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Executive summary  

1. The Host Borough Employment and Skills Programme (HOST ESP) was launched in March 

2010 across the then five Host Boroughs. The programme reflected a Mayoral and wider 

commitment from Government to ensure that the opportunities presented by the 2012 

Games1 were maximised by East London’s most deprived communities. After four and a half 

years of delivery, the HOST ESP ended in September 2014.  

2. In order to capture the impact and learning from the programme, in July 2014 the London 

Borough of Hackney (LBH), in partnership with the programme’s funding body, the Greater 

London Authority (GLA), commissioned SQW to undertake a final evaluation of the HOST ESP. 

This builds upon the Interim Evaluation of the programme undertaken by SQW as part of the 

wider ‘Olympic Jobs Study’2 in 2013.   

3. The final evaluation has provided:  

 a top-down impact and process assessment at the level of the HOST ESP 

 a bottom-up impact and process assessment of the six brokerages, and in particular 

insights into the attributable contribution of different delivery approaches.   

4. The study adopted a mixed-methods approach combining both qualitative and quantitative 

analysis. This approach is summarised in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Study approach and timeline 

 
Source: SQW  

 Key: GLA (Greater London Authority); GBU (Growth Borough Unit); LLDC (London Legacy Development Corporation); LBH 
(London Borough of Hackney) 

 

                                                                 
1 We have used the abbreviation “the 2012 Games” for “the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games” throughout 
this report  
2 The Olympic Jobs Study, GLA, LOCOG and the Host Borough Unit, 2013 – prepared by SQW 
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Headline performance  

5. Overall achievement against target for the lifetime of the programme has been strong. 

As has been seen, both ‘starts’ and ‘job entry’ targets have been achieved. Indeed, through our 

consultations with the brokerages it has been reported that actual job entries most likely 

surpass 3,000. Performance on 26 weeks sustained employment was also strong (94% 

achieved), although performance regarding 52 weeks was less strong (84% achieved).  

6. Performance on expenditure is reasonably strong with an overall shortfall against budget 

(£13.06m) of around £680,000 (5%). The difference primarily reflects the shortfall in 

sustained job outcomes. 

7. In economic terms, the programme has also performed well: 

 the HOST ESP is estimated to have stimulated £26.1m in net GVA over its 4.5 years 

of delivery – this provides a strong positive Benefit to Cost Ratio of 2.1:1 – as 

explained in Chapter 6 this is a conservative estimate  

 cost per gross output was also strong and compares well against benchmarks (see 

Table 1) 

 VfM in terms of costs per net outcome was not as strong, although VfM is considered 

reasonable given the nature of the HOST ESP target group (see Table 2). 

Table 1: Cost effectiveness analysis (gross outcomes) 

Outcome Achieved   Spend  
(10/11 to Q2 14/15) 

Cost per 
unit (£) 

Commentary against the DWP 
cross-programme benchmark (of 

£4,280)* for job entry  

Job entry  2,593 £7,176,057 
(includes upfront 
spend and spend 
on ‘starts’ and ‘job 

entry’) 

£2,767 Very good value for money 
compared to DWP cross-

programme benchmark (of 
£4,280)*  

Sustained 26 
weeks 

2,464 £9,622,801 
(includes above 

spend, plus spend 
on 26 weeks) 

£3,905 Again based upon the DWP 
benchmark, this is good value 

for money, especially 
considering that the benchmark 

is for job entry only  

Sustained 52 
weeks 

2,226 £12,385,942 
(includes above 

spend, plus spend 
on 52 weeks) 

£5,564 This is above the DWP 
benchmark, but again 

demonstrates reasonable value 
for money given the sustained 

nature of the outcome  

Source: SQW *Measuring Success: Benchmarking the success of the LDA’s employment and skills programme, LDA, prepared 
by Inclusion, 2011    

Table 2: Cost effectiveness analysis (net outcomes) 

 Net outcome (job 
entry) 

Spend (£) 
(10/11 – 14/15) 

‘starts’ and 
‘job entry’  

Cost per 
unit (£) 

Commentary against 
benchmark (of £7,067)* 

HOST ESP 941 £7,176,057 7,628 Below the benchmark, but 
see explanation above. 

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey * For all individuals supported into employment (£7,067) 
Benchmarks drawn from PwC Impact of RDA spending- National report, Volume 1, Main Report, BERR  
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8. Measures of success focussed on hitting the key programme numbers.  Whilst this was 

understandable, it had two downsides:   

 whilst some level of delivery was achieved in all of the boroughs, in-programme re-

profiling did to some extent mask underperformance in areas where there was  - 

and still is - a recognised need  

 the focus on volume may have influenced the self-eligibility verification process – 

indeed, after taking into account the relaxed criteria, the beneficiary survey data 

suggested that a proportion of beneficiaries may not have been fully eligible to receive 

the support.  The self-declaration verification process and non-statutory nature of the 

programme meant that there were inherent risks around levels of eligibility. 

Recognising this, LBH AB undertook routine cross-checking exercises (e.g. comparing 

the length of time stated as being out of work against CV employment histories), as 

well as regular sample audits across all of the brokerages. However, this cross-

checking process could never be completely ‘watertight’.   

9. With regards to match funding, the GLA and LBH AB successfully evidenced all the 

additional match funds and associated beneficiaries within the first few years of the 

programme.  However, this evaluation found no evidence that this has led directly to the 

GLA leveraging addition funds or activity. The main reason for this was agreement at the 

start of the programme that a ‘match beneficiary’ could be counted at 3, 6 or 12 months (with 

no minimum 6 or 12 month quotas) and agreement that a wider eligibility criteria could be 

used.  

10. However, the evaluation has uncovered examples of more indirect leverage - both in-

kind and financial - with the HOST ESP providing the catalyst for significant change in the 

way that employment services are organised and managed. 

Good practice and lessons from the HOST ESP evaluation  

11. With the GBU in the process of developing a new Employment and Skills strategy and the GLA 

looking to coordinate funding bids for the next tranche of ESF funds, now is an opportune time 

for the learning from the HOST ESP evaluation to be considered and discussed. These are 

presented in Table 7-1.  

Table 1-1: Good practice and lessons for future delivery  

Area  Lessons  

The PbR model 

(see Table 6-1) for 

a full assessment 

 PbR models can be very effective for managing programme-level 
achievement, but it does incentivise re-profiling which in-turn can mask 
poor performance in areas that have a recognised need for support  

 The model has also been effective at encouraging good practice with 
respect to outreach activity, developing flexible, person-centred support, 
and new models for supporting sustained employment  

 One of the issues with PbR is that too much focus can potentially be 
placed on achieving and evidencing output and outcome achievement – 
in the case of the HOST ESP, evidence would suggest that this may 
have led to some brokerages not always delivering within the spirit of the 
programme (i.e. by supporting a number of post college/university 
graduates into work). This could have potentially have been mitigated 
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Area  Lessons  

against by requiring brokerages to provide more detailed beneficiary 
profile data as part of the outcome claim process. However, introducing 
this kind of requirement in the future would need to be considered 
alongside the financial and in-kind costs associated with the additional 
administrative burden that this would place on brokerages.     

 Proactive, highly competent project management matter just as much for 
overseeing PbR as it does for any other kind of procurement model – the 
difference that that this can bring about was demonstrated in Hackney 

Models of 

brokerage delivery  

 There is no one model of delivery that works better than others – the 
most important aspect is to ensure that provision aligns to the 
infrastructure already in place and that good project management is in 
place to ensure that expected performance levels are achieved  

Person-centred 

delivery  

 This was a central component of delivery across the HOST ESP, with 
beneficiaries placing significant value on the difference that it can make 
– this was the main differentiating characteristic between the HOST ESP 
and mainstream provision.  It can also be a key factor in ensuring longer 
term sustainability as people at risk of falling out of work are more likely 
to return if they have had a good experience previously 

Post-employment 

support  

 Whilst taking longer than anticipated to emerge, the HOST ESP has 
developed a number of very interesting approaches to track and 
influence post-employment support – the most noteworthy of these are 
in Hackney (via REED) and Tower Hamlets, although the bonus 
incentive scheme in Newham should also be monitored with interest 

 Building resilience and supporting people into ‘quality jobs’ is the most 
effective means of securing sustained employment – and the person 
centred approach is central to this 

 Emerging models suggest that three components need to be in place: 
effective IT systems; a management team that develops and reinforces 
systems to support sustained employment outcomes; and dedicated 
post-employment support staff   

Moving to a model 

of supporting ‘jobs 

with prospects’ 

 With an increasing emphasis on securing ‘a job with prospects’ future 
programmes may want to consider applying some conditions such as (i) 
ensuring that the job pays at least the London Living Wage and (ii) that if 
the individual does not have a relevant Level 2 qualification, they are 
encouraged to take-up further training.    

Securing eligibility 

in non-statutory 

programmes  

 As reported in Chapter 4, working with management information, LBH 
AB adopted appropriate methods for identifying non-eligibility.  However, 
with our fieldwork revealing a degree of inconsistent recollection and 
adherence to eligibility criteria, this does suggest that the programme 
may have benefited from more rigorous and frequent communication to 
and within brokerages regarding the importance of meeting this criteria. 

Partnership 

working 

 Going forward, coordinating the pan-borough response to major 
employment opportunities should be a main objective for those 
responsible for planning provision. As noted above, the current and 
pipeline employment opportunities for East London remain as significant 
as ever. Developing a transparent system for managing vacancies that 
works effectively for employers, brokerages and beneficiaries should be 
central to this.  

Source: SQW 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 The Host Borough Employment and Skills Programme (HOST ESP) was launched in March 

2010 across the then five Host Boroughs. The programme reflected a Mayoral and wider 

commitment from Government to ensure that the opportunities presented by the 2012 

Games3 were maximised by East London’s most deprived communities. After four and a half 

years of delivery, the HOST ESP ended in September 2014.  

1.2 In order to capture the impact and learning from the programme, in July 2014 the London 

Borough of Hackney (LBH), in partnership with the programme’s funding body, the Greater 

London Authority (GLA), commissioned SQW to undertake a final evaluation of the HOST ESP. 

This builds upon the Interim Evaluation of the programme undertaken by SQW as part of the 

wider ‘Olympic Jobs Study’4 in 2013.   

1.3 The final evaluation assesses the delivery and impact of the HOST ESP from four separate, yet 

interrelated, perspectives. These are summarised in Table 1-1 below. These areas of 

assessment have involved providing:  

 a top-down impact and process assessment at the level of the HOST ESP 

 a bottom-up impact and process assessment of the six brokerages, and in particular 

insights into the attributable contribution of different delivery approaches.   

Table 1-1: Summary of requirements for the evaluation 

Areas of 
assessment   

Key issues to investigate  

Delivery   Progress against targets and conversion rates  

 The role of the Black Box approach and the closely associated Payment by 
Results (PbR) model (and the relative merits of the different approaches to 
delivery adopted by the six brokerages)  

 Identification of good practice and lessons learnt 

 The detailed profile of beneficiaries  

 The role and value of match funding    

Partnership 
working  

 The effectiveness of partnership working arrangements 

 The extent and nature of cross-borough working 

 The role and value of partnership working from the perspectives of different 
stakeholders and the extent to which good practice is being shared 

Social and 
Economic 
impact  

 Assessment of value for money, and comparison with (i) the interim 
evaluation, and (ii) other similar programmes  

 The long term impact of the programme on worklessness in the area, 
including consideration of the effect of changing economic conditions 

 The overall impact that the programme has had on beneficiaries  

Exit Strategy 
and 
Sustainability  

 The contribution to borough specific strategic priorities  

 Recommendations for programme improvement 

 The potential for the programme to continue to contribute to the Convergence 
agenda 

 Other opportunities to transfer good practice from the programme    

Source:  Adapted from the ITT   

                                                                 
3 We have used the abbreviation “the 2012 Games” for “the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games” throughout 
this report  
4 The Olympic Jobs Study, GLA, LOCOG and the Host Borough Unit, 2013 – prepared by SQW 
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1.4 The original five Host Boroughs were the London Boroughs of: Newham, Waltham Forest, 

Hackney, Greenwich, and Tower Hamlets. The London Borough of Barking and Dagenham: 

this borough was included from 2011/12 following the wider decision in April 2011 to include 

Barking and Dagenham as a sixth Host Borough. Following the 2012 Games, these six 

boroughs are now collectively known as the ‘Growth Boroughs’. Unless referring specifically 

to the original five Host Boroughs, from here on in this evaluation uses the term Growth 

Boroughs. 

Study approach 

1.5 In order to meet the requirements set out in Table 1-1, the study adopted a mixed-methods 

approach combining both qualitative and quantitative analysis. This approach, which is 

summarised in Figure 1-1, involved: 

 primary quantitative and qualitative fieldwork with beneficiaries across all six 

brokerages   

 a comprehensive strategic and delivery stakeholder consultation programme 

 a thorough assessment of HOST ESP monitoring and expenditure data  

 an economic impact assessment of the HOST ESP over its lifetime, including estimates 

of Gross Value Added (GVA) and an assessment of Value for Money (VfM) 

 presentation of the report at both the Creating Wealth and Reducing Poverty Group 

and the Final HOST ESP Steering Group.  

Figure 1-1: Study approach and timeline 

 
Source: SQW  

 Key: GLA (Greater London Authority); GBU (Growth Borough Unit); LLDC (London Legacy Development Corporation); LBH 
(London Borough of Hackney) 

1.6 The beneficiary survey was undertaken by Qa Research via telephone with the sample drawn 

from beneficiaries supported by the programme over the period January 2012/13 to 

September 2014/15. This period was selected to avoid having to contact beneficiaries that 
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responded to the survey undertaken previously as part of the Interim evaluation. In addition, 

our experience of undertaking similar evaluations suggests that once two or more years have 

elapsed since receiving support, beneficiaries’ recollection of specific programmes, and the 

ability to provide accurate responses regarding support, diminishes significantly.  

1.7 The study has assessed the HOST ESP over its lifetime 2010/11 – Q2 2014/15, i.e. and not 

simply focused on the period following the Interim evaluation. There are two reasons for 

adopting this approach:  

 The primary objective of the Olympic Jobs evaluation was to capture the number of 

previously workless London residents securing employment through the projects 

that fell within LEST 2012 between 2011/12 and Q3 2012/11 and wider impact of 

the 2012 Games. Building on the previous assessment of LEST 2012 activity5, this was 

to allow a judgement to be made regarding the extent to which the LEST 2012 target 

of supporting 70,000 workless Londoners into work by the end December 2012 had 

been met.  As a result, the Interim evaluation of the HOST ESP did not include any 

impact that occurred in the HOST ESP’s first year of delivery (2010/11).   

 With the programme only half way through at the time of the Interim evaluation, the 

full impact on beneficiaries in the system could not be fully assessed (e.g. a proportion 

were still being supported into work, whilst many of those that had been supported 

into work had been in employment for less than a year).   

Structure  

1.8 The remainder of this report is structured as follows: 

 Chapter 2 provides the context to the HOST ESP and its management arrangements  

 Chapter 3 presents the performance of the HOST ESP with respect to outcomes and 

expenditure both at the programme and brokerage level 

 Chapter 4 summaries the findings from the beneficiary survey and provides the 

feedback from the beneficiary workshops (detailed findings from the survey can be 

found in Annex B) 

 Chapter 5 sets out the economic impact and value for money assessment for the HOST 

ESP (more detailed economic analysis can be found in Annex C)  

 Chapter 6 draws upon the stakeholder consultations to consider the good practice 

from the programme as well as the lessons learned (a full list of consultees can be 

found in Annex A) 

 Chapter 7 brings the report to a close with the study’s conclusions, with a focus on 

lessons for future delivery  

                                                                 
5 2012 Games Legacy Impact Evaluation Study, Appendix B: London Employment and Skills Taskforce for 2012, 
September 2011,  London Development Agency, undertaken by SQW, PricewaterhouseCoopers and Ipsos MORI 
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2. Origins and development of the HOST ESP 

2.1 Understanding the origins of the HOST ESP and how it has developed is crucial for its effective 

evaluation. Indeed, this understanding provides the context in which stakeholders will 

ultimately judge the programme. It also explains the targets on which performance should be 

judged, as well as how these have changed over time.  

