
 

Work Programme 
Standard Note: SN/EP/6340 

Last updated: 26 September 2013 

Author: Feargal McGuinness 

Section: Economic Policy and Statistics 

  
 
The Work Programme is the Government’s main welfare-to-work programme. Unemployed 
people are referred on to the programme from their local Jobcentre Plus after they have been 
receiving Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) or Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) for a 
minimum amount of time. Participants remain on the programme for up to two years.  

The scheme is run by providers who have the freedom to introduce and implement their own 
ideas and schemes to help unemployed participants find work – the ‘black box’ approach. 
These prime providers (who are mostly private companies) are able to subcontract delivery 
to smaller, more specialised suppliers if these are better equipped to help participants find 
work. Providers are awarded payment at various stages rather than upfront, in order to 
reward providers for placing and keeping individuals in work. The harder it is to help an 
individual into work, the higher the total payment a provider can receive.  

Between June 2011 (when it began) and June 2013, 1.31 million people were referred to the 
Work Programme in Great Britain. The total number of ‘job outcomes’ (participants who 
completed 13 or 26 weeks in employment, depending on their payment group) was 168,000. 
The proportion of claimants achieving a job outcome after 12 months on the programme 
increased from 8.5% of people referred in June 2011 to 13.0% of people referred in June 
2012.   

In the first year of contracts, no provider met the minimum expected level of performance set 
by DWP; however some providers met or exceeded minimum performance levels for JSA 
claimants in the second year of contracts.  
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1 Who is eligible for the Work Programme? 
The Work Programme covers England, Wales and Scotland. Unemployed individuals are 
referred on to the programme from their local Jobcentre Plus after they have been receiving 
Jobseeker’s Allowance (JSA) or Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) for a minimum 
amount of time. For example, individuals aged 18-24 on JSA are referred to the programme 
after the 9-month point of their claim, while those aged 25 and over are placed on the 
programme after claiming JSA for 12 months. Some disadvantaged groups are given early 
access. Referral may be on a voluntary or mandatory basis.  

There are nine broad groups of people who are eligible for the Work Programme: 

 

The group of JSA claimants facing significant disadvantage includes 18 year olds who have 
not been in employment, education or training (NEET) in the previous six months and people 
who have been claiming JSA for 22 out of the past 24 months. For these individuals 
participation in the Work Programme is mandatory.  

Some people may be able to join the Work Programme early under certain circumstances, 
including if they are a care leaver, carer on JSA, ex-carer, homeless, former member of the 
armed services, or partner of a current or former member of the armed services. Early 
referral is at the discretion of Jobcentre Plus.1 All people claiming ESA are eligible to 
volunteer to join the Work Programme at any point after their Work Capability Assessment. 

 
 
1 DWP, Work Programme: Provider Guidance, Chapter 2 [accessed 23 May 2012] 

Group Time of Referral Basis for referral

JSA claimants aged 18-24 From 9 months Mandatory

JSA claimants aged 25 and over From 12 months Mandatory

JSA claimants who have recently 
moved from Incapacity Benefit

From 3 months Mandatory

JSA claimants facing significant 
disadvantage (e.g. young people 
with significant barriers, ex-
armed services personnel)

From 3 months Mandatory or voluntary 
depending on circumstance

ESA claimants who are unlikely 
to be fit for work in the short term

When Work Capability 
Assessment is concluded

Voluntary

ESA claimants who are expected 
to be fit for work within 3 to 12 
months [ESA Flow]

When Work Capability 
Assessment is concluded

Mandatory

 - Any time if expected to be fit for 
work within 3 to 12 months

Mandatory

 - Any time if not expected to be fit 
for work in short term

Voluntary

Incapacity Benefit and Income 
Support (In England only)

Any time Voluntary

Prison leavers claiming JSA Immediately, once benefit claim 
made within 3 months from 
leaving prison

Mandatory

ESA claimants who have recently 
moved from Incapacity Benefit

http://www.dwp.gov.uk/supplying-dwp/what-we-buy/welfare-to-work-services/provider-guidance/work-programme-provider.shtml
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2 Payment model 
The Work Programme is delivered by service providers (also known as prime providers) who 
are given freedom to introduce and implement their own ideas and schemes intended to help 
unemployed participants find work. Providers receive payment upon placing and keeping 
individuals in work, rather than receive all payment upfront. Different levels of payment apply 
for each of the nine claimant groups shown above, with higher payments for those customer 
groups judged harder to help.  

There are four main ways a provider gets paid by the DWP under this payment-by-results 
system, as described by the National Audit Office:2 

• An attachment payment. For taking a claimant on to the [Work] Programme. The 
attachment fee reduces to nil by the start of the fourth year.  

• A job outcome payment. When a claimant has been in work for either a 
continuous or cumulative period of employment, as defined by the Department. Job 
outcome payments for some claimant groups will be reduced in the later years of 
the contract.  

• A sustainment outcome payment. A further payment every four weeks for 
keeping a claimant in employment.  

• An incentive payment. For jobs delivered beyond a given performance level – 
defined by the Department as 30 per cent above non-intervention – the number of 
claimants who would have found employment without a programme. 

The payments available to providers for individuals in different customer groups are set out in 
the Work Programme Invitation to Tender (section 3). However, when bidding for contracts 
service providers could offer a lower value for these payments. These offers were assessed 
as part of the tendering process.3 

Job outcome payments for the JSA 18-24 and JSA 25 and over customer groups are made 
after the participant has completed 26 weeks in employment. Job outcome payments for the 
other customer groups are made after 13 weeks. The payment structure is summarised in 
the diagram below (taken from a DWP document):4 

  
 
2 NAO, DWP: The Introduction of the Work Programme, HC 1701, 2010-2012, 24 Jan 2012, paragraph 1.8 
3 DWP, The Work Programme, August 2011 
4 DWP, The Work Programme – information for advisers and intermediaries, page 5 

http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/work-prog-itt.pdf#page=10
http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/1012/dwp_work_programme.aspx
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/the-work-programme.pdf
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/the-work-programme.pdf
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2.1 Minimum performance levels 
Providers are expected to meet minimum levels of performance for participants in three 
payment groups: JSA claimants aged 18-24, JSA claimants aged 25 and over, and new ESA 
claimants. The minimum performance level has been set at an estimated level of non-
intervention, plus 10% (i.e. 1.1 times the estimated proportion of participants who would have 
achieved job outcomes in the absence of Work Programme provision). Incentive payments 
will be made to providers from the fourth year of the contract if they achieve job outcomes for 
these payment groups of 30% more than the estimated non-intervention level.5  

