All’s Fair in the Work Programme?
understanding the equalities impact
of the Work Programme in London
an extended London Councils Briefing - August 2015

Summary
The equalities impact of the Work Programme (WP), with mixed performance for different groups, offers
some important lessons for future commissioning of employment support in London.
Currently discussions are taking place nationally about the successor to the WP and the opportunity to
serve the needs of the capital more effectively by unlocking devolution in the design of future programmes.
The WP is the single largest employment programme ever contracted, replacing a number of separate
welfare-to-work programmes based on benefit type. The rationale for a single programme was to achieve
greater efficiencies and economies of scale through simplification, while an outcome based payment model
shifted risk from the government to the provider.
As such the WP was branded as taking a more joined-up approach, based on the individual rather than
their benefit.
This analysis sets out how well that individual is being served by the WP to date and considers the equalities
implications of the programme in London with a focus on the four protected characteristics of age, sex,
ethnicity and disability.
Evidence of a strong disproportionate impact by age and disability, coupled with sustained
underperformance in the Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) claimant cohort strengthens concern
about the suitability of the WP for supporting claimants with complex needs.
Lessons from the WP suggest that funding, and a subsequent lack of capacity in contracted providers to join
up with other services and provide the necessary support, have contributed to poor performance for those
with complex needs. If the state is to achieve efficiencies and savings in the administration of the WP, it
must first rebalance the factors driving poor performance for those with complex needs and outweigh the
longer term costs from having more people with complex needs out of work for longer.
It is those WP completers that do not get a job who look to their local authorities and local support services
for help.
Through an innovative and proactive programme of commissioned employment projects across the capital,
London local government continues to demonstrate its ability to address complex needs through tailored,
local provision while mitigating against future service demand and making savings across the public sector.
However the pressure of reductions to local government spending is making it increasingly untenable for
boroughs to fill the gaps in provision left by national employment programmes; especially in London where
£8 out of every £10 spent on unemployment provision in 2013 went to projects which were carried out in
accordance with national guidelines, such as the WP, Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) European
Social Fund (ESF) Families Programme and Youth Contract 1. The successor to the WP must better serve
those who face the greatest challenges in finding employment.
The data presented in this analysis makes a clear case for a greatly strengthened and formalised role for
local government in the design of any future employment support in London. The expertise and local
knowledge of London’s boroughs will ensure all Londoners, regardless of age, sex, ethnicity and disability
get a fair chance at finding the job they want.
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Introduction
The WP is the government’s flagship initiative to help long term unemployed people access personalised
back to work support. Most participants are either claimants of Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) or ESA 2.
The WP is a national programme, commissioned and designed by the DWP. Operational delivery of the
programme in London has been contracted to six Prime providers. Primes then manage networks of subcontractors who deliver some or all of the employment support services on their behalf.
London Councils has raised a number of concerns about the current commissioning model:
• programmes led from the centre fail to effectively connect with local labour market
conditions when covering large parts of London- large providers don’t always understand the
intricacies of functional economic areas
• national programmes can be less flexible at the local level, for example, responding to large scale
redundancy from a single local employer
• full integration between other local support services and a national programme is difficult ; this
reduces the effectiveness of addressing the support needs of participants with complex needs
• lack of integration with local services can increase duplication and costs across the public sector.
There is no current obligation for the WP Prime Providers to work with local partners and this is reflected in
varying levels of engagement between the London boroughs and providers delivering in their area.
The WP uses a ‘blackbox 3’ contracting model whereby providers can choose how to design and deliver their
programme to support the particular needs of their participants, underpinned by a financial incentive for
outcomes. The financial incentive is increased for participants who require a higher level of support;
however this is segmented by payment group and not by level of need. Evidence suggests that payment
group is not always an accurate proxy for level of need 4.
The programme is now entering its fifth year of delivery with over 1.7 million participants joining since its
launch in June 2011.
Underperformance for some participants suggests that the WP is not adequately ‘providing each individual
with what they need’ 5 based on their personal circumstances. This is particularly true for participants with
complex needs.
The Equalities Impact Assessment for the WP conducted by DWP sets out no expectation to
disproportionately impact against the protected characteristics. This analysis, drawing on the latest release
of cumulative data up to March 2015, uses equalities data to understand to what extent the individual
needs of participants are being met.
Cumulative performance is an aggregate of all referrals and outcomes from the beginning of the
programme. This analysis is presented on the understanding that cumulative data does not show a
complete picture of performance because some referrals included in the cumulative data are at different
stages in their two year programme and tracking period, and may still achieve an outcome. Despite this,
cumulative data remains the most conclusive form of data to explore the programme’s overall impact on all
participants to date.
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Eligible claimants will be in receipt of either Employment and Support Allowance (ESA), Jobseekers Allowance (JSA), Income Support (IS),
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Analysis by characteristic
Age
WP performance by age group for London is mixed; strongest performance is in the 18-24 age group where
just over 30 per cent of referrals achieve a job outcome. This compares with poorer performance in the 55+
age groups where participants are significantly underperforming; just fewer than seven per cent of referrals
aged 60 and above achieve a job outcome. 15.7 per cent of referrals in the over 50s have achieved a job
outcome.
The WP job outcome rate for the over-50s is broadly in line with performance achieved under the WP’s
predecessor, the New Deal and later, Flexible New Deal (1998-2011). 6 National mainstream employment
programmes have repeatedly struggled to bridge the performance gap between the over-50s and younger
claimants.
This performance compares to a job entry rate of 18 per cent in targeted programmes under the London
2007-2013 round of European Social Fund (ESF). Although three percentage points higher than
performance in the mainstream programmes, it remains lower than the job entry rate achieved for younger
age groups. 7
In part, this differential pattern of performance by age is structural and shaped by labour market
discrimination, although the job entry rate of targeted interventions appear to fare better than mainstream
programmes.
Figure 1. Percentage of referrals achieving outcomes by age based on cumulative data for London up to
March 2015
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By volume up to March 2015, the 35-44 age group is the largest cohort with just over 61,000 referrals; the
60+ age group has the smallest number of referrals at 4,590. The 18-44 age groups account for 64 per cent
of referrals and just fewer than 74 per cent of outcomes on the programme.
Performance in London and at a national level interchanges by age group. London is outperforming
national outcomes for the three middle 25-49 age groups, on par for the 50-54 age group and
underperforms for the 18-24 and 55+ groups. Although within a margin of two percentage points,
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underperformance nevertheless points to unique structural challenges in London’s labour market
compared to elsewhere.

