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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 
1. The East and South East City Strategy Pathfinder (CSP) comprises the five Olympic 

Host Boroughs (Greenwich, Hackney, Newham, Tower Hamlets and Waltham 
Forest) and partners including Jobcentre Plus (JCP), the London Development 
Agency (LDA), GDA, ODA, TUC and employers’ organisations. It was one of the 
two areas in London selected to become a City Strategy Pathfinder, an initiative 
launched by the Government in May 2006.  

2. The CSP’s shared vision set out in the 2007 business plan was “...to reduce and 
prevent worklessness and child poverty in the 5 East London Boroughs by making 
a step change in the effectiveness of publicly-funded service delivery and 
involvement with employers for the sustainable benefit of local people.” 

3. This evaluation of the CSP assesses the extent to which the programme overall, 
and delivery in the five individual boroughs, have achieved these objectives and 
identifies the lessons that have been learnt to inform future partnership working 
between the host boroughs. 

Key findings 
4. The five CSP boroughs have achieved progress on both the employment and 

child poverty targets. Working age employment rate in the CSP area has 
increased from 60.7% to 62.7%.  This increase in the employment rate has levelled 
off since the start of the recession in the CSP area but has not gone back to its 
2006 levels. This means that the employment rate is approaching the CSP's 2012 
target of 63%. Although these developments cannot be attributed directly to the 
work of the CSP, the programme is likely to have contributed to labour market 
trends but the extent of this contribution is not known. 

5. Gaps in performance between the CSP area and the country as a whole have 
narrowed since the beginning of the CSP.  In November 2006 the proportion of 
working age people claiming out of work benefits was 6.0% higher in the CSP 
area than the national proportion; in May 2010 this difference had fallen to 4.8%.   
In 2006 the employment rate was 11.7% lower in the CSP area than nationally, a 
gap which narrowed to 7.5% in the year to March 2010.    

6. Gaps between the employment rates in the CSP area and London have also 
narrowed from 7.6% (in the twelve months up to December 2006) to 5.3% (in the 
twelve months up to March 2010).  Trends in the employment rate suggest that 
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the CSP area has fared better during the recession than the comparison 
boroughs1, London, or the country as a whole. 

7. The proportion of working age women claiming out of work benefits fell by 1.3% 
between November 2006 and May 2010, while the proportion of men claiming 
has risen by 0.2%.  There are now similar proportions of men and women claiming 
benefit (17.2% compared to 17.1%) although employment is still nearly 16% 
higher for men than women.  In terms of CSP outcomes, only 37% of people who 
gained a job from the programme were women. 

8. The proportion of children in the CSP area living in households claiming out of 
work benefits has fallen since the start of the CSP, from 34.5% in November 2006 
to 27.1% in May 2010.   This is a greater improvement in levels of this type of child 
poverty than trends seen nationally, and in comparative London boroughs.  
However, the overall proportion of children in out of work benefit dependent 
households is still higher in the CSP area than it is in London and Great Britain, 
indicating the very high levels of disadvantage in parts of the CSP boroughs. 

9. In terms of outcomes for residents benefitting from the CSP, 6,223 people gained 
a job from the Single Points of Access (SPA) and New Deal for Families (NDF) 
programmes over the course of the CSP.  The majority of people who gained a 
job were from black and minority ethnic backgrounds (BAME, 69%). 

10. The CSP and all five boroughs within it have performed extremely well against 
targets for outreach and engagement. Overall the CSP achieved 134% of this 
target, and all boroughs overachieved against their targets. The CSP also 
performed extremely well against targets for providing employability support, 
and overall the CSP achieved 108% of this target. In terms of job outcome 
targets, the CSP also performed extremely well, and overall the CSP achieved 
126% of this target. The CSP performed less well when examining sustainable 
employment. Overall the CSP achieved 39% sustainable jobs2 at 13 weeks, 
ranging from 28% in Waltham Forest to 56% in Tower Hamlets. This fell to 13% 
sustainable jobs3 at 26 weeks, with a maximum of 29% in Tower Hamlets. Why the 
majority of people entering work did not stay in sustainable employment is not 
really understood and warrants further investigation. However, accurate tracking 
of customers in employment appears to be an issue. 

11. Overall the CSP has helped drive a partnership approach to improving 
employability and skills, and tackling child poverty. Delivery partnerships, between 
borough employability and skills provision and children’s services, JCP, RSLs and 
PCTs, have been stronger within than between boroughs. At an operational level 
the most effective CSP wide partnership working has been the sharing of 
information and learning between borough leads, and on joint funding bids.  

12. It has been more difficult to take partnership approaches to joint commissioning 
or working collaboratively as a group with external partners e.g. JCP, LDA. 

                                       

1 On each indicator the CSP area has also been compared with a comparison group of the London Boroughs 
of Barking & Dagenham, Haringey, Islington, Lambeth and Southwark, which were intended to match the 
characteristics of the CSP boroughs at the outset of the programme.   
2 The proportion of job outputs that were sustained at 13 weeks. 
3 The proportion of job outputs that were sustained at 26 weeks. 
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Strategic level partnership and leadership, although initially fit for purpose, are 
now reliant on out of date governance structures and have become ineffective. 
There is a common view among stakeholders that these need to be reviewed as 
part of any new host borough partnership arrangements following the CSP.  

Conclusions 
13. The East and South East London CSP has had considerable success in tackling 

worklessness and child poverty across the host boroughs. While it is difficult to 
quantify the contribution of the CSP to these positive changes, this evaluation 
has shown that the degree of progress would have been less in the absence of 
the CSP. 

14. This enabling role of the CSP has had several aspects, some of which have been 
more important to some boroughs than others. To all boroughs and other 
stakeholders, such as JCP, the CSP has provided an important source of funding, 
both directly, through DWP/DAF, and through the opportunity to bid for external 
funding, such as ESF, collaboratively. 

15. This funding allowed existing employability and skills provision to be expanded, 
and new, innovative approaches to be tried, particularly through the Single 
Points of Access and outreach based in Children’s Centres and community 
organisations. This has resulted in a localised, customised approach to clients 
who are less likely to use or benefit from mainstream provision, including people 
from BAME groups and those with health needs. 

16. This approach has resulted in an increased engagement of people looking for 
work, many of whom have been helped into training and/or jobs – with the CSP 
exceeding its job outcome targets. Securing sustainable employment for people 
has been more challenging and is an area that warrants further investigation to 
understand the barriers and how they might be overcome to help people 
remain in employment. Thought also needs to be given to the approach taken 
to tracking customers after they have entered employment.  

17. This may be something that requires increased employer engagement. Although 
most boroughs have developed relationships with specific employers, most 
stakeholders thought that more could be done by the boroughs working 
collaboratively through the CSP. This will be particularly important to take 
advantage of opportunities from the 2012 Olympics and Paralympics, as there is 
a widely held perception that, to date, some of these opportunities have been 
missed. 

18.  The CSP has provided important lessons about employment and skills provision 
and how working in partnership can add value to this. The vision and priorities set 
by the CSP Partnership were instrumental in encouraging new forms of delivery 
and engage a wider range of partners, such as RSLs, PCTs, and Children and 
Young People’s Services in this provision. The borough leads have also valued the 
opportunities for sharing information and good practice through the CSP, and 
the coordination provided by the central unit.  
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19. The question now must be about the future of any host boroughs’ partnership 
after the CSP. The potential opportunities from the Olympics, and the 
regeneration 2012 legacy, and the introduction of the Work Programme have 
the potential to offer significant opportunities where ‘the whole may be greater 
than the sum of the parts’ and the partnership should continue. 

20. However, it is important to ensure that any future partnership is fit for purpose. 
Consideration should be given to how best to develop effective joint 
commissioning and delivery arrangements to take advantage of the national 
policy environment.  Whatever collaborative arrangements are put in place, 
there will need to be a governance framework which provides political 
leadership and public accountability.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  
1.1. Shared Intelligence, in partnership with Inclusion, has been commissioned by the 

Host Boroughs Unit to evaluate the East & South East City Strategy Pathfinder. The 
evaluation explored: 

 the extent to which individual projects, have achieved their stated 
objectives;  

 the degree to which the programme targets, key milestones and 
outcomes have been achieved;  

 quantitative indications of the improvements the CSP programme has 
made to baseline figures; 

 how successful the partnership was in supporting the programme; 

 the impact the sub regional partnership on the employment and skills 
agenda; 

 how successful the programme has been in combating worklessness 
and child poverty;  

 the comparative success of the programme in relation to similar 
programmes elsewhere; 

 areas of good and best practice that can be shared; and,  

 lessons to be learnt, which will inform the future 

1.2. Our approach to the evaluation was a mixed method approach and included a 
document review of CSP and local borough level documents, detailed analysis 
of performance monitoring data and wider socio-economic data, in-depth 
stakeholder interviews and seven case studies.  

The City Strategy Policy and Context  
1.3. The City Strategy policy is led by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) 

and aims to tackle unemployment in some of the most disadvantaged areas 
across Great Britain. 15 City Strategy Pathfinders were launched in 2007 with 
financial support from DWP to March 2011.  

1.4. The City Strategy initiative emerged as part of the previous government’s drive to 
reform the welfare system and to devolve more powers and flexibilities to a local 
level, where the core spine of national services were not effective enough to 
resolve entrenched unemployment generally found in urban areas. Building on 
the Leitch Review, City Strategy Pathfinders aimed to integrate and align 
employment and skills support and resources in geographic areas, the initiative 
was developed to challenge both local and national partners to learn from 
each other and stimulate new thinking by testing: 

 How best to combine the work of central, regional and local 
government and the private and voluntary sectors in a concerted 
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partnership to provide the support that workless people need to find 
and progress in work;  

 Whether these partners can deliver more by combining and aligning 
their efforts behind shared priorities, alongside more freedom to 
innovate, and tailor services in response to local needs. 

1.5. Initially the pathfinders were contracted to run for a two-year period from April 
2007 to March 2009 before being extended in June 2008 for a further two years4. 
The policy and delivery context, in which the City Strategy has been operating, 
has evolved rapidly over the course of the programme as highlighted by the 
diagram developed through the City Strategy Learning Network below5.  

 

Source: Learning the Lessons from the City Strategy, City Strategy Learning Network, Rocket Science, June 2010   

1.6. Previous government policy was emphasising an enhanced role in tackling 
worklessness for local and sub-regional partnerships. Raising Expectations, the 
Employment White Paper published in December 2008, set out the three levels of 
devolution, ranging from increased consultation on the implementation of 
DWP/JCP programmes, co-commissioning (providing additional resources in 
order to extend DWP programmes contracts); to potentially involving DWP 
budgets and contracting responsibility. This began to be implemented in 
England through City Regions, Multi Area Agreements and City Strategy 
Pathfinders.  

                                       

4 Although many CSPs didn’t start delivering until later in 2007.  
5 Although it is debatable although how relevant the ‘Big Society’ is as a cross government, rather than DWP, 
policy driver.  
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1.7. In 2009, the then Labour Government invited bids to deliver support to young 
people through the Future Jobs Fund (FJF), thereby enhancing the role of local 
areas in delivering significant national employment programmes. The Houghton 
Review introduced the notion of a Work and Skills Plan and made the link to the 
government’s plans for devolution. The government response to the review 
supported the proposal, and identified the need for such plans to be produced 
by partnerships receiving Future Jobs Fund as well as those seeking devolution. 
The response also stressed that for the DWP to consider devolution, partnerships 
would need to demonstrate strong governance arrangements as well as the 
capacity to achieve improved employment outcomes.  

1.8. The emphasis under the new coalition government has shifted the focus, with 
private sector providers to be enabled to deliver local solutions based around 
individuals’ needs.  A new single Work Programme will be introduced offering 
targeted, personalised help in summer 2011. Statements have emphasised the 
importance of building appropriate delivery partnerships and the role of the 
voluntary sector in tackling worklessness. A limited number of Prime Contractors 
will manage large contracts with the smaller companies and "consortia" 
competing with each other for sub-contracts.  

Background to East and South East London CSP  
1.9. The five boroughs first formed a formal partnership in 2006 as the main Olympics 

Host Boroughs to capitalise on potential opportunities for employment and 
business generated by hosting the games. A five borough Partnership Board 
(5BPB) was established to oversee and align employment and skills strategy and 
initiatives already under development or in delivery. This included the Local 
Employment and Training Framework (LETF), which was a commitment to provide 
funding for job brokerage, skills enhancement and business support. The 
Framework became a single funding agreement between the LDA and the five 
boroughs offering a programme of mainly construction related job brokerage 
and skills training.  It was funded through the LDA Lower Lea Valley area 
programme for the period January 2006 until December 2009 with a recent 
extension to March 2010.  

1.10. Alongside the LETF programme the five borough area was one of the two areas 
in London selected to become a City Strategy Pathfinder, an initiative launched 
by the Government in May 2006. Unlike the CSPs in the rest of the country, the 
boroughs did not enter the bidding process to become a pathfinder, instead 
they were selected by the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) on the basis 
of the collective level of disadvantage and support for East London to be 
included in the DWP’s initiative from the Mayor’s Office and Greater London 
Assembly (GLA). The London Development Agency (LDA) led on the initiation 
stage of the project, developing the business plan on behalf of the partnership 
and employing the central project team. 

1.11. The CSP submitted a business plan to the Department for Work and Pensions 
(DWP) in April 2007. The shared vision set out in the business plan was “...to 
reduce and prevent worklessness and child poverty in the 5 East London 
Boroughs by making a step change in the effectiveness of publicly-funded 
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service delivery and involvement with employers for the sustainable benefit of 
local people.” 

1.12. It was intended that all of the partners and delivery arrangements would jointly 
target resources to ensure that the following Strategic Objectives were 
addressed: 

 SO1: Ensure services are open and easily accessible to all workless 
people and families 

 SO2: Deliver services that are flexible and tailored to the needs of 
individuals and employers to enable workless people to access 
sustainable employment 

 SO3: Achieve efficient and high quality services through better co-
ordination and strategic planning 

 SO4: Ensure all services are informed and evaluated by strong 
performance management (PM) information and systems.   

1.13. The CSP business plan enabled £13.5 million to be committed from the DWP 
Deprived Area Fund (DAF).  As well as funding from DAF, a small amount of Seed 
Corn funding was allocated to each CSP to staff a small team to lead and direct 
the development of the business plan. Initially the CSP was established alongside 
the Host Boroughs Unit (HBU) - the team was housed in a separate building but 
used the same IT server.  When the current Director of the City Strategy took up 
post in late summer 2007, she did not direct any of the HBU functions or manage 
any HBU staff before the establishment of the central co-coordinating unit. 

1.14. In terms of accountability, the CSP Director reports to the Partnership Board and 
provides quarterly monitoring reports to DWP for the CSP which are signed off by 
the Chief Executive of LB Hackney as the accountable body. Other partnership 
activities (e.g. the MAA and the SRF) were added to the role when it was 
broadened into the Deputy Director of Employment and Skills and became 
accountable to the Director of the Host Boroughs Unit. A diagram showing the 
governance structure of the CSP (from the 2007 Business Plan) is shown below. 
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1.15. The Five Borough Partnership Board is supported by a senior officer group to 
provide a governance structure for both the CSP and the LETF. The Board was 
chaired by the Leader of Greenwich Council and representation from each 
borough was at Member level. Hackney became the accountable body for the 
jointly secured funds.  However, there was no formal partnership constitution; 
each borough secured individual Cabinet and Committee formal agreement to 
decisions made.  

1.16. The CSP business plan set out five key interventions proposed by the CSP: 
introduction of the New Deal for Families; introduction of single points of access 
to services in each borough; extended entitlements to child care; improved ESOL 
provision; and the development of a Joint Investment Plan. The main project 
strand of the CSP, Single Point of Access, was delivered on an individual basis in 
each borough but with the common theme of working with families. Clients 
would be able to access support services to help them enter and remain in work 
from a variety of physical locations, supplemented with additional outreach and 
engagement activities.  The focus would primarily be on those people who are 
less likely to engage with mainstream support, particularly those with children.  

1.17. There was a common approach across all the borough programmes to having 
what was referred to as ‘a no wrong door approach’ for clients’, with all the 
information and support either provided or signposted from one reference point, 
known as a ‘Single Point of Access’. The borough programmes also shared a 
strong emphasis on a ‘family focused approach’ to targeting and outreach into 
the community, particularly on addressing child poverty.  

1.18. However within each borough there are subtly nuanced and flexible 
approaches to how the CSP has been delivered on the ground. Each borough 
started from a different development point, with Greenwich, Newham and 
Tower Hamlets building on established delivery arrangements for local labour 
and job brokerage activity. Hackney and Waltham Forest started from a more 
removed position, having to join existing disparate projects and work strands 
together to create their own programmes. 

1.19. Each of the boroughs branded the programmes in different ways (e.g. Worknet 
in Waltham Forest and Workplace in Newham). They also took different 
approaches to how the services were procured (e.g. mixture of in 
house/externally commissioned, contracted out through open tender or through 
limited tendering exercises) and the degree to which the borough role was 
defined either as strategic lead, commissioner and/or as a provider of services. 
Brief details of each borough’s programme are included in the case study 
information that is appended.  
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2. PROGRAMME PERFORMANCE 

How the CSP performed against its targets 
2.1. The CSP, and all five boroughs within it, have performed extremely well against 

targets for outreach and engagement. Overall the CSP achieved 134% of this 
target, and all boroughs overachieved against their targets.  

OUTREACH & 
ENGAGEMENT 

(Total) 

08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 

Greenwich 4,500 5,585 124 3,122 4,158 133 7,622 9,743 128 

Hackney 1,500 1,350 90 1,500 1,675 112 3,000 3,025 101 

Newham 1,650 3,043 184 1,000 1,000 100 2,650 4,043 153 

Tower Hamlets 2,602 4,753 183 1,600 1,288 81 4,202 6,041 144 

Waltham Forest 2,000 2,678 134 1,000 1,951 195 3,000 4,629 154 

TOTAL 12,252 17,409 142 8,222 10,072 123 20,474 27,481 134 

 
2.2. The CSP also performed extremely well against targets for providing 

employability support, and overall the CSP achieved 108% of this target. All 
boroughs except Greenwich overachieved on this target. However GLLaB’s low 
performance against target obscures the fact that they had a very high target 
compared to other boroughs. It should be noted that Greenwich still achieved 
more than double the number of employability support outputs than the next 
highest performing borough. 

EMPLOYABILITY 
SUPPORT (Total) 

08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 

Greenwich 4,500 4,006 89 4,500 3,194 71 9,000 7,200 80 
Hackney 672 1,217 181 1,135 1,337 118 1,807 2,554 141 
Newham 1,216 2,440 201 700 770 110 1,916 3,210 168 
Tower Hamlets 920 1,826 198 1,200 830 69 2,120 2,656 125 
Waltham Forest 800 1,187 148 960 1,195 124 1,760 2,382 135 
TOTAL 8,108 10,676 132 8,495 7,326 86 16,603 18,002 108 
 

2.3. In terms of job outcome targets, the CSP also performed extremely well, and 
overall the CSP achieved 126% of this target. All boroughs except Waltham 
Forest also exceeded their targets. 

