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Executive Summary 

The release of the first Work Programme performance statistics on 27 
November is an opportunity to review how successful the government has been in 
holding down long-term unemployment. 

Long-term unemployment has more than doubled since 2008 and young people 
have been hit the hardest, with a 145% increase. 

Long-term unemployment for those claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) has 
seen the largest increases – for all ages it is up 173% and for young people up 
339%. This has been fuelled by claimants being switched to JSA from ‘inactive 
benefits’ – which have seen decreases in long-term claims. 

Women have seen particularly sharp increases – a 173% increase in long-
term unemployment, which includes a 289% increase in JSA long-term 
unemployment. 

Being out of work for over a year has a significant impact on people’s confidence, 
finances and future earning power. Inclusion has argued that governments should 
focus on: preventing long-term unemployment and on helping those long-term 
unemployed to maximise their chances of getting and keeping employment.  

Preventing long-term unemployment 

Jobcentre Plus is the front line in preventing long-term unemployment. It is 
monitored by an ‘impact indicator’, which measures the number of new claimants 
that have stopped claiming within 12 months. The latest published figure shows that 
87% of new claimants have left before 12 months, but this has worsened since 
2010. 

In comparison with the 1990s recession, Jobcentre Plus performance is 
considerably better. In 1991 one in four of all new claimants became long-term 
unemployed. Now it is one in six. 

Performance has varied considerably since the start of the recession in 2008. Last 
autumn and winter, the speed at which people left JSA fell by between 15% and 
25%. This is the same period that covers the first Work Programme performance 
results. This likely reflects both tough labour market conditions and the impact of 
significant changes in policy and programmes by the new government. However, 
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since spring this year, off-flows have significantly improved – a sign that subsequent 
Work Programme results will also improve. 

The Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) recognises that the wider 
economy can affect Jobcentre Plus performance: ‘in a recession, even if 
Jobcentre Plus is performing well, the off-flow rate is likely to fall.’1 However DWP 
does not currently recognise this for the Work Programme. 

The Work Programme 

The weaker than expected economy in 2011 means that DWP’s expectation for Work 
Programme performance in its first year is unrealistically high. We think a realistic 
benchmark for Work Programme performance in Year 1 is to reduce DWP’s 
minimum performance level (MPL) by 15%. 

In the invitation to tender (ITT) for the financial year 2011–12 DWP originally set an 
MPL of 5.5% of all referrals achieving a job outcome in that same year. Because the 
programme started late, the first full operational year was June 2011 to May 
2012 and the equivalent MPL is 6.1%. 

However, this was set when the economy was forecast to grow. Instead we have 
had a double-dip recession. Inclusion has found a strong relationship between 
changes in gross domestic product and the rate at which unemployed people start 
jobs. We have used this to adjust the MPL so that it reflects the reality of the last 
year.  

Our expectation is that tomorrow’s published results will be around 15% lower 
than planned – if they are above then contractors would have done well despite the 
recession. If they are below this, it will be an indication there have been deeper 
problems in the first year of the Work Programme. 

Fewer job outcomes will mean lower spending per participant, and lower payments 
to contractors. There is a danger of a downward spiral of lower performance leading 
to lower spending, leading to even lower performance. Tightening finances will also 
increase the risk of ‘parking’ the most disadvantaged participants and will increase 
the financial pressures on specialist providers, such as voluntary organisations.  

The first results are not likely to give a definitive answer about whether the Work 
Programme is on track or needs fixing. But they will likely illustrate that ‘payment by 

                                        

1 See: www.dwp.gov.uk/publications/corporate-publications/dwp-business-plan-2011-2015/business-
plan-transparency/people-moving-from-key-out-of-work/ 
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results’ can lead to lower spending when the jobs market gets weaker – and that 
contractors alone should not be blamed if performance expectations don’t respond 
to the ‘rough waters’2 of the economy. 

                                        

2 Mervyn King, Governor of the Bank of England, on economic prospects, August 2012 
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1 Introduction  

Long-term unemployment has been increasing over the past four years. This is not 
surprising – as unemployment increases there is a danger that some people will 
persistently fail to find a job, and become long-term unemployed.  

 Economists worry about this because it is a sign of structural unemployment – 
people without the right skills, aptitude and networks to take advantage of the 
available jobs, especially when job growth takes off. 

 Politicians worry about it because more people find themselves at greater risk of 
poverty, social exclusion and becoming dependent on welfare.  

 Individuals worry about it because as every month goes by it becomes more 
difficult to convince employers they are job ready. Household finances become 
tighter and pressures are put on the family. 

Most people experience unemployment at some point in their working lives. For the 
majority, it is a short period between jobs or other life events. But for those who 
become long-term unemployed it is an ongoing trauma – confidence, well-being and 
employability decline.  

It is not just about confidence but also about whether there are enough jobs in the 
local economy and enough jobs of the right kind. Long-term unemployment 
increases more in areas suffering from a lack of jobs – so where you live can 
increase your chance of being long-term unemployed. 

Also, some people are more at risk of long-term unemployment because they 
already have other disadvantages which push them to the back of the jobs queue. 
Long-term unemployment worsens social exclusion and all the problems that go with 
it. This is why successive governments since the 1970s have invested in stopping the 
worst excesses of long-term unemployment.  

Inclusion has always argued that governments should focus on: 

 preventing long-term unemployment – policies that minimise the rate at which 
unemployed people become long-term unemployed 

 helping the long-term unemployed – programmes which maximise the chances 
of the long-term unemployed getting and keeping employment. 
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This report summarises how successful the UK has been in holding down long-term 
unemployment and the impact of the double-dip recession on Work Programme 
performance. 
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What is long-term unemployment and what is it now? 

Long-term unemployment can be measured in a number of different ways but in this report 
we use: 

 young people aged 18 to 24 unemployed for over 6 months 

 adults aged 25 to 64 unemployed for over 12 months. 

For the wider picture of long-term unemployment we use the ONS Labour Force Survey 
(which conforms to International Labour Organisation definitions). We focus in on claimant 
data for the performance of Jobcentre Plus and the Work Programme. 

Table 1.1: Long-term unemployment 

Number 
(‘000s) 

over 6 
months 
unemp. 

% of 
working 
age pop. 

% 
increase 

since 
2007 

over 12 
months 
unemp. 

% of 
working 
age pop. 

% 
increase 

since 
2007 

LFS measure (Jul-
Sep 2012 latest) 

All (16-64) 2,514 1,330 3.3% 107% 880 2.2% 128% 
Young people 16-24 963 444 6.1% 103% 266 3.7% 145% 

Adults 25-64 1,551 902 2.7% 112% 628 1.9% 128% 
Men 1,426 805 4.0% 96% 543 2.7% 112% 

Women 1,089 525 2.6% 129% 337 1.7% 173% 
All claimants (Feb 

2012 latest) 
All (16-64) 4,901 3,636 9.0% 4% 3,077 7.7% -2% 

Young people 16-24 844 440 6.1% 33% 292 4.0% 19% 
Adults 25-64 4,056 3,196 9.7% 1% 2,785 8.5% -3% 

Men 2,643 1,880 9.4% 8.3% 1,570 7.8% 2.6% 
Women 2,257 1,756 8.7% -0.4% 1,507 7.5% -5.5% 

Jobseeker’s 
Allowance (Oct 

2012 latest) 
All (16-64) 1,582 698 1.7% 135% 431 1.1% 173% 

Young people 16-24 436 152 2.1% 194% 79 1.1% 339% 
Adults 25-64 1,146 545 1.7% 123% 352 1.1% 151% 

Men 1,040 479 2.4% 111% 298 1.5% 141% 
Women 542 218 1.1% 215% 133 0.7% 289% 

Inactive benefits 
(Feb 2012 latest) 

All (16-64) 3,318 2,938 7.3% -8% 2,646 6.6% -11% 
Young people 16-24 409 288 4.0% 3% 213 2.9% -6% 

Adults 25-64 2,910 2,651 8.0% -9% 2,433 7.4% -11% 
Men 1,603 1,400 7.0% -7% 1,271 6.3% -10% 

Women 1,715 1,538 7.6% -9% 1,374 6.8% -12% 

Sources: Labour Force Survey, Claimant Count, and Work and Pensions Longitudinal Study; all ONS 
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2 Long-term unemployment over 
the decades 

The nature of unemployment has changed considerably since the 1980s and 1990s 
recessions. Past recessions were dominated by a rapid growth in people claiming 
unemployment benefits. This happened in this recession but not to the extent 
expected. 

