency that 


can more effectively deal with their issue.  


 Legal, debt or benefit issues resolved / support secured: filling in 


application forms; helping with appeals; immigration legislation checks; 


requesting a review of a childcare grant; opening a bank account when in debt; 


negotiating with HM Revenue and Customs credit office on overpayments; 


telephoning benefits / welfare-related agencies on behalf of residents. In certain 


instances, the issues were urgent and could not wait until a Citizens Advice 


Bureau / Brent Law Advice Centre meeting could be booked, so Navigators 


delivered the support themselves. In other cases, they accompanied residents to 


other services. 
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 Signposting to training or skills courses: residents were told about available 


courses even when the information was not available online. Then, the eligible 


and willing residents were referred to these courses, and given support to attend 


them. Common courses include English as a Second Language, hospitality, 


childcare, IT and employability. 


 Childcare support secured: disseminating information about available childcare 


and matching households with the most appropriate childcare for them; 


supporting residents to access childcare grants and explaining eligibility and 


procedures; liaising directly with childcare providers on behalf of parents; in 


certain cases, identifying childcare solutions such as family members who can 


take care of the children while parents have interviews / attend courses / start 


work. 


 Self-employment support secured: informing residents about the business, 


legal, tax and jobcentre support aspects of self-employment, verbally or through 


factsheets and contact numbers; supporting residents to access self-employment 


related benefits. 
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Context and objectives

“The Navigator set out to engage the most excluded residents in Brent with complex constraints to employment, and empower them to overcome those constraints by signposting to relevant services and advocating for better outcomes” (Navigator)



Pilot targets:



Identify and engage 300 households where residents have multiple and complex constraints and are not currently engaging with or getting the best out of services that are available to them



Support individuals in 35% of the actively engaged households to move into employment and 75% of those to sustain employment for six months





Unemp in Brent had stayed at or below the London average during the recession, at the end of 2012 the Brent unemployment rate stood at 12.4%, 3ppts above London.



Brent was due to see the largest number of residents affected by the overall benefit cap of any local authority in the country (up to 3,300),



A 12-month pilot of the Navigator service began in January 2013, acting primarily as a signposting service, focused on those affected by the benefit cap.



Navigators described additional aims as: engaging more widely with the community; spreading the word about the benefit cap; gaining an understanding of services available in the borough; taking a critical eye on the council’s provision; and developing partnerships and breaking down barriers across internal and external services.



The Navigator service was scaled back during its pilot year. In the summer of 2013, additional requirements within the Employment & Enterprise team meant that three Navigators were transferred to other roles and the Navigator Manager’s duties were transferred elsewhere for half of her time.
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Evaluation methodology

Analysis of management information data collected during the pilot

Analysis of administrative data on Brent residents affected by the overall benefit cap

Five face-to-face interviews with pilot participants

A focus group with the Navigator Manager and Navigators

Analysis of data on pilot costs, administrative data on council expenditure and relevant literature





MI: to establish characteristics and outcomes



Cap data: to establish additional impact



Data on costs and expenditure: to estimate cost-effectiveness
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Attracting and engaging participants

No strict eligibility criteria, but Navigators focused on those they thought would benefit most

Engagement via outreach work and co-working with the council’s Housing Benefit team. Extensive door-knocking and visiting community hubs

“It could have been anything from Children’s Centres to barbershops.” (Navigator)

Selling point to residents was holistic service that broke down council silos

Navigators engaged with many more residents than became active cases – still signposted and supported where they could

Engaged 122 active cases overall





Benefit most: those affected by the benefit cap or wider welfare reforms; and those with complex barriers to employment who had some interest in finding work.



Selling point: in some case Navigators worked with residents over time to convince them to engage with the service.



Didn’t become active cases: often because they didn’t have a right to work in the UK.



122 active cases was short of the original target of 300, reflecting strategic decisions that were made by the team when Navigators’ and the Navigator Manager’s time were re-allocated to other duties. In order to retain a high-quality service and manageable caseloads, the Navigators stopped recruiting new residents and focused exclusively on getting those they were working with already into employment.
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Attracting and engaging participants

Case study: Amy



Single mother with one son of primary school age, had been looking for work for three years.



Agreed to join the Navigator pilot following a visit from the team to her son’s school. The Navigators attended a parent-teacher coffee morning and Amy was paired up with her Navigator for an initial discussion.



“When Navigators came to my son’s school to introduce themselves, everyone was happy. I was happy to work with my Navigator.”
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Participant characteristics

57% affected by overall benefit cap

Average age 39, mostly female, 60% lone parents, lots of children:















Nearly half living in temporary accommodation

Three in five Black or Black British







Temporary accommodation, number of children and lone parents: both functions of focus on capped population
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Participant characteristics

Evident barriers

	to work:









More than two thirds had been out of work for at least three years, and one in five had never worked (the majority of this group were participants affected by the benefit cap).



Highlights poor job search skills and English as a second language as barriers affecting more than half of participants.



Some of the more objective barriers commonly associated with poor employment outcomes – English as a second language; low numeracy, literacy and IT skills; and no or low qualifications – each affect more than a third of participants. 



Some severe and immediate barriers not directly related to employment prospects but likely to have a considerable impact on individual circumstances – including the threat of eviction and domestic abuse – affect a not insignificant minority.



Navigators highlighted childcare needs as a widespread barrier that was very difficult to overcome. Also lack of understanding of the realities of the job market, and prevalence of poor quality vacancies and precarious work.
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Support provided by Navigators

Contact at least weekly, but varied a lot

Navigators identified more gaps in the services available to residents than they had originally expected

Best signposting experiences: building on existing relationships; flexible / ‘drop in’ support; professional and impartial services (CAB); engaging statutory provision (health and education)

Biggest gap in local provision: employment support itself – National Careers Service; Jobcentre Plus; Work Programme providers

“[The Work Programme has] categories, and a lot of our residents are going to be in the category that they define as hardest to help so comes in every four weeks and just does a job search...It very quickly appeared that it wasn’t something that was remotely empowering or positive” (Navigator)





Contact: from extensive job searches, to attending another service with a participant, to dropping off useful information at the participant’s house.



Services with which Navigators already had a warm relationship with a skilled individual: could hand over cases properly.



Good experiences with flexible services where participants could just ‘drop in’ for support without the threat of sanctions (such as English as a second language classes at the library).



The National Careers Service’s face-to-face and telephone support proved unhelpful (although the website was informative).



Jobcentre Plus was felt to provide insufficient support for participants who weren’t claiming Jobseekers Allowance, and, although Navigators identified one really good adviser who was very effective, generally didn’t actually offer the job-search support and job brokerage that they had expected of it.



Work Programme providers generally weren’t seeing participants very frequently and seemed dis-incentivised to engage in any conversation around increased support.
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Case study: Jackie



Out of work for nine years. Two children in full-time education and one younger son who attends school on a part-time basis, due to his difficulties managing a full week.



Met a Navigator while she was at Jobcentre Plus and has been meeting her Navigator once a week since. Spends her time with her Navigator browsing for jobs online, applying for jobs, improving her CV and practicing interview skills.



Navigator has helped her son to secure a speech and language assessment to see if he is entitled to extra support at school. This could mean he can attend school full time, freeing up more of Jackie’s time for employment.

Support provided by Navigators
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Support provided by Navigators

As a result of gaps, Navigators made the decision to deliver a greater degree of employment support themselves: job searching, applications, CV preparation, job brokerage with local employers, interview techniques, etc.



Participants responded very positively:

“We want people like [my Navigator] in the jobcentre.” (Participant)



Support maintained when participants entered work







During meetings, participants were supported with job searching, applications and CVs. Navigators did job brokerage with local employers, and advised participants on what to wear and how to approach interviews. Participants were given advice and advocacy support on approaching other services.



Navigators also spent a lot of time writing job applications on behalf of participants. They acknowledged that this was not the ideal solution as it created a certain amount of dependency on their support. But they thought that this was unavoidable in many cases given the prevalence of low English language skills, the need to secure job outcomes, and the desire to make a positive change in participants’ lives.



In-work support: regular contact with both participants and employers to check that the job was progressing smoothly, and supporting participants to look for additional or better jobs.
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A range of intermediate outcomes:

















Jobs secured and started by 56 Navigator participants by the end of 2013, a job start rate of 46%, exceeding target of 35%

Of the 13 participants who had started working over six months ago at the time of final data collection, 11 had remained in work 

Outcomes achieved







The fact that nearly two thirds of participants experienced at least one job interview during the pilot, whether or not they were successful, suggests that a majority moved closer to work and developed practical experience likely to enhance future employment prospects.



Job start rate likely reflects the ingrained employment focus of the service, particularly following the reallocation of some of the pilot’s resources in the summer of 2013.



Job starts were more likely among participants who were due to be affected by the benefit cap. May reflect the urgency of action that the cap forced upon households: find work, move house, or see your benefits reduced substantially. It may also reflect the fact that Navigators felt that participants unaffected by the benefit cap had more substantial employment constraints, although these were not evident in the participant characteristic data recorded. Job starts also more likely among single parents, those with lots of children, and those who’ve never worked before. Strong interaction with the cap: can’t tell if it’s the cap or the characteristics of those affected that drove job starts.



Range of employers, 16-24 hours per week, NMW or LLW. Suggests that participants and Navigators were focused (at least in the short term) on work that allowed households to avoid the benefit cap.



Navigators were sometimes concerned that wider labour market conditions – such as the prevalence of low-paid, temporary, inflexible and precarious jobs on offer – hampered the positive impacts that the transition into employment could have on households.



Pilot on track to achieve or exceed sustainment target of 75%.
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Outcomes achieved

Case study: Carla



Lone parent with three children. Has health problems that have developed due to the condition of her house. Saw the Navigator service advertised in a leaflet at a council building and has been working with her Navigator ever since.



With the support of her Navigator, has started working in a temporary job. Her Navigator saw the role advertised and thought it would suit Carla given her previous experience.



“We applied, [my Navigator] gave a reference on my behalf, and I got the job...I got my confidence together and I decided it was make or break. This was a once in a lifetime opportunity.”



Employer has stayed in regular contact with Carla’s Navigator in order to overcome some early issues around meeting targets. Carla and her Navigator are now working together to secure further employment for when this temporary job ends.
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Additional impact

What’s the net impact of the pilot, over and above what would have happened had it not existed? – very difficult question to answer!

Solution: compare to wider capped population in Brent, using statistical techniques to correct for systematic differences between participants and the ‘control group’

Results:

49% of the job entries achieved by Navigator participants were additional

Or, if the pilot hadn’t happened, we estimate that 24% of participants (equivalent to 29 participants) would have started work over the period, rather than 46% (equivalent to 56 participants)

Estimate is statistically significant, meaning that we can be confident that the difference we have identified is not due to random chance





Has exceeded targets – but additionality is the key question.



Our analysis of the additional impact of the pilot is based only on job entries, as we lack sufficient data to estimate the service’s additional impact on job sustainment and wider positive outcomes.



Accurately estimating the outcomes that participants would have achieved anyway in the absence of an intervention – known as the ‘counterfactual’ position – is a central challenge within programme evaluation



Comparing to wider capped population: DWP scans, including characteristics, data included information on whether residents originally expected to be capped subsequently started claiming Working Tax Credits and therefore avoided the benefit cap. Starting a WTC claim is a very good proxy for job entry, our key outcome of interest in terms of the impact of the Navigator pilot.

To correct for any such systematic differences, we used a statistical technique called propensity score matching to weight the control group so that it more closely matched the characteristics of Navigator participants. Only marginally changed composition but still reassuring. Caveat is that participants may differ from other capped residents on unobserved characteristics, that may make a material difference to entering work (qualifications, motivation).



The fact that the Navigator pilot had a significant, positive impact is in itself an indicator of success. Furthermore, the scale of the estimated impact – essentially a doubling of the number of outcomes that would have happened without the service – is higher than that observed for many national Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) employment initiatives including the Future Jobs Fund, Mandatory Work Activity and the New Deal for Young People (although the difference in methodologies is likely to significantly inhibit comparison).



Findings echoed by Navigators, who particularly highlighted timing and sustainability of jobs as areas where they thought their impact was marked. Also highlighted broader outcomes: bringing services into more effective partnerships, showing that the council could work dynamically for the needs of residents, uncovering the scale of the challenges faced by residents and exposing to the council the nature of available provision.
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Costs

Final outturn spend of £285,000

Unit costs comparable to mainstream DWP employment provision, but very much on the expensive side:







96% of costs were direct employment costs of Navigators and Navigator Manager.



In terms of per-participant costs, data made available by DWP on a number of pre-2009 employment programmes (including the New Deals, Employment Zones, and Pathways to Work), shows costs per participant on these programmes ranging from £850 to £2,200.



The inferred cost per job entry for the main DWP programmes that had served adults in London was £5,000 for New Deal 25+ and £5,100 for Employment Zones.



Inclusion’s independent evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund estimated a cost per additional job of just over £9,000.
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Savings achieved

Employment programmes usually result in welfare savings, but not the case for the Navigator pilot:

Average increase in Exchequer welfare benefit costs of £205 per week when participants move into work

This means that:

Net increase in national welfare expenditure being claimed in Brent as a result of the pilot was £292,000, slightly higher than costs

Participants were £275 per week better off as a result of entering work

Considering the pilot as a whole, the net impact was to increase Brent resident income by £391,000, 37% higher than costs







Nearly three quarters of job entries were achieved by participants affected by the overall benefit cap, and would have generally moved them out of the cap and reinstated their entitlement to their pre-cap levels of Housing Benefit.



Costs to Exchequer estimated using benefit calculation software: modelled separately for cap affected participants (where there is a cost) and non-cap affected (where there is a saving). This is derived from higher Housing Benefit payments to cap-affected participants and Working Tax Credits for all participants, which more than counteract savings in out-of-work benefits and very small amounts of employee National Insurance contributions.



Net increase in welfare expenditure: accounting only for additional job entries.



Better off in work: accounts for wages and the increased welfare receipts described above, less estimated childcare costs. Much of the increased income will be spent in the Brent economy.



Although not equivalent to fiscal savings, this individual welfare impact for participants is nonetheless an important social benefit produced by the pilot that should be considered as part of its success
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Savings achieved

Can also look at cashable savings accruing directly to Brent (based on published evidence on burdens worklessness and welfare reform place on councils):















Net impact of the Navigator pilot equates to savings of £187,000 in localised budgets within the council, equivalent to two thirds (66%) of the total cost of the pilot









Reductions in spending on the rent shortfall of capped households in temporary accommodation, which is particularly important given the number of participants who started work that were living in temporary accommodation.



Reductions in the cost of homeless acceptances, due to the reduced risk of arrears, eviction and homelessness when households are working.



Reductions in Council Tax Support expenditure, which is an important consideration in council finances following the localisation of Council Tax Support.



The majority of these council savings relate specifically to the partial focus of the pilot on households due to be affected by the benefit cap. This is because of very high benefit cap levels and a high incidence of temporary accommodation amongst the capped population in Brent, which drive the savings in temporary accommodation rents and homeless acceptances when this population enters work.



Will also be wider savings to local and national budgets that are discussed in the report but not included in our estimates: increased business rate revenue from spending in the local economy, transport revenues from travel to work, VAT receipts, healthcare and crime expenditure.
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Cost-effectiveness

Taking the estimates together, we conclude that although it was expensive, the Navigator pilot was a cost-effective initiative from the perspective of residents, Brent council, and the local economy

This perspective was echoed by Navigators, who also emphasised longer-term savings:



“If you take a short-term approach, it’s expensive, but if you look at the savings that you’re going to get over the longer term, it’s going to be very cost effective. For instance...if you look at things like people moving from temporary accommodation into permanent council housing, it’s much less costly for the council. And when they move into work their health outcomes are likely to be better and things like that.” (Navigator)









Navigators also highlighted the fact that some of the disruptions to the service during its pilot year may have impinged upon its cost-effectiveness.
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Recommendations

Given large and significant positive impacts, we recommend a continued role for the Navigator service in Brent

In a future service, Navigators highlighted:

The need to retain the ‘best bits’ (small, dynamic teams; flexibility) even if scaled

The option to apply a bit more structure as the service moves beyond pilot stage (eligibility; frequency of contact)

Options for a future service:

Focus on broader outcomes than just employment – potential fit with Community Budgeting approach?

Cost-effectiveness most apparent around welfare reform cliff edges (could continue to target benefit cap, or focus on direct payment of housing support under UC,or out-of-work residents who lose out most under UC) 

But need to balance (short term) cost savings against views on residents most in need that the Navigator has proven it can support – precariously housed, ESOL needs, lone parents, etc.