JOB OUTPUTS 
08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 

Greenwich 560 570 102 540 884 164 1,100 1,670 152 
Hackney 500 624 125 600 882 147 1,100 1,506 137 
Newham 533 671 126 400 401 100 933 1,072 115 
Tower Hamlets 421 669 159 400 471 118 821 1,140 139 
Waltham Forest 610 508 83 550 553 101 1,160 1,061 91 
TOTAL 2,624 3,042 116 2,490 3,191 128 5,114 6,449 126 
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2.4. The CSP performed less well when examining sustainable employment. Overall 
the CSP achieved 39% sustainable jobs6 at 13 weeks, ranging from 28% in 
Waltham Forest to 56% in Tower Hamlets. Overall the CSP achieved 13% 
sustainable jobs7 at 26 weeks, ranging from 2% in Hackney to 29% in Tower 
Hamlets. Why the majority of people entering work did not stay in sustainable 
employment is not really understood and warrants further investigation. 

JOB 
SUSTAINABILITY 

08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 

Jobs sustained at 13 weeks 

Greenwich 449 
(80%) 

205 
(36%) 46 275 

(51%) 
258 

(29%) 94 724 
(66%) 

463 
(32%) 64 

Hackney - 282 
(45%) - 340 

(57%) 
398 

(45%) 117 - 680 
(45%) - 

Newham 383 
(72%) 

236 
(35%) 61 200 

(50%) 
201 

(50%) 101 583 
(62%) 

437 
(41%) 75 

Tower Hamlets - 189 
(28%) - 353- 448 

(95%) - - 637 
(56%) - 

Waltham Forest 140 
(23%) 

142 
(28%) 101 153 

(15%) 
160 

(29%) 198 221 
(19%) 

302 
(28%) 137 

TOTAL - 1,054 
(35%) - - 1,289 

(40%) - - 2,519 
(39%) - 

Jobs sustained at 26 weeks 

Greenwich 382 
(68%) 

67 
(12%) 18 236 

(44%) 
27 

(3%) 11 618 
(56%) 

94 
(6%) 15 

Hackney - 0 
(0%) - 127 

(21%) 
28 

(3%) 22 - 28 
(2%) - 

Newham 156 
(29%) 25 (4%) 16 100 

(25%) 
97 

(24%) 97 256 
(27%) 

122 
(11%) 48 

Tower Hamlets - 89 
(13%) - 218- 240 

(51%) - - 329 
(29%) - 

Waltham Forest 47 (8%) 19 (4%) 40 32(5%) 222 
(40%) 822 74 (6%) 241 

(23%) 326 

TOTAL - 200 
(7%) - - 614 

(19%) - - 814 
(13%) - 

Note: Some targets are missing from the above table as they were not available for all years  

2.5. Overall, two-thirds (66%) of clients that the CSP engaged with were from BAME 
backgrounds. This rose to 77% in Tower Hamlets. Over a quarter (26%) were 
parents, rising to 41% in Newham. Almost half (43%) were women and 3% were 
people with disabilities. 

2.6. Overall, two-thirds (67%) of clients that the CSP provided employability support to 
were from BAME backgrounds. This rose to 78% in Tower Hamlets. A quarter were 
parents, rising to 36% in Newham. Almost half (42%) were women and 4% were 
people with disabilities. 

2.7. Overall, two-thirds (69%) of clients that the CSP moved into work were from BAME 
backgrounds. This rose to 79% in Newham. A fifth (22%) were parents, rising to 

                                       

6 The proportion of job outputs that were sustained at 13 weeks. 
7 The proportion of job outputs that were sustained at 26 weeks. 
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40% in Newham. Over a third (37%) were women and 4% were people with 
disabilities. 

TARGETED CLIENT 
GROUPS: Overall 
(08/09 - 09/10) 

BAME Parents Women People with 
Disabilities 

Output 
% of Total 

Output Output 
% of Total 

Output Output 
% of Total 

Output Output 
% of Total 

Output 

Outreach and Engagement 
Greenwich 5,078 52 1,872 19 3,807 39 351 4 
Hackney 2,190 72 651 22 965 32 25 1 
Newham 2,779 69 1,669 41 2,079 51 122 3 
Tower Hamlets 4,667 77 2,108 35 3,070 51 117 2 
Waltham Forest 3,332 72 764 17 1,949 42 106 2 
TOTAL 18,046 66 7,064 26 11,870 43 721 3 

Employability Support 
Greenwich 3,984 55 1,925 27 2,963 41 395 5 
Hackney 1,785 70 227 9 655 26 40 2 
Newham 2,411 75 1,141 36 1,595 50 87 3 
Tower Hamlets 2,063 78 867 33 1,391 52 85 3 
Waltham Forest 1,828 77 355 15 1,037 44 67 3 
TOTAL 12,071 67 4,515 25 7,641 42 674 4 

Job Outputs 
Greenwich 772 53 425 29 512 35 119 8 
Hackney 1,171 78 197 13 429 28 20 1 
Newham 846 79 431 40 526 49 28 3 
Tower Hamlets 875 77 213 19 506 44 24 2 
Waltham Forest 639 60 104 10 316 30 34 3 
TOTAL 4,303 69 1,370 22 2,289 37 225 4 

Benefit reduction and employment rates in the CSP 

To what extent have the numbers of working age people 
claiming out of work benefits changed in CSP/DAF partnership 
areas? 

2.8. The proportion of working age people claiming out of work benefits in CSP/DAF 
partnership areas (referred to as CSP area from here on) in 2010 was 0.5% points 
lower than it was in late 2006 when the partnership was formed.8 In May 2010 
(the latest period for which data is available) it stood at 17.2%.  Pre-recession the 
proportion of people claiming out of work benefits was decreasing, reaching a 
minimum of 16.2%, but it has begun to increase since the start of the recession.  

                                       

8 Late 2006 refers to November 2006, 2010 refers to May 2010.  May 2010 is the latest period for which data is 
available. Source: Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study, ONS/DWP 
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2.9. The five host boroughs, except Waltham Forest, had lower rates of people 
claiming out of work benefits in May 2010 compared with November 2006, with 
Hackney and Tower Hamlets registering reductions of over 1 percentage point9.  

2.10. Women have fared better than men in the CSP area: the proportion of working 
age women claiming out of work benefits fell by 1.3% between November 2006 
and May 2010, while the proportion of men claiming has risen by 0.2%.  There are 
now higher proportions of men claiming than women (17.2% compared to 
17.1%), a reversal of the situation three years ago. Within the CSP area the 
change in proportion of people claiming out of work benefits was fairly small 
across different age groups. The  under 25, 25 to 34 and 35 to 44 year old age 
groups had lower claimant rates in May 2010 compared with November 2006. 

2.11. The proportion of out of work benefit claimants receiving incapacity benefits has 
remained constant since the beginning of the CSP, and the proportion claiming 
JSA has increased. 

Has the gap narrowed between the proportions of working age 
people claiming out of work benefits nationally and in the 
comparison boroughs compared to the proportions of working 
age people claiming out of work benefits in the CSPs/DAF 
partnerships? 

2.12. It has when compared to the national figure. At the start of the CSP period the 
proportion of working age people claiming out of work benefits was higher in the 
CSP area (at 17.7% in November 2006) compared with the proportion nationally 
(11.7% in Great Britain).10 This equated to a 6.0% gap. By May 2010 this gap had 
narrowed to a 4.8% gap. 

2.13. However, the gap between the CSP area and the comparison boroughs11 
remained stable at 1.1% (in both November 2006 and May 2010). 

2.14. When looking solely at JSA claimants a similar picture emerges. The gap 
between the proportion of people claiming JSA in the CSP area and the UK 
proportion fell slightly from 2.6% gap in October 2006 to 2.4% gap in October 
2010.12 However, the gap between the CSP area and the comparison boroughs 
remained stable (at around 0.6%) during the same time period. 

                                       

9 Although we don’t know whether this is due to demographic an/or economic differences between boroughs 
or the effectiveness of interventions  - this could be investigated further 
10 Source: Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study, ONS/DWP 
11 We have used a method of ‘comparator boroughs’ for this analysis: on each indicator the CSP area has also 
been compared with a comparison group of the London Boroughs of Barking & Dagenham, Haringey, Islington, 
Lambeth and Southwark, which were intended to match the characteristics of the CSP boroughs at the outset 
of the programme.   
12 Source: JSA Claimant Count, ONS 
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To what extent have employment rates changed in CSP/DAF 
partnership areas? 

2.15. The working age employment rate in the CSP area has increased from 60.7% to 
62.7%.13 This increase in employment rate has levelled off since the start of the 
recession in the CSP area but has not gone back to its 2006 levels. This means 
that the employment rate is approaching the CSP's 2012 target of 63% but is not 
there at present. 

2.16. Since the start of the CSP the employment rate has risen by the most in Hackney 
(from 58.6% in the year up to December 2006 to 68.5% in the year up to March 
2010) and Tower Hamlets (from 53.5% to 59.4% during the same period). 

2.17. Interestingly the employment rate for people with a disability increased more 
within the CSP area compared with people with no disability and people with a 
disability in the UK as a whole.  

2.18. Over the course of the CSP, the employment rate decreased for 16 to 19 year 
olds and 20 to 24 year olds, but increased for all other age groups. The 
employment rate increased almost 1 percentage point more for women than 
men; however the male employment rate remains around 16% higher than the 
female employment rate. 

Has the gap narrowed between the national employment rate 
and the employment rate in the CSPs/DAF partnerships? 

2.19. Yes. At the start of the CSP period the working age employment rate within the 
CSP area was 60.7% (in the twelve months up to December 2006) compared 
with 65.5% in the comparison boroughs.14 This equated to a 4.8% gap. By the 
twelve months to March 2010 this gap had narrowed slightly to a 4.1% gap. 

2.20. The gap with the UK has also narrowed. For the twelve months up to December 
2006 the employment rate in the UK was 72.4%. This equated to an 11.7% gap. By 
the twelve months to March 2010 this gap had narrowed to a 7.5% gap. 

2.21. Similarly, the gap between the working age employment rate within the CSP 
area compared with London has narrowed, from 7.6% (in the twelve months up 
to December 2006) to 5.3% (in the twelve months up to March 2010).  Trends in 
the employment rate suggest that the CSP area has fared better during the 
recession than the comparison boroughs, London, or the country as a whole. 

Are benefit reduction outcomes in CSP/DAF areas better than 
in non-CSP/non-DAF areas? 

2.22. Interestingly, the increase in the proportion claiming out of work benefits during 
the recession in the CSP area was not as large as London, Great Britain or 
                                       

13 The working age employment rate was 60.7% for the twelve months up to December 2006 and 62.7% for the 
twelve months up to March 2010. Source: Annual Population Survey, ONS.  
14 Source: Annual Population Survey, ONS 
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England.15 This suggests that, in terms of out of work benefit claimants, the 
recession had less impact in the CSP area than London and the country as a 
whole. 

To what extent have the proportions of working age people 
claiming out of work benefits in the worst performing 
neighbourhoods changed in CSP/DAF areas? 

2.23. Of the ten local wards16 in the CSP area with the highest out of work benefit 
claimant rate at the start of the CSP, half have experienced a more significant 
decrease in the claimant rate than the CSP/DAF areas on aggregate.17 In 
particular, the proportion of working age people claiming out of work benefits 
has fallen by 2.6% in Canning Town South (a ward of Newham) and by 1.9% in 
Chatham (a ward of Hackney), compared to a decrease of only 0.5% across the 
CSP/DAF areas as a whole.  Overall, most neighbourhoods that were performing 
worst at the end of 2006 have registered equal if not greater reductions in the 
out of work benefit claimant rate than trends seen nationally, in London, or in the 
CSP area on aggregate. 

What has happened to the specific cohorts of workless 
individuals in CSP/DAF partnership areas? 

2.24. The proportion of the working age population who are not in employment 
('workless') has decreased by 2.0% in the CSP area since the year ending in 
December 2006.18  In line with this general trend the worklessness rate has 
decreased for all ethnic groups, apart from those who are black or black British 
for whom the rate of worklessness has increased by 2.5%. 

2.25. Those who are workless are either unemployed19 or economically inactive.  Rates 
of worklessness, unemployment and inactivity are consistently higher in the CSP 
area than the comparison boroughs, largely because the CSP boroughs contain 
many of the most disadvantaged areas in London. Since the beginning of the 
CSP the proportion of the working age who are economically inactive has fallen 
by 3.2% to stand at 28.8% in the year ending March 2010.  By contrast, the 
unemployment20 rate in the CSP area has increased by 1.3% since the start of the 
CSP to stand at 11.9% in the year to March 2010.21  This is a smaller increase than 
has been seen in London, nationally, or in the comparison boroughs.  In the year 
ending in December 2006, the unemployment rate in the CSP area was 2.1 
percentage points higher than the comparison boroughs. For the year ending 
March 2010 this gap had narrowed to 1.1 percentage points. 

                                       

15 Source: Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study, ONS/DWP 
16 There are 93 wards altogether in the 5 boroughs that make up the CSP area.  These ten with the highest 
claimant rates are found in Hackney (4), Greenwich (2), Newham (2), and Tower Hamlets (2) 
17 Source: Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study, ONS/DWP 
18 Source: Annual Population Survey, ONS 
19 People who are unemployed are looking for work and are available to start 
20 While the worklessness and economic inactivity rates apply only to the working age, the unemployment 
rate, as defined by the International Labour Organisation, refers to all unemployed people over the age of 16 
21 Source: Annual Population Survey, ONS 
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2.26. The unemployment rate has increased for all age groups, and has risen most 
sharply for 20 to 24 year olds, jumping 6.0% between the year ending in 
December 2006 and the year ending in March 2010. 

2.27. The unemployment rate has increased at a similar rate for men and women in 
the CSP area, remaining a percentage point higher for women than for men 
(12.4% compared to 11.4%). As with the worklessness rate, the unemployment 
rate in the CSP area has increased most significantly for those who are ethnically 
Black or Black British, by 5.7% since the year ending in December 2006. 

Has there been increased uptake of tax credits in CSP/DAF 
partnership areas? 

2.28. Yes. The proportion of households claiming some level of Working Tax Credit 
and/or in-work Child Tax Credit, which are both means-tested based on income 
and intended to provide support to households returning to work, has increased. 
It has risen from 14.9% in the 2006/07 tax year to 16.7% in the 2008/09 tax year, 
which is a higher level of increase than that seen in London, the comparison 
boroughs, or England as a whole, where the proportion rose by only 0.1%.22  This 
increase in the proportion of households claiming tax credits indicates that a 
greater share of households are likely to have moved into work in the CSP area 
compared to elsewhere, which tallies with findings on the increased 
employment rate and decreased out of work benefit claimant rate in the CSP 
area.23 

Child poverty 

Has child poverty reduced in this area since the CSP was 
formed? 

2.29. The standard measure of child poverty is the proportion of children living in 
households with incomes less than 60% of the median national income.  
Unfortunately data of this sort are not produced for local areas regularly enough 
to measure changes in child poverty over the course of the CSP in this way.  
However, information on children of benefit and tax credit claimants gives a 
good indication of changes in levels of child poverty in the CSP area. 

                                       

22 Inclusion estimates based on: Child and Working Tax Credit Statistics, HMRC; and Household Estimates and 
Projections, CLG. 
23 While the increased uptake of tax credits suggests that more households have moved into work in the CSP 
area, it could also be affected by a decrease in income for some households in the CSP area that were 
already in work, bringing them below the threshold for eligibility for tax credits.  This is particularly probable 
given that the recession has forced many households to reduce their working hours or rate of pay, and should 
be considered a caveat to the findings presented here. 
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Has the proportion of children living in benefit dependent 
households changed since the CSP started? 

2.30. The proportion of children in the CSP area living in households claiming out of 
work benefits has fallen since the start of the CSP, from 34.5% in November 2006 
to 27.1% in May 2010.24  This is a greater reduction than that seen in the 
comparison boroughs, and a far greater reduction than in London or Great 
Britain as a whole.  In November 2006 the proportion of children living in out of 
work benefit dependent households in the CSP area was 0.3%  higher than in the 
comparison boroughs while in May 2010 it was 0.8% lower, indicating a better 
performance on this measure in the CSP area. However, the proportion of 
children living in out of work benefit dependent households remains higher than 
London and national rates, indicating the very high levels of disadvantage in 
certain areas of the CSP boroughs. 

2.31. Interestingly, the reduction of 7.4% in children living in out of work benefit 
dependent households is much greater than the 0.5% reduction in the proportion 
of working age out of work benefit claimants in the CSP area.  This suggests that 
households with children are moving off out of work benefits to a greater extent 
than households without children, which is encouraging in terms of levels of child 
poverty. 

2.32. The proportion of children in families claiming incapacity benefits has fallen more 
than it has in London, Great Britain, or the comparison boroughs between 
November 2006 and May 2010. The proportion of children in families receiving 
jobseekers' allowance has risen over the course of the CSP, but less so than 
national or regional increases.   

Has there been increased take up of the childcare element of 
WTC (since the CSP began)? 

2.33. The number of families making use of the childcare element of the Working Tax 
Credit has increased by over 1,000 in the CSP areas between the 2006/07 tax 
year and the 2008/09 tax year.25  This suggests that more families with children 
have moved into full-time employment since the start of the CSP.  However, the 
rate of increase is only very slightly higher than that seen nationally, in London, or 
in the comparison boroughs.  For this reason we can draw few conclusions from 
the increase in uptake of the childcare element. 

Is there less dependence on high levels of tax credits among 
families with children compared to when the CSP began? 

2.34. For families with children that are in work, there are three levels at which a tax 
credit claim can be made: the highest amount is a claim of both Working Tax 
Credits and Child Tax Credits, followed by a claim of Child Tax Credits only 

                                       

24 Inclusion estimates based on: Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study, ONS/DWP; and Child Benefit Statistics, 
HMRC 
25 Source: Child and Working Tax Credit Statistics, HMRC 
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above the ‘family element’,26 followed by a claim of Child Tax Credits only at or 
below the ‘family element’.  The value of a family’s claim depends on their 
income in the tax year: as a family’s income increases the level at which they 
can claim is reduced, and once a family’s income reaches a certain threshold 
they become ineligible for any form of tax credit. 

2.35. There has been an increase in dependence on the highest level of tax credits 
(both Working and Child Tax Credits) among families with children since the 
beginning of the CSP.  The proportion of children in households claiming both 
Working Tax Credits and Child Tax Credits increased by 5.4% between the 
2006/07 tax year and the 2008/09 tax year, to stand at 30.0%.27  This is a greater 
rate of increase than trends seen nationally, where there was only a 2.4% 
increase, or in London and the comparison boroughs. The fact that the 
proportion of children in families claiming the highest level of in work tax credits 
has increased and is consistently higher than elsewhere (most recently around 
7.5% higher than the London proportion) suggests that incomes in the CSP area 
remain low for growing proportions of working families with children.  Thus, in work 
child poverty continues to be a concern in the CSP area. 