The Work Programme Invitation to Tender states, “DWP expects that Providers will 
significantly exceed these minimum levels.”6 

 

In the first year of contracts (June 2011 to March 2012), providers failed to meet minimum 
performance levels for any of the relevant three payment groups. In the second year of 
contracts (April 2012 to March 2013), some providers exceeded the minimum performance 
levels for the JSA 18-24 and JSA 25 and over customer groups. However, no provider came 
close to meeting minimum performance level for the new ESA claimants customer group. 
More details are given in section 5 (Job outcome statistics). 

2.2 Market Share Shift 
In the first two years of the Work Programme, providers in each contract package area 
received an equal share of referrals to each customer group. From the third year of 
contracts, DWP will start giving more new referrals to high performing providers where there 
is a difference in provider performance for a particular customer group of at least three 
percentage points. Performance will be measured by the ratio of job outcomes to referrals in 
the twelve months to 31 March. 

Market share shift will only apply within individual contract package areas and within the 
relevant customer group. Where market share shift occurs, the provider who is performing 
more poorly will lose five percentage points of their share of new referrals to that customer 
group.7  

Following the publication of Work Programme performance data for the period to 31 March 
2013, Mark Hoban, the Minister for Employment, announced that DWP intends to implement 
market share shift in at least sixteen cases starting from August 2013.8   

 
 
5 DWP, The Work Programme - Invitation to Tender: Specification and Supporting Information, Annex 4 
6 Ibid,  para 3.18 
7 DWP, Work Programme: Provider Guidance, Chapter 11 [accessed 1 July 2013] 
8 HC Deb 27 Jun 2013 c22WS 

Minimum performance levels: ratio of job outcomes to referrals

Payment group 1 2 3 4 5 6 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%

New ESA claimants 5.5% 16.5% 16.5% 16.5% 16.5% 11.0% 5.5%

Minimum performance levels are calculated using estimated non-intervention levels published in DWP 
Work Programme Provider Guidance , Chapter 12

Year of contract

http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/work-prog-itt.pdf#page=47
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/supplying-dwp/what-we-buy/welfare-to-work-services/provider-guidance/work-programme-provider.shtml
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmhansrd/cm130627/wmstext/130627m0001.htm#13062755000030
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3 How it works for unemployed people 
3.1 Referral  
If a person meets the requirements for mandatory participation, they will have an interview at 
Jobcentre Plus explaining how the Work Programme will operate. They will then be assigned 
to one of the prime providers that operate in their area.  

The provider will contact the individual when they join, to explain what help will be available 
and what is expected of the participant. The provider will also begin to develop an ‘Action 
Plan’ which is intended as a joint discussion that will assist the unemployed person in their 
job search.9 The participant will also receive the provider’s ‘minimum service delivery 
standards’, setting out what the participant can expect in terms of service from the provider. 

3.2 Duration of Work Programme support 

The unemployed person will remain with the provider for two years after referral.  

During the time they are on the Work Programme and are still eligible for JSA, individuals 
must continue to sign on at Jobcentre Plus. If ESA claimants are required to attend Work 
Capability Assessments, then they must do so. 

3.3 What happens when individuals leave the programme? 
Participants who have not found employment after completing two years on the Work 
Programme will receive intensive support led by ‘specialist advisers’ based in jobcentres.  

Jobcentre Plus will use an ‘Exit Report’ prepared by the Work Programme provider to help 
determine what support a participant should receive upon leaving the programme. The Exit 
Report should include information on activities undertaken while on the Work Programme, 
along with recommended next steps for the individual.10  

A DWP press release announced that individuals leaving the Work Programme “will be 
targeted by a hit squad of specialist advisers as part of a tough approach to get them into a 
job” and outlined what provision would entail:11  

Claimants will be expected to be on a training scheme, Mandatory Work Activity 
placement or intensive work preparation within days of finishing on the Work 
Programme – losing their benefit if they fail to comply. An extra £30m will be available 
to pay for extra training and specialist help to prepare them for work, for instance 
counselling for people dependent on drug and alcohol. 

Claimants will also have to attend the Jobcentre far more frequently than other 
jobseekers, with weekly signing on being routine and some people being required to 
meet their adviser every day. 

... Every Work Programme returner will also be required to register with Universal 
Jobmatch to aid work search and job matching. This will allow their adviser to check 
their work search activity online should the claimant give permission. 

 
 
9 DWP, Work Programme: Provider Guidance, Chapter 4 [accessed 26 June 2013] 
10 DWP, Work Programme: Provider Guidance, Chapter 10 [accessed 26 June 2013] 
11 DWP press release, Work Programme leavers targeted by specialist advisers as part of a tough approach to 

get them into a job, 3 June 2013 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/minimum-service-delivery-standards-for-work-programme-providers
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/minimum-service-delivery-standards-for-work-programme-providers
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/wp-pg-chapter-10.pdf
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/wp-pg-chapter-10.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-announces-details-of-post-work-programme-support
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-announces-details-of-post-work-programme-support
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The tough sanctions regime will see anyone failing to comply with mandatory activity 
lose benefit for 4 weeks for a first failure, with penalties of up to 3 years for serial 
offenders.  

The intensive support will last for 6 months, and will be used for all Jobseeker’s 
Allowance claimants returning from the Work Programme who need more intensive 
support.  