The HOST ESP, East London and the 2012 Games  

2.2 The HOST ESP is widely recognised as the Mayor’s flagship Growth Borough employment and 

skills programme. This reflects the origins of the programme’s predecessor, the Local 

Employment and Training Framework (LETF). Originally established in 2006/07 as part of a 

Section 106 Agreement, and then later as a grant to the then five Host Boroughs, the LETF was 

established to contribute towards delivery of a key pre-2012 Games award pledge: to deliver 

a life changing programme of economic regeneration in East London.  The LETF’s strategic 

objective was to co-ordinate local labour activities in the Host Boroughs to ensure that the 

benefits of the 2012 Games were maximised for workless individuals from the most 

disadvantaged priority groups.  

2.3 The LETF formed part of a suite of over 20 programmes of activity supported under the 

London Employment and Skills Taskforce for 2012 (LEST 2012) between 2006 and 2012. As 

the timeframe for the LETF came to an end in 2009, the then London Development Agency 

(LDA) committed up to £15m to fund the HOST ESP between 2010/11 and 2013/14. Also 

operating under LEST 2012, the HOST ESP was designed to use, and continue to develop, the 

employment brokerage infrastructure and partnership arrangements developed under LETF 

across the five Host Boroughs.   

2.4 As a result, perceptions of the HOST ESP are intertwined with the 2012 Games as:  

 in the absence of the 2012 Games, it is unlikely that the programme would have 

existed in its current cross-borough, multi-stakeholder, partnership form 

 the brokerages supported by the HOST ESP played an important role in the build-up 

to the 2012 Games by supporting people into construction on the Park and Games-

time LOCOG contractor employment  

 looking forward, the programme and/or its model(s) of delivery will have an ongoing 

role in securing an employment and skills legacy for East London. 

2.5 That all said, the role and impact of the HOST ESP extends beyond the 2012 Games and the 

opportunities presented by it. More broadly, by linking into job vacancies across East London 

and London as a whole, the programme has provided the Growth Boroughs with the 

opportunity to test new approaches to engaging and supporting the long term economically 

inactive into sustainable employment. Ultimately, it is through this learning that the HOST ESP 

should contribute to the longer term Convergence agenda6.  

                                                                 
6 This refers to the longstanding objective set by then Host, now Growth Borough Unit of achieving Growth Borough 
convergence with London across a range of indicators, including those concerned with employment and skills  
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Aim of the HOST ESP and the delivery framework   

2.6 The HOST ESP was charged with delivering against the Mayoral priority of ‘Extending 

Opportunities for all Londoners’, as reflected in the Economic Development Strategy7. Within 

this, the programme’s specific aim was to: improve the capacity, delivery and coordination of 

integrated job brokerage and training services and facilitate the sharing of best practice across 

the Host Boroughs to link out of work Londoners with job and training opportunities arising 

from the sub region’s major developments8.  

2.7 In order to avoid duplicating mainstream activity delivered or funded by DWP, the 

programme targeted people who were long-term economically inactive, i.e. in the last 12 

months they had not been in work or in receipt of any benefit which was conditional upon 

them actively seeking work. 

2.8 The programme was designed to provide a complete wraparound, borough-level employment 

support service that would be delivered separately in each borough – this was in recognition 

of the large geographical area covered by the boroughs and the desire to build upon, and not 

duplicate, existing borough-level employment brokerage infrastructure.  

2.9 As part of the design, each borough was given the flexibility to deliver the programme in a way 

that best worked with local infrastructure and service demand. That said, each brokerage 

model followed a broad framework for delivery involving: engagement and registration; 

initial assessment, goal setting and referral; measures to raise employability, job search, 

application support and preparation; support into work; and post-employment support.  

Figure 2-1 provides the framework for the support service which was to be delivered in each 

borough. Through post-employment support and tracking, beneficiaries that fall out of 

employment, or are at risk of doing so, are brought back into the system in order to help them 

retain current employment, and/or search and secure alternative work (as illustrated by the 

semi-shaded arrows).  

Figure 2-1: Outline brokerage framework 

 
Source: SQW 

                                                                 
7 The Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy for London, May 2010 
8 The HOST ESP, Project Specification, Annex C, 2010 (Internal LDA documentation) 
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HOST ESP Management, the funding model, and re-profiling  

Management 

2.10 The London Borough of Hackney was the accountable body for the programme which, as 

explained above, was managed and delivered in each of the boroughs in different ways (Table 

2-1). Some boroughs delivered the programme through in-house teams whilst others used 

subcontractors.  The degree to which the programme was delivered as part of much wider 

employment support also varied.  

Table 2-1: Borough-level management of the HOST ESP 

Delivery models in each of the Host Boroughs 

 Ways into Work, LB of Hackney: operated a sub-contractor model with Reed in Partnership 

and Seetec. These providers, which have been in place since Quarter 3 in 2011-12, replaced 
previous sub-contractors after a re-tendering exercise.  

 Workplace, LB of Newham: delivered the programme in-house through the local authority’s 
employment and skills service Workplace. The programme is delivered as part of a much wider 
employment support service which has an annual target to support 5,000 residents into 
employment.  

 Greenwich Local Labour and Business Brokerage (Gllab), LB of Greenwich: adopted an in-
house approach with the Gllab providing employment and skills support to its residents. Similarly 
to Newham, Gllab delivers the programme as part of an integrated borough service.  

 Skillsmatch, LB of Tower Hamlets: similar to Newham and Greenwich, Tower Hamlets 
adopted an in-house delivery model with the programme being delivered through the borough’s 
employment support service Skillsmatch.   

 LB of Waltham Forest: operated a subcontractor model to deliver the programme through its in-
house brokerage. After having changed providers twice, Reed In Partnership delivered the 
programme in the borough from 2012.  

 Job Shop, LB of Barking and Dagenham: delivered the programme through a small in-house 

team of officers. Recognising its limited capacity, Job Shop developed strong linkages with wider 
employment support services including Jobcentre Plus, and for a period of time sub-contracted 
an element of the service to a local community organisation.  

 

2.11 In planning for the closure of the LDA in March 2012, responsibility (as ‘granter’) for the HOST 

ESP transferred to the GLA in May 2011.  

The Payment by Results funding model and 2012 Games-time employment  

2.12 The funding model for the HOST ESP is based on the Payment by Results (PbR) outcome 

focused payments whereby contractors are paid a unit cost per output/outcome achieved up 

to their target figures. The PbR model marked a determination by the then LDA to improve 

the quality (i.e. in terms of sustained employment) and volume of outcomes being delivered 

by the Agency. The approach, which predated the emergence of DWP’s Work Programme, was 

pioneering at the time. It gave providers the operational flexibility to achieve sustained 

employment outcomes for the long-term workless. However, it inevitably led to a range of 

risks surrounding the achievement of funding profiles. 

2.13 In order to ensure that the HOST ESP was able to contribute to the Games-time recruitment 

effort, in Q3 and Q4 of 2011-12, the GLA allowed 75% of the job entry payment (£744.75) to 

be given to partners when an eligible beneficiary received a LOCOG job offer, while the 

remaining 25% (£248.25) would be payable upon job entry.  
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2.14 The GLA unit costs per output agreed for the HOST ESP are provided in Table 2-2 alongside 

the lifetime programme level outputs and outcomes and associated expenditure. All boroughs 

were expected to match-fund the programme, essentially doubling the target output and 

outcome achievement set out in Table 2-2.  

Table 2-2: HOST ESP payment per output/outcome over the programme’s lifetime (2010-11 to 
2014/15)  

Output/outcome Unit cost Number 
of lifetime 

targeted 
outputs/ 

outcomes 

Total cost 
associated with 

lifetime targeted 
outputs/outcomes  

Proportion of 
intended lifetime 

cost to be 
allocated 

through 
output/outcome 

achievement 

Upfront payment n/a n/a £1,313,958 10% 

Starts £375.00 8,766 £3,287,250 25% 

Job entry £993 2,593 £2,574,849 20% 

Sustained 
employment                       
(6 months) 

£993 2,625 £2,606,625 20% 

Sustained 
employment                     
(12 months) 

£1,241.30 2,644 £3,281,997 25% 

Total   £13,064,679 

£13,235,475* 

*including LOCOG 
based payments 

100% 

Source: SQW analysis of GLA 

2.15 The differential between the unit costs for different outputs reflects the ambition of the GLA 

to secure sustained employment outcomes for either (i) 26 weeks9 or (ii) 52 weeks10. As can 

be seen, 45% of payment is back-loaded on delivery of these two outcomes.  

2.16 As can be observed in Table 2-2, job entry and sustained employment outcome targets are set 

at a similar level. Through our consultations with stakeholders, our understanding is that the 

rationale for the GLA setting out this profile was to try and ensure leverage of match funds, i.e. 

to push brokerages to deliver more job outcomes than would be paid for so that they had a 

sufficient number to allow for a fall off between job entry and retention at 26 and 52 weeks.   

2.17 At the outset of the programme the overall contract value and output profile was agreed 

between the LDA, the London Borough of Hackney as Accountable Body (LBH AB) and the 

Host Borough Unit as the Strategic Partner. Based on the programme level profile, each year 

of delivery has its own profile that was capped and could not be carried between years. 

2.18 At the beginning of each year the delivery profile would be agreed at the borough level 

between partners and with the LDA/GLA, within the annual cap. It was part of the LBH’s 

programme management to review performance against the annual profile at the end of Q3 

each year. In order to maximise overall programme performance before year end, in-

programme adjustments between partners would be made around the end of Q3 / early Q4 

                                                                 
9 defined as being employed for 26 out of 32 weeks 
10 defined as being employed for 52 out of 64 weeks 
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dependant on performance and flow-through of each partner. In-programme readjustments 

would take consideration of overall conversion rates and with the agreement of delivery 

partners.  

Re-profiling  

2.19 In addition to the in-programme adjustments described above, there were a number of other 

major re-profiling exercises that occurred over the course of delivery. These are described in 

Table 2-3 below. 

Table 2-3: Significant re-profiling exercises 

Date Description 

2010/11  
Q1-Q3 

 The original HOST ESP was a £15m programme starting in April 2010 
across the five Host Boroughs  

 During spring/summer of 2010 LDA in conjunction with DCLG undertook 
widespread review of all grant funding. Negotiations between the London 
Borough of Hackney as the Accountable Body and the LDA occurred over 
the course of several months. The final outcome was a reduction in the 
overall programme value by 12.3% to £13.1m resulting in significant re-
profiling.  

 Due to negotiation, contracts were delayed and partners effectively delivered 
at risk in the early months.  

 The London Borough of Barking and Dagenham formally became a delivery 
partner from Quarter 3 2010/11, albeit with a much more limited profile 
compared to other delivery partners. 

2011/12 Q3  Persistent underperformance by the London Borough of Waltham Forest and 
their sub-contractors resulted in a variation agreement. The variation meant 
a significant reduction in profile for the borough. The other Boroughs were, 
where possible, required to pick up additional outputs, primarily job entries 
and sustained outcomes.  

 In October 2012, Groundwork joined the partnership and began delivery. 
With a small profile, it was agreed with Groundwork that they would focus on 
achieving outputs in Waltham Forest as much as possible, although it was 
recognised this would be a challenge.  

2013/14 Q4  For the first time in the programme’s lifetime, the GLA permitted additional 
outputs to be claimed. This occurred at the end of the delivery year but could 
be considered as a re-profiling as in effect this involved moving outcomes 
from providers who had under delivered to others. 

 Indeed, at the end of 2013/14 the programme cap for starts and jobs entries 
had already been met. However, whilst the 26 week outcome was achieved 
in 2013/14, there was still a shortfall in lifetime achievement at the 
programme level. Given that 13/14 Q4 was the last point at which 26 weeks 
could be claimed by partners the GLA allowed the partnership to do so 
covering people who had already been supported into sustainable 
employment over and above the in-year cap for 2013/14. 

Source: London Borough of Hackney Accountable Body 

2.20 As a result of the 12.3% budget reduction in 2010, all output and outcomes were reduced on 

a pro-rata basis. The resulting re-profiled targets, set out in Table 2-2 above, provide the basis 

for assessment of output and outcome achievement for this evaluation.  

2.21 As described above, following the 2010 re-profiling process there have been both in-

programme adjustments and more significant borough-level re-profiling exercises.  The net 

effect of these subsequent borough-level profile adjustments are provided in Table 2-4. The 

need to provide a profile for Barking and Dagenham in late 2010/11 from within the existing 
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profile is evident through the universal reduction in ‘starts’ across all five original brokerages. 

Beyond this however, it is difficult to detect patterns or relationships between, for example, 

re-profiled job entry and sustained targets. This is because re-profiling was primarily based 

on a brokerage’s respective ability to deliver with multiple in-programme re-profiling 

masking changes that were made at any one particular point in time.    

2.22 The final point to note is that as shown in Table 2-4, the total of all borough-level re-profiled 

targets for job entry, 26 and 52 weeks differs from the total programme level targets. In the 

case of sustained employment outcomes, our understanding is that the LBH AB over-profiled 

on these outcomes in order to help ensure overall achievement. The small difference on job 

entry outcomes (of 20) is a suspected monitoring calculation error.  

2.23 In the Chapters that follow, borough performance is reported against these re-profiled targets 

but with consideration of target change over time.  

Table 2-4: Borough level re-profiling  

Borough/outcome Starts  Job entry  26 weeks  52 weeks 

Greenwich     

 Original (post 12.3% reduction) 1,812 515 539 510 

 Re-profiled 1,715 470 451 519 

 Difference (+/-) -97 -45 -88 9 

Hackney     

 Original (post 12.3% reduction) 1,531 432 461 604 

 Re-profiled 1,480 457 500 627 

 Difference (+/-) -51 25 39 23 

Newham     

 Original (post 12.3% reduction) 2,497 756 731 596 

 Re-profiled 2,417 725 851 1,033 

 Difference (+/-) -80 -31 120 437 

Tower Hamlets     

 Original (post 12.3% reduction) 1495 325 401 329 

 Re-profiled 1395 335 377 435 

 Difference (+/-) -100 10 -24 106 

Waltham Forest      

 Original (post 12.3% reduction) 1,085 351 307 371 

 Re-profiled 1,059 346 212 131 

 Difference (+/-) -26 -5 -95 -240 

Barking and Dagenham      

 Original (post 12.3% reduction) 346 215 187 235 

 Re-profiled 681 240 269 294 

 Difference (+/-) 335 25 83 59 
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Borough/outcome Starts  Job entry  26 weeks  52 weeks 

Groundwork      

 Original (post 12.3% reduction) 19 0 22 43 

 Re-profiled 19 0 22 43 

 Difference (+/-) 0 0 0 0 

Total target     

 Original (post 12.3% reduction) 8,766 2,593 2,625 2,644 

 Re-profiled 8,766 2,573 2,682 3,082 

 Difference (+/-) 0 -20 57 438 

Source: London Borough of Hackney Accountable Body  



Host Borough Employment and Skills Programme Final Evaluation 
A report to the London Borough of Hackney 

 

 11 

3. Outcome performance and associated 
expenditure  

3.1 This Chapter provides an assessment of outcome performance for the HOST ESP. Performance 

is benchmarked against the re-profiled targets provided in Chapter 2.  The assessment focuses 

analysis on the outputs and outcomes reported to GLA, i.e. and not on match-funded data. The 

role and value of match funded activity is re-visited in Chapter 6.  