2.36. However, to a certain extent this finding can be explained by the number of 
families with children that are moving into work, as indicated by the reduction in 
the proportion of children living in out of work benefit dependent households.  
Families that enter low-income employment from worklessness are likely to claim 
both Working and Child Tax Credits, at least during the first year of employment.  
Therefore, although it is worrying that dependence on these high levels of tax 
credits has increased for children, part of this increase is likely to be due to 
families moving from worklessness into work, which may be good news for child 
poverty in the longer term. 

The CSP’s Effect on the Local Labour Market 
2.37. Overall, a number of positive labour market developments have occurred in the 

5 CSP boroughs since the programme’s inception. However, the extent to which 
these can be attributed to the activities and outcomes of the CSP is unclear. In 
most cases the CSP has performed ‘better’ than national, regional, or 
comparator areas (where there was no CSP in operation), suggesting that the 
programme is likely to have been a factor in positive labour market trends. But it 
is not possible to quantify the extent of the CSP’s contribution, as a number of 
different local, regional and national economic and policy developments are 
likely to have triggered the developments seen in the CSP area over the past 
few years 

 

 

                                       

26 The family element is the basic entitlement component of the Child Tax Credit 
27 Inclusion estimates based on: Child and Working Tax Credit Statistics, HMRC; and Child Benefit Statistics, 
HMRC. 
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3. PROJECTS – ACHIEVEMENTS AND 
LEARNING 

3.1. Through the CSP there are many examples where new or adapted delivery 
arrangements have occurred as a result of the programme. Whilst the overall 
CSP business plan set broad strategic objectives and specific targets, each 
borough approached their delivery arrangements in a different way. Whilst each 
borough committed to the objective of the ‘Single Point of Access’ (SPA) and 
customised support for clients, the location of access points, and the services 
offered by each one, were unique to each local area.  

3.2. As a consequence a rich tapestry of approaches was trialled and embedded in 
each model of delivery. Delivery arrangements were built around local strengths 
and priorities, building varied partnerships and supply chains.  Local need was 
addressed in a more targeted and joined up manner across the borough. The 
overall reach of the programme was taken from one or two, often central, 
delivery locations, to venues spread across the whole of the borough. 

3.3. In the following section we highlight summary areas of innovation in each 
delivery model and the learning points that each borough has embedded into 
their future delivery models.  

3.4. We summarise themes that have emerged from discussions with borough leads 
on the added value of the programme, as well as areas where lessons have 
been learnt and could be heeded in future developments. 

3.5. Further detail on each borough approach is provided as a short case study in 
the annexes, along with two further case studies looking at the role of Jobcentre 
Plus and the interaction with the health sector. 

Borough level successes and learning 
3.6. Greenwich – Greenwich Local Labour and Business (GLLaB) – Building on a long 

established model first established to capitalise on the Millennium Dome. Central 
to the Greenwich approach was to build on the existing relationships with 
employers (particularly in the construction sector) and to expand the range of 
pre-employment services that clients could access.  

3.7. This was achieved through building the capacity within GLLaB, as well as 
creating the Single Point of Access model across the borough with Jobcentre 
Plus, the Primary Care Trust and mental health sector, the Children’s Centres and 
the local college (Adult Skills). The additional CSP funding allowed for a 
significantly expanded outreach and engagement programme across the 
borough. 
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3.8. At the same time, the CSP support ensured that clients going through GLLaB 
support received input from the Family Information Services, Welfare Rights team 
and Better Off in Work Advisors as and when needed. 

3.9. An area where good practice has been identified is through the use of the 
Section 106 agreement to engage employers to provide employment 
opportunities. GLLaB are seen by construction employers as having a strong 
customer focus, being directed at working with the contractors (not on 
instructing the contractor on what to do), using their procurement mechanism 
more effectively and actively managing supply chains. The willingness to come 
onto the site to meet the client and to proactively offer support and input into 
assisting the business and their (GLLaB) referred client is seen as essential. 

3.10. Employers regard GLLaB’s USP as having the ability to identify job ready people 
with the skills required within a 24 hour turnaround period, which is comparable 
to or exceeds what some private sector companies can do. 

3.11. For the borough, the CSP has helped provide links across Council services with 
the location of staff in new service centres, fostering cross referrals from other 
services etc. Clients who traditionally would not access services were being 
picked up through the extended outreach arrangements. This means that the 
clients referred to employers are better suited to their needs and are more likely 
to enter employment, plus people with complex needs were receiving tailored 
support to help them move towards employment 

3.12. Hackney – Ways into Work - Hackney’s model started from a position where 
there was little or no existing delivery activity and a small resource internally to 
develop and establish the model. On this basis the approach was to outsource 
all of the service delivery elements and employ a small core team to manage 
the interaction with other stakeholders as well as performance managing the 
contracted delivery elements.  

3.13. The Ways into Work model included clearly segmented activity for outreach – to 
engage customers; information advice and guidance – to provide clear 
signposting; assessment of client needs; referral – to training and/or employment, 
or to mainstream provision; and employer engagement – to capture job 
opportunities through three separate job brokerages operating in the borough 
(of which one was directly funded by the CSP). 

3.14. The unique angle of the Hackney programme was the involvement of the 
Registered Social Landlords (RSL’s) and Hackney Homes (the borough Housing 
ALMO). The RSL and Social Housing Providers made initial contact with clients 
and registered them, then referred them on to appropriate providers making use 
of employment and job brokerage partners, specialist agencies and mainstream 
provision.  

3.15. The Hackney model has been cited nationally as an example of good practice 
and is featured on the CLG website. 

3.16. For Hackney the decision to partner with the RSL defined the success and impact 
of the approach. The high correlation between social housing and 
unemployment/worklessness, as well as the high proportion of social housing 
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within the borough, gave clear focus in targeting those living in rented or social 
housing, through working directly with the social housing sector. The flexibility of 
the CSP funding enabled Hackney to experiment with this new approach and to 
provide a tailored service.  

3.17. Newham – Workplace – This was designed prior to the introduction of the CSP 
and would have happened in the absence of the CSP. However, CSP funding 
was critical in enabling the model to be scaled-up, by funding the roll-out of the 
approach geographically (e.g. into the community through outreach) and to 
new client groups (e.g. parents).  

3.18. Workplace had a number of key features. These included 
outreach/engagement with the aim that every Workplace participant in 
Newham would be seen within 15 minutes of their front door. Initially three-
quarters of participants were seen in community locations and working with 
Children and Young People’s services access to primary schools and children’s 
centres to reach parents was established. 

3.19. One to one tailored support was developed from an initial session, leading to an 
agreed action plan. Once the action plan was in place the client could access 
a range of employment support including help with CVs and interview 
techniques. Clear client management tools were established to help stream 
people to the most appropriate service using a traffic light system, for example 
those identified as ‘green’ went straight to job brokerage provision.  

3.20. The services in the Workplace offer included; Engagement with employers to 
provide mini work trials, additional training such as ESOL, referrals for debt advice 
via  the Citizens Advice Bureau, better off in work calculations and discretionary 
funding for work clothes and equipment. Extended childcare payments were 
also provided allowing parents to access six weeks of childcare when they 
started a job and before they were paid for the first time. A dedicated job 
brokerage for Newham residents also linked participants to employment 
opportunities in the borough. 

3.21. The benefit of the CSP was that it enabled Newham to experiment with scaling 
up the model quickly. The legacy that this leaves is that a scaled up Workplace 
has now been mainstreamed into the council’s ongoing funding commitments, it 
was demonstrated that it was an effective model for getting local residents into 
work.  

3.22. Tower Hamlets – Skillsmatch – This was a mature delivery model that was in 
existence prior to the CSP starting, which is dedicated to working with employers 
in the borough. Through the CSP they were able to widen their focus and work 
laterally across departments, with the ambition of joining up connected services, 
delivered through eight Local Area Partnerships. The key relationships that were 
nurtured were with Children & Young People and Economic Development 
services.  

3.23. Using Children’s Centres to create very localised infrastructure and funding 
through Children, Schools and Families and the CSP, support was directed at 
parents and getting them ‘work focussed’. Funding was used to create practical 
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links that created Teaching Assistant posts in schools and with connecting 
employment advice within schools. 

3.24. Through this approach the partnership achieved, on behalf of the borough, the 
awarding of beacon status for their work on Child Poverty. In terms of 
sustainability there was genuine feeling that the CSP had enabled a new 
approach to service delivery that previously had only been an ambition. The 
positive interaction between departments has created a way of working that will 
be maintained going forward that is not dependent on any additional resources.  

3.25. At a delivery level it has enabled schools, through the parents support agenda of 
extended services, to think about their role and the impact they have on the 
wider community.  All of the combined family support is designed to improve 
school attainment and improving school performance driven by the Every Child 
Matters agenda, but at the same time the focus on helping people think about 
and access employment is linked to the core CSP agenda. 

3.26. CSP funding has also had a noticeable effect on the training and engagement 
with employers. The additional resource allowed for greater development time 
and reinforced that the emphasis should be on responding to the employers and 
the individual’s needs. More employers got involved in the design and tailoring of 
support through this process. 

3.27. The CSP changed the style and approach of the Local Authority in the way that 
it worked. The notion of what a Single Point of Access was about and the ‘brand’ 
of the CSP was picked up by delivery/community groups in the borough creating 
its own ongoing momentum and legacy. 

3.28. Waltham Forest – Worknet – Starting from initiatives supported through LETF and 
Neighbourhood Renewal Funded activity, the borough level programme was 
established in Waltham Forest in spring 2008. It was designed to integrate 
employment and skills provision in the borough to ensure that local economic 
benefits were achieved from the Olympics, aligned to Local Strategic 
Partnership objectives. 

3.29. The programme sought to provide a ‘no wrong door’ approach, initially through 
24 Single Points of Access (SPA),28 which provided niche outreach, engagement 
and  signposting to other frontline services; customized vocational training; and 
job brokerage and in-work support. 

3.30. The SPAs are located throughout the borough with a focus on the Super Output 
Areas with the highest levels of unemployment. The SPAs were co-located in 
buildings such as community centres, children centres, and housing offices 
utilizing all the Outreach staff, including staff from Jobcentre Plus.  The 
programme targeted lone parents, people on disability benefits; and BAME 
groups. 

3.31. Worknet was delivered through a mix of Council based staffing (the Worknet 
Outreach Officers (WOOs)) and external providers, commissioned through 
competitive tendering processes. The programme initially used thirteen, now 
                                       

28 The number of SPAs is currently being reviewed with the likelihood of a reduced number in future. 
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reduced to six providers to deliver the employment and skills interventions.    
Programme management and partnership co-ordination is led by a team of 
council officers. 

3.32. The key learning points for Waltham Forest were the challenges in getting a 
complex delivery programme established in a short period of time, ways and 
approaches for linking other internal departments into the delivery chain and 
how joint interventions can provide a holistic approach to tackling employment 
and skills. The more recent focusing of dedicated staff ,on employment 
engagement, together with input from the Worknet Partnership Manager, has 
increased the availability of job vacancies and improved the job brokerage 
function, 

The added value from the City Strategy Pathfinder 
3.33. Freedom to innovate - The added value of the programme as a whole rested on 

the approach that broad parameters and targets were set at a strategic level, 
but the freedom at a local level to establish delivery arrangements created 
distinct and unique, locally tailored responses. The focus on the client and their 
needs was the key contributory factor for the significant level of engagement 
achieved by the programme.  

3.34. Fostering the grounds for departments to work together – A common refrain from 
all of the borough leads was that the CSP gave the reason to engage other 
departments a real weight. Against the rising priority in all the boroughs to 
address worklessness and child poverty, the CSP provided resource to turn 
discussion and ambition into practical activity. Departments which had 
previously operated in a silo like manner (predominantly across Economic 
Development/Regeneration, Housing and Children & Young People) were able 
to identify broad areas of common outcome (such as improving family income 
and aspiration) that could be jointly targeted. Funded activity was shared and 
long lasting new ways of working have been developed. 

3.35. Opening the door to work with new providers and stakeholders – Boroughs have 
operated through partnerships both within the local authority and with external 
agenciesl. The breadth of partnership touched most elements of public service 
delivery whether it was health (through the PCT or mental health service 
providers), housing (through the ALMOs and the Registered Social Landlords) or 
education (nurseries, extended schools, colleges etc). Each borough constituted 
their partnerships differently, mixing partners inputs at strategic and delivery 
levels.  

3.36. The sharing of information – Working through the Officers Group created the 
opportunity for boroughs to exchange experiences and insights into what 
worked for their residents, as well as to share thoughts on what did not work so 
well. The extension of this approach more consistently down to the front line 
delivery staff may have improved the collective delivery arrangements further 
and was a missed opportunity. Through this information exchange new 
approaches were tested, ideas were cross fertilised and development time 
became focussed on understanding what worked in what circumstances. This 
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helped ensure that resources were directed towards interventions that were 
known to be effective.  

3.37. Opportunity to promote good practice - The ability and freedom to innovate did 
result in nationally recognised models of good practice (e.g. Hackney’s work 
with Registered Social Landlords to increase and enhance ways of engaging 
residents living in social housing) and strategies leading to the awarding of 
beacon status (e.g. Tower Hamlets work on Child Poverty) are examples of this. 

3.38. Working with the grain rather than imposing something new – What was common 
from our discussions with the borough officers was whilst the CSP was a welcome 
addition to the delivery arrangements, in a number of boroughs the direction of 
the programme ‘fitted in the groove’ of what went before. For boroughs that 
had existing delivery models it was more a case of evolution and not revolution, 
allowing the purchase of additional volumes and enhancing the overall quality 
of service.  

3.39. Establishing new provision - For boroughs that had not had borough level entry 
to work support, the CSP enabled them to establish and roll out a whole new 
service that previously had not been possible to support.  The level of support 
meant that these boroughs received, enabled significant programmes to be 
established in relatively short periods of time. 

Learning from the City Strategy Pathfinder 
3.40. Sustainability – In hindsight it is easy to identify that not enough activity was put in 

place to support the longer term sustainability of each delivery model. The 
seismic shifts in public finance, the change in government and subsequent 
government policy, coupled with inconsistent views on whether a sub regional 
approach or more localised approach would be more effective are traditionally 
not factors considered in future proofing delivery models.  

3.41. However significant sums of public money were pushed into delivery activity in a 
short space of time with the expectation that future support would be identified, 
which to a degree it has, establishing high levels of support locally. The levels of 
capacity and service to maintain these benchmarks will continually need to be 
assessed against diminishing public resources. More radical solutions around 
service sharing and joint borough models may be required to ensure delivery 
levels. 

3.42. Lack of alignment of funding between and within boroughs – Whilst there was 
partnership working within boroughs and at a strategic policy level between 
boroughs, there were major opportunities for the boroughs to align resources 
that were missed. The case in point would be the Working Neighbourhood 
Funding that boroughs received, that was managed and allocated in an 
isolated manner. In some cases the WNF was allocated in parallel to the existing 
CSP activity, adding little to overall impact.  

3.43. However it would present an incomplete picture to not also highlight that the five 
boroughs did work on jointly accessing funds to deliver extended programmes. 
An additional £2m was accessed from the LDA via the European Social Fund to 
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extend the SPA activity.  Individually the boroughs would not have been able to 
access this funding.  

3.44. Shared benchmarks of performance and services – There was little internal 
comparison and by extension between boroughs over performance. Differing 
levels of funding and starting points made direct comparisons between 
boroughs difficult but in the future some partnership wide approach to 
performance management could help drive performance in all boroughs.  

3.45. Shared quality standards – The emphasis on the individuality, and the reflection 
that some models had pre-existence to the CSP, obscured the fact that there 
were no defined central quality standards. Measures that would have helped 
define, shape and critically continually improve the quality of experience for the 
client were missing. 

3.46. There were also a number of ‘false starts’ over new interventions and strategies 
that took up considerable development and discussion time. Examples, such as 
the changes to New Deal for Families and the drafting of the Multi Area 
Agreement, were viewed by the boroughs as ‘chipping away at activity rather 
than creating a great leap forward’.  These external drivers from other 
stakeholders detracted rather than added to the strategic development of the 
programme. Less external influence in this sphere would have been beneficial. 

3.47. Political ownership – The final lesson that we would highlight relates to the 
positioning of the CSP decision framework within a partnership structure that 
included politicians and officers together, rather than an officer group reporting 
to an executive Member led group that would have resulted in clearer 
accountability. This situation has affected political leadership and how the 
boroughs collaborated at a strategic level within the CSP, and is discussed 
further in the following chapter on Partnerships. 
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4. PARTNERSHIPS 
4.1. Partnership working is at the heart of the CSP approach. The national initiative 

was designed to encourage partnerships to put together a strategic, joined up 
vision and business plan about how to address skills and employability, and the 
national evaluation, led by the Institute for Employment Research (IER) at 
Warwick University, has been assessing the value added of partnership working in 
this context.  

4.2. Partnership working is evident within the East and South East London CSP at 
several different levels. This evaluation has used findings from the stakeholder 
interviews and case studies to explore the effectiveness of CSP wide strategic 
and operational partnerships as well as partnerships at borough level and 
between two or more individual organisations.   

CSP wide partnerships  

The CSP Board  

4.3. The CSP’s governance arrangements include the Partnership Board. This is made 
up of a mixture of politicians from the boroughs and representatives from partner 
agencies. The initial engagement of the Board on the development of the CSP 
business plan provided a framework for the CSP Director and senior officers in the 
boroughs to use DAF resources to design and extend delivery to reflect the CSP’s 
strategic priorities. However over time, as additional activities have developed, 
the vision has become less clear and the Partnership Board hasn’t met since May 
2009.  

4.4. There are two other forums which have been used for decision making. These 
are the Chief Executives’ meetings29 and the monthly Leaders and Mayor’s 
meetings. However, these are partnership meetings for the boroughs and do not 
include other stakeholders. 

4.5. Borough leads and stakeholders from other agencies feel that this situation has 
meant there have not been clear decision points to define and direct the CSP or 
give strategic leadership to the central co-ordination unit’s activities, possibly 
causing some of the confusion about the priorities for both. Most borough leads 
also felt strongly that the absence of Board level decision making has affected 
the implementation of a strategic, collaborative approach across the boroughs. 

4.6. By way of example, stakeholders mentioned the Strategic Regeneration 
Framework (SRF) and Multi Area Agreement (MAA). Although these are both 
internal local authority products, the governance arrangements for these, in the 
absence of an effective multi agency Partnership Board, do not allow for the 

                                       

29 Where the six Chief Executives meet every fortnight 
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input of external stakeholders and for a genuine collaborative approach to be 
taken at the strategic level. In particular this has affected the aspiration to 
establish a joint investment framework. 