This can be seen in Figure 2.1, which shows the makeup of all people who have said 
they are unemployed and/or claiming a welfare benefit since 1979. The chart shows 
the dramatic rise of people on incapacity benefits (currently Employment and 
Support Allowance) since the early 1990s and how there has been little significant 
change, irrespective of the economic cycle.  

The other change has been the growth in those who say they are unemployed but 
do not claim Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA). In previous recessions this group virtually 
disappeared, but they now represent 38% of workless people.  

The number of claimant unemployed are now a minority of those out of work, 
which is one reason why there has been a policy shift to tackle ‘worklessness’ in 
general rather than an exclusive focus on JSA claimants.  

Welfare reform and the recession have meant that the claimant count has risen as a 
proportion of the workless, but is still less than 30% of the unemployed and inactive 
benefit claimants together. 
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Figure 2.1: Composition of worklessness since 1979 
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Sources: ONS (various) 

Figure 2.1 also highlights that in each successive recession the numbers of workless 
people have not returned to pre-recession levels. Going into the current recession 
we already had over four million benefit claimants. This is primarily because of the 
growth of incapacity benefits claimants who have extremely high levels of long-term 
worklessness.  
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In the UK, long-term unemployment has more than doubled since the first signs of 
the crash when Northern Rock Bank failed in September 2007. Before then, long-
term unemployment was coming down after the successful ‘re-launch’ of the JSA 
regime in 2006 (a time when Jobcentre Plus began to reinvest in front-line adviser 
support for people on JSA). 

Figure 2.2 shows the trends in long-term unemployment for adults over 25 since 
1992. It shows, relative to the 1990s recession, adult long-term unemployment has 
not risen to the damaging levels of 1993 when it briefly hit one million. But adult 
long-term unemployment had been at historically low levels for a decade and the 

Why unemployment (and long-term unemployment) 
is lower than expected? 

Many forecasts for unemployment at the beginning of the recession were in the 
region of three million plus. However, it never exceeded 2.6 million and recently 
unemployment has been going down whilst gross domestic product (GDP) has 
also being going down. A range of possible reasons have been put forward, 
including:  

 GDP figures are understating growth in the economy and the labour market is a 
better guide. 

 Employers have been ‘hoarding’ labour in anticipation of an upturn and have 
been able to do so because, in general, profitability has held up. 

 Workers have experienced lower real wages for 3 years, accepting wage loss 
rather than job loss. 

 More people have accepted part-time jobs rather than becoming unemployed. 

 More young people have gone into further or higher education. 

 Government programmes have kept people in touch with the labour market. 

 There is a more flexible labour market, based around the needs of a much 
larger services sector. 

There is little doubt that firms have under-used labour and this means that they 
can grow without the need for extra jobs. This would suggest that there may be 
no significant changes in unemployment as growth returns – with the danger that 
higher levels of long-term unemployment could become entrenched.  
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steep rise in this recession has taken the UK back to 628,000, last seen in April 
1997. 

Figure 2.2: Adult long-term unemployment (12 months and over, 25+) 
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Sources: Labour Force Survey and Claimant Count, ONS 

Adult long-term unemployment rose sharply up to May 2010 and since then has 
been rising more slowly, with some monthly improvements that have not been 
sustained. Long-term claimant unemployment (the purple line) continued falling in 
the early months of the crisis, as the revived JSA regime continued to cut flows 
through to 12 months.  

The red line demonstrates the effect of programmes for the JSA unemployed in 
reducing claimant count numbers. It is an estimate that Inclusion have made to 
show the effects of the programmes that took people off the claimant count, as this 
gives a more accurate picture of who should be counted as ‘claimant unemployed’.  

The chart also shows that in 2012, the number of adult long-term unemployed 
claimants has risen relative to the ILO definition – the purple line has got closer to 
the blue line. When the Work Programme started in June 2011, JSA long-term 
claimants were just 37% of the long-term unemployed, as reported by the Labour 
Force Survey. That proportion has now risen to 56% (July–September 2012). 

While long-term unemployment for the over-25s has not risen as far as the 1990s 
recession, the position for young people (six months or more unemployed) has 
shown a faster rise. As in the latest figures, there have been short-term 
improvements but overall the trend in Labour Force Survey long-term unemployment 
for the 18–24s is strongly upwards. 
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Figure 2.3: Youth long-term unemployment (six months and over, 18-24) 
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Sources: Labour Force Survey and Claimant Count, ONS 

Youth long-term unemployment has now risen 145% since the recession and 418% 
since its lowest point in 2002. The last time youth long-term unemployment was this 
high was January 1994. The pattern for the claimant count (including programmes) 
shows a welcome drop in the latest figures, though whether this is a false dawn, 
such as the one we had in 2010, it is too early to say. 

Women have seen particularly sharp increases in long-term unemployment – 
an 173% increase since 2007, which includes a 289% increase in JSA long-term 
unemployment. 

Of all the long-term unemployed in the Labour Force Survey, 60% are male and 
40% female. The claimant count has a higher proportion who are male – at 69%. 
On both measures, the proportion of the long-term unemployed who are male has 
declined recently. As recently as April 2010, 80% of long-term JSA claimants (12 
months and over) were male.  

The proportion of long-term JSA claimants who are male was around the 80% level 
for the period since 1997. It is likely that the 11 percentage point drop in the 
proportion of the long-term unemployed that is male is because of welfare reform 
that took place under this government and the previous one, where lone parents 
and Employment and Support Allowance claimants moved onto JSA. 

Long-term unemployment is mostly concentrated in the cities and former industrial 
areas. There are exactly 100 local authorities above the national average for long-
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term unemployment and 12 local authorities have more than twice the 
national average. These are:  

1. Kingston upon Hull 
2. Hartlepool 
3. Middlesbrough 
4. Wolverhampton 
5. Blaenau Gwent 
6. South Tyneside 
7. Birmingham 
8. Sandwell 
9. Derry 

10. Redcar and Cleveland 
11. Walsall 
12. Merthyr Tydfil 

 

For a full list of local authorities, see Annex 5. 
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3 Preventing long-term 
unemployment – how has 
Jobcentre Plus performed? 

3.1 How is Jobcentre Plus performance measured? 

Jobcentre Plus is the front line in preventing claimant long-term unemployment. Its 
performance is measured by ‘impact indicators’, the main one being the ‘rates of 
people moving from key out of work benefits’.3 This is expressed by the percentage 
of those starting to receive JSA and who had stopped receiving the benefit 52 weeks 
later.  

