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1.2

The Talent Match programme

The National Lottery Community Fund (formerly the Big Lottery Fund) invested £108
million in Talent Match, an innovative programme designed to address the problem of
high levels of unemployment amongst 18-24-year olds. It was delivered through
voluntary and community sector led partnerships in 21 Local Enterprise Partnership
(LEP) areas in England and aimed to support those furthest from the labour market in
their journey towards sustainable employment. The 21 Talent Match partnerships
started working with beneficiaries in early 2014 and the programme ended in
December 2018.

A key innovation of Talent Match was that it was co-designed and co-delivered with
young people. This set Talent Match apart from previous youth employment initiatives
and current government employment programmes.

Purpose of this report

This report is the technical appendix to the final reports of the evaluation of Talent
Match. The evaluation has been carried out on behalf of the National Lottery
Community Fund by the Centre for Regional Economic and Social Research (CRESR)
at Sheffield Hallam University and partners at the University of Warwick, University of
Birmingham and Cambridge Economic Associates.

The evaluation ran from 2013 to 2020.
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Aims and objectives

The overall requirements for the evaluation were as follows:

To track the success of the programme, projects and interventions within it.

To identify what worked well, and what did not, for whom and in what
circumstances.

To share learning and improve practice (including amongst grant holders).
Key aspects of the evaluation for National Lottery Fund included:

Estimates of the costs and benefits to society and the state of intervening with
young people aged 18-24 years who have been out of education, employment or
training for 12 months or more.

An evaluation of whetherthe key principles in the programme delivery model have
made a difference to its achievements.

A better understanding of the kinds of approaches that worked well, with whom
and why, at different stages of the young person’s journey toward and into
sustained employment.

A better understanding of how those approaches can be integrated into future
employment support for young people.

An overarching framework

The over-riding aim of the research was to provide a robust assessment of what works
in assisting unemployed young people into sustainable employment and to
disseminate this knowledge and evidence more widely.

A framework for assessing impact and value for money (VFM)

A central part of the evaluation was providing an assessment of the impact and value
for money (VFM) of the Talent Match programme. This assessment was informed by
the Talent Match logic model (Figure 2.2) and been based on an impact and value for
money framework (Figure 2.1). The framework includes reporting inputs, outputs,
outcomes and net additional impacts for the programme, as well as calculating its cost
efficiency and cost effectiveness.



Figure 2.1: A framework for assessing impactand value for money
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The evaluation was multi-faceted, and involved the following elements which are
discussed in the remainder of this report:

A Common Data Framework (CDF) designed to collect standard monitoring data
from all partnerships on all beneficiaries.
Surveys of partnerships (lead partners) and delivery partners.

An annual programme of visits to Talent Match partnerships involving face -to-face
interviews with partnership leads, strategic partners, and delivery partners.

Semi-structured interviews with Talent Match beneficiaries conducted across two
waves.

Case study-based research and evidence reviews around specific programme
themes.

Local labour market profiling and benchmarking.

Appendices One to Four contain copies of the main quantitative research
instruments: CDF baseline and follow-up survey questionnaires and lead partner
and delivery partner survey questionnaires.



Figure 2.2: Talent Match logic model
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An overview of the CDF

A Common Data Framework (CDF) was designed to collect standard monitoring data
from all partnerships on all beneficiaries. The CDF formed a central part of the
evaluation, collecting robust and reliable beneficiary level data across the programme.
This beneficiary data allowed monitoring of who participated in Talent Match, what
they did, what difference it made to them, and what impact it made on their labour
market outcomes.

The CDF was designed in the form of an online questionnaire. Data was collected at
a baseline stage (on entry to the programme) and then at three, six, 12, 18 and 24
months. The aim was to understand progress into employment but also to pick up
issues of labour market progress, other factors (such as health, family circumstances
or housing) and ultimately whether the labour market experience was 'fulfilling".