4.7. External stakeholders clearly believe that strategic leadership is needed for the 
host boroughs to work collaboratively on employment and skills so there is 
general acceptance that the strategic elements of partnership working need to 
be revisited. However, many stakeholders raised concerns about how the 
Partnership Board model could work in practice given the differences in political 
administrations and policy approaches of the boroughs.  

A common voice for wider benefits 

4.8. Most stakeholders who were interviewed thought that one of the potential 
advantages of working in partnership as a CSP was to enable the host boroughs 
to negotiate with partners and funders as a single entity.  

4.9. The CSP has clearly allowed the boroughs as a group to ‘punch above their 
weight’ and been a mechanism for allowing greater collective consultation on 
and input to, for example FND2 and ESOL. Even if the end result was not what 
they all would have ideally wanted, the process of engaging the boroughs in 
tailoring provision would not have occurred without the CSP partnership.  

4.10. The CSP, in enabling a collective voice, has given profile and access to funding 
(e.g. ESF) to those boroughs with relatively less resources and influence in relation 
to employment and skills, such as Waltham Forest.  

4.11. The partnership has also brought the boroughs to a point where they can share 
data and use this to shape the subsequent agenda.  We were given an example 
of how a commissioned Oxford Economics model has been used to look at all 
the potential developments and the (positive) effect that it will have on the sub 
regional GVA. This has allowed the boroughs to build a collective business case 
to government on the level and form of resources that they require.  

4.12. Although the CSP was not primarily aimed at maximising opportunities from the 
2012 Olympics, it is interesting to reflect that many stakeholders saw this as a 
measure of its success. There are different views and experiences of how 
effective the CSP has been in enabling the host boroughs to benefit from the 
2012 Olympics with several stakeholders referring to the Olympics so far as ‘a 
missed opportunity’.30 

4.13. Stakeholders thought that the CSP has meant the boroughs have worked in 
partnership with the LDA, ODA and LOCOG on the Olympics, which has resulted 
in core vacancy taking process, where the boroughs have the vacancies for 48 

                                       

30 This maybe partly due to the early expectation that a high number of jobs would be created on the 
construction of the Olympic park although the forecasts were very ambitious and developed before the CSP 
was initiated.  
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hours, ring fenced for local residents, before the contractors and/or JCP 
advertise them more widely. 

“Operationally, the CSP has done a good job of getting people 
[in boroughs and JCP] working together and with [Olympic] 
contractors and the ODA”  

 (Partner agency representative) 

4.14. Although this process has worked well, there were concerns about whether it 
had made a difference in practice. Boroughs that were less developed on 
employment and skills work and employer engagement tended to be more 
positive about the opportunities for engaging with Olympic opportunities through 
the CSP. In contrast, JCP and boroughs that already had well developed job 
brokerage services tended to be more doubtful about the value that working in 
partnership through the CSP has added in this area.  

4.15. Several lead officers were concerned that many of the construction jobs 
associated with the Olympics were unsuitable for unskilled local people and that 
the LDA led training centres have been too late in providing skills training. There 
were also concerns that some vacancies didn’t get as far as being sent to the 
host boroughs with a suspicion that informal recruitment may have been going 
on.  

“The commercial imperative to get stadiums finished on time 
meant that contractors didn’t want to waste time with entry-
level people… and JCP job brokers couldn’t get on site”   

(Borough lead officer) 

4.16. Information from the LDA confirms that fewer vacancies have been advertised 
than had been expected because the recession. This has meant that 
contractors have been holding on to their experienced staff, rather than 
advertising for new staff. Although there have been fewer construction 
vacancies than hoped, LDA data shows that 75% - 80% of these vacancies have 
gone to host borough residents.  

4.17. Perhaps not surprisingly, given the Olympic Stadium and Westfield development 
are in Stratford City, more of these jobs have gone to Newham residents than 
those from other boroughs. A number of stakeholders – particularly lead officers 
in other boroughs - saw the ‘acid test’ for the CSP as whether Olympic jobs were 
shared across the five boroughs.  

“There are so many ‘what ifs’ in the future – LEP, Thames 
Gateway, Mayoral elections – but the key to Olympic success 
will be a co-ordinated approach”.  

 (Partner agency representative) 

4.18. Partner organisations, such as the Employer Accord and LDA, stressed the 
importance of the host boroughs talking to contractors ‘with one voice’, 
although this has not happened as much as was hoped. This may be improving 
as recently the HBU organised a meeting for all the host boroughs with one of the 
Olympic hospitality contractors, which was well received by all parties.    
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4.19. The CSP team has also facilitated discussions between host boroughs, about how 
they can collectively engage in the coalition government’s new policy agenda 
to promote a host borough wide approach to employment and skills through 
Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) and the Work Programme. 

Operational collaboration and co-ordination  

4.20. At an operational level, the CSP has provided support and opportunities to share 
information and learning through the network of borough lead officers and JCP. 
Several lead officers commented that although initial contact was made 
through the Employment and Skills Performance Management Group, the 
networking continued both within and outside the meetings. 

“The biggest success was that the CSP created a forum through 
which borough practitioners were able to share practice, 
sharing ideas and approaches to find funds etc”   

(Borough lead officer) 

4.21. Although boroughs, to a greater or lesser extent, recognised that this networking 
through the CSP has contributed to expanding and improving delivery within 
their borough, the CSP has not resulted in the joint commissioning or delivery of 
joint programmes across their boundaries. For example, the boroughs did not 
pool Working Neighbourhood Funds (WNF) - or think about using it collectively, 
and some boroughs failed to align their WNF programmes with existing (DAF 
funded) CSP activity.   

4.22. These limits to collaboration were commented on by several non-local authority 
stakeholders, who felt opportunities for a genuine ‘five borough’ approach was 
being missed, particularly for working together with larger employers on job 
brokerage. 

“They are a fiercely independent group of boroughs and they 
want to do the best for their borough, they don’t see the bigger 
picture ……..Each has their own ideas of what works best”  

 (Partner agency representative)  

“There is a lack of collegiate thinking and wilful collaboration. 
[Local authority] staff come from a very silo mentality. This puts 
employers off who tend to see just a public sector as one bloc”  

 (Partner agency representative) 

4.23. The only CSP commissioned project that spans borough boundaries is delivered 
by Groundwork. Although JCP works across the five borough area31, joint delivery 
arrangements are with individual boroughs. 

4.24. Nevertheless, some borough leads felt that even in the absence of joint 
provision, the CSP had enabled some consistency of provision across the five 
borough area e.g. through the core vacancy taking process for Olympic 

                                       

31 Although it should be noted the five boroughs are covered by three separate JCP Districts – with City and 
East JCP taking the lead in terms of the CSP   
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vacancies, the Single Point of Access approach etc. This was seen as helpful to 
residents and has made referrals across borough boundaries easier for staff.  

4.25. The central co-ordination unit (the CSP Director and staff from the HBU) is seen as 
necessary and important to play a co-ordinating role at an operational level.  
For example, it seems unlikely that the lead officers from the five boroughs would 
have come together as a partnership and shared information as much as they 
have if the central co-ordinating unit had not been responsible for managing 
and servicing the meetings of the Employment and Skills Management Group.  

4.26. Several interviewees gave other examples of when the co-ordination unit had 
been particularly effective. They commonly mentioned the joint bidding for ESF 
funding and the negotiations with the ODA and LOCOG around arrangements 
for employment from the Olympics. Both activities have led to positive outcomes 
(i.e. ESF resources, the core vacancy taking process for the Olympics) which 
were unlikely to have been achieved without the CSP working as a partnership.  

“It is very important to have a co-ordinating unit for boroughs to 
work together”   

(Borough lead officer)  

Borough level partnerships 
4.27. Although some external stakeholders such as JCP found it challenging to work 

with the host boroughs as a partnership, they nevertheless felt that the CSP had 
enabled them to work more closely in partnership with the boroughs individually. 

4.28. The ethos of the CSP has also encouraged more effective partnership working 
between agencies within boroughs. Indeed many of the boroughs’ projects 
were based on new and innovative forms of partnership including between the 
council, RSLs and other delivery partners in Hackney to deliver Ways into Work, 
and between the PCT and JCP to deliver Skills for Success as part of an 
approach to tackling poor health, employability and skills jointly in Tower 
Hamlets.  

“We work with a lot more partners now, project staff have 
worked really hard to build up links with other specialist 
providers, such as health related providers - Drugs Action Team 
- Remploy”   

(Hackney Case Study) 

 
“We all recognise the health benefits of being in employment, 
but before it was always seen as someone else’s job. We can 
play a far more positive and proactive role, there is very good 
leadership from Chief Executive of the PCT and we have very 
good partners on LSP, and a better understanding of the impact 
of the other socio-economic factors on health of the individual, 
a holistic approach can be done” 

 (Tower Hamlets PCT case study) 
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4.29. The CSP provision’s emphasis on tackling child poverty and the use of an 

outreach approach has helped develop stronger partnership working between 
employability and skills departments or agencies and Children’s Centres, both in 
Tower Hamlets and Waltham Forest. 

“It really helped us on joint working within the borough we got 
joint buy in from housing and children services, it sent out the 
messages about the joined up approach”  

 (Waltham Forest case study) 

“The big success of the CSP work has been the feed through 
very strongly to the Child Poverty agenda helped link across 
LBTH departments, especially Children Schools and Families 
who started designing programmes that had job outcomes as 
targets. This led to the Borough gaining a Beacon Award for this 
work”  

 (Tower Hamlets Child Poverty case study) 

4.30. In other boroughs, such as Greenwich and Newham, the extension of an 
outreach approach meant new partnerships had been formed with the Citizen’s 
Advice Bureau (CAB) and other voluntary and community organisations. 

“We have developed their partnership significantly i.e. welfare 
rights, funding child care, and we developed outreach 
significantly through it, it meant we could take training out into 
the community, develop new training, developing and 
extending the enhanced offer.  We worked with a broader client 
group than we normally work with”   

(Greenwich case study)   

“We worked with early years’ provision to use Children’s 
Centres, and with voluntary sector organisations like 
Groundwork and Firstline….. Jobcentre Plus cross referred and 
had JCP staff in Workplace sites …In year 2 we diversified and 
worked with NHS, PCTs, faith groups, DAAT partnerships…held 
events in different locations, tried to reach those without a 
landline, tried to share intelligence rather than duplicating what 
partners were doing”   

(Newham case study) 

4.31. Most boroughs felt that they would like to strengthen their links with employers. 
These are probably strongest in Newham and Greenwich but, across the CSP, 
partnerships with the private sector are far less developed than those with other 
public or voluntary and community sector agencies.   

4.32. Overall the CSP has helped drive a partnership approach to improving 
employability and skills, and tackling child poverty. Delivery partnerships, 
between borough employability and skills provision and children’s services, JCP, 
RSLs and PCTs, have been stronger within than between boroughs. The most 
effective CSP wide partnership working at an operational level has been for 
sharing information and learning between borough leads, and on joint funding 
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bids. It has been more difficult to take partnership approaches to joint 
commissioning or working collaboratively as a group with external partners e.g. 
JCP, LDA. Strategic level partnership and leadership, although initially fit for 
purpose, is currently weak and there is a common view among stakeholders that 
this needs to be reviewed as part of any new host borough partnership 
arrangements following the CSP.  
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5. SHARING GOOD PRACTICE  
5.1. East and South East London CSP good practice has been highlighted in terms of 

delivery through borough level projects (Chapter 3) and partnership working, 
across and within boroughs (Chapter 4). 

5.2. We now look at this good practice in the context of the national evaluation of 
Phase 1 City Strategy32, carried out by the Institute for Employment Research at 
the University of Warwick, to see how it compares with the approaches and 
experiences of other CSPs.  

5.3. The Phase 1 national evaluation showed, in the period up to March 2009, East 
and South East London CSP performed relatively well in terms of CSP area 
employment rates as although it started from a lower base than all other CSPs, 
the increase in employment was more resilient to the recession which meant that 
the gap was reduced. The situation for benefit claimants was not so positive 
during the same period with the proportion of total benefit claimants increasing 
by more than in other CSPs.  

5.4. As in a number of other CSPs, the host boroughs used the CSP funding to 
enhance provision and target this more specifically on particular groups, such as 
workless families in East and South East London, given the priority of reducing 
child poverty. East and South East London CSP was the only one to ask for New 
Deal for Families as an enabling measure to strengthen the delivery of the 
priority. Unfortunately, as with all enabling measures requested by CSPs, it was 
unsuccessful although some of the flexibilities were obtained by other means 
(e.g. through the introduction of New deal Plus). 

5.5. The CSP’s outreach approach through the development of Single Points of 
Access (SPA) in easily accessible community locations, such as Children’s 
Centres, is highlighted as good practice in the national evaluation report. The 
SPAs are seen as designed to provide front-end services that are available to all 
workless people and which address the range of barriers to employment that 
they face.  

5.6. The progress in bringing together the health and employability agendas in Tower 
Hamlets can be seen as a developing example of good practice. In England, 
there has not been as many links between the NHS/PCTs and employment and 
skills provision through CSPs as was originally hoped although in Scotland, and 
particularly in Dundee and Glasgow there are very good practice examples of 
the NHS and local authorities working together both strategically and 
operationally to tackle worklessness.    

5.7. Partnership working with JCP has been strong in East and South East London, 
representing good practice compared to some other CSPs. Although all CSPs 
include JCP as a strategic partner, some have found it more difficult to engage 

                                       

32 Department for Work and Pensions, Research Report No 639, Evaluation of Phase 1 City Strategy, 2010 
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JCP in leading innovative delivery, either to develop its own mainstream 
programmes and/or through forms of joint provision, including through more 
effective outreach and referrals.  

5.8. The national evaluation found that employer engagement had not been 
developed as much as client engagement by CSPs, even though for several 
partnerships these were set up as twin approaches. As in East and South East 
London, ‘federal’ CSPs (made up of several local authorities) seemed to find it 
difficult to take a sub regional approach to employer engagement, although 
some individual councils within a CSP were relatively successful. This was put 
down to inter-authority competitiveness among other factors. 

5.9. Nevertheless, the evaluation found that if good employer engagement could be 
achieved, as in Leicester (which is a private sector led CSP), then it was possible 
for the CSP to play a key role in influencing recruitment practice to benefit 
people who were long-term unemployed.   

5.10. The national evaluation found that although “all CSPs have managed to create 
partnerships which have developed during the course of the two years since the 
CSP initiative officially went ‘live’ (and continue to work together)… the 
alignment of priorities and alignment of funding has happened more slowly. 
Historical or structural factors have impeded faster progress”.  

5.11. Again this appears to have been more difficult in CSPs which encompass several 
local authority districts (e.g. BCBC; East London, Greater Manchester; Heads of 
the Valleys, Merseyside, South Yorkshire, Tyne and Wear, and West London), 
probably because pooling or aligning funding and joint commissioning has to be 
across geographical and political boundaries as well as between different public 
sector agencies.  

5.12. As in East and South east London, commissioning decisions in Tyne and Wear are 
taken at a local authority district level, but the CSP has developed good 
practice through its joint strategic planning and a consistent approach to 
employability commissioning; client monitoring; tracking and referral; and 
employer engagement.  

5.13. These issues are at the heart of effective partnership working and to evaluate 
progress in this area, the IER at Warwick University carried out a survey to CSP 
partners about ‘features of partnership working’ as part of the Phase 2 City 
Strategy evaluation. 

5.14. It is interesting to see how the East and South East London CSP responses to this 
survey compare to CSPs nationally as shown in the table below. These results 
confirm our findings from the local evaluation in relation to the strengths of the 
Partnership, in terms of setting an overall vision to facilitate innovative local 
delivery, compared to its relative weakness in driving a strategic approach to 
joint commissioning and accountability across the host boroughs, as discussed in 
the previous chapter.  
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ESE London CSP in third of 
CSPs that agree most 

strongly 

ESE London CSP in middle third 
of CSPs 

ESE London CSP in third of 
CSPs that disagree most 

strongly 

The partnership has a clear 
shared vision 

The majority of partners are 
clear about their individual 
roles and responsibilities & 

within the partnership 

All partners are 
appropriate for the 

partnership and there are 
no key gaps in 
membership 

The Partnership is successful 
in facilitating the 

development of innovative 
approaches to address 

local issues 

The Partnership facilitates 
ongoing dialogue with 
individuals in key local 

organisations 

The majority of partners take 
an active role in driving 
forward the partnership 

agenda 

Partners identify opportunities 
to mainstream partnership 
objectives into their own 
organisational strategies 

The partnership’s Business Plan 
is being implemented on 

schedule 

The financial resources under 
the Partnership’s control have 

been expended in full in a 
timely fashion 

The Partnership is successful in 
leveraging additional 

resources to tackle 
worklessness issues 

The Partnership is successful in 
influencing the spend of 

partners’ own funding streams 

It appears that partners feel 
mutually accountable for the 

success of the partnership 

Partners prioritise partnership 
objectives over organisational 

objectives when conflicts 
arise 

The Partnership is successful in 
influencing the spend of other 
organisations whose funds are 
expended in the Partnership 

area 

The Partnership is successful in 
facilitating the aligning 

and/or pooling of budgets to 
make more effective use of 

existing resources 
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6. CONCLUSIONS 
6.1. The biggest legacy that the CSP will leave is that it has given added focus and 

direction to encourage the boroughs to work together, as well as building 
delivery capacity across the five boroughs. Through the access to additional 
funds the boroughs have been able to establish, test and implement ideas and 
approaches to tackling worklessness and child poverty that under normal 
circumstances they would not have had the capacity or rationale to pursue. 

6.2. The boroughs have been able to pioneer new approaches for engaging their 
residents and help move them into employment. The scope and volume of 
delivery will have a lasting effect in how people experience the services that 
local authorities provide and in the way that they are delivered - through a 
localised and customised approach – the main features responsible for take-up. 

6.3. However the focus on achieving targets on numbers of clients through 
engagement and outreach, to get them into employment, has had a variable 
effect on the overall employment rate. Whilst the numbers of people going into 
work was high, the critical measure of people staying in work (which will increase 
overall employment levels) is disappointing. The refocusing of future interventions 
will need more dedicated support towards preparing people for work along with 
additional support to remain in work. Better engagement with employers to 
understand their employment requirements will be fundamental to any re-
modelling on this basis. 

6.4. The CSP partnership will need to adapt to the new public policy and funding 
scenario. Previously the partnership has been in a position to work towards 
accessing and managing significant public funds. Going forward, that position 
will be less about accessing limited levels of public funds and more about using 
joint resources in a more creative way. In turn, this will mean less single 
commissioning routes and more shared services. 