Broader outcomes: given holistic nature and success in joining up silos in the council, Navigators thought that looking at employment only as the outcomes of interest fails to capture the multiplicity of outcomes achieved. Trial a broader Navigator focus, still with a strong focus on employment alongside other outcomes, within the West London Community Budget?



Cost-effectiveness also higher if wages and hours are higher – could think about progression?
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Any questions?
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those they were working with already into employment.

Navigators felt that this reallocation of resources and reprioritisation was somewhat
challenging and disruptive.

“We went through a period of flux for quite & whil...we Knew that certain
priorities were changing, and that did have an impact on morale. It was de-
motivating at times. I think the pilot wes undermined for a while.” (Navigator)

2.2 Characteristics of Navigator participants

Approximately 70 of the 122 Navigator participants (57%) were in households that
were due to be affected by the overall benefit cap. Participants affected by the
benefit cap differed from those who weren't in certain respects (detailed below), and
were broadly similar in others.

The average age of participants was B9, with almost everyone aged 25 and over,
and most in the 25-44 age band. Navigators reported that the majority of
participants were female, and 60% of participants were lone parents. It perhaps
follows that most participants had dependent children, as shown on figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1: Navigator participants by number of dependent children and
whether affected by the benefit cap

mNot affected by the benefit cap  WAffected by the benefit cap

Number of children
w oo

4or more

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 5%
‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent coundl

Figure 2.1 also shows that participants with lots of children were much more ikely to
be affected by the benefit cap, which is not surprising given that the cap is known to
disproportionately affect large families.3 Those particpants who are lone parents

2Department for Work and Pensions (2012) Impact assessment for the beneft cap
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In terms of ethnicity, figure 2.3 shows that three in five participants were black, a
further 17% were Asian, and only 6% were white. Participants affected by the
benefit cap were slightly more likely to be black than those who weren't.

Figure 2.3: Navigator participants by ethnicity
Other, 12%
whie, 6%

Mixed ethnic

arows, 7% Black or black

Britsh, 56%

Asian or Asian
Brtish, 17%

‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent counl

In terms of tenancy type, figure 2.2 shows that nearly half of Navigator
participants lived in temporary accommodation, while over a third lived in private-
rented accommodation. The figure for temporary accommodation in particular may
seem surprising, but the assodiated high housing costs and more precarious tenancy
status will transiate into employment barriers, which is what the Navigators were
targeting during the recruitment process. The concentration of participants affected
by the benefit cap in temporary accommodation wil similarly reflect the higher cost
of this tenancy type.

Figure 2.2: Navigator participants by tenancy type and whether affected
by the overall benefit cap

mNot affected by the benefit ap  m Affected by the benefit cap
Temporary accommodation
Private rented
‘Sodal housing
Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent coundl

Data on the out-of-work benefits ciaimed by participants was not recorded
consistently throughout the pilot. The information available suggests that Navigator
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Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

participants were most likely to be claiming Income Support as a lone parent or
Jobseeker's Allowance, to roughly equal extents.

We do, however, have consistent information on the length of time that
Navigator participants had been unemployed (figure 2.4), which shows that
more than two thirds had been out of work for at least three years, and one in five
had never worked (the majority of this group were participants affected by the
benefit cap). This unemployment profile suggests that most participants were
relatively out of touch with the world of work, again likely reflecting the Navigators’
explicit targeting of those with evident employment barriers.

Figure 2.4: Navigator participants by length of unemployment

Lessthan 1 year 10%
Eﬁ 1-2years 8%
[ 6%
B o e
I 2
Never worked 2%
w1 awm o

‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent coundl

1In general, Navigators felt that participanfs who came to them for reasons other
than the benefit cap had more significant barriers to employment. This does not
seem to be borne out in the observed characteristics detailed in this section
(participants affected by the benefit cap were much more likely to live in temporary
‘accommodation, have numerous children, and have never worked before) but may
reflect the unobserved or more objective characteristics of the group not affected by
the cap.

2.2.1 Barriers to employment

As discussed above, the Navigator service was designed to work intensively with
Brent residents with significant constraints to entering work. Such constraints were

assessed when participants started working with Navigators, and the most prevalent
are summarised on figure 2.5, below.

Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

Figure 2.5: Navigator participants’ barriers to employment (recorded by
Navigators)

Poor job search skills

English as a second language

Lownumeracy/iteracy/IT skils

Noor low qualffications

Low confidence

‘Overseas qualifications

Lack of social network

Lowlevel mental health problems

Tenancy issues

Threat of eviction

Victim of domestic abuse

Difficulties with daiming benefits

Physical health problems

Caring for a vulnerable adult

0%

0% 0%

0% 4% S0% 0%  70%

‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent cound. Only
bartiers affecting 10 or more participants have been included

Figure 2.5 highlights poor job search skills and English as a second language as
barriers affecting more than half of participants. It also shows that some of the more
objective barriers commonly associated with poor employment outcomes ~ English
asa second language; low numeracy, literacy and IT skill; and no or low
qualfications — each affect more than a third of participants. Finally, some severe
and immediate barriers not directly related to employment prospects but likely to
have a considerable impact on individual circumstances ~ including the threat of
eviction and domestic abuse — affect a not insignificant minority.

Atthe end of the pilot, Navigators summarised the relative prevalence and
challenges associated with the barriers their participants experienced as follows:
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participants were most likely to be claiming Income Support as a lone parent or
Jobseeker's Allowance, to roughly equal extents.

We do, however, have consistent information on the length of time that
Navigator participants had been unemployed (figure 2.4), which shows that
more than two thirds had been out of work for at least three years, and one in five
had never worked (the majority of this group were participants affected by the
benefit cap). This unemployment profile suggests that most participants were
relatively out of touch with the world of work, again likely reflecting the Navigators’
explicit targeting of those with evident employment barriers.

Figure 2.4: Navigator participants by length of unemployment

Lessthan 1 year 10%
Eﬁ 1-2years 8%
[ 6%
B o e
I 2
Never worked 2%
w1 awm o

‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent coundl

In general, Navigators felt that participants who came to them for reasons other
than the benefit cap had more significant barriers to employment. This does not
seem to be borne out in the observed characteristics detailed in this section
(participants affected by the benefit cap were much more likely to live in temporary
‘accommodation, have numerous children, and have never worked before) but may
reflect the unobserved or more objective characteristics of the group not affected by
the cap.

2.2.1 Barriers to employment

As discussed above, the Navigator service was designed to work intensively with
Brent residents with significant constraints to entering work. Such constraints were

assessed when participants started working with Navigators, and the most prevalent
are summarised on figure 2.5, below.
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Figure 2.5: Navigator participants’ barriers to employment (recorded by
Navigators)

Poor job search skills

English as a second language

Lownumeracy/iteracy/IT skils

Noor low qualffications

Low confidence

‘Overseas qualifications

Lack of social network

Lowlevel mental health problems

Tenancy issues

Threat of eviction

Victim of domestic abuse

Difficulties with daiming benefits

Physical health problems

Caring for a vulnerable adult

0% 10% 2% 30% 40% 0% 60% 70%

‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (excluding unknowns), Brent cound. Only
bartiers affecting 10 or more participants have been included

Figure 2.5 highlights poor job search skills and English as a second language as
barriers affecting more than half of participants. It also shows that some of the more
objective barriers commonly associated with poor employment outcomes ~ English
asa second language; low numeracy, literacy and IT skill; and no or low
qualfications — each affect more than a third of participants. Finally, some severe
and immediate barriers not directly related to employment prospects but likely to
have a considerable impact on individual circumstances ~ including the threat of
eviction and domestic abuse — affect a not insignificant minority.

Atthe end of the pilot, Navigators summarised the relative prevalence and
challenges associated with the barriers their participants experienced as follows:
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- 1In the future Jamil would like to move out of London to a cheaper area. His appH(aUcns 2eema and ner Nav\ga(cr nave (cgemer identifiéd ner interview
B Navigator has been supporting Jamil towards this end in his conversations with technique as an area in which she would like to improve and have been working
o housing and benefits services. together towards this goal.
o 2.4 Outcomes achieved "If I've got an interview Il ask please, please, please, ask me interview questions!”
o) and [my Navigator] would arrange for somebody who I don't really know from her
- office to call. They would call me up and they would ask me interview questions and

Although the service was primarily targeting employment outcomes, Navigators

H viewed a key part of their role as working with partidpants to help them achieve a
B range of intermediate o ‘soft’ outcomes on the path to employment. Figure 2.6

- summarises the most common intermediate outcomes secured.

give me feedback.”

‘Seema enjoys working with her Navigator and thinks her Navigator understands
what she is looking for.

B Figure 2.6: Intermediate outcomes achieved by Navigator participants "L like the persona touch, the one to one.”
- (recorded by Navigators)
B Since she started working with her Navigator, Seema has completed a customer
B Job interviews secured 61%) services course and has had a number of job interviews.
B Signposting to training or skills courses 60%
Legal/debt/benefit issues support secured 0% The range and extent of softer outcomes achieved was emphasised by Navigators,
Housinaltenancy support seaured who thought that the pilot was not just about getting people a job, but also about
Childcare support or advice secured 19%
Encleh 25 2 s boaunge evppor seared o achieving stability for the household in the broadest sense and building employabilty
Work experience secured (volunteering etz 14% in the long term.
Worktrials secured 13% .
Self-ermployment support sered o "I like to think one the Qutcomes

ingraining of work ethic and job-search ethic. Pmple knowng what they need
t0do to get out of this situation in future. We've built up resilience.”
‘Source: Navigator pilot management information data (exduding unknowns), Brent councl. Only (Navigator)
outcomes achieved by 10 or more participants have been induded

0% 10% 20% 3% 40% 0% 60% 70%

Figure 2.6 shows the range and volume of services and opportunities that Navigator 2.4.1 Joboutcomes

participants accessed. In particular, the fact that nearly two thirds of participants Jobs were secured and started by 56 Navigator participants by the end of
experienced at least one job interview during the pilot, whether or not they were 2013, a job start rate of 46%. This exceeds the pilot’s target of 35%, and
successful, suggests that a majority moved closer to work and developed practical likely reflects the ingrained employment focus of the service, particularly following
experience likely to enhance future employment prospects. the reallocation of some of the pilot's resources in the summer of 2013.

Case study 4: Seema Case study 5: Carla

Seema had been unemployed for just over a year before coming across the Carla is a lone parent with three children. She lives in a private-rented property with
Navigator service. Her employment background was in health and social care, but which she has had numerous problems due to damp. Her poor housing condition has
her most recent work experience was in a customer services role. Seema s a lone led to her developing a respiratory ilness, which has limited her capability to work
parent with two children of school age. over the past year. She hasn't worked in a number of years, but has previous
experience in outreach work.

Her Navigator first called her after she left her contact details on a signup form.
They have been meeting once a week. Seema'’s Navigator regularly sends her
information about vacancies and recruitment agencies, and helps her fill in job

2414231201 2112001191 181171 061151140320
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chances of entering work is in itself an indicator of success. Furthermore, the scale
of the estimated impact — essentially a doubling of the number of outcomes that
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Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

impact). They thought this was unsurprising given the intensive way in which
Navigators worked with participants over the course of a year.

The initial budget allocated to the Navigator service was £413,000, but, given the
reallocation of pilot resources mid-way through, actual spend was much lower than
this. Final outturn spend was £285,000,° the vast majority (96%) of which
comprised the direct costs of employing the Navigators and Navigator Manager.

Table 3.1, below, summarises the unit costs of the service in terms of participants,
Jobentries and additional job entries.

Table 3.1: Navigator pilot unit costs: summary figures

Number Cost

Cost per participant 122 £2,300

Cost per job entry 56 £5,100

‘Cost per additional job entry. 27 £10,400

‘Source: Navigator service actual spend, Brent counl; Navigator pilot management information data,
Brent council; Inclusion calculations

Comparative analysis of these figures against those for other initiatives is useful to
putthem into context. However, differences in the nature of programmes and the
types of costs indluded in the calculation may limit direct comparability, which serves
asa note of caution to the discussion below.

In terms of per-participant costs, data made available by DWP on a number of pre-
2009 employment programmes (including the New Deals, Employment Zones, and
Pathways to Work), shows costs per participant on these programmes ranging from
£850to £2,200.% The Navigator service is firmly at the top end of this range. As a
further comparator, when the Work Programme was commissioned DWP expected to
pay providers roughly £1,100 per participant at illustrative performance levels.: On

Soey

s

©Department for Work and Pensions (2012) E£ariy impacts of Mandatory Work Activity
?Riley, R and Young, G. (2000) New Deal for Young Peaple: Implcations for Employment and the
Public Finances National Institute for Economic and Social Research

24

Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

was £5,000 for New Deal 25+ and £5,100 for Employment Zones. * The Navigator
service has a very similar cost per job entry to these figures; however, three points
are worth noting here. Firstly, we are using as comparators costs per outcome for
programmes that took place at different points in time and in different economic
contexts, which is likely to hamper their relevance to the Navigator pilot. Secondly,
this comparison does not take into account the additional impact of initiatives
(robust impact estimates have not generally been produced for mainstream DWP
programmes), but rather focuses on gross outcomes. Judging net outcomes, f it
were possible, would likely vastly alter the comparators. Thirdly, in its post-2009
employment provision DWP has sought to greatly reduce the cost per outcome of its
programmes (most notably the Work Programme), which may render these
comparators out of date in terms of what a reasonable unit costs level may be.

In terms of costs per additional job entry, there are few appropriate comparators
available. Inclusion’s independent evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund estimated a
cost per additional job of just over £9,000,slightly below the figure for the
Navigator pilot. However, this programme (a temporary jobs initiative mainly
targeted at 18-24 year olds) was very different in terms of content and the
participants served.

Overall, our limited comparison of the unit costs of the Navigator pilot suggests that
it lies within the range of mainstream national employment programme provision,
although at the more expensive end of this range.

3.2.2 Savingsachieved by the Navigator pilot

While assessing the unit costs of the pilot in comparison to other programmes is
helpful, a more nuanced view on cost-effectiveness can be gained by comparing
costs to the savings to public expenditure that the pilot has brought about.

c1412163 | F [ |
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Table 3.2: Savings to Brent coundil achieved by the Navigator pilot:
summary

Reductionsin
spending on the | Reductions
rent shortfall of | in the costof | in Counail
capped households | homeless| Tax Support
in temporary | acceptances | expenditure
‘accommodation

Reductions

Gross annual savings £339,770|  £25940 £18,660 | £384,370

‘Gross annual savings per

ey £6,070 £460 £330 |  £6,860

“Gross annualsavings per
participant £2,860 €220 £s0|  £3,220

Net annual savings (at

49% additionality) £165,640

£12,650 £9,100 | £187,390

‘Net annual savings per

1o ontny £2,960 €230 £160

£3,350

‘Net annual savings per
participant £1,3%0 £110 0| £1,570

Source: oo

Table 3.2 shows that the net impact of the Navigator pilot equates to savings
of £187,000 in localised budgets within the council, equivalent to two
thirds (66%) of the total cost of the pilot. The majority of these coundl
savings relate specifically to the partial focus of the pilot on households due to be
affected by the benefit cap. This is because of very high benefit cap levels and a
high incidence of temporary accommodation amongst the capped population in
Brent, which drive the savings in temporary accommodation rents and homeless
acceptances when this population enters work.

Again, there will be wider local or coundil savings that we haven't been able to

capture in this assessment but that are evidenced in the literature. These include

increased business rate revenue from resident spending in the local economy, and

revenues from increased local travel in order for residents to get to work. Although

it was not possible to inlude wider local impacts such as these i our calculation,
hauild he horn in mind

Evaluation of the Brent Navigator pilot

The Navigator pilot cost £285,000. Unit costs (per participant, per job entry and
per additional job entry) were on the expensive side of that observed in the
provision of mainstream DWP employment programmes.

The Navigator pilot brought an additional £292,000 to Brent i national DWP / HM
Revenue and Customs welfare expenditure, just above the figure spent on it.

The Navigator pilot produced a total additional income to Brent residents of
£391,000, 37% higher than its costs. Much of this income is likely to be spent on
local services o businesses, boosting the local economy.

The Navigator pilot also brought additional cashable savings to coundl budgets of
£187,000, two thirds of the costs of the pilot. It did this largely by preventing
some of the worst outcomes of the overall benefit cap through supporting
affected residents into employment.

Taking these perspectives together, we conclude that although it was expensive, the
Navigator pilot was a cost-effective initiative from the perspective of residents, Brent
coundil, and the local economy.