Sex
More males than females are referred to the WP, with London closing the national gap. 41 per cent of
referrals to the programme in London are female compared to 35 per cent nationally. Males account for
almost 69 per cent of referrals nationally, compared to 59 per cent in London.
Figure 2. Cumulative referral and outcome composition nationally and in London by sex up to March
2015
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In London, outcomes broadly mirror the composition of referrals; females account for 42 per cent of
outcomes while males account for the remaining 58 per cent. Nationally, females underperform males with
34 per cent of outcomes achieved by females compared to 66 per cent by males.
In London the outcome rate for both males and females is within one percentage point of each other; 25.3
per cent of female referrals achieve a job outcome, compared to 24.7 per cent of male referrals who achieve
a job outcome.
On the whole, the WP is performing better for males than females, although this is in part reflected in the
higher volume of male referrals. In London, the programme is performing better for females than at a
national level, although this does not distract from the disproportionately low number of female referrals
to the programme.
Labour market statistics for London 8 show that 30 per cent of females are economically inactive compared
to 16.1 per cent of males; this compares to 27.4 per cent of females and 16.7 per cent of males nationally.
Females are more likely to claim Income Support and Carer’s Allowance and remain economically inactive
compared to males. As a result of labour market disadvantage that appears structural in nature, females
aren’t accessing active employment support through DWP as readily as their male counterpart, which
includes the WP, due to the conditionality of their benefit claim or inactive status.
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Ethnicity
By referral profile, London is the most ethnically diverse region across the geography of the WP (See
Appendix A, Figure 1). Just over 42 per cent of participants identify as White in London compared to 79 per
cent across the programme as a whole. 28 per cent of WP participants in London identify as Black or Black
British and 11 per cent as Asian or Asian British. This presents a very different ethnic composition for
providers delivering in London compared to elsewhere in the UK.
Outcome performance by ethnic group remains within two or three percentage points of one another.
London performs better for participants identifying as Mixed, Asian or Asian British, Black or Black British
and Chinese or Other Ethnic Group compared nationally, but underperforms for those identifying as White.
Stronger performance for those identifying Asian or Asian British and Black or Black British is positive
considering the higher volumes associated with these two groups; although White remains the largest
group by volume and underperformance is a concern.
Figure 3. Percentage of referrals by ethnic group achieving outcomes at the London and National level
up to March 2015
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Unknowns are relatively small in the WP dataset. London has 120 referrals and 20 outcomes up to March
2015 that aren’t known. Any meaningful impact that these figures have on the wider dataset is minimal.
Just over seven per cent of participants in London chose not to disclose their ethnicity, the highest share
across all regions. However its outcome performance is broadly in line with performance in other categories
and therefore does not indicate any adverse or disproportionate problems experienced by participants in
this category.
Ethnicity by payment group 9 shows marginal variation in the ethnic makeup of referrals between ESA and
JSA groups; only Incapacity Benefit and Income Support (IB/IS) Volunteers show a richer mix of ethnic
diversity with 60 per cent of participants identifying as White compared to 85 per cent of ESA claimants.
ESA has the highest percentage of White participants (see Appendix A, Figure 2).
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Figure 4. Cumulative national outcomes for payment groups by ethnicity up to March 2015
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Performance by payment group by the same measure is relatively consistent for all ethnic groups. ESA
groups show consistently poor performance for all categories, while JSA remains resilient, fluctuating
between 27 and 29 per cent. IB/IS Volunteers are less consistent; particularly poor performance for those
identifying as Asian or Asian British, but stronger performance for those identifying as Mixed and Black or
Black British. There is no clear correlation between ethnicity and payment group; rather payment group is
the driver of performance with some marginal variations by ethnic groups.
Figure 5. Referral makeup by Local Authority ranked by percentage of referrals identifying as White
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Figure 5 shows the breadth of ethnic diversity across London’s local authorities. Previous studies have
shown that the balance of ethnic diversity in London presents a unique challenge to employment
programmes, and that nationally, ethnic minority groups experience lower employment rates 10. Therefore a
higher concentration of ethnic diversity in the capital is an additional factor to be addressed when
designing tailored back to work support.
Providers must ensure their provision is appropriately tailored and sensitive to the cultures and
communities being served; this demands local knowledge and experienced community partners in an
integrated local supply chain. Delivering employment services through familiar community settings can be
an effective way of engaging people 11 and improving performance by ethnicity.
Figure 6. Cumulative job outcome rates by local authority compared to percentage of referrals
identifying as White up to March 2015