6.5. What cannot be debated is that the challenge of getting more East and South 
East London residents into work remains, and that customised, locally provided 
support for clients with clear milestones into and in work has a positive effect. 
How that is delivered and by whom is open to debate but the Work Programme 
coming on stream in summer 2011 will be the defining factor for the local 
delivery mechanisms. 

6.6. The specific high level conclusions we would draw from the evaluation are as 
follows: 

6.7. The CSP prioritised and catalysed entry to work and addressing Child Poverty as 
a borough priority: prior to the start of the CSP there were variable levels of 
priority attached to getting people into work across the host boroughs, 
particularly as a solution to Child Poverty. The CSP created ownership in the 
boroughs on how worklessness and Child Poverty should be addressed and who 
should provide the service. Even in boroughs where there have been historic 
high levels of worklessness and existing borough level entry to work support (such 
as Tower Hamlets) there was an increase in the priority afforded to these issues.  
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6.8. As a consequence of this there were many excellent examples of previously 
disconnected departments and services coming together to work on a day to 
day basis, whether it was housing, education or welfare driven. These 
relationships and ways of working are embedded in Local Authorities practices 
now and will be the standard for the future. As an ongoing arrangement these 
are not necessarily resource dependent and will be a genuine step forward in 
terms of joining up service delivery. 

6.9. The CSP started a new approach to partnership working across the Olympic 
boroughs: it would be misleading to say that the CSP alone got the five boroughs 
working together on employment and skills. The historic support through LDA 
Area Programmes and subsequent LETF programme all predate the CSP. It would 
also be fair to say that the boroughs might have done even more together with 
their Working Neighbourhoods Funding, which they used in a default manner, 
considering their local borough needs in isolation rather than look at innovative 
ways of pooling and utilising across the sub region. Areas of shared 
commissioning and service delivery were never grasped which may now 
become a necessity rather than free choice. 

6.10. However the CSP did take the partnership working to another level. The joint 
bidding for ESF reduced unnecessary competitive bids and significant additional 
funds were levered in. These funds would not have been accessed to the level in 
which they were without joint partnership bidding. The handprint of the CSP can 
clearly be seen across regional bidding rounds and in strategic frameworks (e.g. 
The Mayor’s Skills and Employment Strategy). 

6.11. The key area of partnership which we found was too light touch was the ways in 
which employers were treated as partners. There was little or no clear evidence 
that there was a systematic attempt made to understand what employers 
wanted from new employees, what their overall employment requirements were 
over the CSP period and limited engagement with employer representative 
bodies. 

6.12. The shared working was enthusiastically supported by borough officers and the 
frustration that external stakeholders did not or could not equally match this was 
evident in terms of missed opportunities. Whilst the boroughs were invited and 
involved in the ESOL for Work commissioning arrangements managed by the 
Learning and Skills Council (LSC) the results were someway short of genuine 
shared commissioning, resulting in frustration in the boroughs and 
disengagement from core delivery arrangements. 

6.13. One of the legacies that will come from this work across boroughs is the keenness 
of new boroughs to want to be part of the wider partnership. The way is now 
open for boroughs like Barking and Dagenham to become a sixth borough. 

6.14. Outreach and engagement resulted in ways of working with new partners: The 
process of taking service delivery out of Jobcentre Plus offices into community 
centres and local areas through different engaging with new partners was one 
of the key learning points from the CSP. A broader partnership using Registered 
Social Landlords, schools and nurseries, health providers etc provided a more 
expansive route way to work with people in a way that they felt comfortable 
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with. This is reflected in the high outreach and engagement performance 
measures. 

6.15. The counterpoint to this is that whilst some of the new social partners were 
effective at engagement they were less experienced at active client 
management and at providing appropriate entry to work support that will help 
someone stay in sustainable employment. The lesson each borough needs to 
learn is the detailed understanding of what skill and service different partners 
bring and how that can be utilised rather than modified. Outreach, 
engagement/barrier removal and work preparation are all related but distinct 
parts of the entry to work journey. 

6.16. The CSP money enabled innovation: – Across all five boroughs this was a 
message that rang out loud and clear. By allowing the space, flexibility and 
freedom to experiment, boroughs felt enabled to try and test new ideas. This 
level of freedom allowed delivery models to evolve in a way that best suited 
local needs and to bring in partners who were considered strategically important 
to the delivery model rather than having to have specific training or welfare to 
work providers. Even in boroughs who had mature models and received 
comparatively smaller amounts of funds were enthusiastic about the 
opportunities that the CSP funding created for them, providing them with 
additional capacity and the ability to work with departments that normally 
weren’t engaged in entry to work programmes. 

6.17. Have the opportunities from the Olympics been missed? From all of the evidence 
that we have reviewed we feel that on balance it is too early to say that 
Olympic opportunities have been missed per se. There were many different 
expectations about what the CSP was set up to achieve, and there was a school 
of thought that argued that the Olympic jobs were parallel to what the CSP was 
looking to achieve. The LETF would be about delivering Olympic jobs not the 
CSP. 

6.18. The forecasts around how many Olympic construction jobs would be generated 
were frequently cited as being overly ambitious. Consequently any achievement 
against original expectation is seen as being a failure to capture Olympic 
opportunity. The lack of access and the refusal to allow dedicated CSP staff on 
site was genuinely an impediment to achieving more. Coupled with the 
downturn in the economy, these are clear mitigations for low Olympic job levels. 

6.19. However the legacy that the CSP should leave is that there is now a greater 
supply of people who will now be able to work on the Olympic site when the 
service contracts start recruiting staff. This will be from December 2010. Therefore 
any assessment on whether the Olympic opportunities have been maximised or 
not can only realistically start to be called from that point onwards. 

6.20. Is there a business case for the CSP in the future? For us this then raises one 
crucial question with regard to defining the future direction. Should the 
arrangements currently in place continue?  

6.21. For some, the CSP was part of a journey that they were already on, so regardless 
of whether the CSP officially continues they would continue delivering localised 
and customised support for their clients. For others, the CSP was less about 
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funding and more about integrated ways of working that were now embedded 
in borough work practices and about sharing ideas and new ways of addressing 
existing challenges. 

6.22. As a partnership the CSP, however it is defined or develops in the future, has an 
inherent value. This is in raising and setting the agenda for getting East and South 
East London residents back into work, sharing good practice and innovative 
approaches/solutions, creating a mechanism for systematically engaging 
employers and for improving the quality of service provided to help people find 
and remain in work. 

6.23. However a partnership existing solely for the purpose of coordination and 
promotion has a limited value. Its real value is more likely to be through setting a 
joint vision and agenda, driving lasting change, adding value to any delivery 
arrangements and maximising the available resources for achieving sustainable 
outcomes.  

6.24. In the final section we explore further what the future of the CSP could look like. 
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7. LOOKING TO THE FUTURE 

Future Context 
7.1. Through the processes of exploring delivery, analysing the data and engaging 

stakeholders, we have set out the achievements and missed opportunities of the 
East and South East London City Strategy Pathfinder. We believe that the 
conclusions we have drawn from these achievements and weaknesses will be 
recognised and broadly supported, but where these take the partnership and 
the implications for and impacts on each individual borough will be a more fluid 
discussion. 

7.2. There was a broad consensus of opinion that the CSP was the beginning of a 
new approach to get more residents from East and South East London into work. 
The link to local areas and using more client focused modes of intervention is 
seen to work. However, the high levels of engagement but relatively low levels of 
sustainable job outcomes suggest that the potential of this approach has only 
been partially realised.  

7.3. Nonetheless, there still remain significant opportunities for the public sector to 
build on, which will continue after we have completed the evaluation. This will 
be the true legacy of the programme. The opening of the Westfield shopping 
centre at Stratford City and the recruitment for the service sector positions on the 
Olympic site will start in earnest from the New Year. The number of people who 
received CSP support in the last few years, who then go into sustainable 
employment through these opportunities will be a more robust measure of how 
much impact the CSP has had longer term. 

7.4. In the previous section we set out what we see as the key conclusions and 
learning points from our work. In this section we are looking to establish the 
cornerstones of the debate and suggest areas and actions to galvanise future 
development. 

Where next for the CSP?   
7.5. There is a need for borough collaboration and a central unit to support this 

but..... In a period where any public investment is questioned, and rightly 
scrutinised, the support for a central co-ordination unit may be weak, especially 
if it its role is loosely perceived to be about co-ordination. Without programmes 
to manage there is no longer the need to retain the reporting and monitoring 
function it once held.  

7.6. The temptation at times of challenge for a borough is to start looking inwardly 
and to seek to protect what they believe is their own unique opportunity. 
However more significant opportunities can be levered, which are bigger than 
any single borough can provide, and will need a degree of independence to be 
fully realised through a centralised function. Therefore ongoing co-ordination 
capacity will be required but must be focused on securing the collective gain.  
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7.7. The central unit needs to clearly articulate the added value that it brings to 
secure both financial and, more critically, stakeholder support. At one level this 
will be limited by the resource currently available but it can be partly achieved 
through the current resources by helping to raise the partnership’s ambition and 
willingness to embrace change in a period of great uncertainty. Clear Key 
Performance Indicators (KPIs) are suggested management tools for defining this 
added value and articulating what the central unit’s role is and is not, rather 
than broad partnership objectives. 

7.8. Performance indicators (KPIs) for 2011/12 are likely to be determined by the 
positioning of the partnership in light of the individual boroughs’ expectations 
and delivery aims, the as yet unknown delivery arrangements for the Work 
Programme, and the reduced financial resources to meet significant 
expectations and potentially increased demand.   

7.9. The central unit will need to be light touch in its approach; be more outward 
looking but recognise that its constituent parts are based in East and South East 
London; provide leadership and direction whilst also being responsive to local 
accountabilities; and able to manage complex partnership and financial 
considerations that will continue to evolve and change. 

7.10. The key relationships for the central unit will be the borough leaders, employers, 
borough level delivery vehicles, and Work Programme Prime Contractors (PC) 
and their supply chain. 

Wherefore the Work Programme? 
7.11. The Work Programme is the route for future sustainability but for whom? At the 

time of writing, the way in which the Work Programme will be rolled out is starting 
to emerge. The short list for each regional framework has been announced, 
reducing the number of potential contractors that the boroughs and the Host 
Borough Unit (HBU) need to engage. Whilst there are gaps in information in terms 
of contract size, geography, price and targets there is a hazy sense of what 
each individual borough can offer and the way in which it can be realised. The 
central unit can start bringing together the shared offer and help create a more 
powerful bargaining position to negotiate with any potential Prime Contractor 
(PC) going forward. This will have greater weight than individual negotiations. 

7.12. Without management and direct strategic influence over the PCs, boroughs will 
have limited influence individually. At the same time each borough will have 
declining resources to support non-statutory provision once the LDA support is 
exhausted, primarily leaving Section 106 funds to fill the gap. On this basis alone 
efficiencies will be required to maintain any service, if at all.  

7.13. This highlights the need for political direction on whether the boroughs should be 
speaking to potential Prime Contractors (PCs) individually or through a collective 
approach, and more precisely, what the offer is from the boroughs individually, 
and collectively via the HBU to the PCs? The boroughs need to provide greater 
signals over their real ambitions and priorities to resolve this. 
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7.14. The history of establishing each borough level delivery vehicle, and the different 
sources of support that each rely on, give a complex set of progression routes for 
clients. An alternative to trying to bring these together at partnership level is to 
consider the dissolution of the partnership for this purpose and each borough 
individually managing their relationship with potential Prime Contractors. 

Developing the delivery vehicles 
7.15. The customer is the priority not the delivery vehicle – If the five delivery vehicles 

see a role going forward, their USP has to be about having a better 
understanding of the customer that an external organisation would have. This 
immediately raises the next question of who the customer is, which we would 
argue in terms of priority going forward, will be employers firstly and non-working 
residents from East and South East London secondly.  

7.16. Private sector employers will increasingly be the source of job creation, with 
limited public sector replacement job opportunities. As such there needs to be a 
far more customer friendly approach.  In a period where there is an oversupply 
of labour, the delivery vehicles need employers more than employers need 
them. The multiplicity of routes and messages that can arise from five separate 
entries to work programmes is confusing and a barrier for employers and should 
be addressed. More embedded relationships with employers will also be key, to 
generate the evidence to demonstrate that clients are going into and remaining 
in work for a year or more, which will increasingly become the measure of 
payment and success. 

7.17. The delivery vehicles established in each borough are direct competitors to both 
private sector recruitment agencies and potentially any delivery arrangements 
flowing from the Work Programme commissioning process. If they are to prosper 
and survive, then they will continually need to improve their performance and 
the quality of clients that they are seeking to place into work. This is not to 
suggest that there is only one entry point or approach to engaging employers 
but there does need to be more consistency in what is communicated to 
employers, working from the starting point that it is their employment needs the 
delivery vehicle is offering to fill. 

7.18. To help achieve this, there is a need for a minimum agreed ‘offer’ to an 
employer, a simplified entry point for employers to contact/engage with and 
recognition that employers do not work on borough boundaries. A shared 
Customer Relationship Management (CRM) tool would genuinely start to join the 
delivery vehicles operating practices that vague agreements will not deliver. 
However this will require additional investment now. This refreshed approach 
should be overlaid with consistent marketing and branding that builds 
recognition and understanding of the partnership.   

7.19. The building of a sharper employer interface is only suggested as a portal, with 
the borough able to organise their delivery response behind this.  
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Reaching non-working residents 
7.20. Non-working residents from East and South East London - from the conclusions it 

was clear that there has been much innovative work, building from the needs of 
the individual who wants to engage with the programme. The CSP support was 
seen by clients as being an alternative to the core Jobcentre Plus ‘offer’ and 
more suited to their needs.  

7.21. There were some excellent examples of effective client management that will 
be necessary for handling higher volumes of clients in the forthcoming years. The 
best practices of case management should be standardised and used across all 
five boroughs. 

7.22. At the same time the level of information collected by the boroughs is variable 
and does not allow for any realistic information sharing. Clients could be referred 
to services in other parts of the partnership but this is not currently feasible as 
there is not a joint client management database. Clients may move borough 
and have to re-register. Shared on-line registration would help overcome issues 
like this and encourage greater joint working, which would all be feasible without 
contravening any Data Protection issues.  

7.23. The mandatory changes to the Work Programme suggest that people who are 
not willing or able to look for work will increasingly be referred to entry to work 
provision. This means that the individual borough delivery vehicles will engage 
more people who are not necessarily looking or able to work but who will face 
sanction for non-compliance. The service offered will need to adapt to this new 
working arrangement. 

7.24. Where we feel there is an evident gap is a clear articulation of what the 
minimum quality of service is for anyone who engages with the delivery vehicles. 
Consequently there is not a core seam of shared service standards that would 
lead to the establishment of a quality improvement framework to drive quality 
improvement. 

7.25. More work needs to be undertaken to understand better what happens to 
people who register but take up no further support. This will in turn help refine and 
reshape services as new needs arise, keeping the programme fresh and 
innovative, whilst at the same time building the overall level of ‘customer 
support’. 

A partnership fit for purpose? 
7.26. Is there a need for five or six delivery vehicles going forward? Where there is an 

area that still needs more debate and investigation, is there a need for five 
separate borough entry to work programmes or can their services and support 
be configured in a more cost effective manner? Throughout this section we have 
identified areas where the partnership can add value and the need for shared 
services would propel this forward. 
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7.27. We believe that the centralisation of the five programmes to one delivery unit 
would nullify the USP around local understanding and responding to the local 
area’s needs, even though there might be some efficiency gains and it would 
be a more coherent offer to a Prime Contractor (PC).  There would be bigger 
issues around accountability, particularly if Section 106 funding is in the overall 
funding mix, where the gains are pegged to a specific area. So while the USP of 
localism and customisation to each client adds some costs, centralisation and 
standardisation may reduce cost but in turn could undermine the key rationale 
of the service. 

7.28. However, more efficient working arrangements could be explored where one 
borough could lead on certain sectors (e.g. Greenwich on construction) and 
employers (e.g. Newham and Westfield) on behalf of the whole partnership. At 
the same time there is no rationale why a more mature delivery vehicle could 
not deliver in a neighbouring borough as a shared service or where shared 
resourcing of elements of the service (e.g. Job Brokerage) could not be 
commissioned across more than one borough. 

7.29. Whatever collaborative arrangements are put in place, the governance 
framework needs to be fit for purpose. At a minimum some sort of Board will be 
required to give and oversee strategic direction to the sort of cross-borough 
arrangements described above. There is also the possibility of developing a 
Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) to be responsible for both the governance and 
delivery of employment and skills across East and South East London. This could 
be accountable to the boroughs individually or collectively, although in either 
model political leadership and accountability will be important.  



 

 SHARED INTELLIGENCE  45 

APPENDIX 1: BOROUGH LEVEL 
DATA 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Newham: Workplace 

08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT 
(Total) 1,650 3,043 184 1,000 1,000 100 2,650 4,043 153 

Of which are BAME 963 1,986 206 640 793 124 1,603 2,779 173 

Of which are Parents 872 1,255 144 500 414 83 1,372 1,669 122 

Of which are Women 963 1,590 165 500 489 98 1,463 2,079 142 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 36 105 292 25 17 68 61 122 200 

EMPLOYABILITY SUPPORT (Total) 1,216 2,440 201 700 770 110 1,916 3,210 168 
Of which are BAME 608 1,844 303 500 567 113 1,108 2,411 218 

Of which are Parents 380 849 223 400 292 73 780 1,141 146 

Of which are Women 548 1,210 221 400 385 96 948 1,595 168 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 26 70 269 25 17 68 51 87 171 

JOB OUTPUTS 533 671 126 400 401 100 933 1,072 115 

Of which are BAME 344 567 165 249 279 112 593 846 143 

Of which are Parents 285 231 81 216 200 93 501 431 86 

Of which are Women 344 319 93 208 207 100 552 526 95 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 18 19 106 22 9 41 40 28 70 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 13 WEEKS 383 
(72%) 

236 
(35%) 61 200 

(50%) 
201 

(50%) 101 583 
(62%) 

437 
(41%) 75 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 26 WEEKS 156 
(29%) 

25 
(4%) 16 100 

(25%) 
97 

(24%) 97 256 
(27%) 

122 
(11%) 48 
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Hackney: Ways into Work 
08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT 
(Total) 1,500 1,350 90 1,500 1,675 112 3,000 3,025 101 

Of which are BAME 784 1,191 152 987 999 101 1,771 2,190 124 

Of which are Parents 40 57 143 466 594 127 506 651 129 

Of which are Women 495 514 104 712 451 63 1,207 965 80 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 65 12 18 75 13 17 140 25 18 

EMPLOYABILITY SUPPORT (Total) 672 1,217 181 1,135 1,337 118 1,807 2,554 141 

Of which are BAME 568 1,069 188 657 716 109 1,225 1,785 146 

Of which are Parents 80 53 66 264 174 66 344 227 66 

Of which are Women 400 475 119 496 180 36 896 655 73 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 8 13 163 42 27 64 50 40 80 

JOB OUTPUTS 500 624 125 600 882 147 1,100 1,506 137 

Of which are BAME 287 455 159 392 716 183 679 1,171 172 

Of which are Parents 38 23 61 147 174 118 185 197 106 

Of which are Women 158 234 148 297 195 66 455 429 94 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 22 2 9 25 18 72 47 20 43 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 13 WEEKS    282 
(45%) - 340 

(57%) 
398 

(45%) 117 - 680 
(45%) - 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 26 WEEKS - 0 
(0%) - 127 

(21%) 
28 

(3%) 22 - 28 
(2%) - 
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33 The 09/10 Jobs Sustained at 26 Weeks figure is higher than the 09/10 Jobs Sustained at 13 Weeks figure, 
which is likely to be due to those obtaining jobs in 08/09 passing the 26 week sustainability benchmark during 
09/10. Alternatively, this may represent an error in the data. 