3.4 Complaints 
Providers are required to inform participants of their complaints procedure. If an individual 
has a complaint or feels that they are not receiving the levels of services that were promised 
to them as part of the provider’s minimum service standards, they should follow this process. 
If they are not satisfied with the way the provider has dealt with the complaint the individual 
may then complain to an Independent Case Examiner (ICE) who may investigate further.12 

3.5 Interaction with the Youth Contract: Wage Incentives 
A subsidy of up to £2,275 is available to businesses who hire young unemployed people, as 
part of the Government’s Youth Contract (a package of measures to help young unemployed 
people into work). To be eligible, an individual must be aged between 18 and 24 and have 
been claiming benefits for at least six months through Jobcentre Plus. The scheme is also 
available to young people after they enter the Work Programme. 13 

For an employer to get the full payment of £2,275, the jobs must be at least 30 hours a week 
and last for at least 26 weeks. Reduced payments of £1,137.50 are available for part-time 
jobs lasting between 16 and 29 hours a week. Payment will be made at the end of the 
26 week period, although small firms with fewer than 50 employees may get some payment 
(£700) after eight weeks. It is up to Work Programme providers to identify suitable 
employment opportunities which could attract wage incentives.14 

The Library’s Standard Note on the Youth Contract provides further information. 

4 Service delivery 
4.1 Prime providers and the ‘black box’ 
The Work Programme is delivered by prime providers, who hold contracts from government 
to run the programme in their contract package area.  

There are 18 prime providers who between them hold a total of 40 Work Programme 
contracts (some providers hold multiple contracts in different parts of the country).15 15 prime 
providers are from the private sector, one is from the public sector, one from the voluntary 
and community sector (VCS), and one mixed private/VCS. The Work Programme’s outcome-
based payment model requires providers must have sufficient capital to provide services 
upfront across a large contract package area. The model therefore lends itself to having 
large private companies as the prime providers.  

The Work Programme is designed to allow prime providers freedom to introduce and 
implement their own ideas and schemes intended to help unemployed participants find work, 
 
 
12 DWP, Work Programme: Provider Guidance, Chapter 16 [accessed 23 May 2012] 
13 DWP website, Youth Contract: Wage incentives section and DWP, DWP wage incentive scheme – Terms & 

Conditions 
14 DWP, Work Programme: Provider Guidance, Chapter 20 [accessed 24 June 2013] 
15 A map showing who the prime providers are in each contract package area is available on the gov.uk website. 

http://www.dwp.gov.uk/youth-contract/
http://www.parliament.uk/briefing-papers/SN06387
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/supplying-dwp/what-we-buy/welfare-to-work-services/provider-guidance/work-programme-provider.shtml
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/youth-contract/key-initiatives/#wage-incentives
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/wi-terms-conditions.pdf
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/wi-terms-conditions.pdf
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/supplying-dwp/what-we-buy/welfare-to-work-services/provider-guidance/work-programme-provider.shtml
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/work-programme-contract-package-area-and-prime-providers
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the so-called ‘black box’ approach. Providers are required however to set out their minimum 
service standards for all participants in a document that Jobcentre Plus will provide to 
individuals upon referral, so that individuals understand what to expect from the 
programme.16 Minimum service standards for all providers are published on the gov.uk 
website. 

The Work and Pensions Committee has given its support to the black box approach but has 
pointed out the need for “clear and measurable” minimum service standards:17  

Currently prime providers' Minimum Service Standards vary greatly in detail and 
measurability. Some Minimum Service Standards are so vague as to permit providers 
to virtually ignore some participants if they so choose. We understand the difficulties of 
establishing a single set of standards which could be applied by all providers but we 
believe it is achievable. For example, it would be perfectly possible for all providers to 
be required to have a face-to-face meeting to assess all participants' needs; to produce 
an employment action plan within a certain timeframe; and to have a face-to-face 
follow-up meeting, also within a specific timeframe. We recommend that DWP develop 
a core set of basic minimum standards applicable to all providers, and to which all 
Work Programme participants are entitled. 

Prime providers will continue to receive new referrals under Work Programme contracts until 
31 March 2016. Providers will continue to deliver services to participants already on the Work 
Programme for two years after this date.18  

4.2 How prime providers were selected  
In order to become a Work Programme provider, organisations were first required to bid to 
join the Employment-Related Support Services (ERSS) Framework, a group of DWP-
approved providers for employment services. Providers who were accepted on to the 
Framework were then invited to bid for the 40 Work Programme contracts. 

DWP states that the ERSS Framework will last until 2015 and “is intended as the default 
vehicle for sourcing all DWP employment related support services”. It also notes, “Once 
established, no further organisations will be accepted onto the Framework.”19 

4.3 Supply chains and subcontractors 
Prime providers use subcontractors to help them deliver Work Programme services. Primes 
may refer participants to Tier One subcontractors who will support participants for the 
whole of the time on the Work Programme. Tier Two subcontractors on the other hand may 
be used to deliver specialist interventions for certain types of claimant. Most primes deliver 
some services themselves, but four out of eighteen direct all their provision through a 
network of subcontractors.20 Subcontractors may hold contracts with multiple prime providers 
and some primes may act as subcontractors in other parts of the country. 

 
 
16 DWP, Work Programme: Provider Guidance, chapter 14 
17 Work and Pensions Committee, Can the Work Programme work for all user groups?, 21 May 2013, HC 162 

2013-14, para 124 
18 DWP, The Work Programme - Invitation to Tender: Specification and Supporting Information, para 1.08 
19 For more information see the DWP website’s section on the Framework. 
20 Pippa Lane et al, Work Programme Evaluation: Procurement, supply chains and implementation of the 

commissioning model, DWP Research Report 832, March 2013, p14 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/minimum-service-delivery-standards-for-work-programme-providers
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/minimum-service-delivery-standards-for-work-programme-providers
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/supplying-dwp/what-we-buy/welfare-to-work-services/provider-guidance/work-programme-provider.shtml
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/work-prog-itt.pdf#page=4
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/supplying-dwp/what-we-buy/welfare-to-work-services/framework-for-the-provision/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/work-programme-evaluation-procurement-supply-chains-and-implementation-of-the-commissioning-model-rr832
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/work-programme-evaluation-procurement-supply-chains-and-implementation-of-the-commissioning-model-rr832
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DWP’s Invitation to Tender for Work Programme contracts encouraged potential prime 
providers to work with local groups if they secured contracts. Proposals for working with local 
partners were described as “a key factor in the tender assessment process”: 21 

4.07 Working with strategic and local Partners: Partnerships are central to the 
delivery of DWP objectives and statutory duties and DWP believes that effective 
partnership working will be key to effective delivery of the WP. As a result, Providers 
are expected to work, with a wide range of local partners and partnerships. Our track 
record in working with voluntary sector organisations within existing Welfare to Work 
supply chains is an excellent one. Currently, some 30% of sub-contracts are with 
voluntary sector organisations - and we are confident the WP will build on this to 
ensure the best possible experience for every WP customer. We will therefore be 
closely scrutinising each bidders' partnership proposals when evaluating the tenders, 
particularly when considering the supply chain and service requirement criteria, to 
ensure that the level of community involvement is commensurate with the needs of the 
WP's customers. This will be a key factor in the tender assessment process. 