The latest Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) published figure (May 2012) is 
that 87.5% of new claimants leave within one year – that is, of everyone who 
started a claim for JSA in May 2011, 87.5% had stopped claiming by May 2012. The 
converse is that 12.5% of all people starting a claim in May 2011 became long-term 
unemployed. The indicator had progressively worsened over 2011 (see Annex 1) 
with marginal improvements at the beginning of 2012.  

However, DWP takes the economic cycle into account to judge whether a worsening 
indicator is down to Jobcentre Plus effectiveness or other factors: 

‘Generally an increase in the indicator would demonstrate whether an 
improvement has been achieved. However, the indicator level will be 
affected by benefit conditionality and operational changes, seasonal 
variation and to the economic cycle. For example, in a recession, even if 
Jobcentre Plus is performing well, the off-flow rate is likely to fall.’ 4 

So whilst DWP has not acknowledged (to date) that the recession would affect Work 
Programme results, it does acknowledge that the recession affects Jobcentre Plus.  

                                        

3 See: www.dwp.gov.uk/publications/corporate-publications/dwp-business-plan-2011-2015/business-
plan-transparency/people-moving-from-key-out-of-work/ 
4 Use above link to see technical note on: ‘Rates of people moving from key out of work benefits 
technical description’ 
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3.2 Inclusion indicator 

Every month, Inclusion publishes the equivalent indicator, which has minor 
differences in how it is calculated5 but that shows the same trends. Our indicator 
enables us to monitor and forecast the numbers of JSA claimants that are likely to 
become eligible for the Work Programme.  

Figure 3.1 is from our November 2012 labour market analysis. It shows the progress 
of different cohorts through different durations on JSA. In other words, each line 
shows the proportion of that cohort of claimants that are still on benefit as time goes 
on. The light blue dot is where new claimants in October are starting their journey. 
The objective of Jobcentre Plus is to shift the line downwards – the October 2010 
cohort has been the best recent performance, with only 10% becoming long-term 
unemployed. This will be the de facto target for Jobcentre Plus to return to.  

Put in perspective performance in this recession is considerably better than the 
1990s recession, when the August 1991 cohort hit 25% of all new claimants 
becoming long-term unemployed.  

Figure 3.1: Jobseeker’s allowance – proportion of starters in month 
becoming longer-term unemployed 
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Source: Claimant Count, ONS 

                                        

5 Our method compares the numbers in a claim duration (eg 3–6 months claims) as a proportion of 
the number in the preceding duration (0–3 months claim). 
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Figure 3.2 shows the percentage of new claimants in the three months immediately 
before becoming eligible for the Work Programme.6 It shows the percentage of 
claimants who are still claiming, for example in December 2010 there were 15% of 
young claimants still claiming six to nine months after they started their claim. 

Figure 3.2: 18-24 and 25+ JSA claimants: flows through to 6–9 and 9–12 
months  
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For both age groups, the chart shows a rapid worsening with the onset of the 
recession in 2008, followed by a return to pre-recession levels for young people but 
not for adults. However, from autumn 2010 the indicator worsened considerably, 
peaking higher than for the first recession period. March 2012 was the worst month 
for young people, with almost 30% becoming long-term unemployed. Since spring 
2012 there has been an improvement – with both groups now just over 20%. 

The shaded area on the chart shows the period covered by the Work Programme 
results (see page 21 for an explanation of the period to be covered by the Work 
Programme performance statistics).  

It covers a period in which there was a rapid worsening of long-term unemployment 
and consequently much higher flows on to the Work Programme.  

                                        

6 Young people are eligible at nine months and adults at 12 months of unemployment 

 



Long-term unemployment in 2012 

18 

Furthermore when the Work Programme invitation to tender (ITT) was issued 
(vertical line on chart) and bids submitted, the indicator was at its best for almost 
three years. DWP and bidders might therefore have been reasonably expected to 
think this would continue and that Jobcentre Plus performance would not deteriorate 
to the extent as that then did. 

There are a number of feasible explanations for this deterioration, the main ones 
being:  

 the state of the economy and the labour market 

 policy changes by the new government  

 institutional factors within Jobcentre Plus, including job losses and increases in 
caseloads. 

3.2.1 Why an improvement since spring 2012?  

The likely answer is to be found in the labour market itself, where recruitment 
activity has been strong. Short-term JSA claimants have been able to take advantage 
of the jobs that have become available. They have been assisted in this by Jobcentre 
Plus’s concentrating more clearly on managing progress by using off-flow rates as an 
indicator. 

The net effect is that Jobcentre Plus did not refer as many claimants to the Work 
Programme, which led to revised DWP estimates for referrals in May this year. These 
estimates reduced the forecasts for Work Programme referrals but overall they still 
remained higher than the original ITT. 

If the improvement in the labour market was the main reason for the improvement 
in Jobcentre Plus performance then it is likely that Work Programme providers would 
also have benefited. However, the November 2012 performance figures will not 
cover this period. 

3.3 Conclusion 

Overall Jobcentre Plus has been more successful in holding down long-term 
unemployment compared than in the 1990s recession. Then, one in four new 
unemployed claimants became long-term unemployed, now it is one in six becoming 
long-term unemployed. 

However, performance has varied since the start of the recession in 2008. At its 
best, Jobcentre Plus succeeded in reducing the flow to long-term unemployment to 



Long-term unemployment in 2012 

19 

just one in 10 new JSA claimants, or 10%. Monitored by its off-flow ‘impact 
indicator’, Jobcentre Plus is aiming to return to this figure.  

Nonetheless, the level of off-flows from JSA is related to changes in GDP. Jobcentre 
Plus can affect the scale of the impact but it is more difficult to buck the trends in 
the wider economy. DWP recognises this: ‘... in a recession, even if Jobcentre Plus is 
performing well, the off-flow rate is likely to fall’7. 

In the period covering the Work Programme results, Jobcentre Plus was not 
performing well. Overall off-flows for all durations on JSA fell between 15-25%, 
much more than normally would have been expected with the changes in GDP. This 
is an indication of both tough labour market conditions and significant changes in 
policy and programmes by the new government.  

Off-flows since spring 2012 have recovered by more than would be expected. This 
reflects the general conundrum of reducing GDP and decreasing unemployment that 
the UK has been experiencing this year. This is potentially a positive sign that Work 
Programme results will have also improved over the summer.  

It is right that DWP recognises the effect of the economy on Jobcentre Plus’s impact 
indicator. Inclusion believes that there should be the same recognition within Work 
Programme indicators. 

                                        

7 See: www.dwp.gov.uk/publications/corporate-publications/dwp-business-plan-2011-2015/business-
plan-transparency/people-moving-from-key-out-of-work/ 
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4 The Work Programme  

The release of the first Work Programme performance data tomorrow (27th 
November) provides an opportunity to assess:  

 how the Work Programme has been performing for long-term unemployed people 

 whether DWP have been realistic in their performance expectations for Year 1. 

In this section we consider what the right benchmark for performance should 
be for Year 1.  

DWP’s published minimum performance level (MPL) (see box on page 29) is that 
5.5% of all referrals in Year 1 (April 2011 to March 2012) should have a 
paid job outcome. This was set in very different economic circumstances and here 
we consider the case for adjusting the MPL in the light of the economy in Year 1. 
This, we believe, will be a better benchmark and one that reflects the reality of the 
first year. 

Referrals to the Work Programme did not start until June 2011, therefore the data 
being released is likely to cover the job outcome payments for the period from 
June 2011 to July 2012 – covering the first full operational year. For the majority 
of participants8 these job outcome payments are paid six months after they enter 
work. This means that the period covered for job entries is from June 2011 to 
February 2012.  