With the exception of three outer boroughs, evidence suggests that ethnicity is a marginal factor
influencing performance; however this is an indicative trend and does not accurately reflect the individual
picture in each local authority.
Performance figures show that two of London’s most ethnically diverse local authorities fall within the
bottom quartile for WP job entry rates in the region; therefore it is clear that not all of London’s most
diverse local authorities are benefitting equally from improving WP performance.

10
11

Current Issue Note 42: Part-time Employment in London, GLA Economics, January 2015
London Employment Provision Qualitative experiences of employment support, CESI, page 4, January 2015

Disability
Participants recorded as having no disability on the WP achieve approximately twice as many outcomes as
those who are disabled. The percentage of outcomes achieved by those recorded with a disability in London
is 14 per cent, one percentage point below national performance. Despite this, London is broadly in line
with performance nationally.
Figure 7. Cumulative outcomes nationally and in London by disability indicator up to March 2015
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Nationally, all payment groups underperform for participants recording a disability, with the lowest
performance in the ESA groups (Figure 8). IB/IS Volunteers and JSA groups remain within two percentage
points of each other and achieve more than twice the number of outcomes than the ESA groups.
Although performance is poor for participants recording a disability, we would expect outcomes for this
group to be lower when compared to those without a recorded disability.
Figure 8. Cumulative national outcomes by payment group and disability indicator up to March 2015
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Performance discrepancies between payment groups are, in part, reflected in the makeup of each cohort.
Figure 9 compares the recorded primary health conditions by payment group nationally. By volume, ESA
groups have the highest number of participants with a primary health condition. In contrast JSA groups
and IB/IS Volunteers have very small caseloads of participants with any primary health condition.
Mental and behavioural disorders account for 800 referrals in the JSA groups and 890 referrals in the IB/IS
Volunteers; this compares with 54,560 referrals for new ESA claimants excluding 12 month prognosis
claimants and 41,490 ESA Ex-Incapacity Benefit claimants. Mental and Behavioural disorders are by far the
most common primary health condition for the WP cohort; however they are most likely to be found in the
ESA groups.
Diseases of the musculoskeletal system and connective tissue and all ‘other’ primary health conditions are
the second and third most prevalent conditions for ESA participants.
Figure 9. Cumulative national referral profile by primary health condition and payment group up to
March 2015
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Despite accounting for the highest volume of referrals, participants with a mental or behavioural disorder,
by outcomes achieved, underperform against other primary health conditions: only 11 per cent of New ESA
claimants excluding 12 month prognosis achieve an outcome compared with 23 per cent of those recorded
as having an injury, poisoning and certain other consequences of external causes. From the 54,560
referrals of New ESA claimants excluding 12 month prognosis claimants with a mental and behavioural
disorder, approximately 48,290 (88.5 per cent) have not achieved an outcome. Performance in the JSA