DWP estimate that as of July 2012, there are 785 organisations acting as subcontractors for 
the 40 Work Programme contracts. Most are Tier Two subcontractors only (around 70% of 
the total).22 Just under half of all subcontractors (47%) come from the Voluntary and 
Community Sector.  

However, the number of participants referred to these smaller suppliers may vary 
significantly. Research by BBC’s Panorama programme suggested fewer voluntary sector 
organisations were playing a part in the Work Programme than indicated by DWP’s figures. 
184 out of 341 voluntary organisations stated to be part of Work Programme supply chains 
replied to a BBC survey. 74 respondents (40%) did not consider themselves to be part of the 
Work Programme. Of the 110 who did consider themselves part of the programme, 73% had 
received fewer referrals than expected including 41% who had received no referrals at all.23   

4.4 Merlin Standard 
The Government requires prime providers to comply with the Merlin Standard in order to 
ensure prime providers treat their smaller suppliers fairly. Chris Grayling, the then 
Employment Minister, explained the aims behind the Merlin Standard in a Written Answer: 24 

The Merlin Standard provides a mechanism to measure that Primes are following 
through on the commitments signed up to with their supply chain partners; it does 
not directly set the parameters or define the content of those discussions. 

DWP has implemented the Merlin Standard to ensure fair treatment of sub-
contractors by prime providers. Providers will be penalised for non-compliance with 
the standard. 

A subcontractor can raise a complaint against a prime provider by sending a “Merlin 
Standard Complaint Report” to DWP. The DWP will consider the complaint and if it is 
deemed “a specific Merlin issue” it will be referred to an Independent Case Examiner (ICE). 
The ICE will then conduct an investigation.25 
 
 
21 DWP, The Work Programme - Invitation to Tender: Specification and Supporting Information, paragraph 4.07 

pp16-17 
22 DWP, Supply chain details by contract package area – Work Programme [accessed 10 June 2013]  
23 BBC, Panorama: the Great Disability Scam, 28 January 2013  
24 HC Deb 9 Nov 2011, c325W 
25 More information on the procedures is available from the Merlin Standard website.  

http://www.merlinstandard.co.uk/about-merlin.php
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/work-prog-itt.pdf#page=16
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/organisations-that-supply-services-to-the-work-programme-providers
http://www.bbc.co.uk/blogs/ouch/2013/01/the_great_disability_scam_as_t.html
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmhansrd/cm111109/text/111109w0001.htm#11110990000239
http://www.merlinstandard.co.uk/mediation.php
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5 Statistics 
5.1 Referrals 
1.31 million people have been referred to the Work Programme up to June 2013. Referral 
volumes have declined since the programme’s introduction and the profile of referred 
claimants has also changed, as shown in the chart below. The average number of referrals 
per month was 69,000 in the first year of contracts and 43,000 in the second year.26 

 

The proportion of claimants referred to the JSA Early Entrants customer group has declined 
since the Work Programme’s introduction: in June 2013, 9% of referrals were to the JSA 
Early Entrants group, compared to 26% of referrals throughout the first year of contracts. 

The proportion of claimants referred to the three ESA customer groups on the other hand 
has increased, to 30% of new referrals in June 2013 compared to 8% over the first year of 
contracts.27  

Referral volumes in Year 1 of contracts were higher than originally forecast. The Work 
Programme Invitation to Tender estimated that 605,000 people would start on the Work 
Programme in the twelve months to March 2012 (assuming a start date of April 2011), 
compared to actual referral volumes of 687,000 for the ten months to March 2012. In Year 2, 
however, 516,000 people were referred to the Work Programme compared to the initial 
forecast of 565,000 customer starts. 

5.2 Job outcomes 
Analysis by monthly cohort 
DWP has published figures for the number of people referred to the Work Programme in a 
given month who obtain job outcomes in the following months. The proportion of individuals 
achieving job outcomes within twelve months of joining the Work Programme has increased 
from 8.5% for those referred in June 2011 to 13.0% for those referred in June 2012.  

The improvement in performance is likely to reflect providers’ greater familiarity with Work 
Programme processes and local circumstances, whereas in initial months some providers 
were slow to get up and running. Longer experience of delivering contracts means providers 

 
 
26 DWP, Work Programme Official Statistics to June 2013, 26 September 2013 
27 DWP Tabulation Tool 
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are also able to develop more effective strategies to achieve outcomes as time goes on. 
Delivery in the early months of the programme may also have been made more difficult by 
referral volumes being higher than expected.    

 

The June 2011 cohort is the only monthly cohort to have completed 24 months on the 
programme. 22.5% of people referred in June 2011 had achieved a job outcome 24 months 
later.  

Job outcomes by year of contracts 
Job outcome payments were made for 168,000 participants from June 2011 to June 2013. 
This represents 12.8% of all people referred to the programme over this period. Of those 
individuals who had been on the programme for the minimum length of time necessary to 
attain a job outcome, 14.7% did so.  