“This perspective was echoed by the Navigators, who also highlighted longer-term
savings (outside the scope of our estimates) that the piot was likely to have
produced, and the fact that some of the disruptions to the service during its pilot
Year may have impinged upon its cost-effectiveness.

*I don't think the cost of the service in this pilt reflects the real cost of the
service either, because we had 2 period when we were trying to deliver the
service in a different wey and do a lot of changing and re-priorttising. In fact,
there was a lot of chenge throughout that would have affected costs.”
(Navigator Manager)

“Ifyou take & short-term approach, it expensive, but i you look at the
savings that you're going to get over the longer term, it’s going to be very
cost effective. For instance...if you look t things like people moving from
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Introduction 


i) Aim of report 


There is already extensive research and some excellent reports on the Brent economy and the skills 
gap, and the aim of this report is to consolidate some of the key data and findings to identify gaps in 
the current skills training and employability provision in the borough up to QFC Level 3 (higher 
apprenticeship level, broadly equating to NVQ and Key Skills Level 3) based on both the needs of 
local employers in Brent and those of the wider London labour market in order to explore some ways 
in which skills provision in the borough can be addressed. 


This will include an evaluation of both external factors such as demographic trends and emerging 
sectors as well as the variables that the Council has a degree of control over, such as planned 
regeneration programmes and political priorities, and these factors will help to create a picture of 
the possible shape of the local economy over the next 5-10 years in order to identify the sorts of 
resources needed to address future skills gaps. 
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ii)  Key stakeholders and their funding sources 


 
Figure 2: Visual of skills and employment support in Brent, based on Lewisham’s diagram, 2013


 
As can be seen from the above, there are a large number of programmes and providers working 
around employability and skills in Brent, linking into a wider national narrative within which the 
Council has a wide sphere of influence, even though most of the financial resources sit outside the 
Council. 


Stakeholder Target client group Funding source 
Brent Council: strategy 


- E&E team 
- Political leadership 
- Regeneration team 
- West London Alliance 


 
 


All Brent residents and businesses 
 


Government revenue 
support grant (c50%), 
Council Tax (c25%), 
revenues and charges, 
including NNDRs (25%) 


Brent Council: operational 
- Wembley Works 
- BACES 
- Schools (devolved) 
- Connexions co-location 
- BHP/RP partnership 


 


- All working age residents 
- Adult learners 
- Primary and secondary students 
- 16-19 year olds 


 
Council  
SFA  
DfE budget 
BIS 
LHA, tenants 


Provider partnership 
 


Unemployed residents, various 
groups such as homeless people, 
single parents, refugees 


Various sources including 
Council grants and funding 


CNWL Secondary education students 
(14-19); adult learners of all ages; 
employees with on-going skills 
needs 


SFA, students  


JobCentre Plus Unemployed residents claiming JSA DWP, Adult Skills Budget 


Work programme providers Long term unemployed residents DWP 


Local business networks Current and future employees, 
networking with other businesses 


 


Other education providers Privately funded students Students, private donors 
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A: Brent’s local business landscape and its labour market 


1. In a nutshell: The local economy over the next 10 years - PESTLE analysis 


Political 
 


 Widely predicated that Labour will retain control 
in the May 2014 local elections and there will 
not be a change in direction with the current 
employment strategy. 


 


 Leadership taken decision to tie in employment 
closely to housing strategy, therefore likely that 
there will continue to be resource in this area for 
at least the next political cycle.  


 


 The Leader recently announced that the Council 
will be investing £100million in school expansion 
and house building in the 2014/15 budget


1
, so it 


is likely that there will be a large volume of local 
construction jobs in the foreseeable future.  


 


 Several other London boroughs have recently 
established similar employment officers to 
Wembley Works, such as Wandsworth’s Work 
Match


2
 and Lambeth Working


3
 so it is likely that 


London boroughs will all place increasingly active 
roles in helping to shape the local economy. 


 


 At a national level, likely but not certain Labour 
will win General Election in 2015. Manifestos are 
currently being consulted on so as soon as 
released, major education, skills and business 
proposals should be noted. 


 
 


Economic 
 


 In the Treasury’s January 2014 prediction, the 
growth rate (GDP) is projected to reach between 
2.4% and 2.7% over the next 12 months


4
. 


Unemployment has fallen much faster than 
expected, suggesting a more favourable business 
climate than in previous years. 


 


 However, commercial rents are rising quickly, 
discouraging SMEs from moving into larger 
premises. This, coupled with the Chancellor’s 
recent announcement of a potential increase to 
the NMW to £7 soon, could see a slowing down of 
growth in low skill, low wage roles 


 


 Despite national decline in manufacturing, Park 
Royal is a designated Opportunity Area, with 
special attention from the GLA. The possibility of 
the creation of 11,000 new roles, of which around 
half would be in Brent, means that the area could 
see a renaissance in industry. 


 


 A major regeneration programme in Brent 
creating new affordable workspaces 


 


 However, retail on high streets is set to continue 
to die out in favour of online shopping and central 
‘hubs’ like supermarkets and shopping centres – 
Barclays recently announced that they are 
considering closing 400 branches and opening 
counters in ASDA


5
 


 


 Apprenticeships gaining a major boost from new 
Apprenticeship lead – targets to be set soon 


Social  
 


 GLA forecasts that the London workforce will 
grow by 850,000 employees over the next 30 
years, with the number of working age residents 
in Brent will rise from 216,500 by between 23,900 
and 46,300 to up to 260,100 between now and 
2036. 


 


 Brent is experiencing an exponential increase in 
the number of school children 
to job vacancies – commuting likely to rise 


 


 Number of roles requiring no qualifications set to 
halve to 5% of all jobs in London over next 20 
years – a major up-skilling programme required 


 


 Brent a young borough with high rate of churn. 
This is unlikely to change in the foreseeable 
future, suggesting on-going issues around 
building long-term sustainable careers in the 
borough, and high demand for low skill, low wage 
roles, which will keep wage levels low and  will 
also continue to cause high levels of ESOL training 
needs 


 


 Cost of living rising sharply, so in work poverty to 
increase. 30% of Brent residents earning less that 
London Living Wage, and generally wage levels so 
of lowest in London for both residents and 
employees working in Brent 


 


 The informal economy will remain strong, with 
violations of minimum wage laws, the prevalence 
of cash-in-hand roles and pockets of hard to 
engage communities 


                                                           
1 The Leader’s blog, 7th January 2014 
2 Wandsworth Council’s Work Match  
3 Lambeth Working 
4 January predictions, The Treasury 
5 The Evening Standard, 29th January 2014 



file:///C:/Users/charlotte.domanski/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/5QC3H7TT/Building%20houses%20and%20schools%20expansion%20-%20£100million%20http:/www.brent.gov.uk/muhammeds-blog/posts/2014/january/07/in-2014,-we-will-get-brent-building-again/

http://www.wandsworth.gov.uk/news/article/11993/council_team_helping_wandsworth_residents_into_workm_helping_wandsworth_residents_into_work

http://www.lambeth.gov.uk/Services/JobsCareers/LambethWorking/

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271286/201401forecomp.pdf

http://www.standard.co.uk/business/business-news/barclays-could-shut-400-branches-and-open-counters-in-asda-9092402.html
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Technological  
 
 The use of technology in all industries is 


increasing rapidly, from self-service machines in 
shops and ticket offices to highly skilled medical 
and engineering work. One recent prediction is 
that within the next two decades, 47% of all 
current jobs could be computerised


6
 


 


 Brent has a very high rate of digital integration, 
but pockets of exclusion still remain, broadly 
corresponding to the areas of highest 
deprivation in the borough (see below) 
 


 IT skills will be vital in virtually all future careers, 
whether for delivery or communication. Now a 
top priority in schools to prepare the future 
workforce 


 


 Technology also creating new industries in 
computing, engineering, logistics and energy. As 
manual occupations disappear, there is 
increasing demand for high skilled technical 
workers, especially in Park Royal (see below) 


 


 Many councils investing in tech hubs including 
business rate reductions for digital start up and 
investment in equipment for incubator 
businesses 


 
 
 


Legislation 
 
 The Welfare Reform Act causing major changes 


across London and causing a sharp increase in 
demand for low skilled roles from those wishing 
to avoid sanctions 


 


 A possible break from the European Union is 
being discussed in various forms. Although a full 
split is highly unlikely, the discussions are 
undermining business confidence in the UK, 
possibly damaging export markets. This could also 
lead to a decline in the number of EU migrant 
workers arriving in Brent over the next decade 


 


 In April 2014, the implementation of The Children 
and Families Bill will extent the right to request 
flexible working to all employees wherever 
reasonable. This could see a rise in part time work 
opportunities, helping to alleviate long-term 
unemployment 


 


 The Council considering tying tenancies into 
employment. Likely that E&E team will be 
involved with setting the criteria 


Environmental 
 
 Environmental policy is not currently very high up 


on the political agenda in Brent. However, green 
technology is a huge growth sector and there 
could be a rise in the number of environmental 
technology  companies moving into Park Royal 
 


 The Landfill Escalator Tax on waste continues to 
increase sharply, currently standing at £72 per 
ton. This has created high levels of investment in 
recycling, with several large recycling plants in the 
borough, such as in Neasden and Park Royal. Now 
in top 5 biggest growth sectors in the borough 
(see below) 


 


 The Council has a long term planning policy to 
improve conditions around the North Circular, 
which could lead to new business spaces being 
created in the Neasden area  
 


 The Brent Green Party recently put forward a 
suggestion for a Green Enterprise zone in the 
borough, offering incentives for green industries 
to be set up, contributing to combating climate 
change and with pay-offs for residents in terms of 
energy saving technologies and adaptations. They 
suggested creating links with local colleges for 
training and apprenticeship schemes.


7
  


   


                                                           
6
 The Economist, January 14th 2014 


7
 Wembley Matters, December 2013 



http://www.economist.com/news/leaders/21594298-effect-todays-technology-tomorrows-jobs-will-be-immenseand-no-country-ready?spc=scode&spv=xm&ah=9d7f7ab945510a56fa6d37c30b6f1709

http://wembleymatters.blogspot.co.uk/2013/12/is-retail-really-answer-to-brents.html
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2. The current picture 


i) Businesses 


There is varying data for the number of businesses in the borough: 


Source Number of businesses 
The government’s Inter-Departmental Business 
Register (IDBR), 20128 


12,505 


MINT (a private business information service), 2012-
20139 


23,500 (many of these will be too small to 
record a profit and/or take on employees, 
thus not on the government’s radar for tax 
purposes) 


 


In 2012, the IDBR recorded this composition of the size of businesses in Brent:10 


<10 employees 10,265 82% 


10 to 249 1,185 9.5% 


250+ employees 1,060 8.5% 


Total 12,505 
 


Therefore, according to the IDBR, a total of 91.5% of businesses were SMEs, much lower than the 99.3% small 
businesses and 0.6% medium businesses recorded in the UK in 2009.11  


However, the IDBR does not include a comprehensive list of the businesses without employees, with profits below 
the threshold for paying VAT (currently £79,00012) or some not-for-profit companies; it would appear from the 
MINT figures that there are many smaller, perhaps more informal businesses in the borough, suggesting a vibrant 
small business climate but perhaps not the easiest environment for job creation. 


 


Brent like London as a whole has a healthy start up rate. As the graph below shows13, although Brent economy was 
badly affected by the recession, it has recovered well, with a healthy increase in new businesses with stronger 
survival rates.  


                                                           
8 Size of firms in London, 2001-2012, ONS 
9 Information from Council’s GIS team; MINT is a tool owned by a private business information company 
10 Size of firms in London, 2001-2012, ONS 
11 Size of firms in London, 2001-2012, ONS 
12 HMRC tax guide 
13 Business Demography, ONS 2011 



http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-314221

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-314221

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-314221

http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/working/intro/selfemployed.htm

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-283124
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Of the 23,500 businesses recorded by MINT, just under 1,400 included their gross international profits, ranging 
from many who barely broke even, to 282 who made over £1million, 111 of who made between £10million and 
£99million, 16 between £100million and £999million, and 3 who made over £1billion, with the drinks manufacturer 
Diageo based in Park Royal making £10.8billion. Despite Brent’s  image as a quiet collection of small, mainly family-
run, local businesses, there are also some huge wealth generators in the borough.  


This is also extremely beneficial to the Council, who now retain 50% of business rates, with the other half going to 
central government to be re-distributed nationally.14 For example, Diageo’s rateable value is £2,210,000,15 which 
multiplied by the current national multiplier of 0.458 gives a business rates bill of £1,012,180, of which the Council 
will keep half and receive some of the rest back through various grants. Business rates currently make up to a 
quarter of the Council’s total annual budget, with this proportion increasing significantly every year as the 
settlement grant from central government decreases, therefore the Council has a very big incentive to promote 
local growth and support local businesses as well as supporting residents into work.     


ii) Employees 


Estimates for Brent’s total workplace employment range from  100,200 (ONS)16 to 113,000 employees (GLA)17 
(compared to 78,000 jobs in Harrow, 128,000 in Ealing and 141,000 in Barnet (GLA)18) Based on the upper estimate, 
this accounts for 13.9% of West London’s employment; and 2% of total employment in London. 15,677 people are 
employed in Brent’s 267,000sq m of office stock. 19  


Again for 2012, the IDBR recorded that 48,800 people are employed by SMEs (49%), and 51,400 (51%) employed by 
large businesses, slightly lower to the national average of 59% large: 41% SME  and the London average of 58% 
large:42% SME20, despite Brent’s strong history of manufacturing and several retail hubs.  Again, as this does not 
even count some of the smaller businesses, the proportion of people employed by SMEs is likely to be much higher. 


iii) Residents 


In 2012, Brent had an approximate population of 314,700. 216,700 residents were of working age, and 131,400 of 
these residents were economically active21. Of these, 115,600 residents were employed, 31,000 of whom worked 
part time, and a further 14,000 looking for work. In November 2012, there were 1,466 JCP vacancies recorded by 
NOMIS22, although total number of job vacancies are notoriously hard to estimate due to factors including word of 
mouth vacancies, seasonal fluctuations and the very short turn around time in recruitment.  


However, over the last year, the claimant count has decreased sharply even though model-based unemployment 
for the same period increased slightly from13,900 to 14,000 – 11%, significantly higher than the London rate of 


                                                           
14 DCLG, Practitioner's guide, NNDR 
15 Valuations Office Agency, 2010 
16  Size of firms in London, 2001-2012, ONS 
17 London Borough Profiles, London data store 
18  Indicators for London boroughs and sub-regions, GLA data store 
19 LB Brent’s response to PD rights (Part 2), 2013 
20 Indicators for London boroughs and sub-regions, GLA data store 
21 Nomis, Brent profile, 2013 
22 Nomis, Brent profile, 2013 
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http://www.local.communities.gov.uk/finance/1314/practitionersguides.pdf

http://www.2010.voa.gov.uk/rli/en/basic/find/valuation/2010/11164443000/9908020000

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/regional-trends/london-analysis/size-of-firms-in-london--2001-to-2012/index.html

http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CDAQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fdata.london.gov.uk%2Fdatafiles%2Fdemographics%2Flondon-borough-profiles.xls&ei=PGviUpHiDceThQeZooHwDg&usg=AFQjCNEFldf8RUgScvp36eF4NoET9nWwVA&bvm=bv.59930103,d.bGQ

http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/datafiles/employment-skills/Indicators_London_Borough_Data_Jan14.xls

http://www.westlondonalliance.org/wla/wla.nsf/Publications/WPB454/$file/LB%20Brent%20(part%202).pdf

http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/datafiles/employment-skills/Indicators_London_Borough_Data_Jan14.xls

nomis:%20http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157263/report.aspx

nomis:%20http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157263/report.aspx
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Case study: addressing the gender divide in the labour market (from ARUP report) 


 


8.7%.23 This suggests that more people are signing off benefits without finding work. Whilst it is very hard to 
establish what a ‘perfect’ unemployment rate would be, the ‘Non-Accelerating Inflation Rate of Unemployment’ 
(‘NAIRU’ – the specific level of unemployment that exists in an economy that does not cause inflation to increase) 
for the UK between 2011-2013 was estimated to be 6.9%,24 though the London rate would vary. 