Waltham Forest: Worknet 
08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT 
(Total) 2,000 2,678 134 1,000 1,951 195 3,000 4,629 154 

Of which are BAME 1,184 1,891 160 502 1,441 287 1,686 3,332 198 

Of which are Parents 940 631 67 651 133 20 1,591 764 48 

Of which are Women 968 1,188 123 502 761 152 1,470 1,949 133 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 67 50 75 25 56 224 92 106 115 

EMPLOYABILITY SUPPORT (Total) 800 1,187 148 960 1,195 124 1,760 2,382 135 

Of which are BAME 524 882 168 480 946 197 1,004 1,828 182 

Of which are Parents 426 280 66 624 75 12 1,050 355 34 

Of which are Women 416 575 138 480 462 96 896 1,037 116 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 30 22 73 19 45 237 49 67 137 

JOB OUTPUTS 610 508 83 550 553 101 1,160 1,061 91 

Of which are BAME 391 232 59 276 407 147 667 639 96 

Of which are Parents 411 83 20 361 21 6 772 104 13 

Of which are Women 371 136 37 276 180 65 647 316 49 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 40 18 45 19 16 84 59 34 58 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 13 WEEKS 140 
(23%) 

142 
(28%) 101 81 

(15%) 
160 

(29%) 198 221 
(19%) 

302 
(28%) 137 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 26 WEEKS 47 
(8%) 

19 
(4%) 40 27 

(5%) 
22233 

(40%) 822 74 
(6%) 

241 
(23%) 326 
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Tower Hamlets 
08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT 
(Total) 2,602 4,753 183 1,600 1,288 81 4,202 6,041 144 

Of which are BAME 2,025 3,688 182 800 979 122 2,875 4,667 162 

Of which are Parents 520 1,492 287 480 616 128 1,000 2,108 211 

Of which are Women 1,225 2,375 194 768 695 90 1,993 3,070 154 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 90 97 108 80 20 25 170 117 69 

EMPLOYABILITY SUPPORT (Total) 920 1,826 198 1,200 830 69 2,120 2,656 125 

Of which are BAME 505 1,432 284 600 631 105 1,105 2,063 187 

Of which are Parents 108 454 420 360 413 115 468 867 185 

Of which are Women 390 939 241 576 452 78 966 1,391 144 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 36 66 183 60 19 32 36 85 236 

JOB OUTPUTS 421 669 159 400 471 118 821 1,140 139 

Of which are BAME 315 527 167 200 348 174 515 875 170 

Of which are Parents 35 90 257 120 123 103 155 213 137 

Of which are Women 230 319 139 192 187 97 422 506 120 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 29 11 38 20 13 65 49 24 49 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 13 WEEKS - 189 
(28%) - - 448 

(95%) - - 637 
(56%) - 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 26 WEEKS - 89 
(13%) - - 240 

(51%) - - 329 
(29%) - 
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Greenwich: GLLaB 
08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT 
(Total) 4,500 5,585 124 3,122 4,158 133 7,622 9,743 128 

Of which are BAME 1,920 2,941 153 1,405 2,137 152 3,325 5,078 153 

Of which are Parents 2,280 780 34 1,245 1,092 88 3,525 1,872 53 

Of which are Women 2,638 2,275 86 1,592 1,532 96 4,230 3,807 90 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 959 88 9 468 263 56 1,427 351 25 

EMPLOYABILITY SUPPORT (Total) 4500 4,006 89 4,500 3,194 71 9,000 7,200 80 

Of which are BAME 1,839 2,285 124 2,025 1,699 84 3,864 3,984 103 

Of which are Parents 2,358 852 36 1,800 1,073 60 4,158 1,925 46 

Of which are Women 2,161 1,703 79 2,295 1,260 55 4,456 2,963 66 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 786 113 14 675 282 42 1,461 395 27 

JOB OUTPUTS 560 570 102 540 884 164 1,100 1,454 132 

Of which are BAME 211 345 164 243 427 176 454 772 170 

Of which are Parents 315 133 42 216 292 135 531 425 80 

Of which are Women 288 232 81 275 280 102 563 512 91 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 101 20 20 81 99 122 182 119 65 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 13 WEEKS 449 
(80%) 

205 
(36%) 46 275 

(51%) 
258 

(29%) 94 724 
(66%) 

463 
(32%) 27 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 26 WEEKS 382 
(68%) 

67 
(12%) 18 236 

(44%) 
27 

(3%) 11 618 
(56%) 

94 
(6%) 15 

JCP New Deal for Families, 2008/09 

  Engagement Job Outcomes 

City and East London 749 211 

Greenwich 35 1 

Waltham Forest 120 29 

Actual  904 241 

Target 1,000 500 
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APPENDIX 2: CASE STUDIES  

Introduction  
1. The main report highlighted how each borough has taken a specific local 

approach to delivering the CSP on the ground. So within the overall CSP aims 
and framework, there have been subtly nuanced and flexible approaches to 
delivery reflecting how each borough started from a different point on 
employment and skills. Greenwich, Newham and Tower Hamlets built on 
established delivery arrangements for local labour and job brokerage activity. 
Hackney and Waltham Forest started from a less developed and more 
fragmented position, having to join together existing disparate projects and work 
strands to create their CSP programmes. 

2. Each of the boroughs branded the CSP programmes in different ways (e.g. 
Worknet in Waltham Forest and Workplace in Newham). They also took different 
approaches to how the services were procured (e.g. mixture of in 
house/externally commissioned, contracted out through open tender or through 
limited tendering exercises) and the degree to which the borough role was 
defined as a strategic lead, commissioner and/or as a provider of services.  

3. The evaluation used a case study methodology to focus on a different theme 
within each borough’s programme (e.g. links with Housing and RSLs in Ways into 
Work in Hackney, commissioning arrangements in Waltham Forest’s Worknet, 
and using the Tower Hamlets to illustrate child poverty and health themes). In 
addition, a Jobcentre Plus case study looked at the New Deal for Families pilot.  

4. Findings from each case study have been used to inform the main report, 
particularly on each borough’s achievements and learning, and how this has 
contributed to the CSP’s overall performance and legacy.   

5. This appendix provides detail of each case study’s delivery model and 
performance against targets, highlights key successes as well as challenges to 
delivery, and assesses the role and impact of the CSP on local delivery and 
performance. It should be stressed that these are case studies, not ‘mini-
evaluations’, and have not been used to compare boroughs with each other.  

The following case studies are included: 

 Newham Workplace 

 Hackney Ways Into Work 

 Waltham Forest Worknet 

 Tower Hamlets Child Poverty  

 NHS Tower Hamlets Employment 

 Greenwich GLLaB – Employer engagement 

 JCP New Deal for Families. 
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Case study:  
Newham – Workplace 

1. This case study examines Newham’s Workplace programme that delivered the 
CSP-wide ‘single points of access’ model in the borough.  

The delivery model  
2. The Single Points of Access programme in Workplace had a number of key 

features: 

 Outreach/Engagement: the aim was to see every Workplace 
participant in Newham within 15 minutes of their front door. Initially 
three-quarters of participants were seen in community locations, 
outreach is now more targeted. Working with Children and Young 
People’s services in the council enabled Workplace to access primary 
schools and children’s centres to reach parents. 

 121, tailored support: participants had an initial 121, agreed an action 
plan that assessed their needs, and could then access a range of 
employment support including help with CVs and interview 
techniques. What support people accessed depended if they were 
identified using a traffic light system as ‘Red’, ‘Amber’ or ‘Green’, for 
example those identified as green went straight to job brokerage 
provision.  

 Employers provided mini work trials, there was a training budget to 
enable referrals to training such as ESOL, referrals could be made (e.g. 
for debt advice referred to the CAB), better off calculations were 
provided, and discretionary funding was available (e.g. for work 
clothes and equipment). Extended childcare payments meant that 
parents could access six weeks of childcare when they started the job 
and were waiting for their first pay packet (paid for by the CSP under 
‘New Deal for Families’ in the first year). 

 Job brokerage: linked participants to employment opportunities in the 
borough. 

Performance  
3. Workplace performed well against its CSP targets of outreach, employability 

support and job outputs: 

 Workplace significantly overachieved on the engagement target over 
08/09 and 09/10 – this was also the case across all client target groups 
(BAME, parents, women and IB claimants). It engaged with 4,043 
individuals, 153% of its target. 
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 Workplace exceeded its target for providing employability support, 
supporting 3,210, or 168% of its target, and again, this was also the 
case across all target groups. 

 Workplace supported 1,072 people into employment over the period 
08-10, achieving 115% of its target. The project was particularly 
successful in supporting BAME clients (achieving 143% of its target). 
Although the project under achieved on job targets for parents and 
women it was the most successful borough in terms of supporting these 
groups into employment, achieving the highest number of job outputs 
of any borough. However, Workplace was less successful in support 
those with disabilities into work, despite meeting its engagement 
targets. 

 

4. In year two of the programme Workplace performed well against its CSP targets 
of sustainable jobs: 

 Workplace was less successful at meeting its sustainability targets in 
year one meeting just 62% of its target of 383 jobs sustained at 13 

                                       

34 This figure is a percentage of those who have gained work    

 
Newham: Workplace 

08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT 
(Total) 1,650 3,043 184 1,000 1,000 100 2,650 4,043 153 

Of which are BAME 963 1,986 206 640 793 124 1,603 2,779 173 

Of which are Parents 872 1,255 144 500 414 83 1,372 1,669 122 

Of which are Women 963 1,590 165 500 489 98 1,463 2,079 142 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 36 105 292 25 17 68 61 122 200 

EMPLOYABILITY SUPPORT (Total) 1,216 2,440 201 700 770 110 1,916 3,210 168 
Of which are BAME 608 1,844 303 500 567 113 1,108 2,411 218 

Of which are Parents 380 849 223 400 292 73 780 1,141 146 

Of which are Women 548 1,210 221 400 385 96 948 1,595 168 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 26 70 269 25 17 68 51 87 171 

JOB OUTPUTS 533 671 126 400 401 100 933 1,072 115 

Of which are BAME 344 567 165 249 279 112 593 846 143 

Of which are Parents 285 231 81 216 200 93 501 431 86 

Of which are Women 344 319 93 208 207 100 552 526 95 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 18 19 106 22 9 41 40 28 70 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 13 WEEKS 383 
(72%)34 

236 
(35%) 61 200 

(50%) 
201 

(50%) 101 583 
(62%) 

437 
(41%) 75 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 26 WEEKS - - 16 100 
(25%) 

97 
(24%) 97 - - - 
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weeks. However, in year two of CSP funding the project was more 
successful, with targets for 13 weeks and 26 weeks being met. 

Successes 
5. The main success of Workplace has been the scale of its achievements and 

being able to engage the hardest-to-help. There have been a range of factors 
leading to the success in delivering Workplace. The outreach model was very 
successful in reaching parents through being in locations such as Children’s 
Centres and libraries. Buy-in from local partners enabled outreach to be set up 
quickly. The flexibility of the funding enabled experimentation, e.g. with different 
outreach locations, to see what worked well. Investing in a good database 
enabled the production of good management information which helped in 
gaining funding and support from politicians. Having funding streams hidden ‘at 
the back end’ was important in providing a tailored service for participants so 
that access to services was not driven by funding streams, but by client need. 

“It is actually caring about the individuals. We have targets but 
we are not that target focused. We look at the whole story of the 
individual, and match the type and level of support to their 
needs”.  

(Project worker) 

6. Beneficiaries really valued the one-to-one and tailored nature of support, having 
positive advisers that they could see in outreach locations, and having as much 
help as they needed. This approach compared favourably with other 
employment support that beneficiaries had received in the past. For example: 

“You always get as long as you need here, I never feel 
pressured to take less time”. 
“I didn’t realise it would be as supportive as it is… I thought it 
would be more like the jobcentre”. 
“It’s really helpful to have a one to one approach”.  

(Beneficiary focus group) 

Challenges to delivery 
7. A range of challenges were cited to delivering Workplace. The CSP not getting 

the flexibilities from DWP for New Deal for Families limited the work that could be 
done with parents. Getting participants to engage in ESOL was difficult, in part 
where participants were work-focused and did not want to delay entering work, 
and in part as advisers were not always clear about the detail of ESOL provision 
(e.g. eligibility). Recruiting staff in a short period of time to deliver Workplace was 
challenging, and advisers working in outreach sometimes struggled with IT issues 
making providing support to participants more difficult. 

8. It was suggested that referral relationships with Jobcentre Plus could be 
improved as there had been issues with some people getting referred by 
Jobcentre Plus to Workplace as if it was a mandatory programme. Aspirations for 
a hub and spoke model where five or six organisations operated as Workplace 
hubs paid for by CSP did not work effectively. There was also experimentation 
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with outreach locations and some venues did not work or community centres 
could not be used because they charged to hire space. Reductions in the 
amount of discretionary funding available to advisers working with participants 
means it has been less easy to support some participants’ needs and has made 
it more difficult to offer training. The nature of the client group has also changed 
as more highly skilled people access the service due to having been recently 
made redundant. 

The role and impact of the CSP  
9. Workplace was designed prior to the introduction of the CSP and would have 

happened in the absence of the CSP. However, CSP funding was critical in 
enabling the model to be scaled-up, by funding the roll-out of the approach 
geographically (e.g. into the community through outreach) and to new client 
groups (e.g. parents). For example, it enabled the commissioning of bespoke 
training for parents who’d never worked held at primary schools which used a 
very ‘soft and gentle’ approach – with normal funding it would not have been 
possible to do that. Rather than the funding dictating what could be delivered it 
was an opportunity to say at a local level ‘this is what works for us’ and local 
politicians valued the opportunity to be able to shape delivery. 

10. It enabled Newham to experiment with scaling up the model quickly. The scaled 
up Workplace has now been mainstreamed and further expanded, due to 
demonstrating that the model works. 

11. In terms of what would be done differently in future, more work could be done to 
build partnerships and to continue to buILd up a directory of suitable provision.  
The links with health could be stronger and more could be done to reach the 
hardest to help. 
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CASE STUDY 
Hackney – Ways into Work  

1. This case study examines Hackney’s Ways into Work programme that delivered 
the CSP-wide ‘single points of access’ model in the borough. In particular, the 
case study focuses on the use of Registered Social Landlords and social housing 
providers as the means to engage workless residents.    

The delivery model  
2. Hackney’s approach was to outsource all of the service delivery elements and 

employ a small core team to manage the interaction with other stakeholders as 
well as performance managing the contracted delivery elements. The Ways into 
Work model included:  

 outreach – to engage customers  

 information advice and guidance  

 assessment of client needs 

 referral – to training and/or employment, or to mainstream provision  

 employer engagement – to capture job opportunities. 

“We developed a holistic service, because of the client group 
[parents] we needed flexibility, we found that they weren’t 
interested in just getting a job they were interested in careers. 
So we set out a programme for them, we could fast track some 
of those who were more job ready, but others needed a lot 
more support such as child care and housing issues, and lots of 
training”.  

(Project manager) 

 
3. Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) and Social Housing Providers made initial 

contact with clients and registered them, then referred them on to appropriate 
providers making use of employment and job brokerage partners, specialist 
agencies and mainstream provision. For example: 

“I came to know about the Ways into Work from my visit to 
Stamford Hill Estate Office, and I was told about it, and I was told 
that in a few weeks’ time there that Hackney Homes were doing 
some tenant participation for the town, you know, opposite the 
Town Hall, so I attended there and I was given the leaflet, and 
after that I registered myself, and after about two weeks they 
contacted me”.  

(Beneficiary) 
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Performance  

 

4. Ways into Work performed well against its CSP targets of outreach, employability 
support and job outputs: 

5. Ways into Work achieved the engagement target over the period 08-10 – 
overachieving for BAME and parents, but underachieving for women and 
people with disabilities. It engaged with 3,025 individuals overall, 101% of its 
target. 

6. Ways into Work exceeded its target for providing employability support, 
supporting 2,554, or 141% of its target. It overachieved in supporting BAME groups 
and underachieved in supporting parents, women and people with disabilities. 

7. Ways into Work supported 1,506 people into employment over the period 08-10, 
achieving 137% of its target. The project was particularly successful in supporting 
BAME clients (achieving 172% of its target) and parents (achieving 106% of its 
target) but was less successful in supporting women and people with disabilities 
into work, underachieving on these targets. 

8. Ways into Work performed less well in terms of sustainable jobs: 

Hackney: Ways into Work 
08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT 
(Total) 1,500 1,350 90 1,500 1,675 112 3,000 3,025 101 

Of which are BAME 784 1,191 152 987 999 101 1,771 2,190 124 

Of which are Parents 40 57 143 466 594 127 506 651 129 

Of which are Women 495 514 104 712 451 63 1,207 965 80 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 65 12 18 75 13 17 140 25 18 

EMPLOYABILITY SUPPORT (Total) 672 1,217 181 1,135 1,337 118 1,807 2,554 141 

Of which are BAME 568 1,069 188 657 716 109 1,225 1,785 146 

Of which are Parents 80 53 66 264 174 66 344 227 66 

Of which are Women 400 475 119 496 180 36 896 655 73 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 8 13 163 42 27 64 50 40 80 

JOB OUTPUTS 500 624 125 600 882 147 1,100 1,506 137 

Of which are BAME 287 455 159 392 716 183 679 1,171 172 

Of which are Parents 38 23 61 147 174 118 185 197 106 

Of which are Women 158 234 148 297 195 66 455 429 94 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 22 2 9 25 18 72 47 20 43 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 13 WEEKS    282 
(45%) - 340 

(57%) 
398 

(45%) 117 - 680 
(45%) - 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 26 WEEKS - 0 
(0%) - 127 

(21%) 
28 

(3%) 22 - 28 
(2%) - 
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 Over the two years of CSP funding, 45% of jobs gained by Ways into 
Work participants were sustained at 13 weeks, falling to 2% at 26 
weeks.  