Table 3.1 provides a breakdown of CDF responsesreceived across the three, six, 12
and 18-month survey stages by Talent Match partnership. If a young person was
unable to complete a questionnaire themselves then a short section at the start of the
guestionnaire was completed instead by their key worker. These are the responses
classified as ‘uncontactable’ shown in the table.

The final survey stage was 24 months after first engagement. This stage of the survey
was administered slightly differently to those at the other time points. The survey was
administered by the evaluation team, rather than partnership staff, and Talent Match
participants were asked to take part via a combination of invitations sent via SMS text
message and email. The survey was a shorter version of the follow-up survey used at
the earlier time points. Table 3.2 details responses received to this stage.

The CDF responses were weighted to take into account bias in the non-response as
participants who achieved an employment outcome were overrepresented in the
follow-up responses. The weights took into account a young person’s proximity to the
labour market at the baseline (see section 3.3. for more detail on the proximity to the
labour market measure).

The baseline and follow-up survey questionnaires can be found in Appendices One
and Two of this report.



Table 3.1: Summary of CDF responses (3,6,12 and 18-month)

3-month Follow-up

6-month Follow-up

12-month Follow-up

18-month Follow-up

Partnership ?_ase Full Full Full Full

Ine submis | Unconta submis | Unconta submis | Uncont submis | Uncont

Overall sion ctable Overall sion ctable Overall sion actable Overall sion actable
Black Country 873 871 692 179 856 611 245 766 485 281 682 367 315
Cornwall & Isles of Scilly 630 560 352 208 485 308 177 376 231 145 287 162 125
Coventry & Warwickshire 508 490 379 111 461 329 132 392 240 152 320 172 148
Derbyshire & Nottinghamshire 1,023 1,023 652 371 1,022 569 453 981 437 544 898 272 626
Greater Birmingham & Solihull 834 726 436 290 636 380 256 539 319 220 453 202 251
Greater Lincolnshire 392 371 276 95 365 233 132 337 149 188 274 99 175
Greater Manchester 1,995 1,988 1,361 627 1,930 1,117 813 1,717 733 984 1,429 458 971
Humber 1,720 1,713 1,452 261 1,656 1,326 330 1,522 1,051 471 1,389 747 642
Leeds City Region 2,580 2,248 1,820 428 1,928 1,479 449 1,532 1,072 460 1,114 731 383
Leicester & Leicestershire 935 838 633 205 774 532 242 691 410 281 611 318 293
Liverpool City Region 1,680 1,624 1,044 580 1,569 759 810 1,426 478 948 1,198 318 880
London 2,541 2,482 1,702 780 2,392 1,415 a77 2,144 1,049 1,095 1,762 774 988
New Anglia 1,140 856 619 237 697 452 245 585 329 256 454 246 208
North East 2,570 2,540 1,835 705 2,415 1,663 752 2,132 1,427 705 1,782 1,103 679
Northamptonshire 300 285 187 98 261 172 89 231 128 103 187 98 89
Sheffield City Region 2,398 2,104 1,544 560 1,794 1,226 568 1,401 858 543 992 572 420
South East 2,388 2,100 1,392 708 2,015 1,153 862 1,714 822 892 1,359 596 763
Stoke on Trent & Staffordshire 267 253 188 65 241 169 72 218 133 85 197 108 89
Tees Valley 458 422 341 81 395 297 98 350 233 117 300 184 116
The Marches 383 308 226 82 262 178 84 185 125 60 137 88 49
Worcestershire 270 258 160 98 240 110 130 188 64 124 141 41 100

Total 25,885 | 24,060 | 17,291 6,769 22,394 | 14,478 7,916 19,427 | 10,773 8,654 15,966 7,656 8,310