  


Worryingly, whilst the employment rate of women in nearly all other London boroughs has remained fairly 
constant or increased over the last three years, Brent’s has dropped by just under 5%, and still remains 
considerably lower that the male employment rate25:    


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


                                                           
23


 Indicators for London boroughs and sub-regions, GLA data store 
24


 OECD, Economic outlook annex tables 
25


 Indicators for London boroughs and sub-regions, GLA data store 
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http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/datafiles/employment-skills/Indicators_London_Borough_Data_Jan14.xls

http://www.oecd.org/eco/outlook/economicoutlookannextables.htm

http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/datafiles/employment-skills/Indicators_London_Borough_Data_Jan14.xls
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An estimated 14% (14,100) of working age people are self-employed, a low figure compared to 19.3% in Harrow, 
21.3% in Ealing and 25% in Barnet.26 This could be a possible area to create new provision to help people establish 
themselves as self employed. 41,600 people were economically inactive, 7600 of whom wanted to work 
immediately or in the near future, making a core employment base of 173,000 of those currently and wishing to be 
economically active. In 2011, up to 47,721 residents (19%) of working age residents has no qualifications, and 
82,600 working age residents had a degree or higher (33%).27      


Data source No qualifications (16-64) Comparison with London 


ONS (2011)28 47,721 19.2% compared to a London average of 17.6% 


GLA (2012)29 18,500 11% compared to the London average of 8.4%  
 


NB: although as both are based on the same Census data, these two figures have been calculated using different parameters, 


with the ONS including students in full time education. This is based on the ONS estimates:  


Although qualification levels roughly equate to other Outer London boroughs, both Brent residents’ and Brent 
employees’ average weekly wages are significantly lower than the London average (£544 to £613 and £537 to £653 
respectively – interestingly, the rate for employees is lower that for residents) suggesting both a low skilled 
resident population and a low wage economy, and the Living Wage Foundation calculated that 30% of Brent 
residents are paid less that the London Living Wage30, which is currently £8.80. Significantly, women in Brent have 


the lowest average pay in London, joint with five over boroughs, and the joint second lowest wages for men31. A 
higher proportion of Brent residents worked in lower skilled roles and a lower proportion in higher skilled roles 
than the London and UK average.32


                                                           
26


 Indicators for London boroughs and sub-regions, GLA data store 
27 2011 Census: Highest level of qualification 
28


 2011 Census: students and qualifications, ONS 
29 Indicators for London boroughs and sub-regions, GLA data store 
30


 Brent Magazine, February and March 2014 
31


London Borough Profiles, London data store 
32


 Brent Employment Land Survey, URS 2013 



http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/datafiles/employment-skills/Indicators_London_Borough_Data_Jan14.xls

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/search/index.html?newquery=level+4+qualification

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/census/2011-census/key-statistics-and-quick-statistics-for-local-authorities-in-the-united-kingdom---part-2/rft-ks501uk.xls

http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/datafiles/employment-skills/Indicators_London_Borough_Data_Jan14.xls

http://www.brent.gov.uk/council-news/the-brent-magazine/

http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CDAQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fdata.london.gov.uk%2Fdatafiles%2Fdemographics%2Flondon-borough-profiles.xls&ei=PGviUpHiDceThQeZooHwDg&usg=AFQjCNEFldf8RUgScvp36eF4NoET9nWwVA&bvm=bv.59930103,d.bGQ

http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CDsQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.brent.gov.uk%2Fmedia%2F6130817%2FBrent%2520Employment%2520Land%2520Demand%2520Study%2520September%25202013.pdf&ei=92fvUsmpMZKUhQeVkIDQBQ&usg=AFQjCNHGrRlRY4dzprzeoCF-qKuftZBEZg&bvm=bv.60444564,d.bGQ
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Total JCP vacancies by occupation, Brent, 2012 
Fitness instructors 104 


Customer care occupations 128 


Bar staff 130 


Plumbers, heating and ventilating engineers 134 


Mobile machine drivers and operatives  140 


Security guards and related occupations 141 


Food, drink and tobacco process operatives 147 


Carpenters and joiners 150 


Telephone salespersons 155 


Labourers in other construction trades  157 


Fork-lift truck drivers 166 


Retail and wholesale managers 167 


Waiters, waitresses 184 


General office assistants/clerks 206 


Chefs, cooks 207 


Nursery nurses 212 


Construction operatives  246 


Electrical/electronics engineers  262 


Labourers in building and woodworking trades 267 


Bus and coach drivers 282 


Other goods handling and storage occupations  387 


Cleaners, domestics 439 


Sales and retail assistants 491 


Postal workers, mail sorters, messengers, couriers 606 


Sales related occupations  607 


Van drivers 645 


Sales representatives 858 


Care assistants and home carers 1,087 


Heavy goods vehicle drivers 1,172 


Marketing associate professionals 1,966 


Vacancies 


However, jobs within certain professions are not picked up through JCP’s universal job 
match search, such as policemen, paramedic and some teaching roles, ultimately 
skewing the perspective away from the skilled end of the labour market where some 
roles do exist. Data for JCP vacancies by occupation and duration exits via NOMIS and 
needs to be explored further to pin point hard to fill vacancies.    


 


General type of role Vacancies in 
Brent, 2012 


% of vacancies, 
Brent, 2012 


% of vacancies, 
London, 2012 


Corporate Managers 514 3.2 3.6 
Administrative Occupations 549 3.5 3.7 
Skilled Metal and Electronic 
Trades 


574 3.6 3.6 


Skilled Construction and 
Building Trades 


589 3.7 5.5 


Process, Plant and Machine 
Operatives 


621 3.9 2.6 


Elementary Trades, Plant and 
Storage Related Occupations 


1,023 6.5 7.4 


Sales Occupations 1,365 8.6 10.0 
Caring Personal Service 
Occupations 


1,456 9.2 8.7 


Elementary Administration and 
Service Occupations 


1,870 11.8 15.7 


Transport and Mobile Machine 
Drivers and Operatives 


2,539 16.0 11.8 


Business and Public Service 
Associate Professionals 


3,053 19.3 11.8 
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     Vacancies by type of occupation and broad professional role 


I                       Information from NOMIS, Vacancies by occupation 


 


Some estimates predict that up to 60% of jobs are unadvertised , so if there are 1600 JCP 


vacancies, there could be up to 4000  jobs in the borough. Based on the figure of 14,000 


unemployed residents, there could be almost 1 active vacancy for every 3 residents. 



http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/
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iv) Commuting: which jobs are Brent residents accessing? 


Brent has a low job density similar to that of an rural area, 0.53 as of 2011, to the London average of 
0.88 and a high JSA claimant to job vacancy ratio (6:1, 4:1 nationally)33. However, this is not something 
in itself that should be taken to be a sign of a failing local economy:  the average density for outer 
London boroughs is 0.61, with Brent having a higher density than similarly zoned boroughs such as 
Newham (0.41) and Haringey (0.49)34; Lewisham, which is a similar distance from the City (which itself 
has a density of 40.3) and has a similar percentage of working age residents to Brent (69.8%:68.8%) has 
a density of just 0.39 yet a significantly higher employment rate of 71.4%  to Brent’s 66.4%.35  


It would appear that commuting levels have a greater impact on employment rates than job density 
(which is calculated using the whole working age population including 6th form and university students), 
especially in traditional outer London ‘dormitory’ boroughs such as Brent.  


There are some basic estimates of commuter levels and destinations of workplaces of residents in the 
borough, but this comes with a caveat as although the figures look generally believable, there are 
several notable anomalies including a significant number of people purportedly commuting from Brent 
to Cornwall on a regular basis. However, the independently assessed net inflow and outflow figures 
produce a very similar number of people both living and working in the Brent, so this is a positive 
indicator that the data might have a degree of usefulness, if not reliability. 


In 2011, an estimated 35,600 Brent residents both lived and worked in the borough, the remainder of 
employees of the 100,200-113,000 employees commuting into the borough.36 In addition to these 
resident employees, an estimated 43,800 residents worked in the surrounding boroughs of Camden, 
Barnet, Harrow, Ealing, Hillingdon and Hammersmith and Fulham. Significant number of residents 
worked further afield (c.13,000 in the City, for example) and in the neighbouring boroughs of 
Westminster and Kensington and Chelsea (c.14,000), and as a high proportion of roles in these boroughs 
are likely to be graduate roles, this suggest that Brent is home to some high earners. 


Therefore, using a rough estimate, up to 79,400 residents work in Brent and the surrounding West 
London boroughs, with a further 14,000 looking for work and 7600 wanting to work in the near future, 
this suggests a potential local workforce of up to 101,000 in roles in West London. Based on the 33% 
graduate rate in the borough37, this means that up to 67,700 Brent residents with Level 3 qualifications 
or lower could work locally, suggesting a wide client base for skills provision. 


A visual representation of the local economy 


 
                                                           
33


 Brent Borough Employment Strategy discussion paper, internal, 2013 
34


 Indicators for London boroughs and sub-regions, GLA data store 
35


 Indicators for London boroughs and sub-regions, GLA data store 
36


 Annual Population Survey commuter flows, local authorities in Great Britain, 2010 and 2011, ONS 
37


 2011 Census: Highest level of qualification 



http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/datafiles/employment-skills/Indicators_London_Borough_Data_Jan14.xls

http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/datafiles/employment-skills/Indicators_London_Borough_Data_Jan14.xls

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-300966

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/search/index.html?newquery=level+4+qualification
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Who are the 45,500 ‘other’ residents? 


This needs to be explored further: these are people not accounted for by NOMIS and could include i) 
GCSE and A Level students ii) people for whom there is no know data iii) people who do no have the 
right to work iv) people involved with the informal economy, which is estimated to account for 12.6% of 
the UK economy.38 


Is access to transport a barrier to employment? 


One Wembley Works candidate recently stated that he was unable to attend a screening in Wembley at 
short notice as he lived in Neasden and it would take an hour to get to Wembley. For people who travel 
to Wembley by tube, this sounds unbelievable as Neasden in 3 minutes from Wembley Park by 
underground. However, for many residents who cannot afford to travel by tube, getting around the 
borough by bus is often extremely difficult due to the awkward positioning of the North Circular and 
consistently bad traffic around the Wembley area. TfL estimates that a bus ride from Neasden tube to 
Wembley Park tube takes 25 minutes, but factoring in walking to the bus stop, waiting for a bus and 
traffic, this could foreseeably reach a 45-60 minute journey; traveling from Kilburn to Wembley by bus 
can easily take 90 minutes. 


Unfortunately, due to the low proportion of low skilled roles available and extremely high central and 
outer central London rents, long commutes for low wage jobs are the accepted norm in London, with 
the amount of people willing to travel for several hours a day for a minimum wage job keeping wages 
low. Anecdotally, an officer from Kensington and Chelsea Council recalled that during the heavy snow in 
2009, less than a third of all care staff and refuse workers were able to come into work as they all lived 
so far away from the borough.  


Cost of travel 


Brent is situated in Zones 2-4, with Wembley and further north – roughly half the borough – in zone 4. 
Stonebridge and Harlesden are both in Zone 3. 


Oyster 
fares39 


Weekly 1-3 Weekly 1-4 Weekly 2-4 Weekly 3-4 and 
just Zone 4 


Weekly bus fare 


Adult fare £36.80 £45.00 £26.00 £23.60 £19.60 


Apprentice £25.70 £31.40 £18.20 £16.50 £13.70 


JCP £18.40 £22.50 £13.00 £11.80 £9.80 


Residents can apply for a JobCentre Plus Travel Discount Card if they are claiming one of the following: 


 If they are aged 18-24 and have been unemployed for three to nine months 
 If they are 25 or over and have been unemployed for three to 12 months 
 Incapacity Benefit, Employment and Support Allowance or Income Support: if they are actively 


engaged with an adviser in returning to employment 


Residents are not eligible if they are participating in the Work Programme 


Wages Per hour Per week (37.5 hours, after tax)40 Annually (after tax) 


Apprentice* £2.68 £98.25 £5109.00 


Under 18 (NMW) £3.72 £139.50 £7,254.00 


18 to 20 (NMW) £5.03 £182.45 £9,487.54 


21 and over (NMW) £6.31 £215.09 £11,184.82 


London Living Wage £8.80 £278.59 £14,486.56 


*This rate is for apprentices under 19 or those in the first year of their apprenticeship.  


                                                           
38


 Measurement of informal economy, Amnet 
39


 TfL, tickets and fares 
40


 Online tax calculator 



http://www.amnet.co.il/attachments/informal_economy110.pdf

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/tickets/fares-2014/29089.aspx

http://www.listentotaxman.com/index.php
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Based on the above, an adult aged over 21 living in Wembley and working full time in central London on 
the minimum wage would spend roughly 1/6 of their weekly salary on travel. Based on this, the 
Employment Team could  take the  strategic decision to  encourage low skilled workers to prioritise 
looking for roles in West London. 


However, in on 29th January 2014, Mayor of London Boris Johnson announced the introduction of a new 
part time oyster travel card from 201541 – this will go some of the way towards helping people who 
secure part time roles in central London, but the high cost in relation to a part time low wage could still 
be a problem. 


v) Other economic factors affecting access to employment and ease of recruitment 


As mentioned above, the cost of travel and location of roles can play a big part in low skilled workers 
accessing jobs in central London, especially for older apprentices. Another major living expense is rent: 


 


During the recent consultation with the LDO employers, one issue raised was that several employees 
had requested less hours once they realised that their benefits had been affected, and paying rent 
would be a major factor in this. Assisting low paid workers with calculating their potential income 
including benefits and helping them to budget for all their expenses would make the transition into paid 
work smoother. In 2012, it was estimated that 61% of children living in poverty had parents in work44, 
and whether a resident will be better off in work in the long term is a calculation that needs to be clearly 
demonstrated.   


Other major economic factors negatively impacting on the labour market include: 


 The poor availability of part-time work for parents and carers – this could be addressed though 
job share schemes 
 


 The high cost of childcare – Brent Council has introduced its NEG2 scheme45 extending part-time 
childcare to 2 year olds to help with this, but other ideas such as in-work crèche facilities and 
mothers’ groups job-and-care shares could be explored 
 


 The prevalence of zero hours contracts – this is unlikely to change unless there is significant 
intervention from the government. However, the Council is re-examining its position on zero 
hours contracts including in procurement, and the E&E team could consider refusing to work 
with zero hours employers (extreme), make recommendations on contract structures to 
employers (moderate) or promote the benefits of fixed hours contracts (light) 
 


 Night shifts can be extremely difficult for many residents, especially with younger children, and 
widely affect recruitment in the care, security, hospitality and logistics sectors 
 


 Short term and seasonal contacts have been identified as a major problem in Park Royal (see 
below) – perhaps a local contract calendar could be established to identify follow on roles 
 


 Low wage levels: some argue that there is in fact no skills gap, just inadequate pay for skilled 
workers. This follows the ‘training does not create jobs, jobs create training’ theory.46 


                                                           
41


 LBC, 29th January 2014 
42


 Valuations Office Agency, LHA Direct, 2014 
43


 GLA rent map 
44


 JFR blog, 2012, The relentless rise of in-work poverty 
45


 NEG2 childcare 


Brent rent levels Housing benefit allowance42 Private rented43 


Shared Accommodation Rate: £80.81-90.45 per week Varies 


One Bedroom Rate: £176.89-255.50 per week £197 - £266 


Two Bedrooms Rate: £224.05-296.38 per week £271-350 


Three Bedrooms Rate £ £288.46-296.38 per week £323-419 



http://www.lbc.co.uk/tfl-to-introduce-part-time-travel-cards-85195

https://lha-direct.voa.gov.uk/SearchResults.aspx?LocalAuthorityId=5&LHACategory=999&Month=1&Year=2014&SearchPageParameters=true

http://legacy.london.gov.uk/rents/search/results.jsp?x=520176.959371&y=185829.161874&propertyType=threebed

http://www.jrf.org.uk/blog/2012/06/relentless-rise-work-poverty

http://www.brent.gov.uk/neg2%23neg2
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Case study – Islington Council’s multi-purpose Employment Services Board 


Islington Council website, July 2013 


In July 2013, Islington Council established a new Employment Services Board to both maximise 
employment opportunities for local residents and better address the needs of employers, as well as 
taking an integrated approach to tackling social problems linked to employment issues, including:   


 To maximise jobs for local people through coordinated engagement with local employers 


 Reduce child poverty through supporting parents into work 


 Prevent future generations of workless adults by supporting young people into sustainable 
careers  


 Provide targeted support for those who face particular challenges, including those who have  
drugs  and alcohol dependency, a mental health condition or physical or learning disability 


 Address skills and language barriers among unemployed residents 


A similar holistic approach could be taken by Brent, with a board facilitated by the E&E team but 
engaging employers around difficult problems experienced by employees  


Issues with low skilled jobs with no progression structure 


Improving access to skills training and tailoring it to meet local employment needs is one aspect of 
improving employment access. However, it will always be true that a small proportion of low skilled, 
mostly minimum wage roles have no real progression structure, or a very limited one, such as cleaning, 
social care and refuse collection with very broad based pyramid management structures.   
 