Inclusion’s Work Programme model has been used to estimate the likely impact 
on performance of the lack of economic growth since bids were submitted in 
February 2011. These changes affect the levels of job outcomes and sustainment 
that can be achieved, and therefore providers’ ability to meet DWP’s MPL. 

This analysis is for delivery of the entire Work Programme across the whole of Great 
Britain. In the Work Programme ITT DWP assumed an April 2011 start and 
expressed Year 1 as April 2011 to March 2012 but in the event referrals did not start 
until June 2011. This means that the MPL can be expressed in different ways. Our 
preference for measuring performance (for these first results) is to use the first full 
operational year from June 2011 to May 2012. See page 29 for a full 
explanation. 

                                        

8 The exceptions are the JSA early entry group, and Employment and Support Allowance participants 
– these job outcomes are paid after three months in employment. 
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4.1 Why are economic growth forecasts important? 

The official growth forecasts are integral to the design of the Work Programme. This 
is because the funding of the Work Programme is ‘payment by results’ – contractors 
receive the large majority of their income only by achieving sustained job outcomes 
(three or six months of employment). 

In December 2010 both DWP and bidders needed to assess the likely level of 
‘results’ (job outcomes) given the state of the economy, as well as a range of other 
factors. This assessment then led to the setting of expected performance levels and 
therefore what DWP would pay for each outcome.  

Figure 4.1 shows the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) forecast that 
DWP and bidders were looking at when designing the ITT and during bidding. It also 
shows the actual GDP up to the period and covering the Work Programme 
statistics. The shaded area covers the job entries period for the Work Programme 
performance statistics.  

Figure 4.1: Comparison of OBR GDP forecasts and actual GDP 
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Source: OBR 

The difference could not be more stark. At the time of bidding, potential contractors 
were assessing their likely performance against OBR forecasts that were 
suggesting quarterly growth of between 0.5% and 0.6% for the first year of 
the Work Programme.  
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What happened instead was that the Work Programme walked straight into a 
double-dip recession. For the last quarter of 2011 growth fell to –0.4% and 
remained negative for the period covering the Work Programme statistics.  

However, the labour market has been more robust than expected, for example, in 
the first half of 2012 unemployment has been decreasing despite contracting GDP 
(see box on page 12). Nonetheless it is reasonable to assume that jobs growth 
would have been even stronger had the OBR forecasts been realised. 

4.2 Changes in GDP and job entries  

Inclusion has estimated that annual changes in job entry rates for long-term JSA 
claimants are around 5.2 times the annual change in GDP. For example, if the 
job entry rate for long-term unemployed people was 40% and GDP dropped by 1%, 
then the job entry rate would drop to 38%. Annex 2 sets out in detail how we have 
calculated this. We have used two different ways to calculate the relationship.  

First, we have compared job outcomes for all Jobcentre Plus disadvantaged 
claimants with the actual changes in GDP. This gives the figure of 5.2 times the 
annual change in GDP. However, we are restricted by a relatively short time-series 
of data (between June 2007 and June 2010). It is possible that this method will have 
overstated the relationship, given the robustness of the labour market over the 
past year. To test this we also looked at the total off-flows from benefits up to July 
2012. This appears to confirm there is a continuing relationship between the 
changes in numbers leaving JSA and the changes in GDP. This therefore is our 
preferred measure. 

However, for the period covering the Work Programme results all off-flow rates 
were worse than would be expected given changes in GDP. This, we think, was 
because of the exceptional circumstances related to substantial policy and 
programme changes at the time, and that the relationship will return to normal over 
time. Indeed, from spring 2012 there was a strong recovery in off-flow rates (see 
Figure 3.1) and this suggests that the next set of Work Programme results 
may be more positive. 

Second, we also compared all hirings of the unemployed in the economy with 
changes in GDP. The relationship is much lower, at 2.2 times the annual change in 
GDP. However, this may understate the relationship because it includes all 
unemployed hirings, irrespective of pay, skill level and includes the short-term 
unemployed. The analysis includes the whole period since 1997. When the analysis 
is restricted to the 2008 recession and the 2010 recovery, the relationship rises to 
2.9.  
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In conclusion, we think the first method gives the most robust and comparable 
results that can be applied to the Work Programme. Applying this to the Work 
Programme MPL means adjusting it by 15% – in this case downwards because of 
the reduction in GDP. 

4.3 Adjusting DWP’s Minimum Performance Level 

Performance (and therefore the MPL) is affected by economic changes, as well as 
the profile and timing of referrals to the programme, particularly in the first year 
(see Annex 3 for an explanation). Both the timing and profile of actual referrals in 
Year 1 are different from the ITT expectations that relate to DWP’s Year 1 MPL of 
5.5%. To model these impacts and also the effect of lower economic growth, we 
have used job entries and job sustainment on a cohort basis9 (see Annex 4).  

In addition, because referrals did not start until June 2011, the ‘Year 1’ MPL can be 
defined in two different ways: 1) the financial year April 2011 to March 2012 – this 
only gives covers 10 months of referrals; 2) the operational year June 2011 to 
May 2012 – a full 12 months of referrals, giving a more accurate reflection of 
performance. 

Table 4.1 shows adjustments to DWP’s MPL for worsening economic forecasts 
applied to different DWP MPLs that relate to different referral profiles. 

                                        

9 A cohort basis uses monthly groups of starters. The group of starters who started in June 2011 
could (if JSA 18–24 or 25+) start to achieve six-month job outcomes in December 2011, and so could 
have six months chance of achieving a job outcome by June 2012. Starters in December 2011, 
however, would only start achieving job outcomes in June 2012, and starters in May 2012 would not 
be able to start achieving job outcomes until November 2012. 
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Table 4.1: Adjusting the MPL on the basis of variations in Work 
Programme referral forecasts and changes to economic growth forecasts, 
MPL payment groups, year 1 

Time period and referral profile 
measured 

DWP MPL (produced 
by job entry at 

sustainment 
assumptions used for 

MPL)

Inclusion MPL 
(accounting for 

worsening economic 
forecasts) 

Year 1 financial year (Apr 2011 - Mar 
2012), ITT referral profile, with 
referrals beginning in April 2011 

5.5% 4.7% 

Year 1 financial year (Apr 2011 - Mar 
2012), ITT referral profile, with 
referrals beginning in June 2011 

4.4% 3.7% 

Year 1 operational year (Jun 2011 - 
May 2012), actual referral profile, 
with referrals beginning in June 2011 

6.1% 5.2% 

 

The first row shows the MPL (5.5%) that DWP originally published in the ITT for 
the first financial year, on the expectation that referrals would begin in April 2011. 
Our adjustment for lower economic growth is a reduction of 15%, to 4.7%. 

The second row accounts for referrals did not begin until June, but still 
measures performance for the first financial year. This lowers the MPL to 
4.4%, because of a lower number of referrals within the year (10 months rather 
than 12) and, therefore, the achievement of fewer job outcomes. Our adjustment for 
lower economic growth is the same reduction of 15%, to 3.7%. 

The third row shows the first operational year (June 2011–May 2012) rather than 
financial year. This raises DWP’s expectation of minimum performance to 6.1%, as 
actual referrals were more heavily concentrated in the first months of the year when 
compared to ITT expectations, meaning a greater chance of converting these into 
job outcomes. Our adjustment for lower economic growth is the same reduction of 
15%, to 5.2%.  