Table 3.2: Summary of 24-month stage CDF responses

Partnership Count
Black Country 255
Cornwall & Isles of Scilly 19
Coventry & Warwickshire 19
Derbyshire & Nottinghamshire 45
Greater Birmingham & Solihull 43
Greater Lincolnshire 15
Greater Manchester 77
Humber 75
Leeds City Region 95
Leicester & Leicestershire 36
Liverpool City Region 70
London 63
New Anglia 32
North East 93
Northamptonshire 18
Sheffield City Region 134
South East 72
Stoke on Trent & Staffordshire 26
Tees Valley 31
The Marches 14
Worcestershire 4
Total 1,236

CDF data has been used in the following ways:

To routinely produce descriptive analysis on who was participating in the
programme e.g. personal characteristics, previous labour market experiences,
skills and capabilities and barriers to employment, and what they had done
(activities and support).

To routinely produce longitudinal analysis on participant outcomes achieved over
time and distance-travelled (e.g. improvements in wellbeing, labour market
outcomes and progress on the My Journey scale).

To inform the selection of case studies, which then drew on both CDF and
qualitative data collected (e.g. interviews with participants and programme staff).

As part of an assessment of the cost efficiency and cost effectiveness of the
programme.

As part of an assessment of youth involvement in the programme including how
partnerships involved young people, which groups of young people were involved
and what difference involvement made to them.

CDF data has also been used in the following ways which are discussed further in the
remainder of this chapter:

To record ‘actual’ participant outcomes and calculate estimates of outcomes
achieved.
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To create a measure of proximity, or nearness, to the labour market which also
informed the creation of a four-fold typology of partnerships based on both the
characteristics of their young people and local labour market conditions.

As part of a statistical modelling exercise to identify factors most associated with
positive labour market outcomes.

As part of a quasi-experimental assessment comparing employment outcomes for
Talent Match participants against a matched comparator fromthe Labour Force
Survey (LFS).

As part of an assessment of the value of the costs and beneéefits of the programme.

Recording and estimating outcomes

Participant outcomes were recorded via the CDF questionnaires and collated on a
quarterly basis. These included the headline outcomes of securing employment and
achieving sustained employment but also other outcomes around progress towards
the labour market such as entering work experience, training or taking up volunteering.
These ‘actual’ outcomes were primarily based on responses to the following question
included in the CDF questionnaire:

Which of the following currently apply to you?

The response options to this question which the ‘actual figures’ were based on were
the following:

working less than 16 hours per week

working 16 hours or more per week (excluding apprenticeship)
self-employed

volunteering

work Placement

apprenticeship

formal education e.g. college

in training.

In acknowledgement that this method would not be able to pick up on all outcomes
achieved, estimated figures for outcomes were also calculated.

The process behind the estimation work involved:

providing a method to better estimate the number of participants who had achieved
outcomes;

producing weights to make the results more reliable given the non-response.
The basic principle behind the method to estimate the number of participants who
achieved outcomes was to create an outcome for all participants. This was different

from the ‘actual’ calculations in two ways. Taking ‘securing employment’ as an
example:

It drew in a wider range of information collected viathe CDF questionnaires:
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- A participant was said to have achieved employment if they were in
employment at any CDF response, if they were uncontactable but were
identified by their key worker as being in employment or if they reported
having a job since starting on Talent Match; the second and third group were
notin the ‘actual’ definition.

- If a participant had completed all their CDF responses but had not indicated
that they had achieved employment by the above measures they were
recorded as not achieving employment.

It then predicted outcomes for participants who were not recorded as in
employment via any CDF responses that were submitted and also had missing
CDF returns. This was done by computing probabilities for achieving an
employment outcome at each missing CDF stage based on a young person’'s
characteristics at baseline and whether respondents with similar characteristics
and completed CDF returns had secured employment or not.

These were then summed to get the predicted total number who achieved an
employment outcome. It is worth noting that the majority of employment outcomes
were recorded viathe first method above (i.e. through responses collected viathe CDF
qguestionnaires) rather than as predicted outcomes.

This process was then repeated for the other outcomes.