Unfortunately, wage levels do not equate to effort put in or the social value of the role, and for many in 
these roles in London, they will face a very high probability of in-work poverty unless they either work 
towards changing jobs within a short amount of time, or if the London Living Wage, linked to the cost of 
living, is adopted as standard and keeps pace with increases.  
 
However, for many reasons many people are not able or do not wish to change roles, nor would it be 
right to assume that people should always be working towards increasing their income as part of an on-
going up skilling programme, as a job is no less valuable just because it pays less. As stated above, 30% 
of Brent residents are paid less than the Living Wage. As the Council’s housing strategy is being more 
closely linked with employment, people in these sorts of low paid roles could be the target clients 
prioritised as having a need for housing, whereas people starting off in low paid roles but then moving 
up a progression structure with linked wage increases (such as in hospitality where senior chefs can 
achieve a good salary level) have less of a long term need.   
 
However, how an assessment of progression structure opportunities would fit into eligibility criteria for 
housing  in practice would have to be examined more closely to avoid disincentivising people from 
pursuing a normal carer path to gain access to housing, such as a graduate choosing to stay in a 
minimum wage role for a long time.    
 


 


 


 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
46


 'The skills gap is a convenient myth', 2nd February 2014 



http://www.islington.gov.uk/islington/news-events/news-releases/2013/07/Pages/PR5048.aspx

http://www.truth-out.org/news/item/21611-skills-gap-a-convenient-myth
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3. Looking ahead over the next decade 


i) Labour market projections 


GLA Economics: London labour market projections, 201347 


 The number of jobs in London is projected to increase from 4,896,000 in 2011 to 5,757,000 in 2036. 
This equates to annual average growth of just over 35,000 jobs per year and results in over 850,000 
more jobs in London by 2036. 


 


 In the next few years, employment will grow in most sectors. Over the longer term, just under half 
of all the employment increase expected in London in the period to 2036 is in the professional, real 
estate, scientific and technical activities sector.  


 


 This development of London’s industrial structure is projected to increase the demand for 
professional occupations significantly in London (an increase of over half a million professional 
occupations is projected by 2036).  


 


 The proportion of jobs in London requiring either an ordinary or higher degree is projected to reach 
53 per cent by 2036, with the proportion of jobs with no qualifications reaching less than 5 per 
cent. 


 


 Analysis suggests that just over half a million people left their occupation in London in 2012. This 
illustrates that there is a potentially significant level of education and training requirements each 
and every year in London’s labour market just from replenishing those that leave their occupation 
within a year.  


 


 The number of employees in Brent will increase by around 16,000 
 


i) The last 10 years: emerging patterns48 


As can be seen from the two below graphs, Brent has a much more volatile labour market 
which was affected much more heavily by the recession, most especially in the retail and 
accommodation and hospitality sectors, which are closely linked to personal disposable income 
which plummeted during the recession. 


Also, Brent’s labour market relies much more heavily on manufacturing and wholesale and 
motor trades than London as a whole, and as both sectors are facing a steady decline in 
employment, this inevitably will have an impact on the local economy and employment rates. 


Conversely, Brent also has many fewer people employed in the higher value professional, 
scientific and businesses support services than London as a whole, and this is reflected by the 
low wage levels in the borough. 


 


                                                           
47 London labour market projections, 2013, GLA 
48


 Size of firms in London, 2001-2012, ONS  



http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/llmp.pdf

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/llmp.pdf

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/regional-trends/london-analysis/size-of-firms-in-london--2001-to-2012/index.html
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ii) Dying occupations 


 
A very interesting recent study on the rate of advancement in computing49 includes a  list of over 700 
occupations with a probability index of how likely it is that each will become fully computerised in the 
next two decades, thus rendering the roles potentially obsolete if an employer wishes to replace 
employees with automated systems to cut wage expenditure (though this of course would be 
discretionary or partial, such as supermarkets’ current model of using a mixture of self-service machines 
and traditional checkouts, and the preference by customers to receive financial and mortgage advice 
from a human rather than a computer.) 


A sample of the list includes: 


Probability of complete computerisation by 2033  


Job Probability (0.0-0.99) 


Recreational therapist 0.003 


Dentist 0.004 


Chefs and Head Cooks 0.1 


Health technologist 0.4 


Commercial pilots 0.55 


Housekeeping Cleaners 0.69 


Word processors and typists 0.81 


Retail salesperson 0.92 


Payroll and Timekeeping clerks 0.97 


Telemarketers 0.99 


 


It would seem that low-skilled technical roles will be the worst affected, reflected by the large predicted 
decline in clerical workers across all industries (see below).  


iii) Growth industries and emerging sectors in Brent 


 
When looking at the statistics on Brent businesses complied by MINT last year,50 these were the top 10 
growth industries by turnover, many of which would seem quite unexpected and can be attributable to 
several different factors such as increased environmental concern, increased population, higher rates of 
disposable income to spend on lifestyle services, and growth in construction and manufacturing: 


Role 5 year turnover average 2007-12 
(%)  


Recovery of sorted materials 3424.7 


Wired telecommunications activities 391.2 


Fitness facilities 327.4 


Post-secondary non-tertiary education 243.6 


Undifferentiated service-producing activities of private households  227.6 


Veterinary activities 210.1 


Cargo handling for air transport activities of division 51 195.4 


Agents involved in the sale of timber and building materials 191.4 


Television programme production activities 181.8 


Collection of non-hazardous waste 176.7 


 


                                                           
49


 'The Future of Employment', 2013 
50


 MINT data 2012-2013, GIS team, Brent Council  



http://www.oxfordmartin.ox.ac.uk/downloads/academic/The_Future_of_Employment.pdf
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Jobs likely to increase in Brent 


Those linked to increasing population and not significantly affected by technology: 


 Teachers 


 Health and social workers 


 Additional waste collection and recycling services 


 Electricians, plumbers and builders 


 Retail salespeople 


 Personal trainers and recreational therapists 


Jobs created by emerging sectors 


 Web design and computer programming 


 Specialised engineering  


 Roles in digital creative fields, including film and television production  


 Transportation and logistics based on internet sales – for example, the recent announcement 
that Tesco and Waitrose will start providing a ‘click and collect’ service from local tube stations, 
creating many more roles in logistics51   


Jobs created by regeneration (some temporary or artificially sustained, see below) 


 Construction 


 Office-based business support services 


 Manufacturing  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


                                                           
51


 Evening Standard, 29th January 2014 


Case study – investing in future industries  


Councils are also able to encourage growth in emerging sectors by up-front investment in new technology, and have 
the discretion to include conditions for training and  job creation: 


OnLincolnshire 


The new Boston Technology Hub at Boston College is offering free use of a desktop 3D printer, a hand-held colour 3D 
scanner and a high-precision laser cutter and engraver.  


The hub, one of five to be launched by the Lincolnshire County Council-run project, will give people the chance to 
learn more about emerging technologies, test out equipment before making a purchase for their business, access 
workshops and network. 


3D printing at Ansty Park – from the BBC 


On 16th January 2014, Chancellor George Osborne announced £30 million of funding to develop 3D printing and 
aerospace technology in Coventry. 


The money will be spent on creating a national centre for 3D printing at the Manufacturing Technology Centre in Ansty 
Park. Mr Osborne promised to "unashamedly" back British manufacturing success. 


The investment is expected to be match funded by industry to take the total to £60m. It will include training for 1,000 
engineering apprenticeships. 


Brent Council could identify possible site for similar initiatives, particularly in  Park Royal, and seek out grant funding to 
invest with a focus on job creation or require training opportunities for school children in exchange for free access to 
facilities. See below: Park Royal’s Food Innovation Centre. 



http://www.standard.co.uk/news/transport/big-stores-sign-up-for-tube-shopping-bonanza-9093167.html

http://www.lincolnshire.gov.uk/news/onlincolnshire-launches-boston-technology-hub-at-boston-college/118141.article

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-coventry-warwickshire-25756358
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From the chart to the right52, it is clear that there is a growing demand for 
managerial, administrative and specialist technical skills, though a major decline 
in clerical and unskilled manual roles. 


Manufacturing, wholesale, public administration and transportation and storage 
will see a decline at all professional levels, and professional and STEM, business 
support, hospitality and IT roles will generally increase across most professional 
levels. 


However, again according to MINT, there was also a marked declined in several 
sub sectors, though taking into account the effect of the recession on personal 
disposable income, this will have distorted the over all-picture, and lifestyle 
activities, such as demand for driving schools and physical well being activities is 
likely to rise again.  


Also, the inclusion of fitness activities and production of television programmes 
in the top ten growth areas, but physical well-being activities and television 
programme distribution in the bottom 10 suggest a very broad diversity within 
general sectors, making declining industries hard to identify: 


MINT – biggest losses by activity, 2007-2012     


                                                           
52


 London labour market projections, 2013, GLA 


Role 5 year turnover 
average 2007-12 (%)  


Television programme distribution activities -16.6 


Bookkeeping activities -19.9 


Renting and leasing of cars and light motor vehicles -20.1 


Credit granting by non-deposit taking finance houses and 
other specialist consumer credit grantors 


-24.2 


Retail sale of antiques including antique books, in stores -24.6 


Physical well-being activities -26.5 


Manufacture of jewellery and related articles -26.7 


Publishing of learned journals -28.2 


Other human resources provision -32.2 


Wholesale of textiles -38.2 


Employment and industry trends 


 



https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/llmp.pdf
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4. Areas of planned major regeneration53 


Brent Council has a sustained programme of regeneration across the borough, greatly impacting on 
employment. In some areas, regeneration will create or reinvigorate who clusters of employment 
(such as at Bridge Park) whilst in others, industrial and commercial space will be converted into 
residential space where need is no longer identified or partially where development it carried out in 
partnership with residential property developers.  


However, generally change of use will be limited, and occupational levels of commercial property will 
usually be dictated by regional market demand, unless is it is artificially stimulated by incentives such 
as reduced business rates and affordable workspace developments. However, commercial rents in 
central London continue to increase rapidly, so Outer London premises will continue to remain an 
attractive option for business start-ups and SMEs with low projected growth rates. 


Area Project Timeframe Jobs by sector and volume 


Wembley Debenhams on Wembley Park, 
refurbishment of Brent House, 
possibly for a hotel, with more 
hotels likely in addition to this. 
Further student 
accommodation and 
affordable work space.  


On-going, with 
significant work 
taking place over 
the next 12 
months 


Hospitality, retail, 
construction and office 
roles, large volume 


Bridge Park 
 


Redevelopment of the long 
term unused Unisys site, likely 
to become a hotel and 
refurbished sports centre 


Work to start in 
about 12 months 


Hospitality and leisure, large 
volume 


Alperton Affordable office space Complete in the 
next 12 months 


Office based 


North Circular On-going improvement to the 
North Circular corridor 


  


South Kilburn Further housing, the 
possibility of development on 
the High Road 


Next phase 
begins this year 


Construction 


Oriental City, 
Colindale 


Redevelopment including a 
new anchor Morrisons store 
and additional retail units and 
residential space 


Complete within 
the next 12-18 
months 


Retail, large volume 


Church End Retail development and 
possible further housing 


Complete within 
the next 18 
months 


Retail, medium volume 


 
The current disused Unisys site, a major commercial opportunity currently standing empty


                                                           
53


 Based on information from New Initiatives team, Brent Council 
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i)  Major employment clusters and planned regeneration
54


 


                                                           
54


 P11, Brent Employment Land Survey, URS 2013 



http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CDsQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.brent.gov.uk%2Fmedia%2F6130817%2FBrent%2520Employment%2520Land%2520Demand%2520Study%2520September%25202013.pdf&ei=92fvUsmpMZKUhQeVkIDQBQ&usg=AFQjCNHGrRlRY4dzprzeoCF-qKuftZBEZg&bvm=bv.60444564,d.bGQ
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B: Extent of the local skills gap 


1. Some general considerations 


As of 2013, Brent had a 10.8% unemployment rate, significantly higher than the London average of 
8.9%55, yet in 2009, the National Employer Skills survey showed that in Brent 34% of sample 
vacancies surveyed were affected by a skills shortage, making them harder and more costly to recruit 
for, and in addition, 17% of the existing workforce had a skills gap that affected their productivity.56 


This has a threefold effect on the economy:  


 


                           The Skills Gap 


 


 


Another major concern is that Brent has a high proportion of working age residents who have no 
qualifications; even though at 19% (see above for data) this broadly equates to the Outer London 
average, the GLA’s economics forecasting unit predicts that over the next two decades, the number 
of roles in London requiring no qualifications will fall from 13% to just 4%, whilst those requiring a 
degree will increase to 56%, with 45% of all roles in London being administrative or managerial in 
nature by 2036.57 


If this is the case, the proportion of working age Brent residents with no qualifications will have to at 
least halve in the same period in order to fully benefit from the wider London economy, and as there 
is constant flux in the borough’s population this is not necessarily something that can be addressed 
exclusively at a secondary education level, meaning a higher uptake of adult training and education 
will be required to prepare residents for future roles.  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                           
55 Brent profile, NOMIS 
56 Indicators for London boroughs and sub-regions, GLA data store 
57 London Labour Market Projections, GLA 



http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157263/report.aspx

http://data.london.gov.uk/datastorefiles/datafiles/employment-skills/Indicators_London_Borough_Data_Jan14.xls

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/llmp.pdf
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Ofqual’s guide to national qualifications58 


 


However, ensuring that school leavers are work ready will also be a major challenge involving close 
working between stakeholders from education and local businesses, with a possible leadership role 
for the Council – in their 2011 survey, 69% of businesses surveyed by CBI (who had a collective 
workforce of 2million employees) said that they felt that school leavers lacked adequate business 
and customer awareness.59 As this suggests, the skills gap is an umbrella term that encompasses 
deficiencies in both accredited qualifications and general ‘functional’ employability skills such as 
communication, teamwork and sales skills – see below. 


 It is amongst Skilled Trades occupations where employers experience the greatest difficulties 
in meeting their demand for skills from the available labour market (in this occupation, which 
includes jobs such as butchers, carpenters, chefs, electricians, mechanics and plumbers, a 
third of all vacancies were hard-to-fill as a result of a lack of skills)60 
 


 There are significantly fewer vacancies per skills achievement in the creative industries; hair 
& beauty; and hospitality, leisure, travel & tourism, suggesting that these sectors have an 
over-supply of training. There are significantly more vacancies per skills achievement in 
marketing & sales; supporting teaching & learning in schools; security industries; and fashion 
& textiles, suggesting that these sectors have an under-supply of training61 
 
 


 By sector, establishments in the Manufacturing and Community, Social and Personal Services 
sectors are most likely to report that their vacancies are hard-to-fill for skills related reasons 
(24 and 23 per cent, respectively, of vacancies are skill-shortage vacancies).62 


Specifically to Brent, some key skills gaps and employability issues have been identified: 


 Candidates with junior and advanced management experience in the retail and hospitality 
sectors (identified by Wembley Works who find it difficult to recruit for these roles), 
candidates committed to developing long-term careers in retail and hospitality (identified by 
LDO employers), a high volume of candidates with a lack of functional English language skills 
(identified during on-going recruitment for the LDO) 
 


 Candidates from Stonebridge and Harlesden with a lack of skills and qualifications for 
industrial and manufacturing roles at Park Royal, such as HGV and LGV licenses, food hygiene 
and health and safety (identified by ARUP research63)  


                                                           
58


 Ofqual, Comparing qualifications 
59


 CBI: Building for Growth – Business priorities for education and skills  
60 UK Commission’s Employer Skills Survey 2011 
61 Hidden Talents: Skills mismatch analysis, CESI, 2012 
62


 UK Commission’s Employer Skills Survey 2011 



http://ofqual.gov.uk/help-and-advice/comparing-qualifications/

http://www.cbi.org.uk/media/1051530/cbi__edi_education___skills_survey_2011.pdf

http://www.ukces.org.uk/publications/er46-employer-skills-survey-2011-england-results

http://www.cesi.org.uk/publications/hidden-talents-skills-mismatch-analysis

http://www.ukces.org.uk/publications/er46-employer-skills-survey-2011-england-results
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2. Possible causes of skills gaps - residents 


Secondary education level 


Cause Remedy Responsibility 


Lack of awareness in students 
about various careers and 
necessary skills requirements, 
leading to poor GCSE and A 
Level choices 


Closer ties between schools and 
local businesses, perhaps with 
more businesspeople on 
governor boards. This would 
include greater investment in 
careers advice with a more 
tangible link to local businesses  


Schools with input from the 
Council as a network 
coordinator for local business 
owners, possibly through Brent 
Business Hub 


Lack of work experience in 
certain sectors e.g. STEM 
 


 


Further and higher education level  


Cause  Remedy Responsibility 


SFA funding currently allocated 
to providers who attract the 
most students and have the 
highest qualification attainment 
rates, based on the assumption 
that this will assimilate with 
market need. 