Assessing performance ‘in context’  

3.2 In reviewing the performance of the HOST ESP account needs to be taken of the economic 

climate prevailing in London over the course of delivery. In 2011/12 London had a headline 

unemployment rate for the quarter Jan-Mar 2012 of just over 10 per cent, the second highest 

below only the North East, and nearly 2 percentage points higher than the national rate.  

3.3 With respect to the economically inactive, 1.4 million Londoners aged 16-64 fell into this 

category equivalent to over one in four of all residents in this age group which was a higher 

proportion than in any other region of the UK. In most regions, the number of economically 

inactive residents had decreased over the previous year, and indeed the UK figure fell by 

73,000. In contrast, there were 65,000 more economically inactive Londoners than a year 

earlier. The increase in the working age population of London was therefore almost entirely 

within the economically inactive population. 

3.4 Whilst the picture has gradually improved over the course of 2012/13, 2013/14 and 2014/15, 

it has remained a particularly difficult time to support economically inactive people into jobs 

that could sustain their employment for 6-12 months or more.  Indeed, despite falling 

unemployment rates, it is likely that any employment secured by the economically active will 

have been more fragile than usual - e.g. on short term or zero hour contracts, making it less 

likely that a single spell of employment will last long enough to count as a sustained outcome. 

In addition, if and when they fell back into unemployment they may well have needed more 

motivation and support to compete with others for any follow on work, especially in the 

earlier years of the programme.  

Headline performance  

3.5 Table 3-1 provides the overall achievement against target for the lifetime of the programme. 

As can be seen, both ‘starts’ and ‘job entry’ targets have been achieved. Indeed, through our 

consultations with the brokerages it has been reported that actual job entries most likely 

surpass 3,000. With brokerages only permitted to claim to the agreed in-year cap, over 

achievement was not formally reported, but was expected as part of the match funding 

arrangements.  

3.6 Performance on 26 weeks sustained employment was also strong (94% achieved), although 

performance regarding 52 weeks was less strong (84% achieved). This is despite the GLA 

permitting a small number (in the region of 100-200) of beneficiaries that had been supported 

via ESF funds into 26 weeks sustained employment to be claimed as a 52 weeks sustained 



Host Borough Employment and Skills Programme Final Evaluation 
A report to the London Borough of Hackney 

 

 12 

outcome if the appropriate evidence was provided. The challenges associated with achieving 

sustained employment outcomes is revisited in Chapter 6, but needless to say the volume of 

match-funded job entries achieved (and not reported as over cap) was not sufficiently high 

enough to enable the programme to achieve its sustained employment outcomes.   

3.7 Whilst designed as a complete employment support service, beneficiaries were permitted to 

be supported by HOST ESP funds at different stages – e.g. an individual that had secured 

employment through a wider brokerage service could be supported to achieve a ’26 week’ 

sustained employment outcome as long as they met the relevant eligibility and outcome 

criteria. This means that comparison of job entry – 26 weeks sustained, and job entry – 52 

weeks sustained conversion rates with those programmes such as the Work Programme are 

very difficult to make.     

3.8 Overall, performance on expenditure was reasonably strong with an overall shortfall against 

budget (£13.06m) of around £680,000 (5%).  

Table 3-1: Lifetime programme performance against target  

Output/outcome Target Achievement % achieved Expenditure 

Upfront payment/delivery charge    £1,313,958 

Starts  8,766   8,766  100% £3,287,250 

Job Entry  2,593   2,593  100% £2,574,849 

26 weeks  2,625   2,464  94% £2,446,752 

52 weeks  2,644   2,226  84% £2,763,134 

Total £12,385,942* 

Note: *this figure does not include the £163,597 for LOCOG outcomes 
Source: SQW analysis of GLA data 

3.9 Figure 3-1 below shows programme level performance against output/outcome targets over 

time11. The charts provide further evidence of the challenge that the programme faced with 

regards to sustained employment outcomes. Despite hitting starts and job entry outputs every 

year, the programme was consistently under profile with respect to sustained outcomes.  

Figure 3-1: Cumulative output achievement compared to re-profiled target over time 

Starts 

 

Job Entry 

 

                                                                 
11 We have not included 2014/15 performance in this analysis (where 52 week sustained outcomes could still be claimed 
up to September 2014), as it is unclear how the profile for this extended period (of 351) reduced the target profiles in 
prior years.   
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Sustained employment (6 months) 

 

Sustained employment (12 months) 

 
Source: SQW analysis of GLA data 

Borough level analysis 

3.10 Table 3-2 shows performance by Borough based upon the re-profiled targets provided in 

Chapter 2. As already explained, the sum of these targets differ from those for the programme 

overall due to the LBH AB over-profiling on sustained employment outcomes. There are a 

number of key observations that can be drawn from the data:   

 In terms of volume across all outputs and outcomes, Newham was the standout 

performer: on its own the brokerage achieved 43%, 36%, 33% of all achieved job 

entries, 26 and 52 weeks sustained employment respectively 

 With respect to conversions from starts to job entry, Newham again topped 

performance with a conversion rate of 43%. This was followed by Barking and 

Dagenham (32%), although it should be noted that the volume of activity for this 

brokerage was relatively low. This reflects the borough’s capacity to deliver at the 

time that it joined the programme.  Conversion rates for the other brokerages were 

24% (Greenwich and Hackney), 20% (Waltham Forest), and 21% (Tower Hamlets).  

 Looking at job entry to 52 weeks conversion rates, of the four brokerages achieving 

over 300 job entries (Newham, Greenwich, Tower Hamlets and Hackney), Tower 

Hamlets and Hackney enjoyed rates that exceed 100% (with Hackney 114%, Tower 

Hamlets, 118%). As reported above, this provides further evidence that the 

programme has generated more job entry outcomes than those claimed for funding.  

Of these four, Greenwich was the next highest with a rate of 71%, followed by 

Newham (66%).  
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Table 3-2: Borough-level lifetime performance against target  

Borough Outcome Re-profiled 
Target 

Achievement % achieved 

Greenwich Starts  1,715   1,748  102% 

 Job Entry  470   424  90% 

 26 weeks  451   418  93% 

 52 weeks  519   302  58% 

Hackney Starts  1,480   1,602  108% 

 Job Entry  457   388  85% 

 26 weeks  500   480  96% 

 52 weeks  627   442  70% 

Newham Starts  2,417   2,572  106% 

 Job Entry  725   1,106  153% 

 26 weeks  851   876  103% 

 52 weeks  1,033   735  71% 

Tower Hamlets Starts  1,395   1,455  104% 

 Job Entry  335   303  90% 

 26 weeks  377   368  98% 

 52 weeks  435   358  82% 

Waltham Forest Starts  1,059   574  54% 

 Job Entry  346   114  33% 

 26 weeks  212   87  41% 

 52 weeks  131   80  61% 

Barking and Dagenham Starts  681   764  112% 

 Job Entry  240   244  102% 

 26 weeks  269   210  78% 

 52 weeks  294   250  85% 

Groundwork Starts  19   51  268% 

 Job Entry  n/a    14  n/a 

 26 weeks  22   25  114% 

 52 weeks  43   59  137% 

Source: SQW analysis of GLA data 
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Drivers of outcome performance  

Greenwich: the Gllab is an established brokerage which has built up a strong reputation amongst local 

residents as providing person-centred support.  Its Intermediate Labour Market (ILM) scheme has 

proven very useful with respect to securing 26 week sustained employment outcomes, and the 

brokerage has good links to other in-house and external services.   

Hackney: successfully turned performance around after a difficult start to delivery. A combination of 

strong management, along with two well performing providers – REED In Partnership (REED) and 

Seetec – have been key to this turnaround in performance.  

Newham: the borough’s brokerage service Workplace located in Stratford is a major success story for 

the borough. As of 2014, the brokerage’s main funder is the local authority and has an annual target to 

support between 4,500 – 5,000 residents into work. The brokerage does routinely measure sustained 

employment outcomes, but its focus, and main successes, have always been on assisting high 

numbers of previously workless residents into employment.   

Tower Hamlets: the borough’s brokerage service Skillsmatch is also a strong in-house brokerage with 

good experience of working with target group. Like Gllab, the borough has an established ILM scheme. 

It has also developed an interesting approach to tracking and influencing sustained employment (see 

Chapter 6) 

Waltham Forest: the experience of Waltham Forest is provided in Chapter 6, but essentially the 

borough had low outputs in 2010/11 achieving only 31% of its re-profiled target for starts and 22% of 

its re-profiled job entry target. This underperformance reflected the challenges the borough faced in 

the first year of its contract - having to terminate the contract of its original delivery partner and bringing 

in a new principal delivery partner that also didn’t perform. Whilst performance has improved following 

the appointment of REED in 2012, this poor start undoubtedly set delivery off on the wrong foot and 

had a knock on effect on subsequent delivery and outputs. 

Barking and Dagenham:  with only limited past experience of managing employment schemes prior 

to the HOST ESP and having joined the programme at the end of its first year, Barking and Dagenham’s 

overall contribution was always going to be on a small scale. That said, the HOST ESP has enabled 

the borough to develop an effective brokerage service achieving strong job entry performance.   

 

3.11 Building on the data provided above, Figure 3-2 analyses 26 and 52 week sustained 

employment outcome achievement over time for each brokerage. Key observations are set out 

below. 

 The gap between 26 and 52 week sustained employment in Greenwich remained both 

relatively wide and stable. Interestingly, this contrasts with Tower Hamlets, the only 

other borough to have a six month ILM scheme, where the gap has been far less 

marked. 

 Greenwich, Hackney, Newham, Tower Hamlets and Waltham Forest all reduced the 

gap between 26 and 52 weeks employment outcomes. However, this was largely 

achieved between March and September 2014 when 26 week outcomes could not be 

claimed.  

 Waltham Forest experienced a sharp increase in achievement of both outcomes 

following the change of provider in 2012/13.  



Host Borough Employment and Skills Programme Final Evaluation 
A report to the London Borough of Hackney 

 

 16 

 Performance for the highest volume brokerage, Newham, remained relatively 

constant, with a consistent gap between 26 and 52 week employment outcomes.   

Figure 3-2: Sustained employment outcomes over time  

Greenwich 

 

Hackney 

 

Newham 

 

Tower Hamlets 

 

Waltham Forest 

 

Barking and Dagenham 

 
Source: SQW analysis of GLA data 

Equalities data 

3.12 As set out in original specification for the HOST ESP, equalities targets cut across each output 

and outcome. These targets were designed to ensure that the programme supported priority 

groups known to be disadvantaged in the London labour market: ethnic minorities, women 

and the disabled. The target proportion of outputs and outcomes that consist of beneficiaries 

from these priority groups were 50%, 50% and 10% respectively.  

3.13 Table 3-3 provides performance against these targets over the lifetime of the programme. As 

can be seen, targets were met with the exception of those for disabled beneficiaries where 

achievement varied from 9% (starts) to 5% (52 weeks sustained) against a target of 10%.  

3.14 Reflective of the general outcome profile reported above, the absolute number of equalities 

outcomes peak for ‘starts’ and then fall by around 70% for ‘job entry’ outcomes. Claimed 

outcomes then level off falling modestly between ‘job entry’, ’26 weeks’ and ’52 weeks’, 
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suggesting a good degree of employment retention. For BAME and women equality groups,  it 

is noticeable that they claim an increasing share of the sustained employment outcomes.  

3.15 The only exception to this trend is for the disabled equalities group where ’26 week’ outcome 

achievement is actually higher than that for ‘job entry’ (by 50). This majority of this difference 

was generated in 2013/14 where 66 ’26 weeks’ disabled outcomes where recorded even 

though no ‘job entry’ outcomes were claimed. There are two factors that explain this which 

are set out below.  

 By 2013/14 the job entry target for the HOST ESP programme had been largely 

achieved – as a result beneficiaries securing work, including those that were disabled, 

were not routinely reported to the LBH AB (as reported above, we have estimated that 

the true ‘job entry’ outcome could be as high as 3,000). 

 As noted under headline performance, whilst designed as a complete employment 

support service, beneficiaries were permitted to be supported by HOST ESP funds at 

different stages.  

Table 3-3: Performance against equalities targets 2010/11 – Q2 2014/15* 

  Starts                  Job entry 26 weeks 52 weeks 

BAME (target 50%) %  74% 75% 78% 79% 

 No.   6,499   1,949   1,931   1,794  

Women (target 50%) % 59% 61% 63% 69% 

 No.   5,216   1,581   1,574   1,568  

Disabled (target 10%) %  9% 5% 8% 5% 

 No.  752 137 187 123 

Source: SQW analysis of GLA data *the %’s in this table have been calculated from the total outcome figures reported by LBH 
AB to the GLA in May every year and as a result do not take account of any subsequent readjustments made to arrive at the 

final claimed outcome figures. However, these modest adjustments make no discernible difference to equalities target 
achievement (i.e. only ‘BAME’ at 52 weeks and ‘women’ at 52 weeks are estimated as having a difference of between 1 and 2 
percentage points – percentage point differences detected for all other equality/outcome combinations are negligible)            

3.16 In terms of brokerage-level performance:  

 all of the brokerages met or exceeded targets for all outcomes for both BAME and 

women equality groups – indeed BAME beneficiaries accounted for around 75% of all 

beneficiaries which is reflective of the demographic of the boroughs in which the 

brokerages serve  

 none of the brokerages managed to meet the disabled equality target for all outcomes 

– however, Tower Hamlets stands out for achievement of disabled equalities targets, 

exceeding all but one outcome target in both 2012/13 and 2013/14.  

 A note on 2012 Games time employment ‘job entries’  

3.17 It is difficult to assess the scale of 2012 Games time employment ‘job entries’ secured via the 

HOST ESP from the available monitoring data for the reasons set out in the box below. Against 

a revised target of 380 LOCOG job entry offers and 161 job entry outputs, 187 and 98 were 

reported across five boroughs (i.e. excluding Newham) respectively. However, given the 

issues reported below, we estimate the actual LOCOG job entry achievement across all six 
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boroughs could be substantially higher than that reported and most likely far surpassed 

target.   

Difficulties in estimating Games-time employment job entries secured via the HOST ESP 

LOCOG employment related figures for Newham cannot be separated from general job entry outputs:   

 in 2011-12 data, LOCOG job offer figures do not include Newham because the borough declined 
the option to change the financial payment structure  

 in 2012-13 data, job entry figures are separated into (i) job entries that relate to 2011-12 LOCOG 
job offers; and (ii) generic job entries (which include all Newham LOCOG job entries and job 
entries that relate to LOCOG job offers in 2012-13 for all other boroughs – this was deemed 
acceptable as Games time recruitment was scheduled to be complete by March 2012). 

It proved very difficult to track beneficiaries that received LOCOG job offers to assess whether they 
actually moved into Games time employment. With so much of the Games time contractor 
infrastructure being dismantled very soon after the Games, it was left to boroughs and client 
managers to contact beneficiaries themselves to confirm their Games time employment. With 
competing demands on the time of these managers, our understanding is that this was not undertaken 
comprehensively across all boroughs.  

Source: Olympic Jobs Evaluation, GLA, 2013    
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4. The effect of the HOST ESP on its 
beneficiaries 

The effect of the E&S Legacy Programme on its beneficiaries 

4.1 This section of the report presents the findings from a survey of 340 HOST ESP beneficiaries 

carried out by Qa Research in October 2014 from an estimated beneficiary population of 

8,766. The sample was constructed to be representative of the population according to the 

scale of activity in each brokerage and key beneficiary characteristics covering ethnic origin, 

gender and disability status. The full results of the survey are provided in Annex B. 