Proximity to the labour market

A measure of proximity, or nearness, to the labour market was created to estimate
how likely a given young person was to be in work. This measure combined information
about a young person's characteristics, experiences and competencies to provide a
single indicator of how close a given young person was to the labour market. Twelve
indicators were combined to create the measure. These were identified in a statistical
modelling exercise on CDF responses at 6 or 12 months, depending on which was the
latest, to identify factors statistically associated with being in work.

Logistic regression was used to identify factors associated with a young person being
in work or not. Over 28 variables were considered for inclusioncoveringhousingtenure,
having children, having a limiting disability, educational attainment, self-reported
competencies (including communication, teamwork, basic skills, ability to compose a
CV and appropriate clothing for an interview), and services the young person was
involved with.

Backwards variable selection using a likelihood-ratio test (LR) was used to identify
variables for inclusion within the final proximity to the labour market measure. This
identified 12 factors:

have a limiting disability, negative factor;

have children, negative factor;

attained five or more GCSEs at grade A* to C (including English and Maths);
understand the skills that employers want;

have good specific skills for desired job;

setting and achieve goals;

managing feelings;

confidence/self esteem;



have appropriate clothes foran interview;
involved with drugs/alcohol support, negative factor;
involved with mental health services, negative factor;

ever had worked before.

To simplify interpretation of the measure and so that it made sense forit to remain
consistent over time the factors were each given an equal weight. This is opposed to
using the coefficients from the statistical model to weight factors according to their
relative importance in predicting the likelihood that a given young person was in work.
Both these approaches were tested against each other by applying baseline CDF
responses. However relatively few differences were noted in the positions of young
people on either scale.

The final measure was on a scale running from zero to 12, with a higher score
indicating a greater proximity to the labour market. For the purpose of our analysis
scores were grouped into five bands indicating level of distance to the labour market.
These were:

group one: furthestfrom the labour market: scores of zero to five;
group two: scores of six and seven;

group three: scores of eight;

group four: scores of nine and 10;

group five: nearest to the labour market: scores of 11 or 12.

3.4. Typology

A four-fold typology was created to explore further the differences between
partnerships. This was based on both the characteristics of the young people and local
labour market conditions. Partnerships were first categorised depending on how many
of their young people were classed as 'far from the labour market'. To ensure a
reasonably even division, partnerships were divided depending on whether 55 per cent
or more of their young people were included within this group. Partnerships were then
further divided depending on how many of their young people lived in local authorities
with a high unemployment benefit claimant count (as of June 2016 - the programme
midway point). This measure was used as a proxy for how challenging local labour
market conditions were for these young people. 'High' in this context was set as any
local authority with a claimant rate above 2.5 per cent. Partnerships were classified
according to whether the majority of their young peoples' local authorities ' fell above
or below this threshold. Table 3.3 shows the partnerships assigned to each category.

" Note that Talent Match partnerships were organised by Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) area and therefore
contained multiple local authorities
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Table 3.3: Partnership level typology classifications

Classification Partnerships

Far/ High Black Country, Greater Manchester, Humber, Liverpool City Region,
Sheffield City Region, Tees Valley

Far/ Low Cornwall & Isles of Scilly, Coventry & Warwickshire, Derbyshire &

Nottinghamshire, Greater Lincolnshire, Leeds City Region,
Northamptonshire, Stoke on Trent & Staffordshire, Worcestershire

Near / High Greater Birmingham & Solihull, North East

Near / Low Leicester & Leicestershire, London, New Anglia, South East, The Marches

Statistical modelling strategy

A statistical modelling exercise was undertaken using the CDF data, as well as data
from the delivery partner surveys and local labour market statistics, to find out which
factors were most associated with positive labour market outcomes and which
represented ongoing barriers.

A two-stage statistical modelling approach was used to test and analyse the influence
of individual, programme and wider labour market factors on the likelihood thata young
person had gained either employment or self-employment.