Job outcome payments for the JSA 18-24 and JSA 25 and over customer groups are only 
made after a participant has been in employment for six months. Job outcome payments for 
all other customer groups are made after the participant has been in employment for three 
months. Therefore individuals who had commenced employment but had not yet completed 
3 or 6 months in work by June 2013 are not counted in the job outcome statistics.  
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Table 1: Work Programme referrals and job outcomes by payment group, June 2011 to June 2013
Thousands

Customer group Referrals Job outcomes

Ratio of job 
outcomes to 

referrals

All participants 1,310.7 168.4 12.8%

JSA 18 to 24 241.4 40.9 16.9%
JSA 25 and over 557.3 75.9 13.6%
JSA Early Entrants 264.0 43.2 16.4%
JSA Ex-Incapacity Benefit 18.4 1.2 6.5%

ESA Volunteers 46.6 1.4 3.0%
New ESA claimants 116.4 4.5 3.9%
ESA Ex-Incapacity Benefit 33.4 0.3 0.9%

IB/IS Volunteers1 2.7 0.3 12.6%
JSA Prison Leavers2 30.5 0.6 2.1%

1. Incapacity Benefit and Income Support claimants in England, for w hom participation in the Work Programme is voluntary.
2. Referrals to the JSA Prison Leavers payment group did not commence until February 2012.

Source: DWP Work Programme Official Statistics to June 2013
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5.3 Sustainment payments 
Sustainment payments, which follow on from job outcome payments if the participant 
continues in employment, were made for 149,000 individuals up to March 2013.  

Of those participants who had sufficient time to achieve a sustainment payment following a 
job outcome, 66% achieved the maximum number of sustainment payments possible 
between obtaining the job outcome and the end of June 2013. 28   

5.4 People completing the Work Programme 
Individuals remain on the Work Programme for 104 weeks after referral. 96,110 participants 
had completed 104 weeks at June 2013: 

• 13,760 (14%) had entered employment and had achieved the maximum number of 
sustainment payments. 

• 26,340 (27%) had entered employment and job outcome/sustainment payments were 
still being made to the provider. 

• 54,250 (56%) returned to Jobcentre Plus provision. Some of these claimants spent 
time in employment during the 104 weeks but returned to benefit not having achieved 
the maximum number of sustainment payments.  

• 1,760 (2%) left the programme early. This includes claimants who were referred to 
another scheme and claimants who died during the period.29 

5.5 Comparison with minimum performance levels  

 

In the first year of contracts (June 2011 to March 2012), DWP set an expected ratio of 
outcomes to referrals of at least 5.5% for three customer groups: JSA claimants aged 18-24; 
JSA claimants aged 25 and over; and new ESA claimants. No provider succeeded in 
meeting the minimum performance level for any customer group.  

 
 
28 DWP, Work Programme Official Statistics to June 2013, 26 September 2013 
29 Ibid 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

New ESA claimants

JSA 25 and over

JSA 18 to 24

New ESA claimants

JSA 25 and over

JSA 18 to 24

Ratio of job outcomes to referrals compared to expected 
minimum performance levels, Year 1 and Year 2 of contracts

Actual performance

Minimum 
performance level

Year 2

Year 1

Source: DWP, Work Programme statistical summary June 2013

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-work-pensions/series/work-programme-statistics--2
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In Year 2 of contracts (April 2012 to March 2013), providers achieved a ratio of outcomes to 
referrals for the JSA payment groups that was much closer to minimum performance levels. 
However job outcomes for ESA claimants remained well below the minimum expected level. 
The expected ratio of outcomes to referrals in Year 2 was 33% for the JSA 18-24 customer 
group; 27.5% for JSA 25 and over; and 16.5% for new ESA claimants.  

Providers met the Year 2 minimum performance level for the JSA 18-24 customer group in 
18 out of 40 contracts, and the minimum level for the JSA 25 and over group in 18 out of 40 
contracts also. No provider met the minimum performance level for new ESA claimants.30  

Why did actual performance differ from Minimum Performance Levels? 
Analysis by the National Audit Office (NAO) looked at why providers failed to meet Year 1 
minimum performance levels. An average time lag of over 30 days between job outcomes 
being achieved and payment being made to providers, as well as data verification issues, 
means performance up to March 2012 is probably understated. However performance was 
still well below the expected level even including outcomes up to July 2012. 31   

The NAO suggests that expectations of performance were set too high. Additionally, some 
providers started slowly as they and DWP adjusted to new processes or local circumstances. 
The variation in performance across contracts indicates that some providers could learn from 
others who have been more successful. 

Providers also had to contend with the economy performing more poorly than expected, 
although the NAO reports that DWP “does not believe that the changing economic 
circumstances are in themselves sufficient to merit a change in the underlying assumptions 
of the Programme such as the non-intervention rate”. Inclusion estimates that if minimum 
performance levels were adjusted to reflect more difficult economic conditions, the number of 
job outcomes achieved up to July 2012 would still be only half the minimum expected level.32  

5.6 Performance by provider 
Table 2 shows job outcome payments made to providers as a proportion of referrals in the 
first and second year of contracts, for selected customer groups.  

Further detailed performance statistics are published in a DWP statistical release. Data for 
local areas (including constituencies) are available from the DWP Tabulation Tool.  

 

 
 
30 DWP, Work Programme statistical summary June 2013, 27 June 2013 
31 NAO, A commentary for the Committee of Public Accounts on the Work Programme outcome statistics, 

13 December 2012, HC 832 
32 CESI, Work Programme performance statistics: Inclusion analysis, 27 November 2012 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-work-pensions/series/work-programme-statistics--2
http://tabulation-tool.dwp.gov.uk/WorkProg/tabtool.html
http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/1213/work_programme_outcomes.aspx
http://www.cesi.org.uk/keypolicy/work-programme-performance-statistics-inclusion-analysis
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Table 2: Ratio of job outcomes to referrals by contract and customer group, June 2011 to March 2013

Provider Contract area JSA 18-24 JSA 25+
New  ESA 
claimants JSA 18-24 JSA 25+

New  ESA 
claimants

All providers 1.0 1.0 0.6 31.7 27.2 5.3

EOS-Works Birmingham, Solihull, Black Country 1.3 0.8 0.9 33.6 24.7 5.4
New castle College Group Birmingham, Solihull, Black Country 0.1 0.2 - 28.1 19.4 3.5
Pertemps Birmingham, Solihull, Black Country 0.4 0.3 0.3 29.7 19.7 4.1

ESG Coventry, Warw icks, Staffs, the Marches 1.1 0.8 0.4 34.7 22.7 4.2
Serco Coventry, Warw icks, Staffs, the Marches 0.7 0.6 1.7 37.3 23.7 4.4