Successes 
9. Overall, Ways into Work is seen as a very successful programme. The research for 

this case study has shown that residents have valued the support they have 
received and that stakeholders have recognised the achievements of the 
programme in engaging with people furthest from the labour market. It has 
engaged people who have been long-term unemployed; provided a tailored 
programme of support; and significantly increased people’s confidence, self-
esteem and awareness of available opportunities.   

10. Ways into Work successfully engaged people furthest from the labour market, 
including the long-term unemployed and parents. Beneficiaries really valued the 
one-to-one and tailored nature of support, having positive advisers, and having 
as much help as they needed. They particularly felt that it had boosted their 
confidence (especially those with ESOL needs). This approach compared 
favourably with other employment support that beneficiaries had received in the 
past.  

Facilitator: “So what do you think has been the most helpful 
thing about your experience of Ways into Work so far?” 
“Having somebody there for you, being informed, having 
somebody there that you can talk to, being kept informed, and 
also being reassured that, you know, that at the end of the day 
you will get there. It just takes time, you know, especially, you 
know, in this situation, economic situation at the present time”.  

(Beneficiary focus group) 

11. The key to the success of Ways into Work was the engagement of the social 
housing sector in tackling worklessness. The programme brought together a 
partnership of the major housing providers in the borough and used their links, 
and status, with the local community to engage with local residents. Through 
Ways into Work a strong partnership was developed between LBH and local 
housing providers which was integral to the success of the programme. The 
model is considered a national example of good practice. 

Challenges to delivery 
12. The programme had some difficulty reaching certain client groups, in particular, 

reaching Incapacity Benefit/ESA claimants. Delivery arrangements were 
adjusted accordingly and additional specialist partners were brought in year 
two. The lack of a training budget in year two meant that the training element of 
the model was missing. 

13. RSL/Social housing providers recognised the need to maintain a good flow of 
clients through to the employment support and job brokerage (due to targets for 
outreach and employability support), but felt that the emphasis on referrals 
could sometimes mean those furthest from the labour market were not being 
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adequately supported by their skilled outreach advisers. The need for better 
client tracking was also raised: 

“There is a database but the partners aren’t using this yet, the 
referrals are still in paper form. Partners should have been 
pushed to access this and use this, it should have been a term 
in their contract. It could have been used to flag up non contact 
and then it could have been pushed back to us (outreach) to 
follow up”  

(RSL) 

The role and impact of the CSP  
14. Due to the high correlation between social housing and 

unemployment/worklessness, as well as the high proportion of social housing 
within the borough, Hackney made a decision to use the CSP funding to focus 
primarily on targeting those living in rented or social housing, through working 
directly with the social housing sector. The flexibility of the CSP funding enabled 
Hackney to experiment with this new approach and to provide a tailored 
service. It is unlikely that Ways into Work would have happened without the CSP.  

15. In terms of what would be done differently in future, there was recognition that 
other services need to be brought into the model e.g. health/GPs, and that the 
partnership needs more specialist provision, for example those who deal with 
people with multiple barriers and more voluntary and community sector partners. 
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CASE STUDY 
Waltham Forest – Worknet  

1. This case study explores the Waltham Forest Worknet Partnership, focusing on the 
development of a network of Single Points of Access and the use of a 
commissioning approach to delivery.   

The delivery model 
2. Worknet was established in Waltham Forest in Spring 2008 as part of the 

borough’s involvement in the CSP. It was designed to integrate employment and 
skills provision in the borough to ensure that local economic benefits flow from 
Olympic and other sub regional regeneration and development, and that 
people from disadvantaged communities, particularly workless and low income 
households, develop the skills to enable them to compete for jobs as part of this.  

3. The programme seeks to provide a ‘no wrong door’ approach through 24 Single 
Points of Access (SPA) which provide niche outreach, engagement and  
signposting to other frontline services; customised vocational training; job 
brokerage and in-work support. 

4. The SPAs are located throughout the borough with a focus on the SOAs with the 
highest levels of unemployment and co-located in buildings such as community 
centres, Children Centres, and housing offices.  The programme aims to target 
lone parents, people on disability benefits; and BAME groups. 

5. Worknet has been in place since it was piloted in 2008/9 and is supported by a 
number of funding streams including Deprived Area Fund (DAF) and Local 
Employment Training Framework and underpinned by the Council’s Working 
Neighbourhood Fund. The Worknet Partnership has also been used as the 
strategic framework for integrating new funding opportunities such as the North 
London Pledge (covering Waltham Forest, Enfield and Haringey). 

6. Worknet is delivered through a mix of Council based staffing (the Worknet 
Outreach Officers (WOOs)) and external providers, commissioned through 
competitive tendering processes. The programme initially used thirteen, now 
reduced to six, providers to deliver the employment and skills interventions.    
Programme management and partnership co-ordination is led by a team of 
council officers. 

7. As shown in the table below, Worknet performed well against its CSP targets of 
outreach and employability support, but less well against job output targets. 
These may be improved through the more recent focus of staff on employment 
engagement.  
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Performance 

 

8. Engagement and outreach, and employability support, targets were exceeded 
for women, those with disabilities and BAME clients, but fell significantly below 
target for parents.  The project was most successful at supporting BAME clients 
into jobs (achieving 96% of its target) but underperformed with all other target 
groups.  

9. Worknet performed well against its CSP targets for sustainable jobs, both at 13 
weeks and 26 weeks.   

Successes 
10. A recent survey showed all aspects of the programme were highly rated by users 

who said the main way Worknet helped them was to get a job (22%), build their 
confidence (40%), helped them feel ready for a job (28%), and helped them 
improve their skills (25%). 71% would recommend the programme.   

“It [Worknet] was successful because it could offer training 
alongside employment support ….the advisor stays in touch” 

  (Council Officer) 

Waltham Forest: Worknet 
08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT 
(Total) 2,000 2,678 134 1,000 1,951 195 3,000 4,629 154 

Of which are BAME 1,184 1,891 160 502 1,441 287 1,686 3,332 198 

Of which are Parents 940 631 67 651 133 20 1,591 764 48 

Of which are Women 968 1,188 123 502 761 152 1,470 1,949 133 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 67 50 75 25 56 224 92 106 115 

EMPLOYABILITY SUPPORT (Total) 800 1,187 148 960 1,195 124 1,760 2,382 135 

Of which are BAME 524 882 168 480 946 197 1,004 1,828 182 

Of which are Parents 426 280 66 624 75 12 1,050 355 34 

Of which are Women 416 575 138 480 462 96 896 1,037 116 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 30 22 73 19 45 237 49 67 137 

JOB OUTPUTS 610 508 83 550 553 101 1,160 1,061 91 

Of which are BAME 391 232 59 276 407 147 667 639 96 

Of which are Parents 411 83 20 361 21 6 772 104 13 

Of which are Women 371 136 37 276 180 65 647 316 49 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 40 18 45 19 16 84 59 34 58 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 13 WEEKS 140 
(23%) 

142 
(28%) 101 81 

(15%) 
160 

(29%) 198 221 
(19%) 

302 
(28%) 137 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 26 WEEKS 47 
(8%) 

19 
(4%) 40 27 

(5%) 
222 

(40%) 822 74 
(6%) 

241 
(23%) 326 
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11. The role of the Outreach Advisor post is clearly important for engaging 
customers, some of whom have not accessed employability services before, are 
not eligible for mainstream services or who had a bad experience previously. 

12. Vacancy sourcing and employer engagement has improved noticeably over 
the last few months. Initially, Worknet did not have a dedicated member of staff 
responsible for employer engagement. Now they have employed such a person 
to source vacancies and engage with employers. The Partnership Manager (a 
council employee) with previous experience of employer engagement supports 
this function as well.  

13. The employer engagement manager brought their own links with employers with 
them when appointed to the post, and has also carried out cold calling, has 
been visiting local employers and also making links with other employers in 
central London. This has brought in two to three new employers a week.  

14. This has meant Worknet have found entry level vacancies for workless residents, 
and are now also sourcing work placements and work trials; a number of which 
are currently with local supermarkets.  

15. From the borough’s perspective, Worknet has not only delivered client outcomes 
but has improved a joint, holistic approach to tackling employment and skills. 

“Worknet really helped us on joint working within the borough - 
we got joint buy in from housing and children’s services, It sent 
out the messages about the joined up approach”  

(Council Officer) 

Challenges to delivery 
16. The Worknet commissioning process has been slow and bureaucratic, which 

delayed start up. The borough’s view is that the commissioning process has 
improved since the original pilot, with three contracts now – one in each of job 
brokerage, training and outreach - with the main contractors managing the 
subcontracts. However, contractors remained critical of the procurement 
process and contract management, citing delays in payment and a lack of 
understanding of operational delivery as problems that they have encountered.  

17. The tension between referral and job output targets caused problems in year 
one. Some of these have been resolved through the revised contract for year 2 
although some contractors felt that there were perverse incentives.    

“We had referral targets from outreach providers to the job 
brokerage provider. But the outreach providers had job targets 
as well so they were hanging on to all the good people. This 
time we have given the outreach workers targets around work 
placements/trails and targets around referrals but not targets on 
job outcomes” 

 (Council Officer)  

18. There were concerns that whatever the targets, they made it more difficult to 
support ‘harder to reach’ customers, who needed more intensive support.  
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“We don’t ever drop anyone from the caseload but you do end 
up prioritising some people, job ready people, you need to do 
this to meet your targets”   

(Outreach Advisor) 

19. Outreach advisors make referrals to more specialist organisations, both within 
and outside the partnership. This usually works well although there have been 
some difficulties with referrals from Jobcentre Plus.  

 “JCP has pushed people to me for security training, and then I 
spend some time speaking to them and find out that they have 
lots of criminal records, or that its just not something that they 
are interested in at all”    

(Outreach Advisor)  

20. There was considerable success in linking residents with Olympic jobs at the start 
of Worknet because of the location of the LDA funded training centre in the 
borough, but moving this to Tower Hamlets had affected recruitment.  

The role and impact of the CSP  
21. The CSP added value through access to flexible funds that Waltham Forest 

would normally not have or attracted on its own e.g. ESF and DAF to combine 
with relatively small sums of NRF/WNF (compared to other host boroughs).  

 “SPAs were funded through DAF, WNF and ESF – which wouldn’t have 
been possible without the CSP”   

(Council Officer) 

22. The CSP strategy and action plan also gave Waltham Forest some ‘policy hooks’ 
to involve partners and provided links to Olympic vacancies. 
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CASE STUDY 
Tower Hamlets Child Poverty 

1. This case study examines how Tower Hamlets linked the CSP activity through 
Skillsmatch with the wider borough approach to addressing Child Poverty35.  

The delivery model  
2. Skillsmatch has a well established delivery model that predates the CSP, which is 

dedicated to working with employers in the borough. Through the CSP they were 
able to widen their focus and work laterally across departments, with the 
ambition of joining up connected service delivery through eight Local Area 
Partnerships. The key relationship that was nurtured was with Children, Schools 
and Families.  

3. Using Children’s Centres to create very localised infrastructure and funding 
through Children, Schools and Families and the CSP, support was directed at 
parents and getting them ‘work focussed’. Funding was used to create practical 
links that created Teaching Assistant posts in schools and with connecting 
employment advice within schools. 

4. Outreach: was delivered in different community venues, especially through the 
extended school network. The schools were able to provide their support as 
additional leverage and help the Employment Advisor manage/enhance the 
offer for their caseload in their local area. The use of community venues, libraries, 
schools etc bridges that gap and provides the neutral venue where support can 
be delivered.  

“Some people on the Isle of Dogs will not go into Canary Wharf 
as it is somewhere they do not feel comfortable with and where 
they automatically feel excluded”.  

(Employment Advisor) 

5. The downward policy shift to the very local level through outreach and 
engagement meant that the reach into the community was opened up and 
helped bring the council closer links to the community, whilst extending services 
away from centrally located venues in the borough.  

“The key part of the role isn’t just about engagement and 
working with people to find work but is also about 
representation. It is about addressing the ‘invisibility of the 
clients’ and about speaking and listening to people in 
environments and a language that they feel responds to them. 
This is why places like the Idea Store are crucial for helping 
people access work or other opportunities”.   

(Employment Advisor) 

                                       

35 This case study does not include a performance table as it relates specifically to child poverty. 
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6. Engagement: the early point of engagement has been focussed on getting 
people to think about their future. The ‘take three days’ programme is about 
getting people to look at their time usage and to build in time for themselves to 
think about/realise reaching future goals. 

“The first step is quite often something like a coffee mornings 
engagement event, gradually the discussions are directed 
through to accredited learning, volunteering (part-paid) and 
then to access employment opportunities”.  

(Children and Early Years Manager)  

7. Tailored support: Very clear client management processes are used so that time 
is best allocated to supporting clients. Dedicated sessions are used for clients 
with shared needs and characteristics to maximise time usage. However the 
focus is always goal directed and towards employment. 

“My role is about supporting people by providing advice and 
guidance but it is also about motivating people and helping 
them stay on-track, to always be moving towards work”.  

(Employment Advisor) 

8. At the same time, additional research into clients needs highlighted that Tower 
Hamlet residents did not travel as much as residents in neighbouring boroughs.  

“The borough had the lowest take up of oyster cards in London, 
which provided evidence of very low levels of mobility. This 
brought in a focus on mobility to our work and we created 
interventions to encourage parents to visit other parts of the 
borough”. 

 (Children and Early Years Manager) 

9. Job brokerage: The Employment Advisors would work with the Placement Staff to 
source vacancies and place the most appropriate person in the role. Those 
closest to the labour market tend to go straight to a Placement Advisor, with the 
Employment Advisor retaining those who need more support. 

Successes 
10. The biggest success that the partnership achieved in a tangible form was being 

awarded beacon status for its work on Child Poverty. In terms of longer term 
sustainability there was genuine feeling that the CSP had enabled a new 
approach to service delivery that previously had only been an ambition. The 
positive interaction between departments has created a way of working that will 
be maintained going forward that is not dependent on any additional resources.  

11. At a delivery level it has enabled schools, through the parents support agenda of 
extended services, to think about their role and the impact they have on the 
wider community.  All of the combined family support is designed to improve 
school attainment and improving school performance driven by the Every Child 
Matters agenda, but at the same time the focus on helping people think about 
and access employment is linked to the core CSP agenda. This translated into on 
the ground delivery where: 
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“....it’s about engaging and empowering parents and setting out 
a clear plan going forward, starting with  those first and early 
steps where parents see themselves as learners and then later 
being in employment.  We get them to be more active in the 
decision making processes within schools, which builds 
confidence and paves the way to progress onto other areas of 
support, continually moving them towards work”.  

(Children and Early Years Manager) 

12. A clear success factor which emerged between extended schools and 
Skillsmatch was the shared understanding of jointly achieving positive outcomes. 
This was facilitated by growing trust between staff and appreciation of the 
contribution that each made. 

“The working relationship with Skillsmatch is fantastic, and (staff 
member) should be recognised for the excellent work that she 
undertakes. Not enough recognition is given to her work and it 
is important that this is shouted about”.  

(Extended Schools Manager) 

13. CSP funding has also had a noticeable effect on the engagement with 
employers. The additional resource allowed for greater development time and 
reinforced that the emphasis on responding to the employers and the 
individual’s needs. More employers got involved in the design and tailoring of 
support through this process. 

Challenges to delivery 
14. Amongst the challenges that were cited was the feeling that whilst much was 

achieved on linking services, the opportunities that Future Jobs Fund and 
Working Neighbourhood Funds (WNF) provided were still dealt with in isolation. 
Consequently many small scale initiatives were supported, which had little 
impact on increasing employment. 

15. The levels of target for engagement and outreach were considered at too high 
a level to be able to be resourced when dealing with all the challenges and 
barriers that TH residents tend to experience. Consequently strict client 
management protocols have to be implemented to stay on top of the 
Employment Advisor caseloads. 

16. The focus on using schools, and by extension parents, has resulted in higher levels 
of engagement of women than men. Consequently the support programmes 
have low levels of male attendance which result in those men who have 
engaged being more likely to drop out. 

The role and impact of the CSP  
17. Skillsmatch is one of the most mature entry to work programmes in the country 

having been established when the Docks were first being redeveloped. The CSP 
has helped measure, propel and assess the impact of the work that was already 
going on.  It changed the style and approach of the programme with the notion 
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of what a Single Point of Access was about and the ‘brand’ of the CSP being 
picked up by delivery/community groups in the borough. 

18. Sustainability in employment became a shared philosophy across department’s 
not just initial entry to work. Notions of career progression took on more 
importance especially in the outreach and job preparation discussions.  
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CASE STUDY 
Tower Hamlets Health & Employment Programme 

1. This case study focuses on how the Tower Hamlets Primary Care Trust has been 
joining up health and employability work in the borough. It also looks at the 
potential to learn from this to develop similar approaches in the sub region36 

The delivery model 
2. NHS Tower Hamlets has initiated three strands of activity:  

 HR and workforce development – improving how health recruitment 
and health careers can be accessed by local people. This includes 
managing the mytowerhamlets.com which enables employers to 
advertise and recruit to vacancies, including NHS Tower Hamlets and 
other London hospitals in the CSP area. On a day to day basis it also 
includes working with Skillsmatch (as funded in part by the CSP) and 
community organisations in preparing suitable candidates.  

 Promoting return to employment for service users – to encourage 
health practitioners to think in terms of ’fit notes not sick notes’.  This 
covers condition management; encouraging skills development and 
job placements and includes the Skilled for Success and Working 
English provision (see below). 

 Promoting health and wellbeing in the workplace - promoting 
healthier ways of working and living for those in work, focused on 
health sector employees.  

3. This case study looked in detail at Working English and Skills for Success, and 
carried out interviews with NHS managers, provider staff and clients, which have 
been used to inform the remainder of this section.    

Performance  
4. Working English (08/09 (pilot) and 09/10) was run by Ingeus and targeted 

communities in Tower Hamlets that have limited English skills (mostly 
Bangladeshi). It had been identified that the limited English skills were affecting 
employment options as well as health literacy; this had a knock-on impact on 
GPs who had to spend a lot on interpreters. The course was designed to provide 
support over a 6 month period with ESOL training to help clients find work, access 
1-2-1 advisor job support and so on.  

5. The outcome targets for the programme covered employment and progression, 
ESOL qualifications, and programme starts. Overall targets were achieved, 
although targets were renegotiated in year 2 to remove conflicts between 

                                       

36 This case study does not include a performance table as it relates specifically to health and employability. 
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targets (e.g. hitting the ESOL qualification targets which required more learning 
time could reduce the number of people going into work).  

6. Skilled for Success (August 2010 –), followed on from Working English and was 
developed to fill vacant entry level positions in the NHS – such as care assistants 
and administrative posts. It included ESOL to a higher level for people who were 
primarily looking for a job in the NHS and a series of six workshops based on the 
Knowledge and Skills Framework (KSF) for the NHS. Following a recruitment freeze 
in the NHS the project has broadened to other jobs and sectors.  