The first stage used logistic regression modelling to identify individual, beneficiary
specific characteristics that were associated with achieving this outcome. Abackwards
selection strategy considered 56 different factors. These included gender, ethnicity,
having a limiting disability, had children, whether they were a hidden NEET,
educational attainment, volunteered in past4 weeks, labour market experiences, skills
and attributes, support services and types of support received from Talent Match. The
partnership that the beneficiary had engaged with was also included within the model.
Thirty-two variables were identified as being statistically significantly associated with
the outcome variable: a young person had gained either employment or self-
employment. These 32 factors were taken forward into the second stage of analysis.

Multi-level modelling (MLM) was used in the second stage to test and analyse the
influence that higherlevel programme and external local labour market factors had on
the likelihood that a young person had achieved the outcome. MLM acknowledges
that individual-level factors do not act in isolation from factors at other levels, such as
the nature of the partnership which the young person has engaged or the local labour
market circumstances that they face. As a result, the likelihood of young people
achieving outcomes within the same partnership or area may be related. A two level
MLM has been used. Level one was the individual young person and level two
comprised the Talent Match partnership area.

Measuring Additionality: a matched Labour Force Survey (LFS)
comparator

A key aim of the evaluation was to estimate the net additional impact of the Talent
Match programme on its participants’ likelihood of finding employment over a 12-
month period. That is identified as the proportion of Talent Match participants who
found employment over and above what might have been expected to happen if they
had not participated on the programme.

To estimate this impact, propensity score matching was used to identify a matched
comparator sample of young people in the Labour Force Survey five-quarters survey
who had similar characteristics to Talent Match participants, using data collected from



the CDF. Statistical modelling and testing were then used to estimate the difference in
likelihood of achieving employment in a 12-month period.

For the purpose of the analyses a subsample of the total CDF data collected were
used containing only those Talent Match beneficiaries who completed 12 months’
worth of CDF responses (n=10,373).

Regarding the LFS five quarters sample data, for the purpose of the analysis data for
respondents first entering the survey between January 2013 and June 2017 were
combined into a single dataset. This was to ensure a sufficiently large enough sample
size and to replicate the time period that the Talent Match programme ran. The
following respondents were removed: Notresidentin England, notaged 17 to 25 years
inclusive, enrolled and attending an education course, in a job or doing an
apprenticeship. These have been removed to ensure the sample of LFS participants
is similar to participants who were eligible for Talent Match.

The CDF and LFS data were combined into one dataset. The total number of cases
was 11,055, comprising 10,373 from the CDF and 682 fromthe LFS.

Propensity score matching

Propensity score matching has been used to derive a rigorous counterfactual to the
TalentMatch programme fromthe LFS sample. The STATA ‘psmatch2’ command was
used with replacement and set so each Talent Match participant in the CDF sample
was matched against their ‘three nearest neighbours’ in the LFS.

The matching took place across following variables:

Not seeking work (dummy)

highest qualification

receive an unemployment benefit
receive a disability benefit

receive child benefit

when left last employment (banded)
local authority claimant rate

age (banded)

year responding to CDF or LFS (banded)
have a limiting disability (dummy)
male (dummy)

white other (dummy)

mixed ethnicity (dummy)

Asian ethnicity (dummy)

Black ethnicity (dummy)

Arab ethnicity (dummy)

other ethnicity (dummy).



Based on this propensity score matching process a final sample for the analysis was
derived that included 589 LFS respondents and 10,373 CDF respondents.

The output from the score matching process provided weights to be used in the
analysis. The samples were weighted whereby Talent Match participants fromthe CDF
had a weight of one and LFS respondents have a weight equal to one third of the
number of Talent Match participants which they were matched to in the propensity
score matching process.

Checks were made to ensure the matches fell within a threshold and analysis took
place to assess the robustness of the results if the LFS sample weights were capped
to 50 and 100. These were notfound to significantly affect the robustness of the results
so the original weights were used in the final analysis.