Possible payment-by-results 
model 


Council to take active role in 
lobbying central government 


Courses do not deliver skills 
required for employment  


Course review by business 
owners or co-design in 
partnership with local 
businesses, and soft embedded 
skills could be embedded into 
every course 


CNWL/BACES with input from 
the Council as a network 
coordinator for local business 
owners 


 


Entry employment level 


Cause  Remedy Responsibility 


Some candidates lack basic 
functional skills, including ESOL 
and poor interview skills 


Soft skills embedded in all adult 
education, including an element 
of interview preparation 


CNWL/BACES with input from 
the Council as a network 
coordinator for local business 
owners A lack of relevant, up to date or 


recognised qualifications  
A clear programme of courses 
clearly linked to specific roles 


A lack of previous experience 
necessary for the role 


Expansion of work experience 
programmes 


 


On-going employment level 


Cause  Remedy Responsibility 


Some careers perceived  much 
less desirable than others 
 


Better promotion of some roles 
and better access to work 
experience 


Local employers working with 
Council and local schools 


Lack of buy-in to long term 
careers in lower paid sectors  


Clear progression structures 
and training frameworks 


Local employers 


Lack of in-work training around 
leadership and management 
skills   


Better role planning by local 
businesses 


Local employers, potentially 
purchasing training from the 
Council  
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 Brent Economic Assessment and Future Growth and Action Plan, ARUP 2013 (internal) 
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i) Employment versus a career: the importance of careers advice 


At the recent consultation with LDO employers, they expressed concern with the lack of buy in to 
longer term careers in retail and hospitality. Whilst low paid jobs are often seen as a stop gap for 
students and young people, there is still a progression structure in place that can lead to salaries well 
in excess of the London salary of £35,00 at regional manager level, and too few people view careers 
that begin with low starting salaries as viable career choices.   


However, very few people apply for low wage roles in one particular sector, nor are focused on 
gaining the skills to pursue one career path starting in a minimum wage role. For example, the 
majority of candidates applying for low skilled roles at the LDO express interested in their registration 
form in all available roles as they are keen to get any job, rather that get on the first rung for a 
specific career. However, this is not particular to low skilled roles: most people will change careers at 
least once during their working life and will retrain constantly to meet chaining standards.  


One of the most successful LDO candidates was offered two part time roles in fashion retail in quick 
succession, and has received excellent feedback from their employers. They would also like to 
become established as a fashion designer and although they only recently left school, they already 
have a line of their own designs. Employers commented that they found the candidate’s level of 
dedication to their ambition impressive, and the extra knowledge and enthusiasm this brought to the 
roles was very attractive to employers and was the candidate’s unique selling point. 


Therefore, perhaps linking entrepreneurialism to careers advice from a young age could help young 
people to gain a better understanding of business and help them cultivate more long term ambitions 
as both an employee and an employer, which as result would make them think more about what 
they as employers would look for in their employees, which they could use to their advantage at job 
interviews. It would also encourage students to research sectors that interest them, making them 
aware of the find of skills and qualifications they would need to become established in this area. Peer 
interviewing might be a good way to introduce interview skills, and the Employment and Enterprise 
team could even work directly with schools to demonstrate how to conduct a job interview.  


However, enhanced careers advice and other measures targeted at school students will only ever 
partially address the local skills gap, as Brent has such a high rate of churn that only a small 
proportion of students educated in Brent will go on to work in the borough. There are two options 
for addressing this: 1) encouraging more local students to stay in or return to the borough after 
leaving education, perhaps by encouraging them to focus on a career opportunity in the borough 
from a young age and promoting the benefits of living and working locally, and 2) creating an adult 
education equivalent of careers advice featuring business skills more heavily, perhaps as a 
component of all further and adult education courses at BACES, specific to the  field studied. 


ii) The importance of apprenticeships in creating sustained careers 


Apprenticeships play a vital role in bridging the gap between unskilled entry level candidates and 
graduates pursuing specific careers. Some ways in which apprenticeships could be used to influence 
the labour market include: 


 Talent pool of Council apprentices – links with local businesses and City companies 


 Secondments in local business 


 Bespoke courses designed by local business 


To be completed after apprenticeship challenge session….. 
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iii) The digital divide 


 


Brent is one of the highest ranked local authorities in the UK for digital inclusion64, but it still has very 
clear pockets of exclusion which broadly mirror the borough’s most deprived wards, notably Kilburn, 
Stonebridge, Harlesden and the Wembley area (see map below). Digital exclusion is a problem in 
terms of both computer literary and access to the internet and hardware such as printers; several 
candidates have asked to complete application forms and print CVs at Wembley Works, and many 
others are unable to correspond by email. Although Wembley Works does not provide regular 
computer access for residents, this is something that other providers such as JCP do have facilities 
for, and residents can easily access. Wembley Works could like up more closely with BACES to 
establish an automatic referral path for candidates with identified IT needs, regardless of roles 
applied for. 


 


Future-proofing the local labour market 


Some work can be done towards future-proofing the local labour market by investing in new 
technology and creating new courses addressing emerging markets. For example, Camden Council 
recently found that very few students in the borough were taking Computing at A Level   and that IT 
skills provision in the borough was inadequate. To address this, they are working with UCL to 
establish volunteer-led ‘code clubs’ in primary schools, giving around 600 primary school children a 
year the chance to learn high-level technical skills from a young age65. Although Camden Council has 
very limited influence on the curriculum taught, they identified a skills gap and addressed it with 
cost-neutral supplementary provision.  
 


IT skills will continue to become a central feature of employment in all sectors, so should be given 
the same status as basic literacy and numeracy as key functional skills.   However, a lack of computer 
skills also has an affect on employability, and impacts on everything from using automated tills to 
recording takings and preparing rotas at a supervisor level. There are already courses available 
through BACES and CNWL, however in order to prepare candidates fully for future employment, 
functional computer skills could be given as much weight as functional literacy and numeracy.        
 
Technology can also play a more active role in the recruitment process, as video CVs can give a boost 
to those experiencing long term unemployment. Perhaps this is something that could explored with 
local film students, as trialled by Kirklees Council.66  


                                                           
64


 ESD Communities, LB Brent inclusion heatmap 
65 The Guardian, 2nd September 2013 
66 Kirklees Green Party blogspot 



http://www.esd.org.uk/esdtoolkit/Communities/EffectiveServiceDelivery/heatmap.aspx?id=35

http://www.theguardian.com/local-government-network/2013/sep/02/camden-council-pioneers-coding-in-schools

http://greeningkirklees.blogspot.co.uk/2012/09/video-cvs-new-initiative-from-green.html
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3. From the employer’s perspective 


Reasons that vacancies were hard to fill67 


 


The perceived causes of hard-to-fill vacancies vary according to sector. Notable differences include:  
 


• Three fifths (61 per cent) of hard-to-fill vacancies in the Construction sector are caused by a 
lack of interest in the type of job and over half (56 per cent) by a lack of applicants more 
generally.  
 


• While too much competition from other employers was seen to account for only seven per 
cent of hard-to-fill vacancies at the national level, one quarter (26 per cent) of hard-to-fill 
vacancies in the Financial Services sector were perceived to be caused by this reason.  
 


• Shift work and unsociable working patterns were more likely to cause hard-to-fill vacancies in 
the Hotels and Restaurants sector (23 per cent) compared to eight per cent across all sectors.  
 


• Both lack of qualifications demanded by the company and poor terms and conditions were 
more likely to cause hard-to-fill vacancies in the Community, Social and Personal Services 
sector (34 per cent and 32 per cent compared to 14 per cent for each overall).  
 


Are poor vacancy and recruitment facilities exacerbating the skills gap? 


In a city as large as London with such a diverse workforce the likelihood of there being a job 
candidates with the right skills for a role available somewhere in the city is very high, and the 
majority of Londoners are willing to commute. However, vacancies are advertised in such a diverse 
range of places, the likelihood of every available candidate with the right skills finding every available 
role is extremely low, even with universal online job searches, as many vacancies are still advertised 
in windows or in papers. Wembley Works could examine the option of moving to a database-based 
records system, where they would be able to instantly be able to search for all candidates with the 
relevant skills and experience, providing an efficient service for employers looking for candidates 
with specific skills or qualifications, such as an SIA licence or at least two years’ management 
experience.  
 


                                                           
67


 UK Commission’s Employer Skills Survey 2011 
 



http://www.ukces.org.uk/publications/er46-employer-skills-survey-2011-england-results
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i) Two types of skills: functional and technical 


In the 2010 UKES survey,68 employers were asked which skills they valued in candidates the most, 
and a good attitude towards the role was one of the most important requirements. In the recent 
consultation with LDO employers, they identified the most important skills for their employees were 
confidence, personableness and enthusiasm. However, this is broad amalgamation of employers 
from a range of sectors, and depending on the type of role, different types of skill will have different 
values.  


 


The Birmingham City Council report, UKES and the recent consultation with the LDO employers 
identify two very different categories of skills that employers are looking for which candidates are 
lacking: a) ‘soft’ functional skills such as adequate literacy and numeracy, communications, team 
work and leadership skills that are gradually built up throughout education and b) accredited 
qualifications, licences and certificates etc required for specific roles such as food hygiene 
certificates, HGV licences, SIA licences and health and social care qualifications. 


The DWP conducted a survey of recruitment behaviour in 2011 which revealed differing attitudes 
towards skills in different sectors: 


 a motor vehicle technician was more or less taken on for a trial over the telephone by one 
employer, partly because the potential candidate could be questioned about technical 
matters related to the job over the telephone and it becomes clear to the employer whether 
or not they ‘know what they’re talking about’. 
 


 An HR administrator interviewed who said that an applicant’s CV construction was 
considered very important for an HR job, but not for construction workers, who just needed 
a ‘ticket’ (a certificate to say they were safe to operate specific plant machinery)’. 
 


 Employers also perceived several risks to their business and to the wellbeing of customers 
and clients in employing inappropriately. For example, incompetent or rude staff would risk 
reputations, customers, turnover and ultimately the business itself.  
 


 Where the role advertised was specifically related to the care and protection of others (for 
example, nursing, care work, car mechanic, food preparation, machinery operation) there 
were also potential risks of harm to the worker, customers, and other staff.’ 69 
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http://www.ukces.org.uk/publications/er46-employer-skills-survey-2011-england-results

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/employers-recruitment-behaviour-and-decisions-rr754

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/employers-recruitment-behaviour-and-decisions-rr754





28 
 
The key, if somewhat obvious, point to draw from this seems to be that for a candidate to be 
successfully recruited, they must demonstrate competence in performing the function of a role, as 
well being as a good cultural fit within the organisation. Competence can be demonstrated either by 
evidence of previous experience in a similar role or attaining a certain qualification, making it hard 
for first time jobseekers , and a cultural fit is demonstrated by appropriate intra-personal skills such 
as communication and sales skills for retail, politeness for hospitality or empathy for care work.  


These two skill sets rarely work in isolation, especially where the role requires a high level of human 
interaction with the public or as part of a team, and while a qualification can be gained within a 
relatively short amount of time, simply equipping someone with a professional qualification or skill 
will not necessarily help them to get a job without addressing issues with their intra-personal skills. 


This raises two difficulties: a) in the Wembley Works model, achieving economies of scale when 
screening a large number of candidates for an employer where there is not much time to focus on 
individual candidates, thus making it difficult to balance the needs of the most vulnerable residents 
against those of the employer, and b) addressing intra-personal skills more broadly, which are usually 
rooted in social habits acquired at a very young age.  


 


It may be the case that some candidates will never be right for certain roles, but if this involves a 
deficiently in skills that are also required in traditional interview models, there may be the potential 
for developing new assessment models for employers to bring out the best qualities in candidates 
who lack interview skills but would be able to perform a different type role well, supplementing  the 
group assessment model used by Wembley Works to engage shyer candidates, perhaps by 
facilitating competency-based tests for employers. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Case study - Issues arising with up skilling residents  to meet the qualification requirements of 
real time vacancies  


In August 2013, in order to prepare a group of unemployed residents to apply for upcoming 
general catering and hospitality roles at the LDO, a group of 23 people were invited to attend a 2 
day food hygiene training course at BACES including the final exam leading to receiving a 
certificate. 


Of the 17 people who attended, 15 passed and received their certificates. However, none of 
them are known to have gone on to work in hospitality roles in the LDO. 


Learning: An economy of scale approach to up-skilling in response to an immediate need will not 
necessarily translate into a positive recruitment rate. Key factors were difficulties with ESOL, lack 
of buy in to a career in hospitality, and other inter-personal skills issues that led to poor 
interviews. More intense work with a smaller group might have led to a more positive result.   
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ii) SMEs and large companies: differing skills requirements 


A recent DWP study found that:70 


 A flexible employee seemed to be one of the key requirements of SMEs. Employers were 
keen to recruit someone with a flexible attitude to work, who would ultimately perform a 
number of different roles in the company as and when needed.  


 A number of employers said that since they did not have the benefits of economies of scale 
(for example, where there were not enough cleaning or administration duties to merit 
employing a cleaner or an administrator) staff were expected to ‘muck in’ and carry out tasks 
over and above those associated with the actual job recruited for.  


 This need for flexible employees had become more pressing with the recession, especially 
where, for example, cleaners or receptionists had been made redundant or had not been 
replaced if they left. 
 


When asked whether local businesses are affected by a skills gap in a particular way, The North 
London Federation of Small Businesses raised the point that many small business owners would 
never acknowledge that their are lacking in skills or expertise as this would make them vulnerable to 
commercial exploitation by their competitors, and it could undermine confidence in their company. 


Cost of training 


UKES: 


 Employer expenditure on training in the previous 12 months was £40.5bn, equivalent to 
£1,775 per employee and £3,300 per person trained. However, half this total expenditure is 
accounted for by the cost of paying staff while they are being trained, while just eight per 
cent is accounted for by fees to external providers.  


 However, the amount spent on training decreased from £1,680 per employee in 2011 to 
£1,590 in 201371 


 Smaller establishments spend more per trainee and a greater proportion of that spend is on 
“non tradable” costs, such as management time in organising training, than in larger 
establishments. 


CBI: 


 41% of firms said that they would be increasing their spend on training in the next year72 


Although these figures do not indicate whether these amounts are consistent for SMEs and larger 
businesses with more resources, it is clear that there is an huge market for in-work training and this 
is something the Council could explore entering. 


Could the Council become a training provider for local SMEs? 


The ARUP report raises the possibility of selling training packages to SMEs73, which is currently being 
explored by the Learning and Development team. The Council already has a range of shelf-ready 
training packages that they could offer to sell to local SMEs; for instance, small child care providers 
could buy places on safe guarding courses for their employees. This could also link into a pre-
employment package Wembley Works provides, and could be bookable via Brent Business Hub. 
Council facilities could also be hired out to SMEs for a reduced rates, or for free if used for training 
candidates recruited via Wembley Works.  


The Council’s goal of creating 100 apprenticeships over 3 years will not lead to a sustainable role for all of 
these trainees, so the Council could create a talent pool of Council apprentices not going into full time 
roles at the Council, with links into local businesses looking for junior employees with the same skill sets. 
This could also include secondments, and the possibility of a one-off referral fee payable to the Council.  
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 BBC News, 30th January 2014 
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 CBI: Building for Growth – Business priorities for education and skills 
73


 Brent Economic Assessment and Future Growth and Action Plan, ARUP 2013 (internal) 



https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/214529/rrep754.pdf

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/education-25945413

http://www.cbi.org.uk/media/1051530/cbi__edi_education___skills_survey_2011.pdf
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Case study - http://www.cnwl.ac.uk/business-solutions/funded-training-for-smes/  


Further education colleges are a core provider of both sector based skills training such as apprenticeships and 
NVQs, and of on-going skills training for those already in work. For example, the average age of students at CNWL 
is 36, and they already provide a wide range of free courses for SME employees: 


 


Using funding from the European Social Fund, the College of North West London is providing free training for 
employees of SMEs who need up skilling, providing a range of courses with an option for some customisation 
including both ‘professional’ skills – ‘Team communication’, ‘Agreeing a budget’, ‘First line management’, and 
accredited add-on qualifications for specific professions – ‘Indian Head Massage’, ‘Payroll processing.’They also 
provide a wide rage of vocational short courses that businesses can sponsor, such as gas safety, CSCS Health and 
Safety and Photoshop. 


CNWL already consult with local businesses to help from their curriculum, but the Council could work more 
closely with them to link up directly with employers to design new courses for emerging sectors.    