Table 4.2 gives the revised MPLs for first operational year.  

It shows that in Year 1 the DWP MPL should be 6.1% and we have adjusted it for 
the economy down to 5.2% – a reduction of 0.9 percentage points or 15%. Because 
the overall MPL is composed of the three separate groups, we also give the MPLs for 
each group. 
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Table 4.2: Adjusting the MPL on the basis of variations in Work 
Programme referral forecasts and changes to economic growth forecasts, 
MPL payment groups, all years 

  

Year of 
programme 
delivery - 
operational 
(Jun-May) 

DWP MPL 
(adjusted to 

first 
operational 

year)

Inclusion 
recommendatio

n for new MPL

Percentage 
point difference 

Three MPL 
groups 

combined 

Year 1 6.1% 5.2% -0.9 

Year 2 25.9% 20.7% -5.2 

Year 3 34.2% 25.8% -8.4 

Year 4 34.6% 25.2% -9.4 

Year 5 34.2% 25.1% -9.1 

Year 6 22.5% 16.8% -5.8 

Year 7 7.0% 4.8% -2.2 

JSA 18-24 

Year 1 5.1% 4.3% -0.8 

Year 2 36.9% 29.4% -7.5 

Year 3 70.1% 53.0% -17.1 

Year 4 62.3% 45.2% -17.2 

Year 5 54.1% 39.2% -14.8 

Year 6 35.0% 25.7% -9.3 

Year 7 10.3% 7.6% -2.7 

JSA 25+ 

Year 1 6.5% 5.5% -1.0 

Year 2 25.8% 20.5% -5.3 

Year 3 30.9% 23.1% -7.9 

Year 4 34.0% 24.5% -9.6 

Year 5 35.8% 25.9% -9.9 

Year 6 24.1% 17.6% -6.5 

Year 7 7.7% 5.0% -2.6 

ESA Flow 

Year 1 5.9% 5.2% -0.6 

Year 2 10.1% 8.5% -1.6 

Year 3 15.6% 12.7% -3.0 

Year 4 18.8% 15.0% -3.8 

Year 5 18.9% 15.2% -3.7 

Year 6 11.3% 9.5% -1.8 

Year 7 3.4% 2.8% -0.6 

 

The annual MPL will vary for each year of the contract because of the way the MPL 
is calculated. Figure 4.2 shows how both DWP’s and Inclusion’s MPL ramps up over 
the first two years of the contract. 
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Figure 4.2: Work Programme performance over contract period 
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In summary, however the MPL is expressed, we think it should reduced by 
15% to take into account the wider economy. This, of course, may change 
in future either upwards or downwards depending on future changes in 
GDP. 

DWP has therefore set the hurdle too high, given the double-dip recession. 
Consequently the government is in danger of making Work Programme performance 
appear worse than it actually is.  

If the published performance results come above Inclusion’s 5.2% then we think 
there is a good case to say that contractors have performed well, despite the 
economy. However, if results come in below 5.2% then this would suggest that 
contractors are underperforming on the original measure, given changes in the 
economy. It is important to note that at any level of performance below 6.1%, 
providers will be suffering from challenging cashflows, and the level of funding per 
participant will be below what was anticipated when contracts were let.  

There are further plausible reasons, other than the economy, for why performance 
will be below expected levels in the first year.  

First, no programme hits optimum performance in the first few months and to meet 
either DWP’s or Inclusion’s MPL requires contractors to be hitting performance 
expectations from Month 1.  

Second, there was larger than usual disruption to provider performance given the 
speed and magnitude of the changes needed to introduce the Work Programme. 
Contractors and DWP have also found it has taken longer than anticipated to 
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validate, claim and process a job outcome payment. This could mean results are 
under-stated but this is likely to be marginal. 

Third, the changed profile of referrals led to increased volumes (and therefore more 
attachment fees) but the spikes of referrals and the low volumes of Employment and 
Support Allowance participants would have posed severe challenges on the capacity 
of contractors. This would have been particularly felt by specialist sub-contractors 
who had much lower referrals than expected.  
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How the Minimum Performance Level is calculated 

Performance is measured by comparing job outcomes achieved in the previous 12 
months to referrals in the same period.  

DWP set a ‘non-intervention performance’ for the main customer groups: JSA 18–
24; JSA 25+; and Employment and Support Allowance flow. The ‘non-
intervention performance’ reflects the number of job outcomes that 
would be expected to occur in the absence of the Work Programme.  

This was calculated by DWP based on analysis of historical job entry rates, but 
this analysis has not been released. 

The ‘non-intervention performance’ profile is: 

Table 4.3: Work Programme non-intervention performance, ITT 
Jobs / 
Referrals 

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3

Year 
4

Year 
5

Year 
6

Year 
7 

JSA 18 to 24 5% 30% 40% 40% 40% 30% 10% 
JSA 25 and over 5% 25% 30% 30% 30% 25% 5% 
ESA Flow 5% 15% 15% 15% 15% 10% 5% 
 

The MPL is then defined to be ‘non-intervention performance’ plus 10%. 
The MPL only applies to the above groups, and not the other customer groups 
such as ‘JSA Early Access’. 

Therefore the MPL profile is: 

Table 4.4: Work Programme minimum performance, ITT 
Jobs / 
Referrals 

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3

Year 
4

Year 
5

Year 
6

Year 
7 

JSA 18 to 24 5.5% 33.0% 44.0% 44.0% 44.0% 33.0% 11.0% 
JSA 25 and over 5.5% 27.5% 33.0% 33.0% 33.0% 27.5% 5.5% 
ESA flow 5.5% 16.5% 16.5% 16.5% 16.5% 11.0% 5.5% 

 

DWP said in the Work Programme ITT: ‘DWP expects that providers will 
significantly exceed these minimum levels. However, should providers fail to reach 
minimum levels for any of the [MPL] customer groups; it will lead to contractual 
action up to and including contract termination if improvements to performance 
are not made.’ 

If, due to the economy, the MPL is too high, then it of course follows that the 
‘non-intervention level’ is also over-stated. 
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4.4 Conclusion 

The government has high ambitions for the Work Programme. Rightly DWP wanted 
to see many more job outcomes for long-term unemployed people than had been 
delivered in the final years of the New Deal. 

Setting ambitious expectations is one thing, but failure to meet those expectations 
brings consequences for Work Programme contractors and participants.  

DWP has been less than transparent in how it sets the MPL – it has never published 
the data and analysis on which the MPL was based. When substantial financial risk is 
being transferred to the private and voluntary sector it should be expected that 
bidders would have access to this data to assess the level of risk they would be 
taking on. 

This never happened, in part because most bidders were sufficiently confident about 
reaching expected performance levels, given the forecasts for the economy at the 
time. There was also an assumption that any lost ground at the beginning of the 
contract could be recovered in the later years – but current economic forecasts are 
likely to make this more difficult. 

The foundation of the design of the Work Programme is the number of job outcomes 
that DWP expects. Get it wrong and contractors are either set up to fail or set up to 
make excessive profits. DWP were unlikely to get it right in these first contracts, but 
it also left itself little room to adjust to external changes over which DWP and 
contractors have little or no control.  

Job outcomes below DWP expectations will mean that there will be less cash in the 
programme. The main consequence of this will either be reduced service levels 
received by unemployed people or increased borrowing by contractors. In reality it 
will be a mix between the two. As Inclusion has pointed out before, there is the 
danger of a downward spiral of low performance leading to lower spending, leading 
to even lower performance.  