4.2 The findings from the survey are supplemented with insights gained through three workshops 

undertaken with HOST ESP beneficiaries between October and November 2014 in three 

boroughs: Tower Hamlets; Greenwich; and Barking and Dagenham.  

Beneficiary eligibility for participation in the HOST ESP 

4.3 To be eligible for the programme, beneficiaries aged over 25 had to have been out work for 

12 months or more and not in receipt of any active benefits. For those aged under 25, eligibility 

was relaxed for the HOST ESP in order to allow young people who had been out of work for 

six months to access support.  

4.4 The self-declaration verification process and non-statutory nature of the programme meant 

that there were inherent risks around levels of eligibility. Recognising this, LBH AB undertook 

routine cross-checking exercises (e.g. comparing the length of time stated as being out of work 

against CV employment histories), as well as regular sample audits across all of the 

brokerages. However, this cross-checking process could never be completely ‘watertight’.   

4.5 The Interim evaluation of the HOST ESP included a beneficiary survey of the GLA’s three 

Employment and Skills Legacy projects which included a sample drawn from HOST ESP 

beneficiaries. The responses to the survey suggested a number of beneficiaries may not have 

met the eligibility criteria described above. In the report it was noted that12:  

 This finding needs to be treated with caution as it relies on the recollection of respondents and 

their willingness to provide sensitive information regarding their employment history. Taken 

together, we would expect these factors, which in effect could lead to incorrect self-reporting by 

beneficiaries, to explain a reasonable proportion of the reported ineligibility found in the survey. 

In addition, there is also the possibility that the survey was over-represented by beneficiaries that 

did not meet some of the eligibility criteria. However, given the number of survey respondents 

that did not meet some or all of the eligibility criteria, project management might still want to 

consider whether the application and self-declaration verification process can be further 

improved to help ensure that the eligibility criteria are met more fully.  

4.6 The reality was, however, that little could be done at that stage (2013) to improve the self-

declaration process as the vast majority of beneficiaries being supported by the HOST ESP 

                                                                 
12 The Olympic Jobs Study, GLA, LOCOG and the Host Borough Unit, 2013 – prepared by SQW 
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were already in the system. Perhaps unsurprisingly, therefore, the survey undertaken for this 

final evaluation uncovered similar issues regarding eligibility:  

 Overall, a good proportion of survey respondents had been out-of-work for some 

considerable time. Indeed, 72% of previously workless beneficiaries had been out of 

employment for more than a year prior to the out-of-work support.  

 However, the results of the survey have indicated that a proportion of beneficiaries 

did not meet some or all of the eligibility criteria. After taking into account the relaxed 

criteria noted above, the survey data still suggests that around 23% of beneficiaries 

may not have been fully eligible to receive the support (i.e. they reported being in-

work at the time of support and working more than 16 hours a week (9, 3%), were 

out of work prior to support for less than six months (under 25s) or less than a year 

(all other age groups), 68, 20%).  

4.7 As with the caveat included as part of the Interim evaluation, this finding needs to be treated 

with caution. That said, the findings from the consultations with stakeholders suggest that 

there is an issue here that needs to be addressed in future programme design. Indeed, not all 

consultees involved in brokerage management and delivery could recall the exact beneficiary 

eligibility criteria, whilst others openly conceded that on occasion the criteria may have not 

been met.  

4.8 However, this shouldn’t detract from the fact that the majority of beneficiaries supported by 

the HOST ESP did meet the criteria and required intensive support in order to re-join the 

labour market. Evidence of this is provided in the text box below.  

Insights from the beneficiary workshops (i) understanding the backstory of beneficiaries  

Participants in the three workshops faced a range of barriers to work prior to engagement, including: 

 wanting to return to work following 4/5 years looking after the family and needing to find 
employment in a sector that could accommodate childcare commitments (when all past 
experience had been in the hospitality sector which can involve extensive evening work) 

 being in personal and financial crisis with serious housing issues and in no position to seek 
employment  

 returning to work following a period in retirement, husband losing job meant the household 
income needed supporting/boosting 

 arriving in the UK with qualifications not recognised by employers  

 being made redundant at 60 years of age – having worked in the catering sector this individual 
knew that they needed to change sectors due to the unsociable hours, but was not sure how to 
change career path  

 being in and out of the country due to personal circumstances so did not have work experience 
and skills sets that were needed to secure UK employment 

 since finishing college, never managing to find a career to settle into, been in-between jobs.  

 

Effectiveness of the programme 

4.9 Figure 4-1 provides a graphical illustration of extent to which beneficiaries found employment 

following support.   Overall, 55% of those that were workless prior to support stated that they 

found paid employment immediately after the support. In addition a further 18% of this group 
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stated that they were still receiving support, so the proportion that secured work should rise 

above 55%.    

4.10 It is also worth noting that a high proportion of beneficiaries stated that they were in college 

or university immediately prior to support (17%) and over 20% stated that they held a degree 

or higher qualification.  Whilst the majority (85%) of these beneficiaries were eligible for the 

programme (i.e. they had been out of work for over a year, or if they were under 25 years old, 

six months), it could be argued that supporting graduates, who are generally seen as relatively 

employable, is not, as one consultee noted ‘within the spirit of the programme’.  However, when 

compared to the wider beneficiary sample, it is worth noting that this beneficiary group were 

not any more likely to secure a job or achieve higher earnings than the survey population as a 

whole.  

4.11 With brokerages not required to collect the level of beneficiary profile data that would be 

required to identify the emergence and scale of this group, LBH AB were unable to identify or 

investigate the nature of post college and university beneficiaries. This is discussed further 

under lessons in Chapter 7.   

Figure 4-1: Did you find employment – paid or unpaid – after receiving support, for beneficiaries 
who received support 

 
Base: n=313 

Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who were not working or self-employed prior to receiving support 
Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 
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4.12 Table 4-1 sets out the extent to which beneficiaries with different employment histories 

became involved in further activities after the out-of-work support.  

 
Table 4-1: Whether beneficiaries entered employment by activity prior to employment 
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Unemployed 

and looking for 

work 

28% 24% 1% 5% 21% 19% 1% 100% 

In training, at 

university/ 

college or in 

other education 

32% 30% 0% 3% 13% 16% 6% 100% 

Looking after 

the family or 

home 

25% 24% 2% 7% 18% 18% 5% 100% 

Other - vol 

work, not 

looking for 

work, and other  

32% 21% 4% 7% 14% 14% 7% 100% 

Unemployed and looking for work Base: n= 165 
In training, at university/college or in other education Base: n= 63 

Looking after the family or home Base: n= 55 
Other Base: n= 28  

Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 

Insights from the beneficiary workshops (ii) understanding the nature of pre-employment 

support provided by the HOST ESP 

 It was explained that over a period of time, advisors helped to incrementally build the confidence 
of beneficiaries – one beneficiary explained that they had never worked in an office before, but 
through ongoing conversations (in an office environment) and support to develop a professional 
telephone and email manner, the individual began to realise that they could work in the service 
sector – this beneficiary had a hearing impediment and held a real fear that people would not 
tolerate her disability in an office environment. However, through the one to one support  she 
successfully secured office-based employment working for the local authority 

  “I didn’t expect anything different from what I had received before, sounded the same to be 
honest, talking about CVs and filling in forms” but what this particular individual was surprised to 
find out was that they were provided with a lot more in depth attention, where they were treated 
as an individual; and that jobs were selected for them personally, not just sent out via a blanket 
email to everyone on a database. 

 One beneficiary had come out of university with a good degree, had a great CV and found she 
was invited to numerous interviews but did not have the confidence at interview to get the job. 
Her advisor got to know her on a personal level, and provided tailored support which targeted 
her specific issues around performing at interview  

 “I came out of retirement and everything was now online, I didn’t know how to turn on a computer 
let alone write an electronic CV or fill in an online application form” – this beneficiary received 

training in ICT initially to help build skills in basic computer use.  
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Nature of employment 
 

4.13 Employment was secured in jobs that tended to be relatively low paid, reflecting the low levels 

of qualifications of many of the beneficiaries. Of those beneficiaries that were willing to 

provide their salary 61% of those who entered full-time employment earned less than 

£15,000 per annum (see Figure 4-2). For part-time employment over three quarters (78%) 

reported earning less than £15,000 per annum.  Just over half (56%) of all employment 

(excluding self-employment) were in permanent positions.  

4.14 Table 4-2 provides the most prevalent sectors and occupations in which beneficiaries secured 

work following support. Mirroring the observations regarding salaries, employment was 

dominated by elementary and other low skilled occupations in health and social work and 

retail sectors. The type of entry level employment reinforces the evidence that for many this 

was the first step back into labour market.  

Figure 4-2: Salary range achieved by beneficiaries securing employment (full-time and part-time) 

 

 
Base:  n=167 

Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who entered paid full time (89) or paid part time (78) employment after support 
Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 
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Table 4-2: Profile of jobs beneficiaries went into after finishing the support 

Most common sectors for post support 
employment 

Most common occupations for post support 
employment 

1. Health or social work (28%) 1. Elementary occupations (28%) 

2. Wholesale or retail trade (18%) 2. Caring, leisure and other service 

occupations (21%) 

3. Education (12%) 3. Sales and customer service occupations 

(18%)  

Base:  n=188 
Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who entered paid (180) or unpaid (8) employment after support 

Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey  

4.15 Figure 4-3 shows the hourly earnings for those that secured full and part-time employment. 

As can be observed, over half of full-time and 62% of part-time beneficiaries reported earning 

less than the GLA’s ‘London poverty threshold’ (of £7.95/hour). Equally only 15% (full-time) 

and 9% (part-time) of beneficiaries reporting earning more than the London Living Wage.     

Figure 4-3: Hourly wages for beneficiaries securing full and part-time employment (proportion 
earning more or less than (i) the GLA’s ‘London poverty threshold’ (£7.95/hour) and (i) the 
London Living Wage (£9.15/hour)  

 

Source: Base:  n=106 
Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who entered paid full time (53) or paid part time (47) employment after support 

and were able to answer this specific question 
Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 

4.16 Figure 4-4 illustrates the beneficiaries’ pathways into work. Out of the 188 people who found 

paid (167), unpaid (17) or self-employed (4) work, 48% (91) were still in that particular job 

at the time of the survey. Of those that left that job, 26 had done so after being in employment 

for over a year so can be considered to have achieved sustained employment. From the 

remainder who left their job after being in employment for less than a year (70), around a half 

(32, 46%) went on to find subsequent employment with three weeks. 

4.17 In total, therefore, 149 (91 + 26 + 32) or 79% were either still in work, had secured at least 

one full year of employment, or had managed to secure subsequent employment after leaving 
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initial employment after less than year. When only those that ultimately secured paid 

employment are included (180) (i.e. excluding those that initially entered unpaid voluntary 

work but did not go on to secure subsequent paid work are excluded) the average duration of 

employment is 13 months. Given the emphasis that the HOST ESP placed on securing 

sustained employment, this is a positive and affirming finding.  

4.18 With respect to equalities groups, analysis was undertaken to assess whether employment 

outcomes for these cohorts differed to those of the wider beneficiary pool. With respect to 

both ‘BAME’ and ‘female’ equalities groups the proportion securing initial employment 

following support was within one percentage point of the overall average, suggesting no 

difference. For the ‘disabled’ equalities group, the cross-tabulated survey numbers were too 

small to provide a robust comparison.   

Figure 4-4: Employment activities since completing support (for those who did paid or unpaid 
work after support) 

 

 

 
Base: n=188 

Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who entered paid (180) or unpaid (8) employment after support 
Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 
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4.19 Just under three quarters (76%) of the beneficiaries who entered employment felt that the 

support aided this outcome, including 8% who felt they ‘definitely’ would not have found 

employment in the absence of support. However, 24% of beneficiaries said that they would 

have found employment anyway without the support (i.e. full deadweight). 

Insights from the beneficiary workshops (iii) understanding the difference made by the HOST 

ESP 

  “following the support received from the brokerage, and one particular session where I was fitted 
with a new outfit for an up and coming interview, I stopped and thought for the first time in 
goodness knows how long …I’m a human being and I have chance” 

 “other mainstream provision always made me feel so little, like I was begging…the brokerage 
gave me the confidence that I had something to contribute to society” 

  “the brokerage returned my trust that government organisations care about young people” 

 “I knew I would always be able to come back to the brokerage if something goes wrong in my 
current job….I wouldn’t have to start from scratch again, they know me as an individual” 

 “I was given advice on how to keep motivated and how I could look to turn my temporary position 
into a permanent one through networking” 

 “The brokerage provided me with a log book to record my employment progress in-work, this 
was then checked and discussed on a regular basis with my advisor” 

 

4.20 Just over two fifths (42%) reported gaining a new skill (21%) or qualification (21%) through 

the support.  Moreover, the support had a positive effect on ‘soft’ outcomes such as self-

confidence and preparedness for work. Over half (54%) of the beneficiaries considered they 

now faced fewer barriers to work, including 55% of those who did not have the right 

skills/work experience to get paid work prior to the out-of-work support. 
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5. Economic impact and value for money 
assessment  

The economic impact and value for money of the HOST ESP 

5.1 The principal evidence base for estimating the economic impact of the HOST ESP is the 

beneficiary survey. As noted in Annex B, this is statistically robust for the programme as a 

whole but not for the individual brokerages. Nonetheless, where relevant we have drawn on 

survey findings at the brokerage level in order to add insights regarding relative performance. 

Where this is the case we have stated the relative confidence interval associated with the 

observation.   A full account of the impact assessment is provided in Annex C. 

5.2 Impact has been assessed for the programme as a whole over its lifetime, i.e. the assessment 

does not attempt to add the impact estimated by the Interim evaluation with impacts that 

have occurred more recently. There are two reasons for this: 

 In order to coincide with the wider objective of capturing the number of previously 

workless London residents securing employment through the projects that fell within 

LEST 2012 from between 2011/12 and Q3 2012/13, the Interim evaluation did not 

include any impact that occurred in the HOST ESP’s first year of delivery (2010/11) 

 With the programme only half way through at the time of the Interim evaluation, the 

full impact on beneficiaries in the system could only be partially assessed (e.g. a 

proportion were still being supported into work, whilst many of those that had been 

supported into work had been in employment for less than a year).   

Assessing additionality 

5.3 The survey evidence suggests an overall additionality ratio of 0.36 – i.e. the net outputs 

from the HOST ESP are 36% of the gross outputs once account has been taken of deadweight, 

substitution and leakage (Table 5-1). The additionality factors were calculated as follows:  

 Deadweight is concerned with the extent to which beneficiaries would have secured 

employment in the absence of HOST ESP. Survey respondents were asked to select 

one of four statements which best describe the influence that the HOST ESP had on 

them securing employment. These categories include both full, zero and partial 

deadweight options which are weighted to provide an overall deadweight estimate. A 

sensitivity test on deadweight using London on-and-off flows of Job Seekers 

Allowance is provided in Annex C.   

 Substitution relates to the extent to which beneficiaries who secured employment 

did so at the expense of other job seekers.  With eligibility for the HOST ESP requiring 

all beneficiaries to be economically inactive (i.e. not part of the labour market), we 

would expect substitution to be zero. However, the survey showed that 14% of 

respondents who secured paid employment reported being out of work prior to 

support for less than six months. Taking this as a proxy indictor for labour market 

participation, this provides an estimate of substitution.  
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 Leakage: with the HOST ESP targeted at Growth Borough residents, leakage is 

concerned with the extent to which beneficiaries lived outside this geographical area. 

Unsurprisingly evidence from the survey shows leakage to be negligible.     

 Multipliers: in line with the Interim evaluation we have not included a multiplier 

effect. This is consistent with previous advice from the then LDA and now GLA on the 

appropriate use of multipliers for activities designed to support people into work.   