Analysis

Logistic regression was used to assess the net additional impact of Talent Match on
the likelihood of entering employment over the 12-month period of analysis. The
outcome variable was coded 1 if the respondents had entered employment in 12
months following their first survey wave response and 0 if they had not. The only
explanatory variable was a dummy variable coded 1 if the respondent was a Talent
Match participant fromthe CDF sample or O if they were from the matched comparator
fromthe Labour Force Survey. The analysis used the weight variable derived from the
propensity score matching process (described above).

The analysis used the weight variable derived from the propensity score matching
process (described above).

Table 3.4 below provides results from the logistic regression model. It shows
participating in Talent Match is associated with a statistically significant increased
likelihood of entering employment in the 12-month period compared to respondents in
the matched Labour Force Survey sample.

Table 3.4: Logistic Regression for likelihood of entering employment

Outcome: Coefficient | Standard Z (sig. Odds | Lower Upper

Entered Error level) Ratio | confidence | confidence

employment level level
in 12 months
following first
survey wave
response

Talent Match 0.331 0.020 16.64 1.393 1.340 1.448
participant (0.000)
(CDF

respondent)

Table 3.5 below provides a descriptive summary of the percentage of respondents
who entered employment in the 12 months following their first survey wave response,
broken down by whether they are arespondentfromthe matched Labour Force Survey
sample or they participated in Talent Match.

The results show 58 per cent of participants in Talent Match entered employment in
12 months following their first survey wave response. In comparison 42 per cent of
respondents in the matched Labour Force Survey sample entered employment in 12
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months following their first survey wave response. Therefore, on average Talent Match
participants were 16.08 percentage points more likely to have entered employment.

Table 3.5: Percentage of respondents who entered employment in 12 months
following their first survey wave response, column percentage.

Matched Labour Talent Match
Force Survey Sample Participant (%)

respondent (%)

Not entered 58 42

employmentin 12

months following first

survey wave

response

Entered employment 42 58

in 12 months

following first survey

wave response

Value of the costs and benefits of Talent Match

This section details the assumptions and method underpinning the valuation of costs
and benefits emerging from Talent Match at an aggregate level.

The methodology underpinning the cost benefit analysis is based on the DWP Cost-
Benefit Analysis framework (2013)2 and reflects the principles setoutin the Treasury's
Green Book. In broad terms it involves comparing the monetised value of outcomes
that can be attributed to the programme against its costs to derive a Benefit Cost Ratio
(BCR). That is analysis is based on net additional employment outcomes: the total
(gross) number who gain a job minus those that are likely to have gained a job even
in the absence of participation in Talent Match. Throughout the analysis it has been
conservatively assumed that:

A sustained employment or self-employment outcome lasted for 52 weeks.

A non-sustained employment or self-employment lasted for 13 weeks.
The following subsections set out how the following aspects have been valued:

The cost of the programme.

The additional income gained by Talent Match participants achieving an
employment outcome.

The economic output produced by Talent Match participants achieving an
employment outcome.

The additional social value fromthe improvement in life satisfaction achieved by
Talent Match participants.

The direct and indirect change in government spending due to:
- thereduction in benefit payments

2 Fujiwara, D. (2013) The Department for Work and Pensions Social Cost-Benefit Analysis framework.
Methodologies for estimating and incorporating the wider social and economic impacts of work in Cost-Benefit
Analysis of employment programmes. Working Paperno. 86. This document/publicationis also availableon the
DWP website at: http://research.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd5/rrs-index.asp
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- the additional income taxes received
- reductions in health service costs

- reduced costs of dealing with crime.

The cost of the programme

The cost of the programme has been obtained from financial account information
provided by the National Lottery Community Fund covering the period to 31 December
2018.

The additional income gained by Talent Match participants achieving an
employment outcome

The additional income gained by Talent Match participants achieving an employment
outcome has been estimated using primary data collected through the CDF.

