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Executive Summary 

Para 7: The best sort of welfare-to-work policy is one which recognises the vital part that 
high-quality vocational skills training can play not just in attaining work, but in sustaining 
work and enhancing prospects of career progression. 

Para 11: AELP propose that the Work Programme should encourage and integrate further 
skills training into sustainable jobs and careers, allowing individuals to progress away from 
benefits and into completely self-supported paid work. 

Para 12: AELP believes that the initial assessment for referral to the Work Programme must 
disregard benefit type and focus on the individual barriers to work or progression being faced 
by individuals and how to identify and address them.  There is a need for a clear model of 
standardised assessment in order to make for a truly personalised service.  
 
Para 13: Suitable models for such assessments may be informed by other existing 
programmes such as the DWP Troubled Families Programme and the Ministry of Justice 
Offender Pathways, amongst others. 
 
Para 15: Standardised models of assessment should be delivered by specialist providers, 
with JCP retaining the oversight of quality control and assurance functions.   
 
Para 17: The Work Programme should contain different funding models reflecting the 
distance of the individual from the workplace and the level of support required, as governed 
by the standardised initial assessment.  
 
Para 18: The numbers of contractors in each Contract Package Area could vary according 
to differing cohort sizes and local procurement requirements. 
 
Para 21: Supply chain behaviours should be carefully managed by lead contractors, with a 
monitoring and/or review process that at the very least resonates with the strong but 
voluntarist principles espoused by the Common Accord1

 

 within the skills sector. This would 
also encourage the integration of how supply chain management is monitored between the 
various government departments, with a set of basic principles that would underpin 
whichever methodology of managing supply chains is eventually adopted.   

Para 22: Given the overwhelming evidence that high levels of skills correlate to sustained 
employment, higher wages, and higher productivity then we must take the opportunity to 
properly take account of the infrastructure for all such delivery in plans which integrate the  
welfare to work and skills agendas.   

Para 23: The Work Programme should remain a national framework of operation and 
delivery, created on a cross-departmental basis to incorporate the views of other sectors 
such as health and social care into the requirements for assessment. Local partnerships can 

                                            
1 http://www.aelp.org.uk/supply/details/common-accord/  
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and should however be involved in ensuring that tenders take suitable account of localised 
regional circumstances, and should also be able to have the chance to be involved in the 
monitoring of the effectiveness of delivery at a local level, including supporting the 
integration of different programmes such as ESIF. 

Para 24: Whatever the final decision as to the shape and outputs of the Work Programme 
and Work Choice turns out to be, its outputs and success  measures should be common 
across the country 
 
Paras 25/26: Tendering must properly take into account previous experience and track 
record in delivery in, and quality assurance of, relevant programmes of provision across 
government, and not just from DWP programmes 
 
Para 28: AELP wish to see rational CPA boundaries made contiguous with the appropriate 
devolved boundaries, as appropriate to local market conditions.  
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Introduction 

The Association of Employment and Learning Providers is the leading membership 
association for vocational employment and learning providers in Britain. Representing over 
750 providers, AELP campaign for the better integration of employment, skills and other 
related provision in order to realise the UK’s skills potential and to achieve full employment. 

Our membership includes a diverse range of providers, from small independent 
organisations to colleges and Work Programme prime contractors. Through news feeds, 
consultations, webinars and Special Interest Groups, we ensure that the employment and 
skills sectors are kept abreast of changes, as well as gathering thoughts and opinions from 
membership and the sector at large. 

We are submitting this evidence at a time of huge welfare reform. Alongside this shift in 
policies, we are keenly aware of the changing demographics of the customer-base, with the 
future of Welfare to Work provision being – barring a return to recession – focussed on 
customers with health/disability issues and those on active benefits who suffer from the most 
complex and/or entrenched issues. 

Furthermore, bearing in mind the upcoming expiration of contracts for the Work Programme 
Work Choice, and other welfare to work programmes, we are keen to use this as an 
opportunity to realise the long-held ambition of fully integrating skills programmes with 
employment support provision, to enable skills delivery to make a lasting difference to 
relevant customers’ employment prospects. 
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Written evidence 
 
1. The government elected in May of this year has made raising productivity a key target.  

This includes improving work based learning such as Apprenticeships and ensuring full 
employment in the UK economy.  As a result Welfare to Work reform is an increasingly 
important part of that policy landscape.  At a time of budget restrictions, the value of 
Welfare to Work to the economy, employers and individuals has already been 
demonstrated and needs to be built upon to underpin its effectiveness. 
 