    


 


Prevention of skills gap through on-going training 


The best way to prevent a skills gap in existing employees from developing is to provide well-structured 
on-going training around competencies and skills required to take on additional responsibility. To support 
sustainable careers, Wembley Works could identify candidates with specific careers ambitions, highlight 
this to employers and discuss the potential for learning and development opportunities for the candidate.


Case study  


Creative trainees at South Kilburn Studios 


http://southkilburnstudios.org/our-trainees/ 


South Kilburn Studios is a good example of local bespoke training in the creative industry, and is part-funded by 
Brent Council. Tenant professionals from the creative industries get a rent-free work space in return for 
agreeing to train a local young person. Trainees spend one day or two half days a week for 3-6 months with one 
of the resident artists at South Kilburn Studio, covering a wide range of creative professions, from music and 
video production, fashion design and screen printing to web design and event management. Although the 
traineeship is unpaid, it offers young people the chance to build up a portfolio in a creative field that would 
otherwise be hard to access, and provides a reference from a professional. 


 


 



http://www.cnwl.ac.uk/business-solutions/funded-training-for-smes/
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iii) Overseas qualifications – a problem for employers?  


In 2011, 56.3% of Brent residents were born overseas compared to the Outer London average of 
32.9%, and 37.2% of residents were recoded as having English as a not their first language74, 
accounting for a large proportion of the workforce. In one respect, this is an excellent resource in the 
community, as in a recent survey by CBI, only 27% of businesses surveyed said they have no need for 
foreign language skills amongst their employees.75 The recent ARUP report also highlighted that 
Brent businesses had huge potential to exploit overseas links to open up new export markets,76 
making the diverse labour market an attractive incentive for new businesses looking to establish an 
export market. 


However, in 2011, 16% Brent residents were recorded as having ‘other’ qualifications as their highest 
level of education compared to 11% across London as a whole77. This can pose a major challenge for 
both local employers and residents, as employers have to be confident that an overseas qualification 
is equivalent to a UK equivalent, which can take time and effort to research and confirm, and 
residents have to overcome the initial barrier of getting employers to consider their application in 
the first place and then check that their qualification is equivalent to a UK level.  


There are already many checks imposed by European law to ensure that EU citizens’ professional 
qualifications are recognised as equivalents to national qualifications, however, this is not always 
carried out in practice, and it is much harder for non-EU citizens to gain recognition. For example, 
one Wembley Works candidate had gained a food hygiene qualification in France, but had trouble 
having this recognised in the UK, especially as they did not have a certificate. They were now unable 
to enrol on the course in the UK due to a language difficulty.  


Also, in a recent survey on recruitment habits by the DWP, it was found that: 


“The interplay of social characteristics of the interviewer/interviewee could sometimes preclude 
asking certain questions which might be perceived by the candidate as culturally inappropriate. For 
example, one employer felt uncomfortable asking candidates who were not from the UK about their 
family situation and how long they had been in the UK because they were not sure how the 
questions would be received.”78 


To address this, the Council could provide sign-posting information for employers, along with links to 
visa information in a dedicated area for employers on the new Brent Business Hub, and employers 
engaging with Wembley Works could be signposted there. Information about equivalent skills and 
qualification levels can be found using NARIC and National Occupational Standards.79    
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 P19 Brent Economic Assessment and Future Growth and Action Plan, ARUP 2013 (internal) 
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 2011 Census: Highest level of qualification 
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 National Occupational Standards 
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http://www.cbi.org.uk/media/1051530/cbi__edi_education___skills_survey_2011.pdf

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/search/index.html?newquery=level+4+qualification

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/employers-recruitment-behaviour-and-decisions-rr754
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4. Park Royal – an area of major employment opportunity  


Park Royal is the largest industrial and business park in London, occupying about 1,200 acres split 
between Brent, Ealing and Hammersmith and Fulham. During the early 1990s, it was also the largest 
industrial estate in Europe. It is also home to Central Middlesex Hospital, one of the largest teaching 
hospitals in London employing 1,500 people, although plans to close it’s A&E were recently 
announced. Due to the great variety of business premises available, businesses move in and out on a 
regular basis, and at any one time there are between 1,200-2000 active businesses employing 
35,000-40,000 people in the area. For example, Carphone Warehouse employ 3000 people and the 
Katsouris food manufacturing plant 2,5000. Many businesses in Park Royal are SMEs (56% in 2001), 
and this trend is set to continue80. 


The GLA has identified Park Royal as an ‘opportunity area’ and in 2011 they established an action 
plan framework (OAPF) to oversee its development.81 The framework has a target of creation of 
11,000 extra jobs by 2026, but the draft replacement London Plan of January 2014 increases this 
figure to 40,000 jobs.82 The land use will remain broadly within the ‘industrial and related’ sectors 
and land will be protected for these roles and closely related purposes. There are currently thee 
major clusters of uses identified: Food & drink processing, TV and film production, Transport and 
Logistics. The OAPF seeks to promote these uses. 
 
Additionally, the OAPF identifies the land as being suitable for (and should be promoted for) activities 
related to the Waste industry; e.g. waste management and processing. This would also help the 
boroughs in question comply with London Plan requirements that more waste be handled locally. 
Canal and rail freight uses to be explored in relation to these industries. 


 The OAPF plan discusses a minimum of 500 homes in or around the site by 2026, with the draft 
replacement London Plan increasing this to 1,500 homes. It is envisaged that most new housing will 
be part of mixed use developments with a significant employment element to be built in e.g. 
managed workspaces to support development of a media cluster. 


83However, in August 2011, Hammersmith and Fulham put forward their own proposal for Park 
Royal, specifically for the Old Oak Common site that sits within their border, and will benefit from the 
new Crossrail connection 2019. This was a highly ambitious vision to regenerate the Old Oak 
Common area to ‘city scale’ creating a hub called Park Royal City which would ‘potentially create 
over 115,000 jobs and over 12,500 homes. However, as a relatively small proportion of Park Royal 
sits in Hammersmith and Fulham, how feasible this plan would be is yet to be seen.  
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i) Issues that arose from previous partnership working 


 
From 1992 until a few year ago, a privately owned urban regeneration and inward investment 
agency, the Park Royal Partnership Group operated with the aim of promoting the economic and 
environmental sustainability of Park Royal, working closely with the three local authorities.84 The 
partnership group was made up of the Park Royal Partnership (strategy and network co-ordination), 
Park Royal Workforce (employment) and Brent Business Venture (growth and investment) who 
worked together to provide business growth and start-up support, networking, training and 
recruitment, as well as transport and environmental improvements. However, the network 
deteriorated and the Council withdrew its support.  
 
The ARUP report states that ‘the lack of strategic governance remains a problem in realising the full 
potential of the area, and there are some early indicators from interviews which suggest that without 
attention and support some of the current employment there could be threatened. The borough 
should review its withdrawal of funding from the BID and work with those who are currently seeking 
to find new forms of strategic governance for the area to safeguard existing jobs as well as attract 
new employers, moving the area up the value chain of target sectors.’85 
 
The Council previously worked with employers at Park Royal directly and through the Park Royal 
Partnership. However, it was found that the terms of employment offered by a lot of employers were 
not helpful for addressing the issue of long term unemployment in surrounding areas, especially as 
many of the roles were seasonal due to the nature of the food market, with peaks around major 
holidays leading to the prevalence of zero hours contracts and sporadic employment periods. 
 
It would appear that The Park  Royal Partnership is in the process of being reformed, and this could 
once again provide a major inroad to accessing current and future employment opportunities in the 
area. To exploit available employment opportunities but avoid similar problems experienced in the 
past, Wembley Works could engage with the Partnership and advertise the free recruitment service 
with positive testimonials from the LDO, but set out broad conditions about the sustainability of 
roles, such as not seasonal and guaranteeing at least 16 hours of work week. 
 


ii) The current skills gap 


 
70 % of manufacturing employment at Park Royal is associated with food processing, where a diverse 
range of food products is distributed to Greater London and other international destinations, 
primarily via Heathrow Airport.86 However,  despite the large volume of jobs available, few residents 
from the neighbouring wards of Stonebridge and Harlesden, both areas of high levels of entrenched 
worklessness, work in Park Royal.  
 
According to research conducted by ARUP, ‘the most desirable basic skills for the industries of  food 
production and logistics lacking in local workers are: HGV and LGV licenses, food hygiene; health and 
safety; English language; and generic work skills qualifications (Communication, Numeracy, 
Information Technology, Problem Solving, Working With Others); and readiness for work.’  
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Case study 


Park Royal Food Innovation Centre  


The Park Royal Food Innovation Centre, the first of its kind in London, was set up in 2009 – part 


funded by the Park Royal Partnership and a grant of £200,000 from the European Regional 


Development Fund (ERDF), in association with the food technology company, Campden BRI.  


Its objective is to provide support to small and medium enterprises in London's food industry, by 


offering services in product development, packaging, labelling and marketing. The centre includes 


modern development kitchens for hire (ranging from 400ft² and 4,000ft), meeting rooms and 


training suites. 


The Council could consider funding similar incubators, using conditions similar to those of South 


Kilburn Studio, where tenants get to use the space rent free in return for taking on trainees. 


 


iii) Is the food manufacturing industry sustainable? 


From the ARUP report:87 
 


 One third of all the food consumed in London is produced by businesses in Park Royal.  


 From the biggest food companies in Britain to tiny outfits, there are 498 different food 
companies, employing more than 15,000 people.  


 Contrary to the popular perception of logistics and food manufacturing, there are parts of 
the sector which employ some very highly skilled workers in high value-added occupations 
which would fall firmly within a definition of the ‘knowledge economy’ – chemists, food 
technologists, software developers, materials scientists and highly paid commercial workers. 


 There is also significant innovation, research & development. A focus on food manufacturing 
& processing and logistics & distribution does not necessarily mean building a low-wage, low-
skill economy.’ 


 
Food is one of the few commodities that is guaranteed to be in constant demand, and with a steadily 
increasing population in the UK and in key export markets, this demand will only increase. Also, as 
the GLA has now vested such a  great interest  in the area with an emphasis on job creation, 
protecting the land use for this purpose, this will prevent erosion of the site due to temptingly high 
land prices encouraging land owners to sell to private housing developers. 
   
However, food manufacturing in Park Royal is under the same threat as all manufacturing that has 
already led to a significant decline in jobs over the last decade: ever more sophisticated technology 
that is steadily rendering the need to pay workers redundant; this will have been a major 
contributing factor in the loss of almost 4000 manufacturing jobs in Brent over the last 10 years, 
along with outsourcing to cheaper labour markets overseas.   
 
Artificially creating 11,000 new roles in a declining industry could lead to a catastrophic rate of 
redundancies no much further down the line unless these roles are sustainable, and the correct skills 
provision is established. To address this, APUR suggests that, ‘The council should intervene to 
support moving up the value chain in these target sectors, building on initiatives such as the Park 
Royal Food Innovation Centre (below) and ensuring that move-on space is available in the right 
format and in the right place to support start-ups and spin-offs in those sectors.’  
 
This would support innovation and mobility at Park Royal; however, to ensure that residents with the 
target skills level of below Level 4 benefit from these new, higher value roles, this would be the 
perfect place for encouraging creation of specialist apprenticeships to help residents gain the right 
skills to give them an exclusive way in and competitive edge in the local labour market, and bespoke 
courses could be developed with the Park Royal Partnership.   
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 Brent Economic Assessment and Future Growth and Action Plan, ARUP 2013 (internal) 
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C: Key discussion points and suggestions 


1. The Council’s place in the stakeholder landscape 


Options for the key aims of the E&E team, set out in E&E discussion paper: 


 Improving overall borough employment rate – optimum unemployment rate c.6.8%? 


 Reducing worklessness 


 Breaking the cycle of poverty 


From Closing the Skills Gap, 2012, Birmingham City Council: 


 “The majority of funding for skills provision does not flow through the City Council, and so its role is 
generally one of influence. However, a recurrent theme in evidence gathering was for the City 
Council to take “a leadership role”. This took a number of guises: the need for a city-wide skills plan 
and the need for a central repository for information on skills and skills. There was a plea, not for 
more initiatives, but some co-ordination and a vision for the city which would bring a more 
sophisticated dialogue between employers, educationalists and local authorities.” 
 
A key challenge: the difficult relationship between local authorities and businesses. Avoiding 
subsidising businesses e.g. by providing training for large businesses’ employees, and giving them too 
much influence, but at the same time avoiding alienating and vilifying them. 
 


i) Points of influence in the local economy 


Operational 


 Providing services 
- Free recruitment service 
- Brent Business Hub – advice and networking 
- Selling training packages, talent pool of apprentices 


 


 Buying services 
- Procurement PQQ 
- Investing in new technology 
- Subsidising new businesses  


Strategic 


 Co-ordinating 
- Creating partnerships, facilitating consultations  


 


 Shaping 
- Planning 
- Regeneration 
- Incentives to businesses 


 


 Exemplary 
- As an employer: c4% of employees e.g. Living Wage, apprentices, zero hours contracts 


The Council’s changing role 


 What role will the Council play in future skills provision? As a provider or commissioner?  


 Which partners will be involved and what will their roles be? 


 Scope for employer-led commissioning? Which courses will become redundant? 


 Will current funding decline, or new funding sources emerge? 



http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&ved=0CCoQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.birmingham.gov.uk%2Fcs%2FSatellite%3Fblobcol%3Durldata%26blobheader%3Dapplication%252Fpdf%26blobheadername1%3DContent-Disposition%26blobkey%3Did%26blobtable%3DMungoBlobs%26blobwhere%3D1223519400133%26ssbinary%3Dtrue%26blobheadervalue1%3Dattachment%253B%2Bfilename%253D246891Closing_the_Skills_Gap.pdf&ei=3Q3xUr7rJ4KEhQf0oIDoDg&usg=AFQjCNGJlno0Sb9jXVrY0Ku7W5EmRNo_NQ&bvm=bv.60444564,d.bGQ
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2. Six possible strategic models for addressing the skills gap: 
Shaping the local labour market  vs. reacting to it 


 


Shaping 


1. Influencing the local labour market to change from its current shape to match more 
closely that of predictions for London 2036 


 The Council could use its strategic influence to help shape the labour market to match the 
future predicted economy, either at a local or London level: quotas on training and 
qualifications, encouraging a proportion of students to go to university. This would make the 
future workforce broadly more prepared for the opportunities in the London labour market, 
especially around higher value roles 
 
Issues: 
 


 The predictions might be flawed 
 


 The Council might not have sufficient influence on training providers  
 


 This broadly assumes that 5% of the workforce do not need qualifications for their role, 
raising issues of equality, unless: 
  
a) every person entering a low skilled role is offered the opportunity to progress, perhaps 
assuming that younger people are the target group for low skilled work. This creates tension 
with employers who are looking for long-term commitment to a role, and also creates a 
value judgement about low paid work 


 


2. Creating fields of specialist training in the borough so that both London-wide businesses 
would like to recruit from Brent through its reputation, and more businesses in these 
fields come to Brent 


 


 Promoting specialist areas of training to gain a London-wide reputation as a centre for 
excellence in a certain sector 
 


 Resurrecting the plans for the training hotel, for example 
 


 Camden – coding 


 Newham and Hammersmith and Fulham: Retail academies88 


 S7 Councils – designed own highways engineer course89 
 
Issues: 
 


 Establishing the borough as a market leader 


 Promoting the ‘brain drain’ with the best candidates leaving the borough 
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 The Guardian, 9th February 2012 


 



http://www.retailmanagementskills.org/overview-of-units/

http://www.theguardian.com/local-government-network/2012/feb/09/skills-gap-highway-engineering-degree
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3. Incentivising businesses to come to the borough bringing more high value jobs   


 


 Focusing on promoting business diversity by creating a thriving business hub focusing on 
future industries and jobs with higher salary brackets, with a higher level of resident workers 
 


 Incentives could be tied in with requirements for training provision 
 
Issues: 
 
Choosing the best industries to promote and matching skills provision to the industries 
 


 The level of support SMEs need to grow them to the point that they can take on employees 
to achieve economies of scale 
 


 Preventing non-resident workers from taking jobs 


Barking and Dagenham Council: ‘Bold and Dynamic’ (www.boldanddynamic.co.uk) 


Last year, Barking and Dagenham Council won the Federation of Small Business and London 


Council’s ‘Most  Small Business Friendly Borough’ award. It has a central online hub for business 


and employment services under the branding of ‘Bold and Dynamic’ and has a range of 


brochures aimed at encouraging small businesses into the borough, featuring business spaces 


and its free recruitment service, the equivalent of Wembley Works.   