Prospects Serv Devon, Cornw all, Dorset, Somerset 0.7 0.5 0.4 32.6 26.7 4.3
Working Links (Emp) Devon, Cornw all, Dorset, Somerset 0.8 1.3 0.7 34.7 28.8 6.0

A4e East London 0.7 0.9 0.6 26.1 30.2 5.1
Careers Development Group East London 0.7 1.3 0.4 29.7 34.3 3.7
Seetec East London 0.6 0.9 0.4 26.6 29.0 4.3

A4e East Midlands 1.3 1.0 0.5 31.1 17.1 4.2
Ingeus UK East Midlands 1.8 1.3 1.3 40.7 24.0 6.2

Ingeus UK East of England 1.2 1.4 0.5 33.6 34.8 7.6
Seetec East of England 1.1 1.0 0.7 28.7 30.1 5.7

JHP Group Glouc, Wilts, Sw indon, West of England 0.6 0.8 0.6 25.0 28.4 4.8
Rehab jobfit Glouc, Wilts, Sw indon, West of England 0.7 0.8 0.3 25.1 29.7 6.1

Avanta Enterprise Manchester, Cheshire, Warrington 1.0 0.6 0.7 33.8 21.7 6.2
G4S Manchester, Cheshire, Warrington 1.5 1.1 1.0 38.6 24.0 6.4
Seetec Manchester, Cheshire, Warrington 1.2 0.9 1.0 36.3 23.7 6.9

A4e Merseyside, Halton, Cumbria, Lancs 0.3 0.9 0.5 28.4 33.6 4.2
Ingeus UK Merseyside, Halton, Cumbria, Lancs 0.2 0.7 0.4 31.6 32.9 5.4

G4S NE Yorks, The Humber 1.3 0.6 1.0 28.9 18.8 5.7
New castle College Group NE Yorks, The Humber 0.2 0.4 - 24.9 15.7 2.8

Avanta Enterprise North East 0.7 0.6 0.2 31.8 21.8 5.9
Ingeus UK North East 1.2 0.9 0.8 29.4 22.0 5.5

Ingeus UK Scotland 1.3 1.3 0.5 36.7 32.3 5.7
Working Links Scotland 0.8 1.1 0.7 34.1 29.1 6.0

A4e South Yorkshire 1.5 1.0 0.8 25.7 15.4 5.5
Serco South Yorkshire 1.0 0.7 0.6 29.4 17.2 5.3

Avanta Enterprise Surrey, Sussex, Kent 1.3 0.8 0.7 37.1 25.3 5.2
G4S Surrey, Sussex, Kent 1.9 1.0 0.9 41.7 24.8 6.0

A4e Thames Valley, Hamps, Isle of Wight 0.5 0.9 0.2 32.8 36.0 5.3
Maximus Emp UK Thames Valley, Hamps, Isle of Wight 1.0 1.6 1.2 39.4 45.2 6.2

Rehab jobfit Wales 0.6 0.6 0.4 26.6 16.0 3.8
Working Links Wales 1.2 0.6 0.3 24.5 15.5 4.7

Ingeus UK West London 1.7 1.8 0.8 39.6 41.7 6.6
Maximus Emp UK West London 1.1 1.2 0.3 36.5 38.7 4.4
Reed in Partnership West London 2.0 1.8 0.6 27.8 35.5 5.0

Ingeus UK West Yorkshire 0.6 1.3 0.2 29.6 35.4 8.0
Interserve Working Futures West Yorkshire 0.5 0.9 0.2 25.4 26.9 4.8

Source: DWP, Work Programme Official Statistics to June 2013

Year 1 (Jun 11-Mar 12) Year 2 (Apr 12-Mar 13)



15 

6 Experiences of subcontractors 
6.1 Actual referral volumes have differed from original forecasts 
The total number of people referred on to the Work Programme in its first year was higher 
than expected. Referrals to the JSA 18-24 and JSA Early Access group were much higher 
than had originally been forecast in the Work Programme Invitation to Tender, but referrals of 
ESA claimants in the early months of the programme fell short of the original forecasts. The 
second report of the official evaluation of the Work Programme (commissioned by DWP) 
compares actual referrals with forecasts:33 

Work Programme referrals by payment group: Invitation to Tender (ITT) volumes 
compared with actual, June 2011 to July 2012  

 

Differences between forecast and actual referral volumes have impacted upon Tier One 
subcontractors and Tier Two subcontractors in different ways. The Work Programme official 
evaluation found that Tier One subcontractors are more likely to have agreed a minimum 
number of referrals with the prime provider: 58% of Tier One suppliers had a set or minimum 
number of referrals on at least one contract, compared to 17% of Tier Two suppliers. Tier 
One subcontractors reported they had received many more referrals than expected (although 
fewer referrals to ESA customer groups). However the opposite appears to be true for Tier 
Two suppliers:34 

It was common for Tier Two subcontractors to have received no referrals or far fewer 
than they were expecting. For some, lower than expected volumes had led to cuts in 
staff and, in a small number of cases, to organisations having gone out of business.  

Research by BBC’s Panorama programme on voluntary organisations’ involvement with the 
Work Programme reached a similar finding. 184 out of 341 voluntary organisations listed as 
part of prime providers’ supply chains replied to a BBC survey. 40% did not consider 
themselves part of the Work Programme. Of those who did, 73% had received fewer referrals 
than expected and 41% had received no referrals at all.35   

 
 
33 Pippa Lane et al, Work Programme Evaluation: Procurement, supply chains and implementation of the 

commissioning model, DWP Research Report 832, March 2013, p34 
34 Ibid, pp32-34 
35 BBC, Panorama: the Great Disability Scam, 28 January 2013 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/work-programme-evaluation-procurement-supply-chains-and-implementation-of-the-commissioning-model-rr832
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/work-programme-evaluation-procurement-supply-chains-and-implementation-of-the-commissioning-model-rr832
http://www.bbc.co.uk/blogs/ouch/2013/01/the_great_disability_scam_as_t.html
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6.2 Why have Tier Two subcontractors not received more referrals?  
ESA claimants joining the Work Programme 
Low volumes of ESA claimants on the Work Programme has a knock-on effect for referrals to 
Tier Two suppliers (who offer specialist interventions to participants with particular needs or 
barriers to employment), particularly voluntary sector suppliers who are most likely to provide 
services to ESA claimants. The official Work Programme evaluation identifies the result of 
individuals’ Work Capability Assessments as the primary reason for low numbers of 
referrals:36  

The number of ESA claimants eligible for mandatory referral to the Work Programme 
was lower than forecast for a number of reasons, but primarily because fewer than 
expected claimants were placed in the Work Related Activity Group (WRAG) following 
their Work Capability Assessment (WCA). Of those in the WRAG, fewer than 
anticipated were given a shorter WCA prognosis (only those expected to be fit for work 
within three to six months have a mandatory referral to the Work Programme). The 
number of people from the ESA payment groups who volunteered to enter the Work 
Programme was also lower than expected. 