Tightening finances will also increase the risk of ‘parking’ the most disadvantaged 
participants – where they receive the minimum service with no real expectation by 
contractors that they will succeed in getting a job. There will be little or no available 
evidence of ‘parking’ in the first Work Programme results but future results will get 
closely scrutinised. 

There is a difficult and fine judgement to be made on Work Programme finances. 
The twin dangers to avoid are: 1) poor and inadequate support to the long-term 
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unemployed; and 2) significant ‘market failure’ where contractors withdraw from 
contracts and where there is little incentive for new contractors to move in. 

The first results are not likely to give a definitive answer about whether the Work 
Programme is on track or needs fixing. But they will likely illustrate that ‘payment by 
results’ can lead to lower spending when the jobs market gets weaker – and that 
contractors alone should not be blamed if performance expectations don’t respond 
to the ‘rough waters’10 of the economy. 

                                        

10 Mervyn King, Governor of the Bank of England, on economic prospects, August 2012 
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Annex 1 

Table A1: Jobcentre Plus impact indicator: Rates of people moving from 
key out of work benefits – historical data 
 

52 week Jobseeker’s Allowance Month ending: 
  Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar 
2012/13 87.3% 87.5%   
2011/12 90.7% 90.5% 90.5% 89.7% 89.0% 88.8% 88.5% 88.5% 87.7% 87.3% 86.6% 87.2%
2010/11 89.8% 90.7% 90.9% 90.4% 90.3% 91.0% 91.3% 91.9% 92.0% 91.2% 90.6% 90.8%

 

See: http://www.dwp.gov.uk/publications/corporate-publications/dwp-business-plan-
2011-2015/business-plan-transparency/people-moving-from-key-out-of-work/ 
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Annex 2 

The Work Programme, Job Outcomes, economic shocks 
and cyclicality in the hiring rate 

Inclusion has estimated that the job entry rate for long-term JSA claimants varied 
systematically with GDP changes over the recession. We have estimated that annual 
changes in job-entry rates for long-term JSA claimants are approximately 5.2 times 
the annual change in GDP. The recent changes to GDP estimates have increased 
the coefficient in this relationship, while leaving the proportion of variance explained 
around 75%. Previous estimates were around 4.7 times the annual change in GDP. 

Figure A1: Jobcentre Plus job outcome rates and GDP, annual percentage 
changes 
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The Jobcentre Plus job outcome rates here are based on job outcomes for long-term 
JSA claimants reported against Jobcentre Plus’ job outcome target, which was 
operational from 2006 to 2010. Annual changes are thus available from 2007 to 
2010, covering the 2008–10 period of the recession. The raw figures from Jobcentre 
Plus have been calculated as a ratio of long-term JSA claimants and seasonally 
adjusted by Inclusion. Job outcomes for JCP customers are highly seasonal, so 
seasonal adjustment changes the statistical concept to the same basis as the GDP 
figures from Office for National Statistics, which are also seasonally adjusted. We 
have used annual changes for GDP, and hence also for the Jobcentre Plus measure, 
because these are also available from the Office for Budget Responsibility forecast 
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releases and the compendium of recent economic forecasts published by HM 
Treasury. 

Figure A2 shows the scatterplot of the relationship. 

Figure A2: Jobcentre Plus job outcome rates and GDP, scatterplot 
relationship, 2007-2010 
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The relationship does cover the period of most intense cyclicality since 1992–03, but 
covers relatively little outside that period. 

It is quite likely that the correlation between GDP and the job outcome rate is very 
high because the period covered does not cover a substantial period of stability. 

Figure A3 shows a scatterplot from Labour Force Survey data showing the annual 
change in the ‘hiring rate’ – the proportion of ILO unemployed moving into 
employment, compared with GDP changes, over the period from 1997 to spring 
2011. The latest year has been omitted because of widely expressed doubts about 
how GDP has changed in an opposite direction from employment – something which 
also applies to the hiring rate. 
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Figure A3: Labour Force Survey hiring rates and GDP, scatterplot 
relationship, 1997-2011 
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The Labour Force Survey hiring rate changes with a 2.2 multiplier to GDP, with 
both figures being annual changes. 

The coefficient on the relationship is smaller than for the Jobcentre Plus job 
outcomes, and the proportion of variance explained is also smaller.  

However, if the period covered is restricted to a similar one for the Jobcentre Plus 
job outcomes, the proportion of variance explained rises to 67% and the multiplier 
increases to 2.9 times the GDP change.  

This indicates that in periods of strong economic shocks the relationship between 
hiring and economic growth is strong, but in periods of stable growth there is more 
of a random movement around a stable pattern in both measures. 

We have also examined the relationship between JSA off-flow rates and GDP 
changes. These have the merit of a longer time series, back to 1986, but on the 
other hand, are subject to a series of administrative changes that affected off-flow 
rates overall and for different duration groups. For example, the introduction of the 
JSA regime in 1996, and its relaunch in 2006, were both associated with 
anomalously high increases in off-flow rates across duration groups. Before the 
introduction of the New Deal in 1998, there was an anomalous reduction in off-flows 
because of an anticipation effect. There was also an anomalous reduction in off-
flows in 2004–05 that is associated with administrative changes in Jobcentre Plus – 
although it is also the period when youth unemployment started rising (not a 
reflection of GDP change) so the causes of the anomaly may be more deep seated.  
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JSA (and Unemployment Benefit) off-flows include moves onto government 
employment and training programmes such as New Deal options (from 1998) and 
Employment Training (in the preceding period). 

Figure A4 shows this relationship for the entire period. Figure A1 shows the recent 
period. 

The multipliers for JSA off-flows are weaker than for known jobs from Jobcentre Plus 
data and slightly weaker than for Labour Force Survey flows. This is likely to be 
because, over the period covered, off-flows to education and to government 
employment and training programmes are likely to be counter-cyclical. 

The multipliers vary between 1.95 (flows from 0–3 months to 3–6 months) to 1.58 
(flows from 9–12 to 12–15 months – this flow is heavily affected by flows to New 
Deal Options and predecessor/successor programmes). 

The time-lags between changes in GDP and changes in flow rates in recessions and 
in recoveries appear minimal and in some cases JSA flow rates seem to lead the GDP 
figures.  
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Figure A4: JSA (and Unemployment Benefit) off-flows and GDP, 1986-
2012 
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Therefore, key findings are: 

 There is a relationship between job hires for long term unemployed and economic 
growth. 

 The relationship does not involve a long time-lag in UK experience. 

 The relationship is stronger in both recessions and recoveries than in more stable 
economic circumstances. 

 The relationship may be stronger for the long-term unemployed than for all 
unemployed. 

JSA off-flows follow a similar pattern. 
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Relevant academic literature 

Points 1 and 3 replicate findings in ‘The Cyclicality of Hires, Separations,and Job-to-
Job Transitions’, Robert Shimer, University of Chicago, September 30, 2004 (quote 
from page 11 – emphasis by Inclusion).11  

‘Only changes in the composition of the reason for unemployment 
appreciably affect the hiring rate, raising it by 2 percentage points from 
1994 to 2000 and then reducing it by a similar amount during the next three 
years. ... An increase in the number of ‘other job losers’ (as opposed to ‘job 
losers on layoff’) explains most of the increase in unemployment during this 
period. ... This group dependably has the lowest hiring rate, which explains 
the measured compositional change in the hiring rate.  

‘Nevertheless, the cyclical pattern of the monthly hiring rate for 
this group is, if anything, sharper than the cyclical pattern of the 
hiring rate for the rest of the population, rising from 25 percent in 
1994 to almost 40 percent in 1999 and then declining by a factor of 2 by the 
start of 2000.  