It has been calculated by deducting the average benefitincome of participants who
find work when they joined the programme fromthe average income of participants
when they find work. The latter includes earnings from work, after deducting income
tax and National Insurance, and any remaining benefit income which they are entitled
to when they entered work. The benefits considered include: Jobseekers Allowance,
Employment and Support Allowance, Income Support, Income Support for Lone
Parents, Housing Benefit and Council Tax Benefit.

It is estimated that a young person who managed to secure employment/self-
employment gained, on average, an additional £153 net additional income per week.
Based on the assumed duration of work set out in the introduction to this Section itis
estimated that participants who achieved a positive employment outcome gained a
total of £50.462 million in net additional income. Adjusting for the level of additionality
- outcomes that would not have occurred without the programme (calculated in chapter
5) - this provides:

£13.939 million in additional income, based on the upper estimate of additionality
compared to the baseline situation.

£4.373 million in additional income, based on the lower estimate of additionality
compared to the baseline situation.

The economic output produced by Talent Match participants achieving an
employment outcome

The economic output produced by Talent Match participants achieving an employment
outcome has been calculated based on the assumption that an employee produces
an economic output equivalent to their cost of employment. Using responses to the
CDF itis calculated that the average value of the economic output produced by Talent
Match participants in work is £219 per week. Applying this value to the benefit
durations outlined in the introduction to this section finds participants who achieved an
employment outcome produced £72.405 million in economic output. Adjusting for
additionality it is calculated that:

£20.000 million of this economic output would not have been achieved without
participation in Talent Match, based on the upper estimate of the level of
additionality.



£6.275 million of this economic output would not have been achieved without
participation in Talent Match, based on the lower estimate of the level of
additionality.

Additional life satisfaction value gained by participants

Life satisfaction valuation techniques have been used to estimate the value of the
average improvement in life satisfaction experienced by Talent Match participants.
This involved a three-step process. First statistical modelling was applied to CDF
responses to estimate the average improvement in life satisfaction between baseline
and last responses, given arange of young person characteristics such as their age,
gender and ethnicity. Thisrevealed that on average participants experienced a1.6 unit
improvement in their life satisfaction.

Second evidence from Fujiwara et al. (2014) had been used to estimate the average
increase in household income that would produce an equivalent improvementin life
satisfaction. This suggests an estimated £22,000 increase in household income would
be required to produce the same improvement in life satisfaction (1.6 'life satisfaction
points').

Finally, this value is applied across all 25,885 Talent Match participants to give value
of the total gain in life satisfaction: £565.211 million.

The approach seeks to capture the total of life satisfaction gains in one step avoiding
double counting, rather than individually valuing the life satisfaction improvements
from, for example, volunteering or greater employability. However, it is important to
stress that this computed monetary value is not real additional money that the Talent
Match participant will receive. Rather it is the equivalent value of household income
that would provide an uplift in average life satisfaction achieved by an average Talent
Match participant.

The level of additionality for the improvement in life satisfaction is likely to be
significantly higher than for employment outcomes (28 per cent). For example the
latest Homes and Communities Agency additionality guide estimates an average gross
to net additionality ratio of 48 percent for projects benefiting young people to promote
personal and social development. 3 In the absence of other reliable evidence this 48
per cent ratio has been applied to monetise the net additionality value of improved life
satisfaction. However, it is more than likely that this will be an underestimate of the
true level of additionality. Based on this the monetised value of the net additional
improvement in life satisfaction is valued at £285.538 million.

Thedirect and indirectchange in government spending dueto the reduction in
benefit payments

The increase in tax and National Insurance receipts forthe Exchequer (HM Treasury)
from Talent Match participants achieving an employment outcome has been estimated
using primary data collected through the CDF. Based on the income data provided by
participants who gain a job it is estimated that on average they pay £15 per week in
income tax and National Insurance.