group is equally poor, with just over six per cent of the 800 referrals with a mental and behavioural disorder
achieving an outcome.
Performance on Work Choice, DWP’s contracted disability employment programme is markedly higher than
WP performance by primary health condition; in part a reflection on the programme’s specialist nature and
higher spend per participant. Up to December 2014, almost 43 per cent of participants experiencing a mild
to moderate mental health problem and just fewer than 38 per cent of participants with a severe mental
health problem achieved a job outcome 12. Although the programmes are not directly comparable, the
performance gap between the two highlights the importance of joining up with specialist support when
addressing complex needs such as primary health conditions.
Performance in the IB/IS Volunteers group is better for mental and behavioural disorders with over 19 per
cent of the 890 referrals achieving an outcome. Performance by primary health condition is consistently
better for this payment group, outperforming the majority of other payment groups. This performance is
possibly a reflection on the voluntary status of this group who are not mandated to the programme.
Figure 10. Cumulative outcomes by primary health condition in London up to March 2015
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Cumulative outcomes achieved in London by primary health condition don’t exceed 11 per cent for any
condition (Figure 10). Diseases of the musculoskeletal system and connective tissue and diseases of the
circulatory or respiratory system perform the poorest, closely followed by mental and behavioural
disorders.
Although some variance exists in performance between primary health conditions, evidence does not
suggest that the WP is supporting participants with some conditions significantly better than others.
Performance is consistently poor by disability indicator and primary health condition and therefore
disproportionately impacting on this group.
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Commentary by characteristic