‘Only job losers on layoff show little change in the hiring rate during this 
time period, but that probably reflects that layoffs typically last for two 
months. In short, there is scant evidence that changes in the composition of 
the labor force explains fluctuations in the hiring rate, since the hiring rate is 
strongly procyclical for all groups of workers.’ 

Other literature examines the cyclicality of hiring rates as compared to the cyclicality 
of job separation rates to determine whether growth in unemployment during 
recessions is due to cessation in hiring or to increases in job separations 
(redundancies etc.), or the proportionate balance between the two factors and 
whether institutional factors such as benefit rates and employment regulations 
impact on unemployment given the cyclical behaviour of hiring rates and job 
separation rates.  

Recruitment in Recovery: Mark Sanders and Riccardo Welters 
http://ideas.repec.org/p/use/tkiwps/0935.html 

Supply shocks, demand shocks, and labor market fluctuations: Helge Braun, Reinout 
De Bock, Riccardo DiCecio http://ideas.repec.org/p/fip/fedlwp/2007-015.html 

                                        

11 Downloaded from ftp://ftp.igier.uni-bocconi.it/varie/seminars/071004.pdf 
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Taxation, Public Policy, and Dynamics of Unemployment: Joseph Stiglitz 
http://ideas.repec.org/a/kap/itaxpf/v6y1999i3p239-262.html 
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Annex 3 

The chart shows the original DWP profile of referrals published in the ITT and the 
actual referrals up to July 2012. There was a large increase in the JSA early access 
group for which contractors can claim job outcomes at three months rather than six 
months. Therefore more job outcomes can be recorded in the period than profiled in 
the ITT. In addition there were more people referred (9% increase) and at an earlier 
stage than planned, once the programme got up and running in June 2011. This, 
again, means that more job outcomes could be achieved in the time period. 

Figure A5: Work Programme referrals by payment group – ITT volumes 
compared with actual, Jun 2011–Jul 2012 
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Annex 4 

Our estimate of the job entries and sustainment needed to achieve the MPL across 
all Work Programme cohorts is set out in Table A2. 

Table A2: Cohort performance at the MPL (job entries and sustainment) 

Participant group JSA 
18-24

JSA 
25+ JSA EA JSA 

Ex-IB
ESA 
Vol 

ESA 
Flow 

ESA 
Ex-IB

Job entries 52% 42% 26% 19% 46% 25% 9%

Job entries sustained 3 months 83% 79% 75% 81% 83% 74% 73%
Of which sustained 6 months 86% 87% 85% 85% 86% 86% 84%
Of which sustained 9 months 90% 90% 88% 88% 88% 90% 87%
Of which sustained 12 months 93% 93% 91% 91% 91% 90% 91%
Of which sustained 15 months 94% 94% 94% 94% 94% 94% 94%
Of which sustained 18 months 96% 96% 96% 96% 96% 96% 96%
Of which sustained 21 months     98% 98% 98% 98% 97%
Of which sustained 24 months             97%
Of which sustained 27 months             97%

Job outcomes (6 months 
sustained for JSA 18-24 and 
JSA 25+, 3 months sustained 
for other groups) 

43% 33% 21% 16% 41% 20% 7%

 

For all participants and for the whole of the Work Programme contract (2011-16) it 
entails 37% of participants entering work at some point, and 29% of participants 
achieving job outcomes. 
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Annex 5 