Table 5-1: Additionality of the HOST ESP 

Additionality factor HOST ESP 

Non-deadweight 0.42* 

Non-substitution 0.86 

Non-leakage 1.00 

Multiplier  n/a 

Total additionality  0.36 

Source: SQW *this figure differs from the deadweight % reported in Chapter 4 (paragraph 4.19) due to the weighting applied 
to those that stated that they ‘probably would have’ or ‘probably would not have’ secured employment in the absence of the 

HOST ESP                                                                                                                                                                                                                
Note that with no leakage detected and the decision to exclude multiplier effects, the economic impact provided below can be 

applied at the UK level without the need for any adjustment 

5.4 Interestingly, this ratio is very similar to the one estimated for the Interim evaluation which 

suggests that there has been no major change (at the programme level) in the characteristics 

of beneficiaries or the type of support received.  The ratio is also broadly in line or higher than 

that estimated in other evaluations of similar labour market interventions in London. The 

LEST 2012 Evaluation13 estimated an overall net to gross ratio of 0.32 and the evaluation of 

the then LDA’s European Social Programme (2007-2011)14 estimated a ratio of 0.24 for its 

wide range of employment support projects.  

5.5 The ratio is lower than the benchmark ratio in the research report published by the 

Department for Businesses, Innovation and Skills15 of 0.40 (excluding multiplier effects) for 

interventions concerned with ‘matching people to jobs’.  However, this is based on a number 

of studies and there is a range around this estimate of + or – 0.07. So, an additionality ratio of 

0.36 is in the same ballpark. 

5.6 Annex C includes an account of another perspective on the estimation of additionality using 

DWP data on the number and proportion of people in London that found employment after 

having been unemployed for 12 months or more. 

Net outputs 

5.7 When the additionality ratio is applied to the gross job entry outputs, it suggests that the HOST 

ESP supported 941 net job entries in London (see Table 5-2). 

                                                                 
13 2012 Games Legacy Impact Evaluation Study, Appendix B: London Employment and Skills Taskforce for 2012, 
September 2011,  London Development Agency, undertaken by SQW, PricewaterhouseCoopers and Ipsos MORI 
14 Evaluation of the London Development Agency’s ESF Programme (2007-2010), December 2011, undertaken by SQW 
15 BIS, Occasional Paper No 1, Research to improve the assessment of additionality, October 2009. 



Host Borough Employment and Skills Programme Final Evaluation 
A report to the London Borough of Hackney 

 

 29 

Table 5-2: Estimated net job entry outputs 

Output  Gross job entry outputs Net job entry outputs 

2010/11 516 187 

2011/12 1,299 471 

2012/13 757 275 

2013/14 21 8 

Total 2,593 941 

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey Note: Net outputs do not equate exactly to the additionality 
ratio multiplied by gross outputs due to rounding   

5.8 These outputs can be converted to monetary values through the following steps and 

assumptions (further details can be found in Annex C):  

 Using the survey evidence on average reported annual salaries to convert job entries 

into the annual salary outcome per individual 

 Assessing the average duration of continuous employment from the survey (13 

months), and capping this to one year in order to estimate the persistence of benefits. 

Indeed, guidance on impact assessment suggests that after one year of employment 

the effects of brokerage support will have diminished and other factors such as in-

work training and development will play a larger role in future returns from work16  

 Applying a conversion rate of 1.1 to salary outcomes in order to arrive at an estimate 

of total employment cost which takes account of the employer associated costs of 

employment such as National Insurance and pension contributions17. 

 Calculating Gross Value Added (GVA) on the basis that total employment cost is 

approximately 51 per cent of GVA as shown in the regional Annual Business Survey 

data for London18 across all sectors.  

5.9 Based upon this method, Table 5-3 sets out the estimates of GVA outcomes from the HOST 

ESP.  Within this it is important to note that annual GVA has been assessed by calculating the 

effect of job entry outputs claimed in that year. In reality, there will be an overlap between 

years as, for example, a beneficiary securing employment in September 2013/14 will, on 

average, generate GVA benefits until September 2014/15.  

5.10 The peak of this GVA contribution was in 2011/12 (£13.1m), related to the high level of 

activity in that year.    

                                                                 
16 See: RDA Evaluation: Practical Guidance on Implementing the Impact Evaluation Framework, BIS, December 2009   
17 As used in the CBA methodology of the LDA Evaluation of the Local Employment and Training Framework, Roger Tym 
and Partners, November 2009, pg 174. 
18 Research by Dearden (CEP Discussion Paper No 674, February 2005, The Impact of Training on Productivity and 
Wages: Evidence from British Panel Data, Lorraine Dearden, Howard Reed and John Van Reenen) found that the impact of 
training on wages is only half as large as its impact on productivity.  Logically, rational employers will only pay wage 
increases up to the value of any productivity benefits.  Wages can be used as a proxy for the increase in value added, but 
they do not take into account the likelihood that employers also benefit from training through increased productivity 
(from which a proportion is paid to the employee).  On this basis (and using regional ABI data to calculate the proportion 
of employment costs that compile GVA) we have converted employment costs by application of the following calculation 
(employment costs/51) x 100.   
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Table 5-3: Monetary outcomes in 2013/14 prices  

Year 
Gross job 

entry outputs 

Net job 
entry 

outputs 
Total salary 
outcomes* GVA* 

2010/11 516 187 2,417,116 5,187,268 

2011/12 1,299 471 6,084,948 13,058,647 

2012/13 757 275 3,546,040 7,610,004 

2013/14 21 8 98,371 211,110 

Total 2,593 941 12,146,474 26,067,029 

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey                                                                                                                                     
* Salary and GVA estimates are nominal undiscounted prices calculated in the year in which they were calculated  

Value for Money assessment  

5.11 Value for Money (VfM) is concerned with the economy (cost of inputs), efficiency (the 

conversion of inputs to outputs) and effectiveness (the conversion of inputs and outputs into 

outcomes relative to targets). Here we focus on efficiency or cost effectiveness, i.e., This is 

assessed by considering: 

 the cost to the GLA of securing gross and net outcomes 

 the cost benefit ratio for the GLA   

Costs per gross and net outcome 

5.12 The VfM assessment for gross outcomes (i.e. before additionality is taken into account) is set 

out in Table 5-4. Gross outcome VfM assessment allows for a direct comparison with the VfM 

estimates of London DWP employment programmes (which are also couched in gross terms) 

and provides evidence on the extent to which the HOST ESP met contractual unit cost 

commitments. This analysis shows that very good/good VfM was achieved for the programme. 

Table 5-4: Cost effectiveness analysis (gross outcomes) 

Outcome Achieved   Spend  
(10/11 to Q2 14/15) 

Cost per 
unit (£) 

Commentary against the DWP 
cross-programme benchmark (of 

£4,280)* for job entry  

Job entry  2,593 £7,176,057 
(includes upfront 
spend and spend 
on ‘starts’ and ‘job 

entry’) 

£2,767 Very good value for money 
compared to DWP cross-

programme benchmark (of 
£4,280)*  

Sustained 26 
weeks 

2,464 £9,622,801 
(includes above 

spend, plus spend 
on 26 weeks) 

£3,905 Again based upon the DWP 
benchmark, this is good value 

for money, especially 
considering that the benchmark 

is for job entry only  

Sustained 52 
weeks 

2,226 £12,385,942 
(includes above 

spend, plus spend 
on 52 weeks) 

£5,564 This is above the DWP 
benchmark, but again 

demonstrates reasonable value 
for money given the sustained 

nature of the outcome  

Source: SQW *Measuring Success: Benchmarking the success of the LDA’s employment and skills programme, LDA, prepared 
by Inclusion, 2011    
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5.13 The VfM assessment for net outcomes is set out in Table 5-5.  Whilst the cost per job entry is 

below the benchmark, the nature of the HOST ESP target group needs to be taken into 

consideration. With the HOST ESP targeting the long term economically inactive, we would 

expect the programme to have a higher cost per net outcome when compared to the 

benchmark (which is an average for a range of employment support projects typically 

targeted at the long term (i.e. 6 -12 months) unemployed). Overall, therefore, VfM analysis  

indicates that funded activity has, on a net unit cost basis, offered reasonable VfM when 

compared to the best available benchmark. 

Table 5-5: Cost effectiveness analysis (net outcomes) 

 Net outcome (job 
entry) 

Spend (£) 
(10/11 – 14/15) 

‘starts’ and 
‘job entry’  

Cost per 
unit (£) 

Commentary against 
benchmark (of £7,067)* 

HOST ESP 941 £7,176,057 7,628 Below the benchmark, but 
see explanation above.  

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey * For all individuals supported into employment (£7,067) 
Benchmarks drawn from PwC Impact of RDA spending- National report, Volume 1, Main Report, BERR  

5.14 Whilst favourable, there is scope to improve the cost per net outcome going forward. As we 

reported in the Interim evaluation, gross outcomes are being driven down considerably when 

converted into net outcomes. One finding of particular note is that 25% of beneficiaries 

surveyed had been out of work for less than twelve months prior to support. Whilst this is 

markedly less than other LEST 2012 projects (which tended to target those that had been out 

of work for over six months, or that were simply unemployed) this finding suggests that in 

order to increase additionality, future programmes need to improve the way that brokerages 

and their providers target and support those furthest from the labour market. This learning 

point is discussed further in Chapter 6. 

Cost benefit analysis  

5.15 The cost-benefit analysis (CBA) presented here is based on a comparison of the net monetary 

benefits of the HOST ESP against expenditure.  The results are shown in Table 5-6. These 

calculations are based around the net GVA outcome for the total number of beneficiaries 

supported into work by the programme against lifetime spend. 

5.16 The key metric in the CBA is the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) which demonstrates whether and to 

what extent benefits stimulated by the investment exceed costs. Any BCR greater than one 

indicates a positive rate of return.  

5.17 The estimated BCR for the Programme is 2.1, which is a marked improvement from the 

BCR estimated in the Interim evaluation (of 1.65). With the focus of the programme in 

2012/13 and 2014/15 being on achieving sustained employment outcomes, this uplift in the 

BCR provides evidence of the GVA differential achieved through beneficiaries sustaining work.  
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5.18 The BCR compares also well with the estimate by DWP for the Work Programme (which 

stands at 1.95)19 especially when it is considered that the DWP BCR measures a different and 

far wider range of benefits20.  

Table 5-6: Cost Benefit Analysis 

 (a) Expenditure 
 

(b)  
GVA benefit 
(See Table 

5-3) 

(c)  
Net Present 
Value (GVA 

benefit) 
(b) – (a) 

(d)              
GVA benefit 

cost ratio                
(b) / (a) 

 

HOST ESP £12,385,942 
(excluding £163,597 
paid for LOCOG job 

outcomes) 

26,067,029* 13,681,087* 2.10 

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey 
* GVA and NPV estimates are provided in nominal undiscounted prices  

 

5.19 It is also important to note that the BCR provided in this evaluation is a conservative estimate 

of the value of the programme. This is in part due the exclusion of any multiplier effects (as 

explained above), but also because in addition to the GVA benefits estimated here, savings to 

the Exchequer will also be secured through moving previously economically inactive 

beneficiaries off benefits and into work. Exchequer gains will also be secured through indirect 

and direct taxation. This is a particularly important issue for local authorities who are 

increasingly being asked by Government to demonstrate how employment programmes lead 

to savings to the public purse.  In accordance to GLA requirements, however, these measures 

have not been estimated as part of this evaluation.   

 

 

 

                                                                 
19 Report by the Controller and Auditor General on DWP, The introduction of the Work Programme,  National Audit Office, 
January 2012 
20 Social benefits measured by DWP represent an estimate of how much society is better off in monetary terms owing to, 
for example, reduced crime, increased employment, improved health of participants, and income distributional effects. 
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6. Effectiveness of HOST ESP management 
and delivery: lessons and good practice 

6.1 Drawing upon the previous Chapters, this Chapter comments on the management and 

delivery of the HOST ESP. The focus of the Chapter to understand what has worked well, as 

well as not so well, in order to inform future employment programme design and provision. 

There are essentially three tiers of management involved in the programme which we discuss 

in turn: 

 The GLA as the funding body and holder of overall strategic control  

 The LBH AB as the organisation charged with managing the programme  

 The Six Growth Boroughs, and later Groundwork, who were responsible for delivery 

in their respective authorities     

The GLA  

6.2 The GLA inherited the HOST ESP from the LDA during a time of heightened political and media 

attention on economic development in London.  As noted in Chapter 2, budgets were being 

reviewed across all of the services and departments that fell under the Mayor’s responsibility. 

In addition, with the 2012 Games just a year away, scrutiny regarding the extent to which 

legacy promises would be delivered was at its peak.  Specific pressures on the GLA with 

respect to the HOST ESP included:  

 the need to deliver employment outcomes in all Six Growth Borough and to maximise 

the value added to the GLA via leveraged matched funding  

 the requirement to make a substantial contribution to the ambitious aspiration set by 

LEST 2012 (for employment and skills projects and the wider effects of the 2012 

Games to support 70,000 previously workless London residents into employment by 

the end of December 2012).   

 with numerous employment and skills activities in East London, including ramped up 

activity by Jobcentre Plus, the GLA inherited a mantra from the LDA that funding had 

to support those currently not being served by mainstream provision  

 linked to the above point, the LDA had been piloting, and increasingly supporting the 

need for, employment programmes to secure and evidence sustained employment 

outcomes – this was further reinforced by 2012 Games legacy pressures – i.e. people 

needed to remain active in the labour market beyond 2012  

 finally, with the HOST ESP being the Mayor’s flagship 2012 Games employment and 

skills programme, there was an inevitable pressure for the programme to support 

people into 2012 Games-time employment. This was despite the fact that a 

programme commencing two years prior to the 2012 Games and targeting those 

farthest from the labour market was never going to be suited to support people into 

short-term, 8-10 week posts over the summer of 2012.  
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6.3 The adoption of the PbR model allowed the HOST ESP to be managed across the Six Growth 

Boroughs and so meet the need for delivery at scale. It also allowed each area to develop its 

own approach to delivery based upon existing infrastructure and local need. Our assessment 

of the effectiveness of the PbR model for the HOST ESP is provided in Table 6-1 below.  

6.4 Overall, and taking into consideration the various pressures on the GLA/HOST ESP noted 

above, the fact that the programme has delivered strongly on its programme-level profile is 

commendable. As discussed in Chapter 5, this has also been achieved with strong VfM in terms 

of costs per gross outcome, and reasonable VfM in terms of costs per net outcomes (i.e. after 

additionality is taken into account). The focus on programme-level performance is 

understandable, but it has had two downsides:   

 whilst some level of delivery has been achieved in all of the boroughs, in-programme 

re-profiling has to some extent masked underperformance in areas where there was  

- and still is - a recognised need  

 the focus on volume may have influenced the exploitation of the self-eligibility 

verification process. 

6.5 With regards to match funding, the GLA and LBH AB successfully evidenced all the additional 

match funds (which were required to match against GLA funding on a 1:1 basis) and 

associated beneficiaries within the first few years of the programme.  However, this evaluation 

found no evidence that this has led directly to the GLA leveraging addition funds or activity. 

The main reason for this was agreement at the start of the programme that a ‘match 

beneficiary’ could be counted at 3, 6 or 12 months (with no minimum 6 or 12 month quotas) 

and  agreement that a wider eligibility criteria could be used. This meant that boroughs were 

able to use funding already set aside for this type of work rather than find new money which 

wasn't considered feasible at the time.  