2. The underpinning driver of any Welfare to Work programme must be to ensure that 
individuals can maximise their earning potential, provide an effective resource for 
employers to recruit and ensure everyone contributes to the UK economy.  With a large 
part of the benefits bill being spent on people already in work the need to link 
employment and skills programmes is ever more important.  AELP members deliver both 
employment and skills programmes and they can therefore be an important link in the 
chain of career progression.  Many providers work with both BIS and DWP and should 
be given a greater role to ensure that programmes are integrated and drive progression. 
 

3. This approach does underpin the fundamental questions about the shape and nature of 
welfare to work programmes going forward. At the time of the 2010 election we were 
clearly in a different place – unemployment numbers were rising under the first coalition 
government since the war, and Britain as a whole was girding itself for the first of a round 
of public spending cuts the like of which had quite possibly not been seen for a lifetime. 
The Work Programme was a new concept and whilst there were a lot of reservations 
about how it would work or how it could be made viable the providers in the sector have 
made it work – notwithstanding further improvements that could and should have been 
made.  
 

4. The country and economy is in a different place now and we have a lot of experience 
and data to understand what works within the Work Programme.  We have had a period 
of policy stability in the lifetime of the Work Programme even if the profile of claimants 
has varied markedly from those that were originally envisaged. 
 

5. Additionally the agenda of how power is devolved in this country has also shifted, leading 
to the development of the English City regions, where  more public spending decisions 
will rest in local hands. This devolution of power and influence is of particular interest in 
the welfare to work arena, where there is effectively a single national market place (albeit 
divided up into contract package areas) which currently offers at a top level relatively 
standard funding and performance management models. Whilst devolution can in some 
cases ensure more localised commissioning and partnerships solutions, it can also risk 
losing not only economies of scale, but also the acquired and aggregated knowledge and 
application of delivery. Such processes may also begin to put the costs of delivery up, so 
less money reaches the front-line - not something that any will wish to see when it can 
be avoided. Under current arrangements, national programmes can be enhanced and 
supported by local European Social Funds which are under LEP control. This 
combination of national and local programmes is one which AELP supports.  
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6. Whilst performance for Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) claimants in the Work Programme 

can be said overall to be delivering the expected results at lower costs than previously, 
performance for Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) customers is not as good. 
The fact is that the Work Programme was a solution to a recessionary problem of 
worklessness amongst those deemed closest to the labour market, but needs to be 
changed for a post-recession economy where there is a need to drive up productivity 
amongst all those of working age.  It is also evident from the operational experiences of 
the Work Programme that it is too simplistic to make blanket assumptions that JSA 
claimants are somehow “easier” to put into work than ESA claimants and should 
therefore attract less funding – it is as likely that JSA claimants can be virtually 
unemployable as it would be for ESA claimants to be highly motivated to return to work, 
so basing funding on homogenous categories of this nature is not helpful.  

 
7. Something therefore has to change in the welfare-to-work arena – and with the flagship 

Work Programme contracts coming to an end in 2017, the structure of any new support 
programmes needs to be reviewed as soon as possible.  AELP has had a number of 
underpinning principles that should drive the development of welfare to work 
programmes.  Our long-standing belief is that the best sort of welfare-to-work policy is 
one which recognises the vital part that high-quality vocational skills training can play not 
just in attaining work, but in sustaining work and enhancing prospects of career 
progression.  
 

8. Currently the two major packages of welfare-to-work provision funded by DWP are the 
Work Programme, and Work Choice, which is aimed at supporting disabled people into 
work .  

 
9. Referral to the Work Programme is underpinned by the type of benefit that is being 

claimed, with JSA and ESA claimants attracting differing levels of funding (with more 
being available for ESA claimants on the basis that they are assumed to be further from 
the labour market and therefore “harder to help”.) As noted, JSA results within the Work 
Programme have been around those expected, though performance for ESA customers 
is significantly lower than expected.   

 
10. Work Choice performance figures appear relatively good, however. Customers with 

disabilities can voluntarily avail themselves of Work Choice support up until a fixed 
length of unemployment, after which they are mandated to the Work Programme along 
with most other claimants, at which point they are designated as attracting either JSA or 
ESA payment group funding rates.2

 

 This being the case, referral on to both main welfare 
to work programmes is therefore primarily governed by the blunt tool of benefit type, 
which does not actually make any judgement about how many individual barriers (or 
otherwise) the customer has to getting back to work. 