Table A3: Long-term claimant unemployment by local authority, October 
2012 

Rank of 
local 

authority  

Long-term 
JSA 

claimants 

Proportion of 
LA population 

Proportion of 
JSA 

claimants in 
LA 

Kingston upon Hull 1 5,795 3.2 39% 
Hartlepool 2 1,735 3.0 37% 
Middlesbrough 3 2,825 3.0 37% 
Wolverhampton 4 4,270 2.8 35% 
Blaenau Gwent 5 1,200 2.8 35% 
South Tyneside 6 2,475 2.5 34% 
Birmingham 7 16,800 2.5 34% 
Sandwell 8 4,695 2.5 34% 
Derry 9 1,745 2.4 29% 
Redcar and Cleveland 10 2,000 2.3 35% 
Walsall 11 3,560 2.3 34% 
Merthyr Tydfil 12 810 2.3 35% 
Liverpool 13 6,490 2.1 31% 
Hackney 14 3,240 2.1 32% 
Newham 15 3,285 2.1 29% 
Tower Hamlets 16 3,620 2.1 33% 
Dundee City 17 1,990 2.1 36% 
North Ayrshire 18 1,780 2.1 32% 
Belfast 19 3,635 2.1 27% 
Nottingham City 20 4,400 2.0 32% 
Waltham Forest 21 3,020 2.0 32% 
West Dunbartonshire 22 1,185 2.0 32% 
Blackpool 23 1,635 1.9 29% 
North East Lincolnshire 24 1,900 1.9 31% 
Haringey 25 2,950 1.9 30% 
Lambeth 26 4,060 1.9 34% 
Barking and Dagenham 27 2,175 1.9 30% 
East Ayrshire 28 1,475 1.9 33% 
Newry and Mourne 29 1,235 1.9 33% 
Strabane 30 480 1.9 25% 
Stockton on Tees 31 2,285 1.8 32% 
Sunderland 32 3,285 1.8 32% 
Knowsley 33 1,730 1.8 28% 
Bradford 34 5,775 1.8 30% 
Dudley 35 3,505 1.8 34% 
Leicester City 36 3,625 1.7 29% 
Lewisham 37 3,155 1.7 31% 
Southwark 38 3,530 1.7 32% 
Caerphilly 39 1,905 1.7 32% 
Newport 40 1,525 1.7 30% 
Clackmannanshire 41 555 1.7 33% 
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Glasgow City 42 6,930 1.7 30% 
North Lanarkshire 43 3,525 1.7 31% 
Limavady 44 375 1.7 24% 
Omagh 45 580 1.7 33% 
Halton 46 1,220 1.6 29% 
Manchester 47 5,620 1.6 28% 
Rochdale 48 2,035 1.6 28% 
Sefton 49 2,635 1.6 31% 
Rotherham 50 2,570 1.6 30% 
Brent 51 2,800 1.6 28% 
Enfield 52 3,080 1.6 30% 
Darlington 53 985 1.5 28% 
Gateshead 54 1,890 1.5 28% 
Oldham 55 2,035 1.5 26% 
Barnsley 56 2,130 1.5 28% 
Doncaster 57 2,820 1.5 28% 
Southend-on-sea 58 1,510 1.5 30% 
Greenwich 59 2,350 1.5 30% 
Anglesey 60 635 1.5 34% 
Armagh 61 565 1.5 31% 
Durham 62 4,725 1.4 29% 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 63 2,775 1.4 29% 
North Tyneside 64 1,775 1.4 28% 
Salford 65 2,190 1.4 27% 
St Helens 66 1,600 1.4 28% 
North Lincolnshire 67 1,375 1.4 29% 
Sheffield 68 5,385 1.4 31% 
Calderdale 69 1,780 1.4 27% 
Luton 70 1,800 1.4 30% 
Peterborough 71 1,595 1.4 25% 
Islington 72 2,075 1.4 30% 
Rhondda, Cynon, Taff 73 2,150 1.4 28% 
Torfaen 74 785 1.4 26% 
Inverclyde 75 715 1.4 27% 
Craigavon 76 855 1.4 27% 
Moyle 77 145 1.4 22% 
Bolton 78 2,150 1.3 26% 
Tameside 79 1,840 1.3 26% 
Wigan 80 2,585 1.3 27% 
Kirklees 81 3,320 1.3 26% 
Leeds 82 7,085 1.3 29% 
Derby City 83 2,080 1.3 26% 
Stoke on Trent 84 2,015 1.3 26% 
Coventry 85 2,700 1.3 28% 
Medway 86 2,140 1.3 31% 
Torbay 87 1,015 1.3 30% 
Falkirk 88 1,250 1.3 29% 
Fife 89 3,015 1.3 31% 
Renfrewshire 90 1,480 1.3 29% 
South Lanarkshire 91 2,550 1.3 29% 
Ballymoney 92 250 1.3 25% 
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Down 93 600 1.3 25% 
Fermanagh 94 520 1.3 26% 
Northumberland 95 2,445 1.2 29% 
Blackburn with Darwen 96 1,085 1.2 25% 
Croydon 97 2,825 1.2 27% 
Isle of Wight 98 1,025 1.2 32% 
Bristol 99 3,665 1.2 30% 
Cardiff 100 2,865 1.2 27% 
Wirral 101 2,100 1.1 26% 
Wakefield 102 2,430 1.1 27% 
Telford and Wrekin 103 1,130 1.1 25% 
Hammersmith and Fulham 104 1,395 1.1 29% 
Ealing 105 2,425 1.1 28% 
South Ayrshire 106 750 1.1 26% 
Banbridge 107 340 1.1 27% 
Coleraine 108 405 1.1 22% 
Lisburn 109 860 1.1 24% 
Bury 110 1,135 1.0 24% 
Thurrock 111 1,090 1.0 27% 
Redbridge 112 1,740 1.0 26% 
Portsmouth 113 1,430 1.0 29% 
Slough 114 880 1.0 26% 
Plymouth 115 1,725 1.0 28% 
Conwy 116 670 1.0 26% 
Denbighshire 117 615 1.0 27% 
Wrexham 118 835 1.0 24% 
Dumfries and Galloway 119 940 1.0 29% 
Midlothian 120 510 1.0 24% 
Ards 121 525 1.0 24% 
Carrickfergus 122 250 1.0 21% 
Cookstown 123 240 1.0 22% 
Dungannon 124 370 1.0 23% 
Warrington 125 1,175 0.9 25% 
East Riding of Yorkshire 126 1,995 0.9 30% 
Solihull 127 1,180 0.9 27% 
Norfolk 128 4,775 0.9 28% 
Camden 129 1,565 0.9 30% 
Wandsworth 130 1,995 0.9 32% 
Havering 131 1,410 0.9 26% 
Milton Keynes 132 1,525 0.9 27% 
Reading 133 995 0.9 27% 
Bridgend 134 795 0.9 23% 
Vale of Glamorgan 135 740 0.9 27% 
Argyll and Bute 136 515 0.9 30% 
Eilean Siar 137 145 0.9 32% 
Stirling 138 500 0.9 27% 
Ballymena 139 365 0.9 22% 
Newtownabbey 140 485 0.9 21% 
Stockport 141 1,460 0.8 24% 
Trafford 142 1,115 0.8 24% 
Derbyshire 143 4,065 0.8 27% 
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Lincolnshire 144 3,500 0.8 25% 
Northamptonshire 145 3,545 0.8 23% 
Nottinghamshire 146 4,165 0.8 26% 
Bedfordshire 147 2,295 0.8 28% 
Essex 148 6,755 0.8 26% 
Suffolk 149 3,505 0.8 27% 
Westminster, City of 150 1,475 0.8 31% 
Barnet 151 1,810 0.8 26% 
Bexley 152 1,175 0.8 26% 
Bromley 153 1,600 0.8 28% 
Merton 154 1,110 0.8 29% 
Brighton and Hove 155 1,405 0.8 23% 
East Sussex 156 2,560 0.8 28% 
Kent 157 7,215 0.8 26% 
Swindon 158 1,010 0.8 24% 
Gwynedd 159 565 0.8 25% 
Flintshire 160 740 0.8 25% 
Carmarthenshire 161 895 0.8 24% 
Neath Port Talbot 162 665 0.8 20% 
Edinburgh, City of 163 2,835 0.8 26% 
West Lothian 164 865 0.8 22% 
Antrim 165 280 0.8 21% 
Castlereagh 166 355 0.8 25% 
Magherafelt 167 225 0.8 20% 
North Down 168 430 0.8 23% 
Cheshire 169 3,010 0.7 24% 
Cumbria 170 2,255 0.7 26% 
Lancashire 171 5,430 0.7 24% 
Worcestershire 172 2,320 0.7 22% 
Kensington and Chelsea 173 880 0.7 29% 
Hounslow 174 1,090 0.7 22% 
Sutton 175 890 0.7 26% 
Southampton 176 1,250 0.7 24% 
Bournemouth 177 740 0.7 21% 
Gloucestershire 178 2,635 0.7 26% 
Pembrokeshire 179 500 0.7 23% 
Swansea 180 1,085 0.7 20% 
Monmouthshire 181 360 0.7 25% 
Angus 182 485 0.7 24% 
East Dunbartonshire 183 430 0.7 26% 
East Lothian 184 410 0.7 21% 
Scottish Borders 185 515 0.7 26% 
Larne 186 140 0.7 16% 
York 187 775 0.6 25% 
North Yorkshire 188 2,305 0.6 27% 
Shropshire 189 1,110 0.6 23% 
Staffordshire 190 3,240 0.6 24% 
Hertfordshire 191 4,155 0.6 24% 
Harrow 192 895 0.6 22% 
Hillingdon 193 1,095 0.6 22% 
North Somerset 194 770 0.6 24% 
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Cornwall and Isles of Scilly 195 2,040 0.6 23% 
Powys 196 450 0.6 24% 
Highland 197 830 0.6 23% 
Leicestershire 198 2,145 0.5 23% 
Herefordshire, County of 199 565 0.5 21% 
Warwickshire 200 1,715 0.5 22% 
Cambridgeshire 201 1,970 0.5 23% 
West Sussex 202 2,410 0.5 23% 
Bath and North East 
Somerset 203 600 0.5 25% 
South Gloucestershire 204 835 0.5 23% 
Devon 205 2,085 0.5 23% 
Ceredigion 206 225 0.5 25% 
Aberdeen City 207 725 0.5 23% 
East Renfrewshire 208 290 0.5 23% 
Moray 209 290 0.5 24% 
City of London 210 35 0.4 32% 
Kingston-upon-Thames 211 415 0.4 21% 
Bracknell Forest 212 330 0.4 21% 
West Berkshire 213 380 0.4 23% 
Windsor and Maidenhead 214 355 0.4 21% 
Buckinghamshire 215 1,300 0.4 21% 
Hampshire 216 3,245 0.4 21% 
Somerset 217 1,340 0.4 20% 
Wiltshire 218 1,145 0.4 20% 
Perthshire and Kinross 219 400 0.4 21% 
Rutland 220 65 0.3 20% 
Richmond-upon-Thames 221 425 0.3 22% 
Oxfordshire 222 1,445 0.3 22% 
Surrey 223 2,325 0.3 20% 
Poole 224 280 0.3 18% 
Aberdeenshire 225 410 0.3 22% 
Orkney Islands 226 40 0.3 25% 
Shetland Islands 227 40 0.3 21% 
Wokingham 228 260 0.2 19% 
Dorset 229 520 0.2 14% 

 

 

 