The Employment Related Services Association (ERSA), the trade group of welfare-to-work 
providers, explained in January 2012 the possible impacts of low referral volumes:37 

The low level of ESA referrals has a number of implications: first on provider cashflow, 
as ESA customers attract a higher payment level from government; secondly on 
voluntary and community sector providers of the Work Programme, as the sector 
disproportionately provides the specialist support many of these customers need; and 
third on customers themselves, as low referrals mean that they will not be accessing 
the specialist support to find and sustain employment to which they are entitled.  

Since October 2012, a higher number of ESA claimants are being referred on to the Work 
Programme than was previously the case, as noted in section 5.1. It is not yet clear whether 
this has led to any change in the number of referrals to Tier Two suppliers.  

Cost of specialist provision and the payment model 
End-to-end providers (primes and Tier One subcontractors) may be reluctant to refer 
claimants to Tier Two specialist provision on the basis of cost. The Work Programme official 
evaluation (first report) found that end-to-end providers preferred to keep provision in-house 
or to use services that were already freely available.38 

Wherever possible, however, end-to-end providers tended to make provision available 
in-house and, where spot provision was required, to make use of local providers whose 
services could be obtained free of charge (e.g. because they drew on funding streams 
outside the Work Programme). It was not clear how far the relatively low use of paid-for 
spot providers was due to a lack of participants with specialist needs or due to 
providers minimising external costs. 

 
 
36 Pippa Lane et al, Work Programme Evaluation: Procurement, supply chains and implementation of the 

commissioning model, DWP Research Report 832, March 2013, p33 
37 ERSA response to NAO report into the introduction of the Work Programme, 3 February 2012 
38 Becci Newton et al, Work Programme evaluation: Findings from the first phase of qualitative research on 

programme delivery, DWP Research Report 821, November 2012 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/work-programme-evaluation-procurement-supply-chains-and-implementation-of-the-commissioning-model-rr832
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/work-programme-evaluation-procurement-supply-chains-and-implementation-of-the-commissioning-model-rr832
http://ersa.org.uk/media/news/ersa-response-nao-report-introduction-work-programme
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/193323/rrep821.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/193323/rrep821.pdf
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A study by the Third Sector Research Centre at the University of Birmingham attributes this 
to the Work Programme’s outcome-based payment model. Paying Tier Two providers to 
deliver specialist services means end-to-end suppliers have to take on extra financial risk:39 

The general ‘resource squeeze’ within the Programme, initially exacerbated by the 
effects of price discounting by Primes, unpredictable and under-target flows, and the 
difficult economic conditions, all meant that advancing funding for specialist 
interventions was viewed as too risky by most end to end providers from all sectors.  

Few tier 1 end to end providers were referring customers to specialist providers – 
either their own partners or the tier 2 providers listed by their Prime. Essentially they 
argued they could not afford to pay for their services. The back ended payment regime 
meant there simply wasn’t enough money in the system. 

The Work and Pensions Committee noted a concern among some specialist subcontractors 
that they were used as ‘bid candy’ by primes, to make prime providers’ contract bids look 
more impressive to DWP. However, the official evaluation suggests most subcontractors do 
not feel this way but rather attribute the absence of referrals to other reasons:  

Nonetheless, in qualitative interviews there was little evidence that current 
subcontractors had been named in bids, but had not subsequently become part of a 
supply chain. A number of organisations had received very few referrals through the 
Work Programme but they did not tend to feel that this was because they were ‘bid 
candy’. In general they believed this was due to a fewer referrals of claimants requiring 
their support and/or lack of funding within the Work Programme.  

Many of those that did report that they had been named in bids, but had not 
subsequently been involved in delivery, were Tier Two subcontractors for one prime in 
particular. Interviews with organisations that had been named in the bids of 
unsuccessful prime contractors revealed that many of these organisations never heard 
back from their potential prime post-tender. A small number of these organisations did 
believe that they had been bid candy. This had also been a concern for some 
organisations that chose not to bid. 

Chris Grayling, the then employment minister, said in oral evidence to the Work and 
Pensions Committee in March 2011 that if a provider had won a contract based on a bid 
which included subcontractors from the third sector but had then not used them once the 
Work Programme began, he would remove the prime provider from their contract:40  

Q173 Teresa Pearce: [...] one of the issues that has been raised with us is the 
voluntary sector is concerned that they may be used as what they call window dressing 
in bids. You seemed to imply earlier that, if a bid came to you from a prime with a 
group of third sectors that was going to be worked with, and then none of them were, 
that would be a breach of contract. Is that correct?  

Chris Grayling: It is and, if it was a blatant example like that, we would just remove 
the prime contractor from their contract. I am not having that.  

Q174 Teresa Pearce: That is a concern; that they have been used as bid candy, as 
they call it.  

 
 
39 James Rees, Rebecca Taylor and Chris Damm, Does sector matter? Understanding the experiences of 

providers in the Work Programme, TSRC Working Paper 92, February 2013 
40 Work and Pensions Committee, Work Programme: providers and contracting arrangements, 8 May 2011, 

HC 718 2010-12, Qq173-4 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmworpen/718/718i.pdf#page=117
http://www.tsrc.ac.uk/Research/ServiceDeliverySD/Thethirdsectordeliveringemploymentservices/tabid/873/Default.aspx
http://www.tsrc.ac.uk/Research/ServiceDeliverySD/Thethirdsectordeliveringemploymentservices/tabid/873/Default.aspx
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmworpen/718/718i.pdf#page=117


18 

Chris Grayling: We are absolutely clear: if that happens, the prime contractor will be 
toast, frankly. I am just not having that. 