                                            
2 This mechanism may of course be part of the reason why Work Choice tends to perform quite well – because effectively it is 
recruiting a cohort that is essentially voluntarist in nature and therefore relatively highly motivated to seek a speedy return to 
work. This reinforces the view that closeness is less to do with benefit type and more to do with personal barriers. 
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11. Cohort differentiation by benefit type becomes more difficult in the light of Universal 
Credit (UC), which aims to roll all benefit payments into one, because benefit types have 
of course been the prime determinant of what rate an individual attracts under the Work 
Programme, and indeed whether they go on it in the first place. With this in mind, and 
bearing in mind the structure of UC, we would propose that the Work Programme should 
additionally  support those that are in work but need further support such as skills 
programmes that allow them to get out of benefits and into completely self-supported 
paid work. This approach would have a number of benefits, which we explore below in 
more detail. 
 

12. Given this, AELP believes that the initial assessment for referral to the Work Programme 
must disregard benefit type and focus on the individual barriers to work or progression 
being faced by individuals and how to identify and address them.  There is a need for a 
clear model of standardised assessment in order to judge who goes into which 
programme, and at a funding rate and using a payment model informed by the action 
plan that is intended to be followed, which would make for a truly personalised service.  
 

13. A suitable model for such an assessment may be informed from several sources: the 
DWP Troubled Families Programme3 for example uses a criteria of matching against 3 
out of 4 characteristics including crime and anti-social behaviour, education and truancy, 
and worklessness, and has achieved rates of 24% of  participants into work and 13% 
sustained employment -  significantly better than the performance of the ESA cohort 
under the Work Programme. In terms of design, the Offender Pathways4 model used by 
the Ministry of Justice identifies up to nine5 distinct factors affecting the possibility of 
recidivism which must therefore be tackled by provision, many of which would map over 
to worklessness more generally, along the lines of the “Outcome Star”6 Model formulated 
by Triangle.7

 
  

14. There is general consensus that early and accurate initial assessment is the key to any 
successful welfare to work programme.  Evidence suggests that issues of motivation and 
ownership of personal development affect the success of any welfare to work 
programme, and any such initial assessment should ensure that these issues are 
covered and supported at the start of the personal development programme.  AELP 
members would in general support a more standardised approach, albeit one that allows 
the flexibility to provide a personalised approach.   
 

                                            
3 http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/method-quality/general-methodology/guide-to-experimental-statistics/index.html 

4 https://www.i-hop.org.uk/ci/fattach/get/51/0/filename/Reducing+Reoffending+Delivery+Plan+2009.pdf 
5 Seven factors for males: nine for females 

6 http://www.outcomesstar.org.uk/work/  

7 There are also likely to be other models under the Big Lottery Fund’s “Building Better Opportunities” ESIF programmes that 
should be considered when considering the way forward for initial assessment – it would be wasteful to risk overlap and “wheel 
reinvention”. 
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15. A key question is who should deliver that assessment.    There are a number of options 
including JCP, the organisations providing support or a third party organisation 
specialising in assessment. On balance because the initial assessment is such an 
important part of the process, we would support a more standardised approach delivered 
by specialist providers, with JCP retaining the oversight of quality control and assurance 
functions.  We also know that providers often complete their  own assessments so our 
proposal would be that there is a national framework in place to set out what any 
assessment should identify and report for transfers between agencies – leaving 
providers the flexibility to manage that process.. The customer therefore would  not have 
to go through multiple assessments of basically the same issue. This would also free up 
Jobcentre Plus resources from the requirement to deliver the assessments, enabling 
them to refocus operations, and enable a more in depth assessment of the personal 
factors such as the clients motivation and personal barriers that are so important to the 
success of subsequent support. 

 
16. There needs to be focus though on what provision is being made available. Work 

Capability Assessment (WCA) policies mean that there is an increasing focus on what 
work an individual is able to do given the correct support, which infers a need for delivery 
models focussed on the real barriers to work rather than relying on the proxy of a blunt 
benefit type to determine the level of support required and therefore the funding rate that 
can be drawn.  
 

17. For this reason we therefore believe that there should be different funding models within 
one overall Welfare to Work programme.   Within a single programme delivering services 
to all those individuals covered by the current Work Programme and Work Choice there 
could be different funding models reflecting the distance from the workplace and the 
level of support required, as governed by the standardised initial assessment.  For those 
closer to the labour market (as indicated by less requirements for active intervention and 
support), funding would be predicated on a payment by results (PBR) model that relies 
on a predictable volume of outputs for its viability. For those with deeper-seated, more 
complex or more stretching support needs, the funding model would include a higher 
degree of stage or service payments compared to the payment by results (PBR) 
element, to reflect expected correspondingly lower short-term success rates that might 
be expected. 
 