6.6 However, the evaluation has identified examples of more indirect leverage - both in-kind and 

financial. In terms of the former, the HOST ESP has provided the catalyst for significant change 

in the way that employment services are organised and managed. The strongest example of 

this is in Barking and Dagenham where through the HOST ESP the borough now has an 

established brokerage service with experience of supporting people into sustained 

employment.  In other boroughs, such as Tower Hamlets, the HOST ESP has been used to 

design and implement a new approach to achieving sustained employment outcomes which 

has now been rolled out across its wider employment service. In terms of financial leverage, 

the evaluation uncovered examples of where other funds have been used to complement the 

support provided by the HOST ESP – one of the most interesting examples of this was from 

Tower Hamlets which used other funds (including funds from employers) to deliver in-work 

qualifications to beneficiaries that have secured employment.          

6.7 Finally, the GLA’s efforts to encourage the HOST ESP to support beneficiaries into 2012 

Games-time employment was noteworthy, although as reported above and in Chapter 3, the 

programme was never geared to make a serious contribution to this effort. Indeed, the real 

achievement in supporting workless Londoners into 2012 Games-time employment came via 

the Partnership model developed by the GLA, LOCOG and the HBU (in which the six 

brokerages played a pivotal role). The learning from this model is set out in the 

aforementioned Olympic Jobs Study.  
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Table 6-1: The HOST ESP Payment by Results models and its effect on the programme  

Key issues to assess 
under PbR models 

Description  Findings from the evaluation   

Understanding Innovation The PbR model was designed to 
encourage brokerages and their partners 
to adopt innovative practices across all 
aspects of design and delivery, but 
specifically with regards to: 

 identifying and engaging target 
beneficiaries  

 providing delivery models that 
support the achievement of 
sustained outcomes. 

There are examples of good practice with regards to identifying and engaging beneficiaries (see 
Hackney example below). For the brokerages that were already established and had high 
throughput, outreach was used to ‘top-up’ beneficiary numbers. 

On this point, it is worth highlighting that a common criticism of PbR is that it excludes smaller 
providers, including social enterprises and community organisations, who are not able or prepared 
to ‘deliver at risk’. It is often these providers that can effectively engage those farthest from the 
labour market. The counter argument is that the PbR model allows the flexibility for providers to 
sub-contract to these organisations, although this evaluation found no evidence of this occurring.  

As reported below, supporting sustained outcomes has been the most challenging aspect of the 
programme. That said (and whilst it took longer than anticipated), through the focus on sustained 
outcomes a number of extremely interesting models have emerged (see below) – these lessons 
will be important to understand in order to continue to progress the GLA’s approach to 
employment and skills support in London.   

Assessing economic 
impact 

Assessing the economic impact of PbR 
based projects must assess Value for 
Money (VfM) in terms of volume and 
quality. Indeed, with unit costs per output 
fixed, the VfM of PbR projects are often 
similar. Of equal importance, therefore, is 
measurement of: 

 both the volume of outcomes 
achieved against the original 
contracted target (i.e. as opposed to 
the re-profiled target) 

 the extent to which beneficiary 
eligibility was met (including 
equalities quotas) 

 the type of employment the 
beneficiary is now engaged in as a 
result of support.  

Chapter 3 showed that at the programme level target achievement has been good, with only 52 
weeks sustained employment outcomes being notably lower than target (84%). However, 
borough-level achievement has been mixed, especially when compared against the original (post 
12.3% budget reduction) targets. This is important as it implies that in certain cases (such as 
Waltham Forest) outcome targets have not been achieved in areas that had (and still have) a 
recognised need.  

As noted in Chapter 4 there would appear to be an issue regarding beneficiary eligibility criteria. 
Whilst thorough evidencing, spot checking and auditing of output and outcome claims took place, 
verifying eligibility was a ‘weak spot’ in the system. There is no question that those supported by 
the programme were not in need of support, but as reported in Chapter 4, there is evidence that 
eligibility may have not been met by up to 23% of beneficiaries.    

With respect to quality, as discussed in Chapter 4 the main occupations of beneficiaries that 
secured work were in elementary and other low paid roles – this was also borne out by the 
reported salaries being received by survey respondents. However, the nature of employment is 
entirely what we would expect given that for many beneficiaries securing any type of employment 
was a major achievement. The fact that the average length of time in employment was 13 months 
also suggests that brokerages were successfully matching candidates to suitable vacancies.  

The role and responsibility 
of the accountable body 

Managing/monitoring contractors 
operating under PbR models still 

This issue has been highlighted by the contrasting experiences of Hackney and Waltham Forest 
that both contracted out the service to external providers.  In the case of the former, once the 
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Key issues to assess 
under PbR models 

Description  Findings from the evaluation   

and brokerage 
management  

demands a proactive, informed and 
engaged approach. This requires 
contract managers to have regular 
contact with the provider including site 
visits, and have the confidence and 
knowledge to identify and fix problems 
quickly and effectively. It also requires 
clear handover briefings if managers 
leave or are assigned elsewhere.  

decision had been made to change providers the  management approach to ensuring that the new 
providers delivered to target was fundamental (see the text box below). 

Appreciation of external 
financial influences  

With the organisations contracted to 
deliver projects often having multiple PbR 
contracts from a range of funding bodies, 
there is a risk that more competitive or 
scalable payments on one contract can 
lead to capacity on these projects being 
increased at the expense of less lucrative 
PbR projects.     

We found no evidence of providers delivering other contracts in favour of the HOST ESP, but we 
did uncover some noteworthy behaviours. Indeed, despite the heavy weighting attached to 
sustained employment outcomes payments, some providers still focused efforts on job entry 
outcomes. There were two broad reasons for this:  

 large brokerages with specific job entry objectives found it very difficult initially to re-assign 
staff to focus on sustained work or gain wider buy-in regarding this agenda – over time, as the 
emphasis being placed on measuring sustained employment has increased (i.e. via the Work 
Programme), these barriers eased     

 for private sector providers managers could often take a risk-averse, short-term outlook – as 
explained by one consultee: “despite all the rewards weighted on sustained outcomes, the 
previous manager told his team to focus on job entry outcomes, probably as this was what he 
was most comfortable with – I changed this from day one” 

Source: SQW 
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LBH as the Accountable Body 

6.8 The LBH AB role has been performed by two LBH staff, the HOST ESP Manager and the LBH 

Economic Development Manager.  As set out in Chapter 2, working closely with the GLA, the 

LBH AB worked closely with both the GLA and the brokerages to manage, coordinate and 

evidence programme-wide outcome achievement. Particularly strong aspects of this role have 

included:  

 through the development of strong relationships with the brokerages, LBH AB were 

able to (re)negotiate profile targets based upon performance over the year, and make 

re-adjustments to help ensure overall programme-level achievement   

 LBH AB placed considerable emphasis on the importance of brokerages collecting the 

evidence required to claim employment outcomes – regular brokerage site visits by 

the HOST ESP took place, as well as spot-checks on outcome claims and, if these checks 

identified any issues,  full outcome evidence audits  

 the HOST ESP Steering Group meetings coordinated by the LBH AB were well 

attended by the brokerages and the GLA and offered the opportunity to: 

 share good practice (e.g. Greenwich developed a new assessment to make it 

easier to ascertain whether beneficiaries should be categorised as ‘disabled’. 

Rather than simply asking beneficiaries the question, this involved asking 

them to complete a one page tick box check list. Through sharing this new 

approach at the Steering Group, all of the brokerages have now adopted the 

this new disability assessment)  

 provide support and advice to Barking and Dagenham who had less 

experience of delivery  

 reinforce the importance of ensuring provision is geared to tackling and 

supporting sustained employment outcomes. 

 the decision to contract Groundwork in order to try and boost sustained employment 

outcomes, although this was always going to be difficult to achieve in Waltham Forest, 

given that they had no physical presence in the borough 

 an effective ‘Chinese wall’ between LBH AB and the LBH brokerage whereby the two 

functions ran completely independently from each other and where the latter was 

subject to the same scrutiny on evidencing outcomes as all of the other brokerages.   

6.9 As already noted elsewhere, the non-statutory nature of the programme and self-declaration 

eligibility verification process meant that this was always going to be a potential weak spot in 

the programme.  As reported in Chapter 4, working with management information, LBH AB 

adopted appropriate methods to minimise non-eligibility.  However, with our fieldwork 

revealing a degree of inconsistent recollection and adherence to eligibility criteria, this does 

suggest that the programme may have benefited from more rigorous and frequent 

communication to brokerages regarding the importance of meeting this criteria.  
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6.10 Related to this, as shown in Chapter 4, the survey revealed a number of beneficiaries had 

completed college or university and held a degree or similar qualification prior to support.  

Whilst this group may have still been eligible for support, there is a question as to whether 

LBH AB could of played a more proactive role in challenging the inclusion of these 

beneficiaries in the programme.    

Brokerage delivery 

Engaging the target group   

6.11 Despite the issues raised in this evaluation regarding the eligibility of a minority of 

beneficiaries, there are good practice examples from the brokerages in engaging beneficiaries: 

 for a number of brokerages housing associations, who are generally playing an 

increasing role in wider social and economic development issues, were a key referral 

source  

 in Hackney, the brokerage encouraged and facilitated drop-in advice sessions at local 

faith centres, children’s centres, and the Hackney Service Centre 

 in Tower Hamlets, the brokerage successfully targeted primary schools in order to 

engage economically inactive parents as their children entered education  

 in Newham, the brokerage established outreach work to specifically target those that 

had been out of work for over 12 months – this involved tapping into its network of 

community and faith groups, children centres and housing associations   

 gaining appropriate referrals from Jobcentre Plus (JCP) was not always 

straightforward with JCP staff referring beneficiaries who weren’t eligible. However, 

successful referrals were secured through brokerages targeting specialist JCP 

advisors focused on disability and lone parents. 

Tailored support and signposting  

6.12 The person-centred support provided through the HOST ESP was the main driver of added 

value associated with the programme.  Feedback from the beneficiary workshops reported in 

Chapter 4 demonstrated that this was the main differentiator when compared to mainstream 

provision. The evaluation has identified several prerequisites for this kind of service to be 

delivered effectively:  

 At a basic level, front-line staff need to have a caseload that is commensurate with the 

time that it will take to provide the required person-centred support. 

 Staff also need to be recruited and developed as ‘work coaches’ rather than just 

IAG/career advisors. Work coaches invest the time to understand the specific 

circumstances of an individual and adopt a bespoke approach to support and guide 

them towards a positive employment outcome. 

 Recognising the range of barriers that prevent individuals from participating in the 

labour market, a key part of the person-centred approach is being able to sign-post to 
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appropriate support. The larger brokerages – Newham, Tower Hamlets and 

Greenwich – were best placed to do this through access to other brokerage provision 

and/or via linkages with other external activities such as training at local colleges.  

One type of support widely provided, and highlighted as being important through the 

consultations and beneficiary workshops, was the ‘better off in-work’ calculations – 

with Welfare Reform and the introduction of Universal Credit, this type of support is 

likely to continue to be valuable.  

 Linked to all of the above is the ability to build up trust and a sense of mutual respect 

with the beneficiary – however, this needs to be primarily associated with the 

brokerage rather than the individual. This is partly about guarding against over-

dependency, but it’s more concerned with post-employment and the individual 

feeling comfortable re-contacting the brokerage (not necessarily their specific work 

coach) if they are at risk of falling out of work.  

6.13 Whilst not a specific activity funded under the HOST ESP, employer engagement is a central 

component of any successful employment support service. This involves understanding the 

employment needs of employers, forecasting up and coming vacancies, and ensuring that 

beneficiaries are given appropriate, and sometimes tailored, pre-employment support prior 

to applying and being interviewed for a particular position.  Larger brokerages such as 

Workplace (Newham), GLLaB (Greenwich) and Skillsmatch (Tower Hamlets) had well 

established employer engagement and support teams, whilst the smaller brokerages such as 

Barking and Dagenham had to develop these relations over time.    

Post-employment support  

6.14 As reported in Chapter 2, achieving sustained employment outcomes was the single most 

challenging aspect of the programme. When the HOST ESP was developed in 2010/11 the 

policy and practice surrounding measuring and influencing sustained employment was still 

in its infancy with the LDA/GLA at the forefront of PbR for sustained employment pilot 

projects.  

6.15 For the established brokerages, and especially Newham, the HOST ESP made up a small 

proportion (c5%) of overall budget. With the rest of the brokerage focused on supporting 

people into work, it is perhaps not surprising that there was a reluctance to implement 

changes in systems and practices to support sustained employment outcomes. This issues was 

reinforced by a perception that post-employment support was both costly and difficult to 

achieve.  

6.16 Two of the brokerages – Greenwich and Tower Hamlets – had established ILM schemes that 

provided subsidised employment for up to six months, funded through other sources. For 

these brokerages, achieving 26 weeks sustained employment outcomes was more 

straightforward. However, with key funding sources such as the Future Jobs Fund now coming 

to an end, the extent to which ILMs offer a financially viable future model, particularly in the 

context of a more buoyant labour market, is questionable.  

6.17 Despite these difficulties, a combination of LBH AB and the GLA reinforcing the importance of 

sustained employment outcomes and the emphasis now being placed on this by DWP, a 

number of interesting examples of good practice have emerged:  
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Hackney, sub-contractor Reed In Partnership (REED) 

Using its Orion database system, REED developed a post-employment RAG (red, amber, green) IT 

system in order to improve sustained employment outcomes. Based upon an assessment of the risk 

of the beneficiary falling out of work, the system assigned a ‘frequency of contact’ – every week the 

team manager would run a summary of all the calls that had to be made and email this to the work 

coaches to action. At first, follow-up work was undertaken by the work coach that had supported the 

beneficiary into work, but the manager soon realised that this wasn’t necessarily the best approach: 

“many of the work coaches operate on a tough love basis, and that’s not what 
you need if you’ve just lost our job and need to come back to us….we recruited 
a specialist post-employment advisor who focused 100% on supporting the 
‘amber’ and ‘red’ cases – in the first Quarter that she worked for us, our 
sustained employment figures jumped up” 

As well as having an effective IT system and a dedicated post-employment advisor, the other factor 

behind the success of this approach was that the manager reinforced the importance of post-

employment support on a weekly basis. As part of this, the manager developed a Key Performance 

Indicator (on the number of completed follow-up calls made) that all coaches were measured on as 

part of their standard performance review process.  

Tower Hamlets 

In Tower Hamlets, beneficiaries were all assessed on registration for extent to which they were likely 

to be able to secure and sustain employment. For those that were considered high risk consideration 

was given to whether the ‘supported employment’ offered through the borough’s ILM scheme would be 

the appropriate method for sustained employment.  

As soon as a beneficiary secured employment they were assigned an ‘In-work support officer’. This 

officer would then keep in contact with beneficiaries via a risk-assessment system based on the 

following criteria:  

 low risk of falling out of work (contact made every 4/6 weeks via telephone or email) 

 medium risk (contact made every 3/4 weeks)  

 high risk (contact made every 1/2 weeks, with face to face meetings if required)  

 

As part of this process, beneficiaries were asked to keep a log book to record their progress in 

employment – this was then discussed with the officer during the ‘keeping in contact’ conversations. 

As reported in Chapter 2 (where the borough’s profile target for ‘52 weeks sustained’ was shown have 

increased considerably) and Chapter 3 (where the borough was shown to have achieved a high 26 

week: 52 week sustained outcome ratio), Tower Hamlets has been one of the strongest performers 

with respect sustained employment.  

Newham  

Partly as a result of the emphasis placed on sustained employment outcomes by the HOST ESP, 

Newham has recently trialled a pilot whereby staff opt-in to a bonus scheme where they commit to a 

range of targets associated with job entry and sustained employment outcomes (at 13 and 26 weeks). 