6.3 Smaller suppliers and financial risk 
DWP expected that organisations bidding to join the ERSS Framework would have an 
annual turnover of at least £20 million, in order that they can carry the financial risk 
associated with a programme based on payment by results. However, it appears that 
financial risk was being passed down the supply chain to Tier One subcontractors, as noted 
in the second report of the official Work Programme evaluation:41 

This research found that almost all Tier One subcontractors were paid on roughly the 
same outcomes basis as primes or a modified version of this model (such as a higher 
attachment fee or ongoing attachment fees once these finished for the prime). Primes 
typically deducted a 10 to 20 per cent ‘management fee’ from payments made to Tier 
One subcontractors. 

This was previously raised as a concern by the Work and Pensions Committee in May 2011, 
when it highlighted the risk to the financial viability of smaller suppliers should prime 
providers fail to pass on sufficient upfront funding.42 The Committee’s May 2013 report found 
that some smaller suppliers were indeed taking on considerable financial risks, while noting 
that “alleged imposition of unfair financial terms” does not come under the current remit of 
the Merlin Standard.43  

7 Concerns over creaming and parking 
The differential payments model, where harder-to-help customer groups attract higher levels 
of payment, is intended to discourage providers from ‘creaming and parking’ (focusing 
resources on easier-to-help individuals at the expense of those who are further from 
employment). DWP argue that in order to remain profitable, providers will have to engage 
with “substantial numbers of people well beyond the easy-to-help”.44 

The range of needs in each customer group means creaming and parking could still 
potentially happen within individual groups. The first report of the official Work Programme 
evaluation commented on the possible occurrence of creaming and parking, but noted it was 
too early to draw firm conclusions:45 

Definitive conclusions on this and other topics will await fuller information from the 
quantitative strands of the evaluation. However, the available evidence to date 
suggests that providers are engaging in creaming and parking, despite the differential 
payment regime. Providers routinely classify participants according to their assessed 
distance from work, and provide more intensive support (at least as measured by the 
frequency of contact with advisers, for example) to those who are the most ‘job-ready’. 
Those assessed as hardest-to-help are in many cases left with infrequent routine 
contact with advisers, and often with little or no likelihood of referral to specialist (and 

 
 
41 Pippa Lane et al, Work Programme Evaluation: Procurement, supply chains and implementation of the 

commissioning model, DWP Research Report 832, March 2013, p35 
42 Work and Pensions Committee, Work Programme: providers and contracting arrangements, 8 May 2011, HC 

718 2010-12,  para 129 
43 Work and Pensions Committee, Can the Work Programme work for all user groups?, 21 May 2013, HC 162 

2013-14, para 153-67 
44 Public Accounts Committee, Department for Work and Pensions: Work Programme outcome statistics, 22 

February 2013, HC 936 2012-13, Q34 
45 Becci Newton et al, Work Programme evaluation: Findings from the first phase of qualitative research on 

programme delivery, DWP Research Report 821, November 2012, p124 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/work-programme-evaluation-procurement-supply-chains-and-implementation-of-the-commissioning-model-rr832
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/work-programme-evaluation-procurement-supply-chains-and-implementation-of-the-commissioning-model-rr832
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmworpen/718/718i.pdf#page=41
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmworpen/162/162.pdf#page=51
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmselect/cmpubacc/936/93602.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmselect/cmpubacc/936/93602.htm
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/193323/rrep821.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/193323/rrep821.pdf
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possibly costly) support, which might help address their specific barriers to work. 
Alongside this, it is worth noting that some providers at least, took the view (perhaps 
surprisingly, given the design and remit of the Work Programme) that it was 
inappropriate for the hardest-to-help to be referred to their services at all. 

The lack of referrals to specialist providers, as discussed in section 6.2, may also reflect 
decisions by end-to-end providers to park some hard-to-help claimants. A study by the Third 
Sector Research Centre found that some providers saw parking “as a rational response to 
Payment by Results since a proportion of customers would always be very unlikely to get a 
job.” The study comments that the need to fund future provision from job outcome payments 
actually presents providers with an increased incentive to concentrate resources on some 
individuals, while parking others.46 

8 Cost of the Work Programme 
The DWP estimates that the value of the Work Programme contracts will be between £3 
billion and £5 billion up to 2017.47 Instead of funding this directly via departmental 
expenditure (as has always been the case with past welfare-to-work programmes), the Work 
Programme is funded from the money saved from future benefit spending as people find 
work. This is known as the DEL/AME switch as the funding will come from Annual Managed 
Expenditure (AME), which is used to pay benefits, instead of the Departmental Expenditure 
Limit (DEL).48 

Payments to Work Programme providers by DWP totalled £736 million over the period 
June 2011 to March 2013. This includes £447 million in attachment payments (61% of the 
total); £155 million in job outcome payments (21%) and £134 million in sustainment 
payments (18%).49  

 

 
 
46 James Rees, Rebecca Taylor and Chris Damm, Does sector matter? Understanding the experiences of 

providers in the Work Programme, TSRC Working Paper 92, February 2013 
47 DWP Press Release, “Massive boost for the Big Society as almost 300 voluntary sector organisations named 

as part of the Work Programme”, 1 April 2011 
48 Work & Pensions Committee, Work Programme: providers and contracting arrangements, 27 April 2011, 

HC718 2010-12, paras16 and 20. 
49 DWP, Work Programme – programme costs to 31 March 2013, 27 June 2013 

http://www.tsrc.ac.uk/Research/ServiceDeliverySD/Thethirdsectordeliveringemploymentservices/tabid/873/Default.aspx
http://www.tsrc.ac.uk/Research/ServiceDeliverySD/Thethirdsectordeliveringemploymentservices/tabid/873/Default.aspx
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/newsroom/press-releases/2011/apr-2011/dwp037-11.shtml
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/newsroom/press-releases/2011/apr-2011/dwp037-11.shtml
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/work-and-pensions-committee/inquiries/parliament-2010/the-work-programme-providers-and-contracting-arrangements/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/work-programme-costs-to-31-march-2013