18. The number of contractors in each CPA could vary to reflect the differing cohort sizes – 
some contractors would only run the “work-ready” model and refer more complex  
customers on to another contractor who can support them (using the standardised 
assessment), or alternatively the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) could 
procure one or more contractors who offer a comprehensive service.  It would be 
important that these supply chain skills and specialisms would be part of the bidding 
process and lead providers would have commitments to that supply chain. 
 

19. There would therefore be one welfare to work entry point with a standardised 
assessment delivered by the provider or assessment organisation. This will identify their 
work needs, aims, barriers to work and support, and will therefore identify whether they 
pass into the mainly PBR-funded stream or the stream with a higher proportion of service 
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charges – each contractor may offer one or both of these streams, meaning that the 
number of contractors per CPA will be determined by the procurement approach being 
taken to the model by DWP in each area and of course, what the market offers in terms 
of delivery propositions.  

 
20. This model of designation by barriers to work rather than by benefit type clearly lends 

itself to including those working but claiming UC – in other words, those who might be 
described as “under-employed” or “the working poor” – enabling welfare to work 
programmes not just to concentrate on returning people to the labour market but helping 
people to progress within it to a point where they do not require UC support at all.  This 
will also require effective integration of the employment and skills programmes8 - for 
example, people in work needing basic skills development including English and maths 
can be supported by training providers funded through BIS, or even EFA. 9

 
 

21. The development of a single welfare to work programme with significantly differentiated 
funding rates and models for the differing cohorts would have the advantage of some 
simplicity – only one tendering process, one set of CPAs, and therefore less process 
cost – and would quite likely involve very substantial supply chains being built which 
would mean that providers of all types and sizes would be able to contribute to the 
programme.   These would need to be carefully managed by lead contractors, with a 
monitoring and/or review process that at the very least resonates with the strong but 
voluntarist principles espoused by the Common Accord10

 

 within the skills sector. This 
would also encourage the integration of how supply chain management is monitored 
between the various government departments, with a set of basic principles that would 
underpin whichever methodology of managing supply chains is eventually adopted.   

22. The government has clearly set out its stall in terms of making  Apprenticeships, 
Traineeships and English/maths provision the key priorities.  At the same time there 
have been  serious cuts to the Adult Skills Budget (ASB) which now inhibit growth in any 
other sectors than these, including provision for unemployed people. In our view 
programmes that support people who are unemployed at any age should also be a skills 
budget priority.  If the recovery of this country depends on the productivity of labour then 
we require the workforce to be both in work and as highly trained as it can be, and given 
the overwhelming evidence that high levels of skills correlate to sustained employment, 
higher wages, and higher productivity then we must take the opportunity to properly take 
account of the infrastructure for all such delivery in plans which integrate the  welfare to 
work and skills agendas.  Providers have a major role to play in bringing these 
programmes together but they must be allowed the flexibility of delivery to make the 
most of that integration.    

 

                                            
8 It will also quite possibly require much better integration with other support services such as housing, health and debt 
services. 

9 This process in turn could be much improved by better co-ordination between SFA and DWP about their current calls for ESIF 
procurement, which are currently threatening to fall significantly out of alignment with each other despite the clear overlaps in 
some areas of the provision they may finally co-commission. 
10 http://www.aelp.org.uk/supply/details/common-accord/  
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23. In order for this to happen, it is important that the Work Programme should remain a 
national framework of operation and delivery, created on a cross-departmental basis to 
incorporate the views of other sectors such as health and social care into the 
requirements for assessment. This would enable the basis of the service to be the same 
wherever anyone happens to be in the country. Wholesale devolution of welfare-to-work 
programmes to regions or localities would drive up process costs for both the procurers 
and those tendering – costs for national providers would also rise, eliminating economies 
of scale which are a key consideration in these straitened times. Local partnerships can 
and should however be involved in ensuring that tenders take suitable account of 
localised regional circumstances, and should also be able to have the chance to be 
involved in monitoring the effectiveness of delivery at a local level, including supporting 
the integration of different programmes such as ESIF. 
 