7. So far Skilled for Success has achieved 49 project starts since August 2010 and 
are on track to exceed the contract target (over one year) of 80 project starts. 
Against the agreed target of 24 job starts (Ingeus has raised this to 30), there 
have been 11 job starts already.  

Successes 
8. Clients who we interviewed were very positive about the service, in particular: 

the intensive, structured but personal nature of the provision; the advisors’ 
understanding of their particular health needs; the holistic nature of the service 
(i.e. money advice, physiotherapists, free gym access); the ongoing support 
whilst in work; and the group classes, practice interviews, and help with CVs.  

 “They [tutors, CMP practitioners and advisors] make you think 
that you can do better and you can do it. They give you a goal 
and get you to keep going, they get you out of negative 
thinking processes and they keep the momentum going and 
keep you moving on”    

(Client interview) 

 “We have a laugh and we have all become friends through it 
[group course] when you are sitting in doors in your flat all the 
time you don’t have friends anymore, people have given up 
trying to get you out, so when you come here its really good to 
meet people” 

 (Client interview)   

9. There were favourable comparisons with the provision offered through JCP: 

“They understand you here. In the job centre you are treated like a 
number, here they treat you like a person and help you achieve your 
goals, I have really moved on loads here”   

(Client interview)   

10. In addition to client outcomes, there is now wider recognition throughout the PCT 
about the relationship between employment and health: 

“We all recognise the health benefits of being in employment, 
but before it was always seen as someone else’s job. We can 
play a far more positive and proactive role, there is very good 
leadership from the Chief Executive of the PCT, very good 
partners on the LSP and a better understanding of the impact of 
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other socio-economic factors on health …a holistic approach 
can be done”.   

(PCT) 

“There is wider recognition throughout the PCT now, our work 
features in the annual report and Annual General Meeting, this 
is a signal that this is now seen as not just an odd thing that has 
popped up but part of our core work”   

(PCT) 

Challenges to delivery 
11. In the first year or so, the most difficult aspect of the provision was getting 

referrals from GP’s. The programme was allowed to draw on the Pathways to 
Work pool of clients, which still meant that the link with health could be 
maintained, but also meant that the group who weren’t accessing any 
employability services where not being reached.  In the second year, NHS 
managers tried to contact GPs directly to raise awareness of the programme 
and encourage GPs to refer their patients to it, but with limited success.  

12. This problem of referrals and ensuring the provision can be accessed by the 
target groups has been addressed through the creation of the Gateway Advisor 
role so that the referrals can now be made from GPs surgeries.  Gateway 
Advisors provide GP patients an assessment and signposting service in the areas 
of work, welfare and wellbeing.  

13. Another challenge in the first year of provision was around conflicting targets for 
Working English. The outcome targets for Working English were for employment 
and progression, ESOL qualifications, and programme starts but the time required 
by some clients to obtain an ESOL qualification prevented them being able to 
enter employment. The targets were renegotiated for the second year of 
provision, which has enabled a more client centred, holistic approach.  

“Although we were much more successful with job outcomes in 
the second year it was still a big learning curve but at least we 
could hit the ground running on some respects. We had built up 
some word of mouth marketing, we were better at targeting our 
approach. We also renegotiated our targets because in year 
one they were very conflicting, if we hit our ESOL qualification 
targets then people would not go into work …the same with 
work experience [ target]”  

(Provider) 

The role and impact of the CSP  
14. The work in Tower Hamlets has been on a borough basis, but has used the CSP as 

a ‘hook’ for promoting partnership working on health and employability. The 
work has had some effect sub-regionally as evidenced through joint funding for 
the drafting of a bid for a ‘Fit for Work’ pilot for the sub region. This bid was 
unsuccessful but:  
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“laid the footprint for how the PCTs could work together with the 
Boroughs and started to establish greater thinking around how 
the health and employment agendas could be jointly 
targeted”.   

(PCT) 

15. The CSP funding has also enabled innovation and risk, with the ability to learn 
and develop the provision in relation to its focus, target groups of people, referral 
systems and appropriate outcome targets.   

16. The next stage is to see if there are opportunities to continue this work through 
the Work Programme. The NHS would be very interested to provide condition 
management support in conjunction with potential contractors.   



 

 SHARED INTELLIGENCE  71 

CASE STUDY 
Greenwich Employer Engagement  

1. This case study looks at the delivery model and overall performance of the 
Greenwich Local Labour and Business (GLLaB), the council’s entry to work 
provider.   

2. The case study then goes on to examine GLLaB’s approach to employer 
engagement and in particular, focuses on the way in which GLLaB has built 
working relationships in the construction sector.    

The delivery model  
3. Greenwich’s approach to the City Strategy Pathfinder was to build the capacity 

within GLLaB and the Single Point of Access model across the borough working 
with Jobcentre Plus, the Primary Care Trust and mental health sector, the 
Children’s Centres and the local college (Adult Skills). At the same time, ensuring 
that clients going through GLLaB support receive input from the Family 
Information Services, Welfare Rights team and Better Off in Work Advisors as and 
when needed. 

4. In terms of engaging employers this has been managed by GLLaB, who have a 
dedicated employer database, which holds all client contacts and previous 
work with employers going back to 1996. Additionally they have a standardised 
approach for working with contractors and their supply chain. The key lever of 
the engagement model is through the use of the planning process and the 
subsequent Section 106 agreement. 

Performance  
5. The table on the next page sets out Greenwich’s performance:  

 GLLaB performed well against its CSP targets of outreach and job 
outputs, but less well against employability support targets, although it 
should be noted that the targets around employability support were 
very ambitious: 

 GLLaB significantly overachieved on the engagement target over 
08/09 and 09/10. However, it only achieved engagement targets for 
BAME clients, falling far short for other client groups. 

 GLLaB fell short of its target for providing employability support, 
supporting 7,200 clients, 80% of its target. Again, the BAME client target 
was exceeded but GLLaB underperformed for all other target client 
groups. 

 GLLaB supported 1,454 people into employment over the period 08-10, 
achieving 119% of its target. The project was particularly successful in 
supporting BAME clients but was less successful in supporting other 
groups. 
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 GLLaB performed less well against its CSP targets of sustainable jobs, 
performance on this measure was affected by lack of client tracking.   

6. It should be noted that Greenwich’s targets were very ambitious and although 
the borough did not manage to achieve them in all cases it was actually one of 
the most successful borough CSP programmes in term of total numbers of clients 
supported across all claimant groups.    

Successes 
7. GLLaB are seen by construction employers as having a far greater customer 

focus, being directed at working with the contractors (not on instructing the 
contractor on what to do), using their procurement mechanism more effectively 
and actively managing supply chains. The willingness to come onto the site to 
meet the client and to proactively offer support and input into assisting the 
business and their (GLLaB) referred client is seen as essential. 

8. Within this, is a fundamental difference in the way in which GLLaB operates. 
Employers perceived GLLaB to be less about making a short term financial return 
on each placement and to be more about working with the employer in the 
longer term. As one employer observed:  

Greenwich: GLLaB 
08/09 09/10 Overall 

Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved Target Output 
% target 

achieved 
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT 
(Total) 4,500 5,585 124 3,122 4,158 133 7,622 9,743 128 

Of which are BAME 1,920 2,941 153 1,405 2,137 152 3,325 5,078 153 

Of which are Parents 2,280 780 34 1,245 1,092 88 3,525 1,872 53 

Of which are Women 2,638 2,275 86 1,592 1,532 96 4,230 3,807 90 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 959 88 9 468 263 56 1,427 351 25 

EMPLOYABILITY SUPPORT (Total) 4500 4,006 89 4,500 3,194 71 9,000 7,200 80 

Of which are BAME 1,839 2,285 124 2,025 1,699 84 3,864 3,984 103 

Of which are Parents 2,358 852 36 1,800 1,073 60 4,158 1,925 46 

Of which are Women 2,161 1,703 79 2,295 1,260 55 4,456 2,963 66 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 786 113 14 675 282 42 1,461 395 27 

JOB OUTPUTS 560 570 102 540 884 164 1,100 1,454 132 

Of which are BAME 211 345 164 243 427 176 454 772 170 

Of which are Parents 315 133 42 216 292 135 531 425 80 

Of which are Women 288 232 81 275 280 102 563 512 91 
Of which are People with 
Disabilities 101 20 20 81 99 122 182 119 65 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 13 WEEKS 449 
(80%) 

205 
(36%) 46 275 

(51%) 
258 

(29%) 94 724 
(66%) 

463 
(32%) 27 

JOBS SUSTAINED @ 26 WEEKS 382 
(68%) 

67 
(12%) 18 236 

(44%) 
27 

(3%) 11 618 
(56%) 

94 
(6%) 15 
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“Working with commercial agencies the ‘relationship is money 
orientated, with the agencies looking to earn as much as 
possible from the person they put forward. With GLLaB they are 
less commercially focussed in that sense. There is more trust in 
the labour they supply, and it is getting better and better. GLLaB 
are learning our requirements and are able to make judgement 
calls on what is required, we think less mistakes are being made 
and it is improving all round.”  

(Construction Employer) 

9. Events that GLLaB have run have been professional and crucially have actively 
engaged business to get their attendance. By getting the large players along, 
they have brought the supply chain into the room. Using venues like the 
Dome/O2 helped with attendance, particularly at a senior level. Having senior 
staff in attendance, enables business to form an early view of any cost 
implications and thus to what level they should be engaging. The USP that 
employers regard GLLaB as having is the ability to identify job ready people with 
the skills required within a 24 hour turnaround period, which is 
comparable/exceeds what some private sector companies can do. 

10. The key identified themes for meaningful construction employer engagements 
were: 

 Early engagement in the Section 106 discussions setting out the 
parameters of expectation and likely monitoring requirements, along 
with the support that contractors will be offered in return; 

 Active involvement of the developer, which needs to be underpinned 
by the proximity of dedicated staff who can answer questions and 
resolve problems for them quickly. One example cited was: 

“(GLLaB)...go beyond what other authorities provide, and it has 
been a route which has benefitted the council as they have 
been able to lever additional HCA resources, funding from Train 
to Gain and for Apprenticeships. This has all been matched with 
real private sector investment to train and employ people. This 
in-turn created further opportunities as the engagement with the 
Train to Gain broker fed through to the supply chain, who then 
benefited from a new business support model that was offered”.  

(Construction Contractor) 

 
 Preferably having one person, as the dedicated GLLAB point of 

contact who can start to anticipate what the developer wants or 
doesn’t want and has the capacity to build a longer term relationship;  

 Ensuring that the appropriate sifting, pre-assessment and matching of 
client to vacancy is a priority at all times, but matching the right person 
first time in the early stages of the relationship is critical, especially in 
relation to instilling the ‘the right attitude for work’. This was a critical 
feature for one employer who highlighted the ability of GLLaB to get 
people who; 

“Have the right mental attitude, which is the key for the 
construction industry. Having the basic qualifications gets you 
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through the door but getting and keeping the job is all about 
having the right approach to working onsite”.  

(Construction Employer)    

 Appreciating that employers expect more now from potential staff, 
because there are more available people in the labour pool, so 
additional support that can be levered through other sources such as 
training does add real value. 

11. The combination of these themes reinforced the notion of ‘public gain’ from the 
developer, which was being actively monitored by GLLaB. This created positive 
behaviours in contractors who now: 

“... see it is a level playing field, and that all the companies are 
complying. No-one has a clear competitive advantage by 
opting out”.  

(Construction Contractor) 

Challenges to delivery 
12. Historically in the relationship with construction contractors and their supply chain 

the expectations of the monitoring regime were not being clearly articulated nor 
were they seen to be universally applied. Contractors had to be reminded of 
their obligations and understand why they are being monitored and that the 
monitoring applies to all companies to create the public gain anticipated in the 
planning application. 

13. The focus of the referrals and the working relationship is centred on the Section 
106 agreement rather than the wider supply chain. This is where the major 
opportunities are and where the public gain opportunity could be increased. At 
the same time the focus has traditionally been on adults rather than young 
people, so chances for Apprentices have been missed. 

The role and impact of the CSP  
14. The CSP has helped provide links across Council services with the location of staff 

in new service centres, fostering cross referrals from other services etc. The 
expansion of the outreach and engagement capacity has meant that parts of 
the community who do not voluntary engage were being supported. Who in 
turn, accessed a range of services from the Local Authority due to the greater 
integration facilitated by the additional CSP funding. 

15. This had helped improve the quality of potential referrals who have greater levels 
of job readiness.  This is turn means that the clients referred to employers are 
better suited to their needs and are more likely to enter employment, building 
longer term public/private partnerships. As one employer noted:  

“(the company) would not have to be forced to be involved in 
(the relationship with GLLaB) now and it is one where the 
company see real benefits”. 

 (Construction Employer) 
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CASE STUDY 
JCP New Deal for Families  

Background 
1. This case study examines the New Deal for Families project, led by Job Centre 

Plus (JCP).  In particular, it focuses on the experience of trying to use enabling 
measures to extend benefit entitlements to families to tackle child poverty as 
one of the key priorities of the East and South east London CSP.    

2. The CSP Business Plan shows how East London departs from the national picture 
in having very few couple households where both partners are working. While at 
national level 70% of couples with children have both partners in work; across the 
CSP area, only 40% of couples have two earners. The Harker report emphasised 
that parents in London tend to have lower employment rates than at national 
level, although employment rates for people without children tend to be similar 
in London and elsewhere.   

3. As part of the business plans submitted by CSPs in early 2007, CSP could seek a 
number of enabling measures. These were intended to allow a CSP to ‘bend’, 
modify or even suspend national regulations relating to payment of benefits, 
eligibility for programmes and other mainstream support for workless people in 
order to be consistent with, and support, the aims of the local strategy. 

4. A number of different types of enabling measures were sought by CSP 
partnerships at the outset of the process – reflecting different contexts and 
priorities. In East and South East London the CSP, through JCP, sought changes to 
the New Deal Programme eligibility rules to allow benefit claimants to gain earlier 
access to the programme.  They also sought to extend the In Work Credit 
received by Lone Parents of £60 per week for 52 weeks to workless parents, 
extend access to job grant to those customers who did not have existing 
eligibility, and extend the emergency advisory discretionary fund parents.  

The delivery model 
5. The New Deal for Families (NDF) was introduced as a new package of support 

and advice (based on the New Deal for Lone Parents) aimed at workless and 
low-income parents to help them in finding sustainable employment. This work 
package was delivered across the five host boroughs by Jobcentre Plus37.  

“[We targeted] workless families that were claiming JSA but 
didn’t currently have eligibility for JCP provision/support – i.e. 
those who were less than 6 months unemployed. This meant 
they received early entry to all JCP programmes and a 
dedicated case advisor”.  

 (JCP staff member) 
                                       

37 Covering three JCP districts. 



 

 SHARED INTELLIGENCE  76 

6. The project included a NDF advisor in each JCP office. These acted as the main 
points of contact to which other JCP advisors would refer clients. City & East 
London district used the existing outreach team to further promote the delivery 
of NDF, including in Children’s Centres and the NDC in Hoxton (Hackney).  

Performance  
7. The NDF provision had been set up for workless families that were claiming JSA 

but were not eligible for JCP provision or support i.e. those who were less than 6 
months unemployed. However, the difficulty with obtaining the enabling 
measures meant that this group only received early entry to all JCP programmes 
and a dedicated case advisor who was able to access the Advisor Discretionary 
Fund (ADF) at an early stage. HMRC were not responsive to the request to 
extend In Work Credits to workless parents although it was possible to open up 
provision through the introduction of New Deal Plus (which included In Work 
Credits for couples).  

“It was confusing at the start, we thought we were going to get it 
[the enabling measures] and advisors had already signed three 
people up to receive in work credits before it was taken away. 
It was so disappointing” 

 (JCP staff member) 

8. Although figures for engagement were relatively near the target of 1000 clients, 
the project was only half way to its original goal of helping 500 customers into 
employment. Performance between JCP offices varied and staff put this down 
to whether there was a dedicated NDF advisor or this was part of a wider role.  

New Deal for Families, 2008/09 

  Engagement Job Outcomes 

City and East London 749 211 

Greenwich 35 1 

Waltham Forest 120 29 

Actual  904 241 

Target 1,000 500 

Successes 
9. The one to one advisor support worked well, providing clients with a level of 

intensive support they would not normally receive. The outreach approach was 
also important to reaching customers from the target groups. The discretionary 
fund (up to £300) was used extensively and undoubtedly helped. The 
identification of suitable clients and referral process worked smoothly.  

“the location of the jobcentre here [Poplar] was very important, 
most of my customers are from ethnic minority groups and 
many have large families with three to five children… so when 
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we did the BOC [better off in work calculation] because of child 
tax credits we could show them the difference being in work 
would make, it was only because they had large families that 
this worked”  

(JCP staff member) 

Challenges to delivery 
10. The difficulties with getting the enabling measures from DWP/HMRC and the 

insufficient set up time were the two main challenges and both had an impact 
on delivery and the offer to individual clients.   

“We were pushing to get these [enabling measures] for around 
six months … continually pestering… Initially [JCP] had told 
advisors that they could give all this to the client, this made it 
hard when we found out that it wasn’t going to happen, we lost 
momentum and engagement of advisors through this.” 

 (JCP staff member) 

 “the targets were not unrealistic …these were missed due to the 
financial support from the enabling measures not being 
realised.” 

 (JCP staff member) 

11. There were also some difficulties with linking the NDF provision to the Single Points 
of Access (SPAs) without an agreed referral process and because of some of the 
delays in delivery. This depends on, and in some cases has helped drive, closer 
working with the boroughs.  

The role and impact of the CSP  
12. East and South east London was the only CSP that sought flexibilities in respect to 

the New Deal for Families. Not receiving this did affect the project’s outcomes 
and credibility in the eyes of stakeholders and delivery staff.  

13. In the end some of the flexibilities were achieved through the introduction of 
New Deal Plus. There was a feeling within JCP that everyone was getting this 
anyway so it wasn’t really a ‘local’ flexible measure anymore, although it could 
have been partly driven by their ‘ask’ of government.   

14. However the experience of JCP designing the New Deal for Families as a major 
contribution to addressing the CSP’s priority and targets on child poverty has 
raised the importance of this type of provision and also developed relationships 
between JCP and the individual boroughs within the CSP. 

“There is still a need for this type of provision, this group needs to 
get priority because they have children, the only way you can 
encourage them is with incentives like in work credits. The 
benefit trap is very hard on this group they need to be better off 
by quite a lot to make the risk of coming off benefits and going 
into work worth it”  
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(NDF Advisor) 

 “JCP looked like it couldn’t play a great a role in NDF as 
thought, but it was more how we looked positionally to the 
boroughs, we did actually get the measure mainstreamed in the 
end” 

 (JCP Manager) 

15. There is a view that the CSP Partnership could have provided more strategic 
leadership to push for the enabling measures to support JCP, although it is 
questionable whether this would have helped given other CSPs’ experience.    
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