 


  


 


 



http://www.boldanddynamic.co.uk/
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Reacting to the market: 


4. Focusing on improving careers advice and enterprise skills in schools and further 
education, improving transferable skills and creating greater business awareness 


 Prioritising maximising the skills achievement of every child in the borough 
 


 More closely aligning careers advice with business and entrepreneurialism to encourage the 
pursuit of a long term career culminating with students starting their own business 
 


 Integrating local businesses more closely into schools  


               Issues: 


 This does not address the issue of churn 
 


 A risk of lack of buy in from local businesses 


 


5. Providing more reactive models of up skilling for the market 


 
 The Council could focus on becoming more reactive to the immediate needs of the labour 


market, creating an employer-commissioned training market based on two broad models for 
SMEs and larger businesses  
 


 Maximising commercial training packages for businesses to buy 
 


 Improving candidate information and search facilities to allow businesses to find suitable 
candidates more quickly 
 


 Easiest model to future proof as always responds to business needs. It would address the 
issue of a skills gap arising every time a new business opens. 
 


Issues: 
 


 Does not address causes of skills gap 
 


 Hands significant control to businesses  


 


6. Focusing on up-skilling residents with no qualifications  


 
 Identifying residents with no qualifications and provide functional literacy, numeracy and IT 


skills provision, then encourage them to take additional qualifications or enter 
apprenticeships 


 This would focus on reducing long-term worklessness 
 
Issues: 
 


 Low skilled roles will still exist and some residents would be upskilled unnecessarily 
 


 This will not necessarily influence wage levels – 30% still paid less that LLW    
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3. Some suggestions for the Council to address the skills gap 


 
i) The Council as a whole 


 


 The Council could offer reduced business rates to new SMEs taking on apprentices 
 


 Following the example of Birmingham City Council, the Council could only advertise 
entry level roles to long term unemployed residents90 
 


 The Council could create a talent pool of Council apprentices not going into full time 
roles at the Council, with links into local businesses looking for junior employees with 
the same skill sets. This could also include secondments, and the possibility of a one-
off referral fee payable to the Council. This could also link up with businesses outside 
the borough, perhaps high value roles in the City  
 


 Currently being explored by the L&D team: the possibility for opening up Council 
training services for sale to SMEs 
 


 The Council could broker a closer link between local businesses, schools and further 
education providers, perhaps including introducing quotas for how many governors 
are local business people.91 The Council could also explore influencing qualifications 
to make them more business-friendly as Birmingham City Council are considering 
 


 Schools could also be encouraged to adopt a new model of careers advice linked in 
with entrepreneurialism to encourage students to have a greater interest in business 
and explore sectors of interest from the point of view of a future business owner   


 
ii) Employment and Enterprise 


 


 Recruitment and training provision options could be built into the Brent Business Hub 
one start shop, with a more holistic picture of business support and enterprise 
opportunities, following the lead of Barking and Dagenham’s ‘Bold and Dynamic’ 
enterprise website92. This could include an online booking application for Council 
facilities and training courses 
  


 Maximise the requirements for training and apprenticeships in PQQs, including 
introduction of legacy clauses  
 


 Explore setting up innovative and promoting contract types, such as parent job share 
groups or mixed contracts between two employers e.g. cleaning two days a week, 
office based 3 days a week 


 
 
 
 


                                                           
90


 Closing the Skills Gap, 2012, Birmingham City Council 
91


 CBI: Building for Growth – Business priorities for education and skills 
92


 Barking and Dagenham Council, 'Bold and Dynamic' 



http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&ved=0CCoQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.birmingham.gov.uk%2Fcs%2FSatellite%3Fblobcol%3Durldata%26blobheader%3Dapplication%252Fpdf%26blobheadername1%3DContent-Disposition%26blobkey%3Did%26blobtable%3DMungoBlobs%26blobwhere%3D1223519400133%26ssbinary%3Dtrue%26blobheadervalue1%3Dattachment%253B%2Bfilename%253D246891Closing_the_Skills_Gap.pdf&ei=3Q3xUr7rJ4KEhQf0oIDoDg&usg=AFQjCNGJlno0Sb9jXVrY0Ku7W5EmRNo_NQ&bvm=bv.60444564,d.bGQ

http://www.cbi.org.uk/media/1051530/cbi__edi_education___skills_survey_2011.pdf

http://www.boldanddynamic.co.uk/
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iii) Wembley Works 


 


 Wembley Works could focus on becoming a career launch pad for excluded groups 
e.g. NEETs over 21, giving exclusivity to vacancies with good progression structures to 
these groups, or alternatively work with local businesses to create fast track training 
packages for older candidates more likely to want a long term career   
 


 Wembley Works could create an skills database of local residents with specific 
qualifications. Employers could log in and filter by the skills they require, look at a 
resident’s profile then request the contact details of residents they would like to 
interview 
 


 Two models/packages: 1) support for SMEs – recruitment and staff development 2) 
large businesses 
 


 For skills gaps involving qualifications, a training bond model based on a lighter 
version of an apprenticeship could be explored where an employer interviews 
candidates from a pre-screened group selected on basis of interest in role, attitude 
and school attainment. Once the successful candidates selected, they could be 
offered a binding fixed term contact in return for paid-for training.  


 
iv) BACES  


 


 A proportion of these could be commissioned every few years by a business group 
such as the FSB or the Park Royal Partnership.  
 


 The course brochure could contain information on what kind of roles you can get 
with the qualification, or qualifications could be listed by role, and give examples of 
the jobs previous students have gone on to do 
 


 Soft skills could be embedded into all sector-based courses, and not taught as stand 
alone courses 
 


 ESOL courses could be based around specific sectors, with a segment combined with 
work experience at a business   
 


 New bespoke locally recognised qualifications: e.g. ‘Ready for retail’ – spoken English 
test, basic maths tests, customer service   
 


 The possibility of a sponsored recruitment-before-training model by employers 
 


 BACES could focus on becoming a centre for excellence for several key sectors such 
as manufacturing and hospitality
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Brent Labour Market.pptx
An overview of the local economy and its labour market





Key questions:





Does this picture fit with your existing experience of the Brent labour market?



What’s missing from the picture?



To what extent can and should the Council influence the labour market?



 Who are our key priority groups?



What are the jobs of the future and how will they affect the way businesses are run?







Largely dependant on unpredictable factors….



Boris Johnson promised not to close ticket offices when he was elected.…..

                             ……..‘that was before iPhones were invented.’

























12,500 businesses…….or 23,500?





Number of businesses by sector (Brent, 2012)
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Employment by industry, London 2001-2012

Manufacturing	195200	189200	163500	148900	142600	137200	132100	124400	125200	115400	110400	105500	Construction	130200	136300	147300	137800	141900	136700	137400	152100	152100	145200	141500	140500	Wholesale and motor trades	206400	213400	207800	207000	201100	196800	195100	190900	190500	180800	176200	182800	Retail 	324000	333200	344100	341400	343300	338700	338800	346900	353300	350800	354800	372500	Transportation and storage	218000	218100	222800	212600	206200	210200	224400	216500	228300	216900	213600	210200	Accommodation and food service activities	244500	258100	262400	255900	261600	264000	265300	260500	278500	285400	290800	316200	Information and communication	274400	298500	280800	275700	268200	270000	273300	273300	291100	281900	288800	308900	Financial and insurance activities	315000	314100	311900	310100	301800	298600	302200	316800	332000	316000	317300	343900	Real Estate	61600	66400	70300	72800	77500	81000	83600	90100	95600	94500	97800	105500	Professional, Scientific and Technical	353400	378700	392000	392500	398800	424100	430700	450100	482200	485800	490300	513700	Administrative and support service activities	368700	397000	404600	381100	400600	430700	430700	442100	445200	424800	415200	435700	Public administration and defence	197700	196600	196400	212200	219600	226200	227200	230000	217400	226000	226200	226000	Education	227500	230000	242200	248000	264400	278700	285600	286900	303000	320700	328500	328600	Human health and social work activities	301000	308500	319500	323800	346500	352900	362900	372400	371800	392400	401700	412100	Arts, entertainment and recreation	89700	95700	98600	99800	101200	103300	104100	106000	109800	110700	113500	116800	Other service activities	92900	95800	95200	92100	94800	94900	92400	95200	96600	100100	99200	103900	Year - 2001-2012

Number of employees

Major influences on job creation and decline



Jobs linked to lifestyle – demographic trends and disposable income

e.g. more children = more teachers; more spare cash = more eating out. More Londoners = more food produced at Park Royal    



Technology – improved internet services mean less face-to-face and telephone services but more logistics and delivery services. More sophisticated software = less clerks and secretaries



Regeneration – more building projects = more construction, more affordable work spaces = more SMEs and start ups



Environmental influences – more recycling services, investment in green technology, expansion of Heathrow, fracking (or not)  











		Probability of complete computerisation by 2033 		

		Job		Probability (0.0-0.99)

		Recreational therapist		0.003

		Dentist		0.004

		Chefs and Head Cooks		0.1

		Health technologist		0.4

		Commercial pilots		0.55

		Housekeeping Cleaners		0.69

		Word processors and typists		0.81

		Retail salesperson		0.92

		Payroll and Timekeeping clerks		0.97

		Telemarketers		0.99







		Role		5 year turnover average 2007-12 (%) 

		Recovery of sorted materials		3424.7

		Wired telecommunications activities		391.2

		Fitness facilities		327.4

		Post-secondary non-tertiary education		243.6

		Undifferentiated service-producing activities of private households 		227.6

		Veterinary activities		210.1

		Cargo handling for air transport activities of division 51		195.4

		Agents involved in the sale of timber and building materials		191.4

		Television programme production activities		181.8

		Collection of non-hazardous waste		176.7



		Role		5 year turnover average 2007-12 (%) 

		Television programme distribution activities		-16.6

		Bookkeeping activities		-19.9

		Renting and leasing of cars and light motor vehicles		-20.1

		Credit granting by non-deposit taking finance houses and other specialist consumer credit grantors		-24.2

		Retail sale of antiques including antique books, in stores		-24.6

		Physical well-being activities		-26.5

		Manufacture of jewellery and related articles		-26.7

		Publishing of learned journals		-28.2

		Other human resources provision		-32.2

		Wholesale of textiles		-38.2











   Should we only work with employers who can offer some job progression?

   Should we support residents with on-going training once they’re employed? 







The proportion of jobs in London requiring a degree is projected to reach 53 per cent by 2036, with the proportion of jobs with no qualifications reaching less than 5 per cent.





Key challenges for bridging the skills gap:



Churn

Impossible to ‘eradicate’ low paid, low skilled jobs

A broad bracket of skills within NMW

Artificially stimulating market 







		Wages		Per hour		Per week (37.5 hours, after tax)		Annually (after tax)

		Apprentice*		£2.68		£98.25		£5109.00

		Under 18 (NMW)		£3.72		£139.50		£7,254.00

		18 to 20 (NMW)		£5.03		£182.45		£9,487.54

		21 and over (NMW)		£6.31		£215.09		£11,184.82

		London Living Wage		£8.80		£278.59		£14,486.56



Both Brent residents’ and Brent employees’ average weekly wages are significantly lower than the London average (£544 to £613 and £537 to £653 respectively) 



The Living Wage Foundation calculated that 30% of Brent residents are paid less that the London Living Wage, which is currently £8.80

 

Women in Brent have the lowest average pay in London, joint with five over boroughs, and the joint second lowest wages for men





		Total JCP vacancies by occupation, Brent, 2012		

		Fitness instructors		104

		Customer care occupations		128

		Bar staff		130

		Plumbers, heating and ventilating engineers		134

		Mobile machine drivers and operatives 		140

		Security guards and related occupations		141

		Food, drink and tobacco process operatives		147

		Carpenters and joiners		150

		Telephone salespersons		155

		Labourers in other construction trades 		157

		Fork-lift truck drivers		166

		Retail and wholesale managers		167

		Waiters, waitresses		184

		General office assistants/clerks		206

		Chefs, cooks		207

		Nursery nurses		212

		Construction operatives 		246

		Electrical/electronics engineers 		262

		Labourers in building and woodworking trades		267

		Bus and coach drivers		282

		Other goods handling and storage occupations 		387

		Cleaners, domestics		439

		Sales and retail assistants		491

		Postal workers, mail sorters, messengers, couriers		606

		Sales related occupations 		607

		Van drivers		645

		Sales representatives		858

		Care assistants and home carers		1,087

		Heavy goods vehicle drivers		1,172

		Marketing associate professionals		1,966



		General type of role		Vacancies in Brent, 2012

		Corporate Managers		514

		Administrative Occupations		549

		Skilled Metal and Electronic Trades		574

		Skilled Construction and Building Trades		589

		Process, Plant and Machine Operatives		621

		Elementary Trades, Plant and Storage Related Occupations		1,023

		Sales Occupations		1,365

		Caring Personal Service Occupations		1,456

		Elementary Administration and Service Occupations		1,870

		Transport and Mobile Machine Drivers and Operatives		2,539

		Business and Public Service Associate Professionals		3,053

















Park Royal



Between 1,200-2000 active businesses employing 35,000-40,000 people in the area. The GLA want to increase this by up to 40,000 more by 2026 





Thee major clusters of uses identified: Food & drink processing, TV and film production, Transport and Logistics



Carphone Warehouse employ 3000 people and the Katsouris food manufacturing plant 2,5000 



Many businesses in Park Royal are SMEs (56% in 2011)





Possible models for shaping or reacting to the economy



Shaping



Influencing the local labour market to change from its current shape to match more closely that of predictions for London 2036



Creating fields of specialist training in the borough so that both London-wide businesses would like to recruit from Brent through its reputation, and more businesses in these fields come to Brent



Incentivising businesses to come to the borough bringing more high value jobs 

 

Reacting 



Focusing on improving careers advice and enterprise skills in schools and further education, improving transferable skills and creating greater business awareness



Providing more reactive models of up skilling for the market



Focusing on up-skilling residents with no qualifications 





What would the perfect local labour market look like?



‘Perfect’ unemployment rate, c6.8%?



0% NEET rate?



Every resident paid the LLW or higher?



Businesses able to fill all vacancies within 4 weeks?



A high rate of start ups and increasing NNDR collection?



A much higher % of residents with degrees?



More Brent residents with local jobs?



More Brent school children staying in the borough?

Better career progression leading to less in work poverty?
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Asda to launch click-and-collect service at London
Underground stations
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TfL To Introduce Part-Time Travel Cards
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Code Club for UK teachers to fill skills gap
ahead of new curriculum
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George Osborne's cash boost for 3D printing
at Ansty Park
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Dyson invests £56m in robotic vision lab with
Imperial
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Hammersmith and Fulham 


Population of children aged 0-4 years = 11,800 
Population of children aged 5-14 =17,700  
Percentage of children living in poverty (age under 16 years) = 26 per cent 


 
Childcare costs  
 


 Nursery prices are similar to the London average, while childminder and holiday club 
prices tend to be 5-15 per cent more expensive than the London-wide average. 


 After-school are generally about 20 per cent cheaper than the London average. 
Prices have been kept down by using schools and children’s centres to provide out-
of-school childcare. 


 London average prices are £152.06 per week for a part-time nursery place for a child 
under two, childminders = £5.85 per hour, after-school clubs = £53.65 per week and 
a holiday club = £137.39 per week.  


 
Gaps in provision 
 


 The local authority undertook a childcare sufficiency review in 2014. This indicated 
that the main gaps in provision are places for two year olds who qualify for free early 
education and after-school provision. 


 The local authority needs to increase the amount of childcare for parents who have 
atypical work patterns who cannot turn to grandparents for childcare. It needs to halt 
the decline in childminder numbers and ensure that there is enough sessional 
nursery provision for this group. 


 
Free early education 
 


 738 two year olds eligible for free early education in September 2014.  Take-up stood 
at 43 per cent in January 2015, lower than the London-wide (46 per cent) and 
national averages (58 per cent). 


 88 per cent of three year olds are receiving free early education, compared with 94 
per cent nationally.  


 Quality of early education is an issue in this local authority with 31 per cent of eligible 
two year olds receiving their free provision in settings judged to be in need of 
improvement or inadequate. Poor quality early education does little to narrow 
development gaps between disadvantaged children and their peers.  


 Hammersmith and Fulham needs to work harder to ensure that all children receive 
their free early education provision in high quality settings. 


 
Comment 
 
There is marked social segregation in early years’ provision in Hammersmith and Fulham. 
Children from disadvantaged families tend to receive their free early education in school 
nurseries, while children in better off families largely receive their free early education in pre-
schools, the independent sector or private-sector nurseries. 