Under the scheme, staff receive an above base salary uplift if they exceed their targets, but can also 

end up with less than their original salary if they fall short of target. This pilot is still in its early days, but 

it will be interesting to see whether this type of model can complement the approaches adopted by 

REED and Tower Hamlets.  
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In-house versus out-sourcing provision 

6.18 The key differentiating delivery characteristic across the brokerages was the decision to 

either deliver the HOST ESP in-house or to out-source the service to an external provider. One 

borough, Barking and Dagenham, delivered the programme in-house but contracted out 

elements of provision in order to boost outcomes. Two other areas, Waltham Forest and 

Hackney, out-sourced 100% of provision from the start.  The contrasting experiences of these 

two boroughs is provided in the text box below.  

6.19 Within this, it is important to note that building upon the learning gained from managing the 

HOST ESP and the development of a new employment and skill team in Waltham Forest, the 

borough is increasingly being seen by its peers and Government as performing very well 

against its employment objectives, a fact reinforced by employment trend data.  

 

The out-sourcing experience: Waltham Forest and Hackney 

Waltham Forest had an in-house employment and skills service, but it did not have the resources to 

deliver the HOST ESP. Following the termination of the contract with its initial provider, the borough 

selected a principal provider that had a proven track record of delivering similar types of support and a 

number of ‘tier 2’ providers. However, the provider failed to deliver. The borough’s in-house service 

intervened, and following a change of team manager, it was hoped that the principal provider would 

start to turn performance around.  

In a completely tragic and unforeseen event, the provider’s new team leader passed away.  Following 

this, a number of the more experienced work coaches left to work elsewhere and the provider continued 

to badly underperform. Eventually the principal provider’s contract was terminated and in 2012/13 

REED were awarded a contract to deliver in the borough. Building on their experience from elsewhere, 

and operating from a premises let by the local authority, REED set about turning performance around. 

As shown in Chapter 3, REED performed strongly on 26 and 52 weeks sustained employment 

outcomes, but this was always going to be too little too late with respect to turning performance around. 

Essentially, the borough did not commit sufficient capacity to manage the HOST ESP contract or 

ensure that its providers performed.   

Hackney faced a similar situation to Waltham Forest insofar as a year into the programme the providers 

were not performing. The borough’s in-house brokerage, Ways into Work, was still in its infancy and 

had limited capacity to manage the contract, but the appointment of a new HOST ESP manager (in 

September 2011) and revised contract management approach made a significant difference. Following 

a competitive tendering process, REED and Seetec were selected as new providers. Neither of these 

agencies had a physical presence in the borough, but it was known that for strategic reasons both had 

a wider objective to demonstrate that they could successfully deliver in Hackney. One of the key initial 

stipulations made by Hackney was that both agencies had a physical presence in the borough - by 

2012, both had achieved this.  

In the early months of the contract HOST ESP team spent a considerable amount of time reinforcing 

the objectives of the programme. The team also ensured that REED and Seetec maximised referrals 

through tapping into his network of local community and faith groups, and through access to other local 

authority service providers. Working with the HOST ESP Monitoring Officer, the HOST ESP manager 

proactively managed both providers – this involved regular contact with managers to discuss 

performance and the beneficiary pipeline, unannounced visits to the two agency’s offices to observe 

the day-to-day operating environment, and the continual development of new referral routes. For 

example, the HOST ESP arranged for REED to have a pitch every week at Hackney’s Service Centre 

which has a daily throughput of 1,000s of Hackney residents.  
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Following a very difficult 2010/11 and 2011/12, Hackney managed to turn performance around to a 

respectable level. This was achieved as: (i) the borough and  HOST ESP management recognised that 

the previous providers were not delivering and called for a re-tendering process before it was too late 

to turn performance around; (ii) the new providers were selected on the basis that they could deliver 

on the specific objectives of the HOST ESP and had wider strategic motivations for ensuring that they 

achieved this; and (iii) crucially, the HOST ESP management approach involved  proactively managing 

and supporting the new providers on a week-by-week basis to ensure that they delivered against target.   

 

Partnership working 

6.20 As was noted in the Olympic Jobs Study report, one of the key strengths associated with the 

effort to support workless Londoners into 2012 Games-time employment was the partnership 

working demonstrated between partners. The six brokerages played an important role in this 

effort. Despite this, the report also highlighted that in the absence of the bind provided by the 

2012-Games there is a real risk that learning would be lost and boroughs and their partners 

would return to operating in isolation.  As highlighted above, the evaluation of the HOST ESP 

has found evidence of sharing good practice, with Barking and Dagenham benefiting 

considerably from the more experienced brokerages.  

6.21 Outside of this, however, genuine partnership working has been limited – vacancies do not get 

shared across boroughs, even in instances when they are proving hard to fill. In addition, 

unlike during the 2012 Games when the public sector essentially engaged the employer with 

one universal service, the evaluation found no attempt by the brokerages to coordinate their 

response to significant up and coming employment opportunities such as Thames Tideway 

Tunnel which is likely to start construction in 2016. This is a deep-rooted issue that predates 

the HOST ESP. Going forward, coordinating the pan-borough response to major employment 

opportunities should be a main objective for those responsible for planning provision. This is 

discussed in further detail in the final concluding Chapter alongside other recommendations 

for future delivery.  
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7. Conclusions: summary of findings and 
future delivery  

7.1 This final Chapter brings the evaluation to a close with a summary of the headline findings 

and lessons for future delivery.    

Headline performance  

7.2 Overall achievement against target for the lifetime of the programme has been strong. 

As has been seen, both ‘starts’ and ‘job entry’ targets have been achieved. Indeed, through our 

consultations with the brokerages it has been reported that actual job entries most likely 

surpass 3,000. Performance on 26 weeks sustained employment was also strong (94% 

achieved), although performance regarding 52 weeks was less strong (84% achieved).  

7.3 Overall, performance on expenditure is reasonably strong with an overall shortfall against 

budget (£13.06m) of around £680,000 (5%). The difference primarily reflects the shortfall in 

sustained job outcomes. 

7.4 In economic terms, the programme has also performed well: 

 the HOST ESP is estimated to have stimulated £26.1m in net GVA over its 4.5 years 

of delivery – this provides a strong positive Benefit to Cost Ratio of 2.1:1 – as 

explained in Chapter 6 this is a conservative estimate  

 cost per gross output was also strong and compares well against benchmarks 

 VfM in terms of costs per net outcome was not as strong, although VfM is considered 

reasonable given the nature of the HOST ESP target group 

7.5 Measures of success focussed on hitting the key programme numbers.  Whilst this was 

understandable, it had two downsides:   

 whilst some level of delivery was achieved in all of the boroughs, in-programme re-

profiling did to some extent mask underperformance in areas where there was  - 

and still is - a recognised need  

 the focus on volume may have influenced the self-eligibility verification process – 

indeed, after taking into account the relaxed criteria, the beneficiary survey data 

suggested that a proportion of beneficiaries may not have been fully eligible to receive 

the support. The self-declaration verification process and non-statutory nature of the 

programme meant that there were inherent risks around levels of eligibility. 

Recognising this, LBH AB undertook routine cross-checking exercises (e.g. comparing 

the length of time stated as being out of work against CV employment histories), as 

well as regular sample audits across all of the brokerages. However, this cross-

checking process could never be completely ‘watertight’.   

7.6 With regards to match funding, the GLA and LBH AB successfully evidenced all the 

additional match funds and associated beneficiaries within the first few years of the 
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programme.  However, this evaluation found no evidence that this has led directly to the 

GLA leveraging addition funds or activity. The main reason for this was agreement at the 

start of the programme that a ‘match beneficiary’ could be counted at 3, 6 or 12 months (with 

no minimum 6 or 12 month quotas) and agreement that a wider eligibility criteria could be 

used.  

7.7 However, the evaluation has uncovered examples of more indirect leverage - both in-

kind and financial - with the HOST ESP providing the catalyst for significant change in the 

way that employment services are organised and managed. 

Looking to the future arrangements for E&S provision 

7.8 As the post-2012-Games phase enters its third year, the opportunities for further 

regeneration in East London remain as significant as ever: 

 the conversion of the 2012-Games press and broadcasting centre into a new digital 

and media centre (‘Here East’) is forecast to support 7,500 end-use employment 

opportunities 

 the ‘Olympicopolis’ development which will involve University College London and 

Victoria and Albert Museum occupying two new buildings as part of sizable 

waterfront development on the Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park – the full business plan 

for the development isn’t due until 2015, but it is forecast that the development  will 

support between 5,000 – 10,000 employment opportunities  

 the Thames Tideway Tunnelling project, which will cost an estimated £4.2billion 

across 24 construction sites, will support an estimated 9,350 direct and indirect jobs 

 the ongoing transformation of the Olympic Stadium to host the Rugby World Cup and 

be fit for purpose for West Ham FC is also creating significant construction related 

employment.   

7.9 In addition to these flagship opportunities, within the boroughs themselves, major housing 

development projects, hotel investment and retail continue to fuel new employment 

opportunities.  

Lessons and good practice from the HOST ESP evaluation  

7.10 With the GBU in the process of developing a new Employment and Skills strategy and the GLA 

looking to coordinate funding bids for the next tranche of ESF funds, now is an opportune time 

for the learning from the HOST ESP evaluation to be considered and discussed. These are 

presented in Table 7-1.  

Table 7-1: lessons and good practice for future delivery  

Area  Lessons  

The PbR model 

(see Table 6-1) for 

a full assessment 

 PbR models can be very effective for managing programme-level 
achievement, but it does incentivise re-profiling which in-turn can mask 
poor performance in areas that have a recognised need for support  
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Area  Lessons  

 The model has also been effective at encouraging good practice with 
respect to outreach activity, developing flexible, person-centred support, 
and new models for supporting sustained employment  

 One of the issues with PbR is that too much focus can potentially be 
placed on achieving and evidencing output and outcome achievement – 
in the case of the HOST ESP, evidence would suggest that this may 
have led to some brokerages not always delivering within the spirit of the 
programme (i.e. by supporting a number of post college/university 
graduates into work). This could have potentially have been mitigated 
against by requiring brokerages to provide more detailed beneficiary 
profile data as part of the outcome claim process. However, introducing 
this kind of requirement in the future would need to be considered 
alongside the financial and in-kind costs associated with the additional 
administrative burden that this would place on brokerages.     

 Proactive, highly competent project management matter just as much for 
overseeing PbR as it does for any other kind of procurement model – the 
difference that that this can bring about was demonstrated in Hackney 

Models of 

brokerage delivery  

 There is no one model of delivery that works better than others – the 
most important aspect is to ensure that provision aligns to the 
infrastructure already in place and that good project management is in 
place to ensure that expected performance levels are achieved  

Person-centred 

delivery  

 This was a central component of delivery across the HOST ESP, with 
beneficiaries placing significant value on the difference that it can make 
– this was the main differentiating characteristic between the HOST ESP 
and mainstream provision.  It can also be a key factor in ensuring longer 
term sustainability as people at risk of falling out of work are more likely 
to return if they have had a good experience previously 

Post-employment 

support  

 Whilst taking longer than anticipated to emerge, the HOST ESP has 
developed a number of very interesting approaches to track and 
influence post-employment support – the most noteworthy of these are 
in Hackney (via REED) and Tower Hamlets, although the bonus 
incentive scheme in Newham should also be monitored with interest 

 Building resilience and supporting people into ‘quality jobs’ is the most 
effective means of securing sustained employment – and the person 
centred approach is central to this 

 Emerging models suggest that three components need to be in place: 
effective IT systems; a management team that develops and reinforces 
systems to support sustained employment outcomes; and dedicated 
post-employment support staff   

Moving to a model 

of supporting ‘jobs 

with prospects’ 

 With an increasing emphasis on securing ‘a job with prospects’ future 
programmes may want to consider applying some conditions such as (i) 
ensuring that the job pays at least the London Living Wage and (ii) that if 
the individual does not have a relevant Level 2 qualification, they are 
encouraged to take-up further training.    

Securing eligibility 

in non-statutory 

programmes  

 As reported in Chapter 4, working with management information, LBH 
AB adopted appropriate methods for identifying non-eligibility.  However, 
with our fieldwork revealing a degree of inconsistent recollection and 
adherence to eligibility criteria, this does suggest that the programme 
may have benefited from more rigorous and frequent communication to 
and within brokerages regarding the importance of meeting this criteria. 

Partnership 

working 

 Going forward, coordinating the pan-borough response to major 
employment opportunities should be a main objective for those 
responsible for planning provision. As noted above, the current and 
pipeline employment opportunities for East London remains as 
significant as ever. Developing a transparent system for managing 
vacancies that works effectively for employers, brokerages and 
beneficiaries should be central to this.  

Source: SQW 
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Annex A: Consultees 

Table A-1: Consultees 

 Name Organisation 

Zoe Collins London Borough of Hackney  

Gurmej Rihal  London Borough of Hackney  

Nadine Collins  Greater London Authority  

Peter Daffern GLA Economics 

Mark Wingham  GLA Economics 

Paolo Nistri  London Legacy Development Corporation  

Helen Payne  Shared Intelligence  

Irene Lucas  Growth Boroughs Unit  

Andrew Munk  London Borough of Hackney  

Aminur Rahman London Borough of Hackney  

Alex Leader  REED In Partnership  

Marieden Tayas London Borough of Newham  

Derek Barrett London Borough of Newham   

Annia Hossain London Borough of Newham  

Rebecca Smith  London Borough of Barking and Dagenham 

Terry Regan London Borough of Barking and Dagenham 

Hannah Willis London Borough of Barking and Dagenham 
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Annex B: Beneficiary survey: detailed analysis 

B.1 This section presents the findings of the beneficiary survey which involved telephone 

interviews with a sample of beneficiaries after they had received support.  

Methodology 

B.2 The survey was conducted by Qa Research in October 2014. From an estimate beneficiary 

population of 8,766, 340 HOST ESP beneficiaries took part in the survey. The sample was 

constructed to be representative of the population according to the scale of activity in each 

brokerage and key beneficiary characteristics covering ethnic origin, gender and disability 

status.  

Respondent characteristics 

B.3 The overall characteristics of the respondents of the beneficiaries are presented below in 

Table B-1.  

Table B-1: Socio-economic characteristics of beneficiaries 

Characteristic Categories Count Percentage of 
Beneficiaries 

Gender Male 103 30% 

 Female 237 70% 

Ethnic Group White 92 27% 

 Black or Black British 140 41% 

 Asian or Asian British 70 21% 

 Mixed 17 5% 

 Any other 7 2% 

 Refused 14 4% 

Disability Yes 30 9% 

 No 310 91% 

Age 16-24 95 28% 

 25-29 32 9% 

 30-39 105 31% 

 40-49 58 17% 

 50+ 42 12% 

 Refused 8 2% 

Base n = 340. Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 
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Employment History 

Overview of employment history 

B.4 As shown in Figure B-1, 49% of beneficiaries were ‘unemployed and looking for work’, whilst 

a further 43% can be classified as more traditionally economically inactive21. The results of 

the survey also indicate that a proportion of beneficiaries did not meet some or all of the 

eligibility criteria, for instance 3% of respondents said they were working more than 16 hours 

a week or self-employed prior to the out-of-work support.  

Figure B-1: Main activity before support for beneficiaries who received out of work support 

 
Base n = 340. Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey  

B.5 As Table B-2 sets out, overall, a good proportion of survey respondents had been out of work 

for some considerable time. When those that could not recall for how long they had been out 

of work are removed from the base, almost three quarters (72%) of previously workless 

beneficiaries had been out of employment for more than a year prior to the out-of-work 

support.  