The WP is having mixed impact on the performance of protected groups. It is clear that certain groups are
benefitting more positively from the WP than others; and this reflects the deep and wide impact payment
group characteristics are having on performance. For some it is working, for others it is not.
There is no clear evidence that the WP is impacting negatively on sex; for females, the analysis points
to broader labour market disadvantage that appears structural in nature, reflected in the higher ratio
of males to females in the referral profile. Economic inactivity and conditionality of inactive benefit
claims reduce access to back to work support.
The number of outcomes for females is lower than for males; this is, in part, a consequence of more male
referrals to the programme than females. Despite the difference in volumes, the conversion rate from
referral to outcome is within one percentage point of each other for both sexes in London.
The over-50s have the worst performance on the WP with the 60+ category presenting a significant
cause for concern. The WP is not impacting positively on the majority of this age group; this is despite
much stronger performance in groups up to the age of 50.
A survey exploring attitudes of over 50s to working in later life reported that 57 per cent of respondents
currently employed disagreed that they found it ‘easy’ to find another job; furthermore, 39 per cent of
unemployed respondents agreed that applying for jobs is made harder as they find their skills are out of
date 13.
There is no national programme dedicated to older claimants. The WP, alongside mainstream JSA activity,
is the only tailored support offered by DWP to help this group into work. Currently the WP supports 6 per
cent of 60+ claimants to achieve this goal.
London is also falling marginally behind national performance in the 18-24 age group and reflects the
poorer labour market position of young people 14. Despite concern, it still remains the strongest performing
age group by outcomes achieved.
While there are external factors involved, the design and structure of the WP is at least in part responsible
for poorer outcomes as well 15.
All age groups experience their own unique challenges when finding suitable employment, however
underperformance for older claimants suggests that the WP’s current model is not enabling providers to
reach participants with particularly acute support needs fully. Tailored provision joined up with specialist
support is more responsive to the challenges faced by those at the later stages of their working lives.
Impact by ethnicity is particularly complex. There is no evidence to suggest a strong disproportionate
impact by ethnic group, although performance for those identifying as White in London is below
national performance. Marginal variations in performance by ethnicity suggests that the WP is
meeting the needs of some ethnic groups more than others, although is likely to be influenced by
wider variables such as the delivery provider(s), geographical coverage and on/off flows.
Performance at a local authority level in London varies. However on the whole, parity of outcomes by
ethnicity suggests that this alone does not drive particularly strong or poor performance in London, but
rather is one of many factors including age, sex and disability, that when combined shape the programme’s
performance.
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It is also clear that not all of London’s most diverse areas such as Brent, Newham and Tower Hamlets are
benefitting as positively from WP performance. Delivering tailored support demands a combination of local
knowledge and experienced community partners; this is in balance with providers who have the capacity
and experience to run a national payment by results contract.
The London boroughs can draw on local knowledge and established relationships with community based
organisations to ensure services are relevant, accessible and sensitive to the diverse needs of their
residents. Services that are designed sensitively around people and place and reach outwards to the
communities they serve will impact more evenly and fairly across all ethnic groups.
Impact by disability indicator is more pronounced. The WP is performing poorly for participants with a
recorded disability; in fact participants without a recorded disability achieve more than twice as many
outcomes.
The highest volume of participants with a recorded primary health condition are in receipt of ESA; poor
performance in this payment group is, in part, a result of the disproportionate impact WP performance is
having on participants with a recorded disability.
Performance for participants with a recorded mental and behavioural disorder demands significant
improvement. It is the poorest performing primary health condition by outcomes achieved and is the most
common primary health condition on the programme; only 6.7 per cent of the 22,990 participants referred
with a mental or behavioural disorder achieve an outcome in London. This does not include those who
experience mental health problems as a secondary condition, or underlying problems that remain
undiagnosed.
In a survey of ESA claimants assigned to the Work-Related Activity Group 16 engaging in either JCP activity
or the WP, 77 per cent of participants felt their ‘action plan’ of support was not appropriate for them; and
around 70 per cent felt their adviser had not adapted activities to take account of their condition and the
impact it had on their ability to engage. 17
Poor performance in this group indicates that the WP is not built on a proper understanding of why people
with mental health problems have ended up out of work and what support they will need to move closer to
work. 18 Generic support, focusing on basic job seeking skills and behaviours is not adequately tailored for
participants with mental health problems who need directing to specialist support.
This is also true for participants experiencing other primary health conditions. Those with a long-term
health condition or disability need a specialist, locally-led supported employment programme with an
integrated budget and incentives for success. 19
If this challenge is not effectively met, a significant minority of citizens will remain locked out from the
social and economic benefits of work, while often also facing a wider range of complex and unmet needs.
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Recognising the individual
Equalities legislation recognises that everyone is different but should be treated equally and, as a
consequence of this, has different needs. Similarly, everyone’s experience of unemployment is
different and personal. People who are out of work need support that recognises their different needs.
The views of jobseekers in recent research conducted by the Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion
suggest that the WP may not currently be offering this type of tailored support evenly. 20
The current WP model does not afford providers the capacity to fully integrate their provision with a wider
variety of specialist services to support participants with complex needs. Poor performance, particularly in
the ESA cohort, suggests too many participants with acute support needs aren’t accessing the specialist
services they need to progress into work. With no incentive to build a joined up package of provision to
effectively address complex needs, the current WP model is unable to ensure adequate adjustments are
consistently applied across the programme to meet the needs of its participants fully.
In short, the current WP model does not adequately respond to the complexity of unemployment. We need
a programme with the capacity, expertise and flexibility to mould around the individual and respond to the
challenges they experience.
This is why effective back to work support must draw on expertise from a range of specialist services so as to
address the multiple and complex causes of long term unemployment holistically; issues such as housing,
health and childcare can be seamlessly addressed through integrated or co-located services. Nationally
commissioned programmes are not fully integrated with other services at a local level. This is not cost
effective, can result in duplication and prevents effective data sharing.