24. Common measures of outputs are very important.   With the introduction of Universal 
Credit, we have to be concerned with unemployed people and under-employed people – 
seeking not just to move people back to work from a status of unemployment, but into 
higher income levels when in work in order to reduce the uptake of Universal Credit. We 
think this would be a positive move – increasing the volumes of customers eligible for 
support, which in turn positively impacts on its potential viability for providers and also 
gives a stronger chance for in-work and work-related training to become embedded in 
the programme and within the employer base as a whole, with all the concomitant 
positive effects on productivity that would bring about.  Whilst this shape would be our 
preference, what is most important is that whatever the final decision as to the shape 
and outputs of the Work Programme and Work Choice turns out to be, its outputs and 
success measures are common across the country 
 

25. It is also vitally important that any new tendering must properly take into account 
previous experience and track record in delivery in relevant programmes of provision 
across government, and not just from DWP programmes. This means a recognition that 
a Traineeship, for example, is not to be dismissed as “a skills programme”, or as 
“something funded by the Skills Funding Agency/Education Funding Agency and 
therefore not of relevance to DWP” – but should be recognised as what it is – a 
meaningful transition from unemployment to work to training, to sustainable career 
prospects, enhancement and progression. Looked at that in that light, and without the 
label of “skills” or “employability” attached to it, the core competencies of a Traineeship 
provider who has never previously worked with DWP could for once be properly brought 
into play in a welfare-to-work context.  

 
26. Any tenderer should be able to demonstrate that they have robust quality assurance 

processes in place to assure their provision. It should not actually matter what these are, 
as long as they can be demonstrated to work – indeed, AELP would agree that DWP’s 
Provider Assurance Testing (PAT) regime provides amore exacting and investigative 
regime than most of its predecessors, and the Merlin Standard plays an important role in 
helping to ensure positive supply chain behaviours. However, the crossover of skills 
providers who hold Ofsted grades and/or Matrix accreditation who are delivering 
somewhere – often at the top – in Work Programme supply chains is significant, 
demonstrating that the external quality assurance that providers can offer via Ofsted 
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(and other systems) should not be ignored. This does not mean that an Ofsted grade (or 
any other single measure) should be an all-pervasive and final indicator of whether or not 
a provider is suitable – but the fact they have a good Ofsted grade should be allowed to 
mean something in the process, as indeed should Matrix accreditation or just the 
existence of a robust quality assurance system that has previously been deployed on 
related contracts. All DWP need answered is the question “how do you assure the quality 
of your provision?” and if the responder can answer that well enough using whatever 
examples from whatever part of the system it can, then that is all that should matter. It is 
relevant previous experience and track record that counts and DWP must recognise it 
wherever it exists. 

 
27. At the moment the Work Programme is split into a number of contract package areas, or 

CPAs. Frankly, the size and shape of these bear no relation to other administrative 
divisions.   If we are to really move towards a coherent framework of devolution in 
England, then this must change, or the complexity of administering cross-border cross-
governmental budgets will undermine the best-intentioned of policies. The difficulty lies 
however in determining which set of boundaries would be the best to deploy, and this is 
made no easier by the plethora of devolved administration types, such a local authorities, 
LEPs, City Deals, and so forth, coupled with the very mixed messages coming from 
central government about which of these types is deemed to have a priority for the 
future. AELP feels however that it is less important to pick out any one of these types of 
authorities for preference in this regard, than it is to make the point that in whatever way 
economic devolution is being given, then something as fundamental as employment and 
skills should be contiguous with it.  

 
28. AELP would therefore like to see rational CPA boundaries made contiguous with the 

appropriate devolved boundaries, be these LEPs, City Deals, or anything else – or even 
a mixture, as appropriate to local market conditions and a number of other factors. By 
suggesting that CPAs are contiguous with devolved boundaries we immediately infer that 
we believe devolved authorities are important to the process, so their involvement should 
be clear in the overarching framework of the Work Programme. In the context of welfare-
to-work procurement we believe that this should mean whilst operating under a national 
framework of rates and outputs, local labour market priorities as determined by devolved 
authorities should be taken into account in CPA tenders, addressing local circumstances 
and allowing tailored local provision to flourish where it can be successful. Furthermore, 
devolved authorities could have a role in the selection of tenders and potentially even the 
monitoring of delivery. This latter point would be subject to judgements of their capacity 
and capability of taking on such roles, and where they are either unwilling or judged 
unable to assume this role, then the performance management function should be 
contracted out. 

 
29. LEPS will already have a role in the targeting and allocation of substantial local ESF 

funds so it is important they are part of the system that manages the national 
programme.  This must be  built into the system and not somehow ‘sit alongside’. LEPs 
have a responsibility to support and enhance national and local delivery and ensure that 
all providers have an opportunity to contribute to the local skills agenda. 
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