  

                                                                 
21 Individuals are classed as economically inactive if they were: unemployed but not looking for work; at a college or 
university; on a training scheme; in other education; looking after the family or home; temporarily sick or injured; long-
term sick or disabled; travelling or doing ‘nothing’. 
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Table B-2: Period of unemployment (last time respondent worked more than 16 hours per week) 

 Less than 
6 months 

6-12 
months 

1-2 years More 
than 2 
years 

Can’t 
remember 

Never 
been in 
paid 
employme
nt 

Total 

 N % N % N % N % N % N %  

Unemployed and 
looking for work 

29 18% 20 12% 23 14% 56 34% 19 12% 18 11% 100% 

In training, at 
university/college 
or in other 
education 

9 14% 4 6% 7 11% 15 24% 15 24% 13 21% 100% 

Looking after the 
family or home 

1 2% 4 7% 8 15% 32 58% 3 5% 7 13% 100% 

Other – voluntary 
work, not looking 
for work and other 

4 14% 4 14% 1 4% 15 54% 3 11% 1 4% 100% 

Unemployed and looking for work Base: n= 165 
In training, at university/college or in other education Base: n= 63 

Looking after the family or home Base: n= 55 
Other Base: n=28 

Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 

Qualifications 

B.6 Beneficiaries had a broad spectrum of skills (Figure B-2). A fifth (20%) of the beneficiaries 

had either no qualification, an NVQ level 1 or 1-4 GCSEs (of any grade) whilst at the other end 

of the spectrum, just over a fifth (21%) held a degree or higher degree qualification.  
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Figure B-2: Highest qualification prior to support for beneficiaries who received out of work 
support 

 

 

B.7 The most frequently selected barriers to employment across groups with different 

employment histories is presented in Table B-3. The most common motivations for engaging 

in support were not having the right skills or work experience or needing to care for other 

family members.  

Table B-3: Most common barriers to employment for different groups of beneficiaries prior to 
support 

Unemployed 
and looking for 
work 

In training, at 
university/colleg
e or in other 
education 

Looking after 
the Family or 
home 

Other – 
voluntary work, 
not looking for 
work and other 

Overall (total) 

1. Not having 
the right 
skills/work 
experience 
(27%) 

1. Not having 
the right 
skills/work 
experience 
(40%) 

1. Need to care 
for other 
family 
members 
(38%) 

1. Need to care 
for other 
family 
members 
(29%) 

1. Not having the 
right 
skills/work 
experience 
(26%) 

2. Need to care 
for other 
family 
members 
(16%) 

2. Lack of 
confidence 
(8%) 

2. = Not having 
the right 
skills/work 
experience 
(22%) 

2. Health issues 
(18%) 

2. Need to care 
for other 
family 
members 
(17%) 
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Unemployed 
and looking for 
work 

In training, at 
university/colleg
e or in other 
education 

Looking after 
the Family or 
home 

Other – 
voluntary work, 
not looking for 
work and other 

Overall (total) 

3. No jobs 
available 
(11%) 

3. = Lack of 
knowledge 
(6%) 

3. = Lack of 
affordable 
childcare 
(22%) 

3. Lack of 
affordable 
childcare 
(14%) 

3. = No jobs 
available 
(9%) 

4. Not having 
the right 
qualification 
(10%) 

4. = No jobs 
available 
(6%) 

4. Hours of work 
not suitable 
(18%) 

 4. = Lack of 
confidence 
(9%) 

 

Post support received 

B.8 Figure B-3 provides a graphical illustration of extent to which beneficiaries found 

employment following support.   Overall, 55% of those that were workless prior to support 

stated that they found paid employment immediately after the support. In addition a further 

18% of this group stated that they were still receiving support, so the proportion that secured 

work should rise above 55%.    

Figure B-3: Did you find employment – paid or unpaid – after receiving support, for beneficiaries 
who received support 

 

Base: n=313 
Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who were not working or self-employed prior to receiving support 

Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 

B.9 Table B-4 sets out the extent to which beneficiaries with different employment histories 

became involved in further activities after the out-of-work support. While over half (53%) of 

the beneficiaries who were unemployed and looking for work prior to the support entered 

employment following the programme, a slightly larger proportion of the traditionally 

economically inactive beneficiaries (which encompasses in training/university/college, 

looking after the family home, and other activities)  progressed into employment (56%).  
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Table B-4: Whether beneficiaries entered employment by activity prior to employment 
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Unemployed and 
looking for work 

28% 24% 1% 5% 21% 19% 1% 100% 

Economically 
inactive  

29% 26% 1% 5% 15% 16% 6% 100% 

 In training, at 
university/colle
ge or in other 
education 

32% 30% 0% 3% 13% 16% 6% 100% 

 Looking after 
the family or 
home 

25% 24% 2% 7% 18% 18% 5% 100% 

 Other – 
voluntary work, 
not looking for 
work and other 

32% 21% 4% 7% 14% 14% 7% 100% 

Unemployed and looking for work Base: n= 165 
In training, at university/college or in other education Base: n= 63 

Looking after the family or home Base: n= 55 
Other Base: n=28 

Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 

Employment 

B.10 Employment was secured in jobs that tended to be relatively low paid, reflecting the low levels 

of qualifications of many of the beneficiaries. Of those beneficiaries that were willing to 

provide their salary 61% of those who entered full-time employment earned less than 

£15,000 per annum (see Figure B-4). For part-time employment over three quarters (78%) 

reported earning less than £15,000 per annum.  Just over half (56%) of all employment 

(excluding self-employment) were in permanent positions.  

B.11 Table B-5 provides the most prevalent sectors and occupations in which beneficiaries secured 

work following support. Mirroring the observations regarding salaries, employment was 

dominated by elementary and other low skilled occupations in health and social work and 

retail sectors. The type of entry level employment reinforces the evidence that for many this 

was the first step back into labour market.  
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Figure B-4: Profile of jobs beneficiaries went into after finishing the support 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Base:  n=167 
Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who entered paid full time (89) or paid part time (78) employment after support 

Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 

 

Table B-5: Profile of jobs beneficiaries went into after finishing the support 

Most common sectors for post support 
employment 

Most common occupations for post support 
employment 

1. Health or social work (28%) 1. Elementary occupations (28%) 

2. Wholesale or retail trade (18%) 2. Caring, leisure and other service 
occupations (21%) 

3. Education (12%) 3. Sales and customer service occupations 
(18%)  

Base:  n=188 
Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who entered paid (180) or unpaid (8) employment after support 

Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey  
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B.12 Figure B-5 shows the hourly earnings for those that secured full and part-time employment. 

As can be observed, over half of full-time and 62% of part-time beneficiaries reported earning 

less than the GLA’s ‘London poverty threshold’ (of £7.95/hour). Equally only 15% (full-time) 

and 9% (part-time) of beneficiaries reporting earning more than the London Living Wage.     

Figure B-5: Hourly wages for beneficiaries securing full and part-time employment (proportion 
earning more or less than (i) the GLA’s ‘London poverty threshold’ (£7.95/hour) and (i) the 
London Living Wage (£9.15/hour) 

 

Source: Base:  n=106 
Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who entered paid full time (53) or paid part time (47) employment after support 

and were able to answer this specific question 
Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 

B.13 Figure B-6 illustrates the beneficiaries’ pathways into work. Out of the 188 people who found 

paid (167), unpaid (17) or self-employed (4) work, 48% (91) were still in that particular job 

at the time of the survey. Of those that left that job, 26 had done so after being in employment 

for over a year so can be considered to have achieved sustained employment. From the 

remainder who left their job after being in employment for less than a year (70), around a half 

(32, 46%) went on to find subsequent employment with three weeks. 

B.14 In total, therefore, 149 (91 + 26 + 32) or 79% were either still in work, had secured at least 

one full year of employment, or had managed to secure subsequent employment after leaving 

initial employment after less than year. When only those that ultimately secured paid 

employment are included (180) (i.e. excluding those that initially entered unpaid voluntary 

work but did not go on to secure subsequent paid work are excluded) the average duration of 

employment is 13 months. Given the emphasis that the HOST ESP placed on securing 

sustained employment, this is a positive and affirming finding.  

B.15 With respect to equalities groups, analysis was undertaken to assess whether employment 

outcomes for these cohorts differ to those of the wider beneficiary pool. With respect to both 

‘BAME’ and ‘women’ equalities groups the proportion securing initial employment following 

support was within one percentage point of the overall average. For the ‘disabled’ equalities 

group, the cross-tabulated survey numbers were too small to provide a robust comparison.   
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Figure B-6: Employment activities since completing support (for those who did paid or unpaid 
work after support) 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Base: n=188 

Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who entered paid (180) or unpaid (8) employment after support 
Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 

B.16 As shown in Table B-6 just under three quarters (76%) of the beneficiaries who entered 

employment felt that the support aided this outcome, including 8% who felt they ‘definitely’ 

would not have found employment in the absence of support. However, 24% of beneficiaries 

said that they would have found employment anyway without the support (i.e. full 

deadweight). 
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Table B-6: Extent to which job outcomes of previously out of work beneficiaries are attributable 
to support received 

  N % 

I would have found employment anyway without the support 43 23% 

I would probably have found employment but not as quickly without the support 96 51% 

I would have probably not have found employment without the support 24 13% 

I definitely would not have found employment without the support 15 8% 

Don’t know 10 5% 

Base: n=188 
Note: This only includes those beneficiaries who entered paid (180) or unpaid (8) employment after support 

Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 

Qualifications 

B.17 The proportion of beneficiaries that gained a new skill or qualification from the support is set 

out in Figure B-7. Just over two fifths (42%) reported gaining a new skill (21%) or 

qualification (21%) through the support.   

Figure B-7: Did you gain a new qualification or skill as a result of support? 

 

Base: n=340 Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 

Impact 

B.18 The support seemed to have an effect on ‘soft’ outcomes such as self-confidence and 

preparedness for work (see Figure B-8). Over half (54%) of the beneficiaries considered they 

now faced fewer barriers to work, including 55% of those who did not have the right 

skills/work experience to get paid work prior to the out-of-work support. 
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Figure B-8: Perception of impact of beneficiaries who received support 

 

Base: n=340 Source: SQW analysis of Qa Survey 
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Annex C: Economic impact: further analysis 

Additionality calculations  

Deadweight 

Table C-1: Survey responses to ‘Which of the following best describes your view of the impact of 
the training or support you received?’ 

 (a) I would have 
found 
employment 
anyway without 
the 
training/support 
(Full 
deadweight) 

(b) I would have 
found 
employment but 
not as quickly 
without the 
training/support 
(Partial 
deadweight) 

(c) I would 
probably not 
have found 
employment 
without the 
training/support 
(Partial 
deadweight) 

(d) I definitely 
would not have 
found 
employment 
without the 
training/support 
(Zero 
deadweight) 

Deadweight 
(a + b*0.5 + 
c*0.5) / (a + 
b + c + d) 

All 
beneficiaries 

43 96 24 15 58% 

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey 
Notes: Additionality components are calculated using only the effective base (i.e.  excluding ‘don’t know’ responses) 

Leakage 

Table C-2: Survey responses to ‘Can I take the postcode from your current home address at the 
time of the training’? 

 (a) Postcodes in 
London 

(b) Postcodes outside 
London Leakage (b / a + b) 

All beneficiaries 162 0 0% 

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey 
 Notes: Only 180 respondents provided postcodes, 162 of which were valid  

Displacement 

C.1 In line with IEF Plus guidance no substantial displacement effects are considered to occur as 

a direct impact from skills interventions aiming to improve the employability of unemployed 

people. 

Substitution 

Table C-3: Survey responses to ‘Approximately how long had you been out of work prior to 
taking part in the training/support?’ 

 (a) Less than six 
months (b) Over six months Substitution (a / a + b) 

All beneficiaries 25 155 14% 

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey 
 Notes: Additionality components are calculated using only the effective base (i.e.  excluding ‘don’t know’ responses) 

 

 



Host Borough Employment and Skills Programme Final Evaluation 
A report to the London Borough of Hackney 

 

 xiv 

Additionality ratio 

Table C-4: Additionality ratio 

 All beneficiaries 

Non-deadweight 0.42 

Non-substitution  0.86 

Non-leakage 1.00 

Additionality ratio 0.36 

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey  
Multiplication of the above factors may not equal the additionality ratio due to rounding 

Sensitivity testing: a different way of looking at the counterfactual 

C.2 In order to ‘check and challenge’ the gross-net figures we have examined DWP data on the 

number and proportion of people in East London that found employment after having been 

unemployed for 12 months or more. Whilst the characteristics of individuals in the JSA and 

GLA beneficiary data sets do not match completely (i.e. economically inactive beneficiaries 

will not be covered by JSA data), this exercise does provide a useful counterfactual test 

regarding the likelihood of finding employment in the absence of support.               

C.3 Figure C-1 provides an illustration of this analysis. Overall, and as shown by Figure C-1, the 

trend line for East London as a whole has been around 8 per cent.  This means that, on average, 

around 8 per cent of London’s residents that have been unemployed for 12 months or more 

will find work in any given month. 

C.4 We can use this figure to compare against the deadweight estimates provided through the 

beneficiary survey: where deadweight was 0.58.  Yet, all other things being equal, we would 

expect deadweight to be around 0.08 - i.e. the proportion of London’s residents that have been 

unemployed for 12 months or more that find work at any given point in time22.  Therefore the 

surveys suggest higher deadweight than the secondary data.  There are two possible reasons 

for this: 

 By the very nature of employment programmes, engaged beneficiaries are more likely 

to be seeking work vis-à-vis the general workless population.  Therefore, while many 

individuals will have been out of work for some time, they may well have also been 

receiving support from a range of other non-mainstream employment agencies and 

be relatively ‘job ready’.  Thus, those supported by HOST ESP are unlikely to match 

the characteristics of all London’s workless residents.  For this reason we would 

expect beneficiaries to be more likely to secure employment than the average trend 

for the long term unemployed in London discussed above.  

 We would expect a degree of over-optimism in beneficiaries’ responses.  This will 

partly be due to the fact that most people will judge their employment prospects over 

                                                                 
22 The trend data is not cumulative.  For those recently unemployed, the chance of securing employment is likely to 
increase in probability over a period of time, but at some point (i.e.  as the length of unemployment lengthens) the 
probability of securing employment is likely to diminish.  As DWP data does not allow us to track job seekers over time, 
we cannot estimate when the diminishing effects take hold.  
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the foreseeable future at the time of asking, and will not take into account the 

possibility that as time passes, their chances of securing employment may diminish35. 

C.5 Given these two reasons for explaining the substantially higher level of deadweight estimated 

through the beneficiary surveys, we have not altered the overall impact assessment, as we are 

reassured that it is based on cautious assumptions.  However, we have conducted sensitivity 

testing of the headline impact results for when the deadweight is estimated as 0.08 (i.e. using 

DWP data), as well as when a mid-point between the DWP estimate and the deadweight 

estimated through the beneficiary surveys is taken.  These results, which are shown below, 

demonstrate that the economic impact estimated through the beneficiary survey provide a 

conservative estimate of the overall net economic impact of funded activity.  

Figure C-1: Per cent of those who have been unemployed for 12 months or more finding work 
January 2010 – September 2014 (all six Growth Boroughs combined) 

 

Source: DWP/ ONS Crown Copyright Reserved 

Table C-5: Cost Benefit Analysis when deadweight is 0.08 (i.e. using DWP data) 

 (a) Expenditure 
 

(b)  
GVA benefit 
 

(c)  
Net Present 
Value (GVA 
benefit) 
(b) – (a) 

(d)              
GVA benefit 
cost ratio                
(b) / (a) 
 

HOST ESP   12,385,942 56,916,489 44,530,547 4.59 

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey 

Table C-6: Cost Benefit Analysis when deadweight is the mid-point between DWP data and the 
figure estimated through the survey (0.33) 

 (a) 
Expenditure 
 

(b)  
GVA benefit 
 

(c)  
Net Present 
Value (GVA 
benefit) 
(b) – (a) 

(d)              
GVA benefit 
cost ratio                
(b) / (a) 
 

HOST ESP  12,285,942 41,450,052 29,164,110 3.37 

Source: SQW based upon the Qa Research beneficiary survey 