A greater role for London local government
London local government is best placed to bring these services together to address multiple and
complex support needs and have already been doing so with great success in the Troubled Families
programme.
Some of the features that ensure local authorities are best placed to commission employment and skills
support include:
•
•
•
•

local knowledge about their areas and residents and established relationships with communitybased organisations across the public, private, voluntary and community sectors
economic and political influence to bring stakeholders together and convene partnerships
expertise in delivering employment and skills support
provider of housing, social care and services for young people that collectively can unlock some of
the multiple and complex causes of unemployment

London local government has a strong record of commissioning local programmes that focus on the unmet
needs of those who experience complex support needs, not adequately served by national provision.
The Borough co-financed and pan-London ESF programme is managed by London Councils. It works with
the London boroughs and third sector partners to commission specialist locally-led supported employment
programmes to focus on disadvantage and unmet complex needs.
These programmes are not directly comparable to the WP; they do however demonstrate how locally-led
programming can improve employment outcomes for disadvantaged and underserved groups whose needs
aren’t currently being met by the WP.
20
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From the 32,843 participants joining 135 projects across London in the 2007-2013 round of Borough cofinanced ESF funding:
•
•
•
•
•

22 per cent recorded a disability
75 per cent were Black, Asian or minority ethnic (BAME)
28.6 per cent of all participants had been unemployed for 36 months or more
19 per cent of disabled programme leavers and 29 per cent of BAME programme leavers achieved a
job start
46 per cent of programme leavers with a mental health problem achieved a job start; a little over
22.6 per cent of all programme starts with a mental health problem achieved a job start.

Particularly strong performance for participants experiencing mental health problems and those recording
a disability is reflected in the scale and specialist focus of these programmes. London local government
understands the importance of this when serving the individual needs of its communities fairly and evenly.

Transforming public services
Current appetite for greater devolution and public service reform is an even greater opportunity to
transform employment services in the capital so that every individual can access pioneering
personalised support to overcome their challenges to finding employment.
Local government in London faces a period of prolonged financial austerity. By 2019/20, London boroughs
could be facing a reduction in core funding of close to 70 per cent in real terms compared with 2010/11.
Combined with a rapidly increasing demand for local services, they face a funding pressure of more than
£3.4 billion by 2020.
London’s councils recognise the scale of the challenges that lie ahead. Tackling these will require a reform
of public services that focuses on integrated, preventative services that help avoid the high costs of dealing
with failure. A key service that will benefit from an integrated, preventative approach is employment
support.
Across London, boroughs are already using their unique position to work together to create new
partnerships that can commission, design and deliver innovative employment and skills support at scale
and comparably with centrally commissioned programmes.
•

•
•

West London Alliance 21 has been awarded £1.2 million of Transformation Challenge Award (TCA) to
trial a mental health and employment integration trailblazer. Announced as part of the London
Growth Deal, the trailblazer will be used to inform future national and local support for people with
mental health problems
Central London Forward 22 is pioneering a radical new £11 million pilot, Working Capital, also part of
the London Growth Deal, which will transform the support available to WP leavers in receipt of ESA
and experiencing a range of health-related conditions
Lewisham, Southwark and Lambeth have been awarded £1.1 million of TCA to deliver Pathways to
Employment. This initiative will transform employment support across the three boroughs with a
specialist support network for 18 to 24 year-olds, those experiencing mental health problems and
the 50 plus age group.

These projects draw on key principles of best practice: multi-skilled case workers; integration with other
local specialist support services across the public, private, voluntary and community sectors; and
21
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London, Islington, Kensington and Chelsea, Lambeth, Southwark, Westminster and Wandsworth.
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personalised contact, which is flexible, accessible and sensitive to the individual needs of every
participant.
By integrating services, pooling budgets and addressing complex support needs holistically, London’s
boroughs are demonstrating to central government that they are best placed to address the individual
support needs of their communities while improving a range of outcomes and contributing significant
savings to the public purse.
Public service reform is presenting an opportunity to design services that better serve communities at the
local level. This means using local knowledge and expertise to tailor services around the needs and
strengths of people and their places. It means giving everyone fair access to services that can meet their
individual needs and provide equality of opportunity, regardless of disability, age, sex or ethnicity.
It also means fully understanding why someone is out of work and joining up public services so as to
effectively address complex dependency.
It is more critical than ever that London local government makes the case for a greatly strengthened and
formalised role for local involvement in the way employment services are designed so that every Londoner
gets a fair chance of getting the job they want.

Appendix A: Additional Graphs
Figure 1. Ethnicity makeup of cumulative referrals by region up to March 2015.
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Figure 2. Ethnic makeup of referrals nationally by payment group based on cumulative data up to March
2015.
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Figure 3. Cumulative outcomes by primary health condition and payment group up to March 2015.
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Figure 4. Percentage of sustained outcomes up to March 2015 by London local authority compared to
percentage of referrals identifying as White.
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