Appling this value to the number of participants who gained a job, based on the benéefit
durations outlined above, it is estimated that participants who achieved a positive

8 Homes and Communities Agency (2014) Additionality Guide Fourth Edition,
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da
ta/file/378177/additionality _guide 2014 _full.pdf
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outcome had provided a total benefit to the Exchequer of £4.784 million. Adjusting for
additionality it is calculated that:

£1,321 million of this benefit to the Exchequer would not have been achieved
without Talent Match, based on the upper estimate of additionality.

£0.415 million of this benefit to the Exchequer would not have been achieved
without Talent Match, based on the lower estimate of additionality.

The direct and indirect change in government spending due to the additional
income taxes received

Thereduction in benefit payments for the Exchequer (HM Treasury) from Talent Match
participants achieving an employment outcome has been estimated using primary data
collected through the CDF. Comparing the benefitsreceivedby such participants when
they enter the programme compared to when they find work it is estimated that on
average benefit payment reduce by £43 per week. This analysis considered the
following benefits: Jobseekers Allowance, Employment and Support Allowance,
Income Support, Income Support for Lone Parents, Housing Benefit and Council Tax
Benefit.

Appling this average reduction to the number of participants who gained ajob, based
on the benefit durations outlined above, it is estimated that participants who achieved
a positive outcome had provided a total benefit to the Exchequer of £ 14,110 million.
Adjusting for additionality it is calculated that:

£3,898 million of this benefit to the Exchequer would not have been achieved
without Talent Match, based on the upper estimate of additionality.

£1,223 million of this benefit to the Exchequer would not have been achieved
without Talent Match, based on the lower estimate of additionality.

The direct and indirect change in government spending due to reductions in
health service costs

Fujiwara (2010) developed an approach to value the reduction in NHS costs incurred
from moving into work. Updating the computed values into 2018 prices it is estimated
that when an unemployed person moves into work they incur £602 less per annumin
NHS costs per annum in 2018 prices. Whereas a person moving from Employment
and Support Allowance into work incur £1,204 less in NHS costs per annum (in 2018
prices).

Based on these values the employment outcomes achieved by Talent Match
participants will have led to a £4.429 million reduction in NHS costs. These are mainly
due to reduced GP consultations.

When only net additional outcomes are considered the value the employment
outcomes directly attributable to Talent Match will have led to a £1.223 million
reduction in NHS costs, based on the upper estimate of additionality. Using the lower
estimate of additionality Talent Match will have led to a £384 thousand reduction in
NHS costs.



Thedirect and indirect changein government spending due to reduced costs of
dealing with crime

As reported in Bivand and Simmonds (2014 )4, Fujiwara (2010)5 finds that supporting
people into work is associated with reduced costs of crime to public services. This is
due to a relationship between crime and income levels. Table 6.4 applies Bivand and
Simmonds (2014) estimated annual savings, in 2018 prices, to calculate the reduced
costs of crime due to Talent Match participants achieving an employment outcome. Its
shows:

An estimated £3.014 million reduction in costs of crime to public services from
Talent Match participants achieving an employment outcome.

Of this value £833 thousand is directly attributable to Talent Match based on the
upper estimate of additionality, or £261 thousand based on the lower estimate of
additionality.

4 Bivand and Simmonds (2014) The Benefits Of Tackling Worklessness and Low Pay. Joseph Rowntree
Foundation.

5 Fujiwara, D. (2010) The Department for Work and Pensions social cost—benefit analysis framework:
Methodologies for estimating and incorporating the wider social and economic impacts of work in cost—benefit
analysis of employment programmes. Department for Work and Pensions Working Paper No. 86.



4.1.

4.2.

Lead partner survey

A survey of the 21 organisations leading the Talent Match partnerships was conducted
in 2014, 2015 and 2018. The survey was intended to help provide a regular snapshot
of the Talent Match partnerships against some specific indicators and capture any
changes as the programme progressed. The survey was administered electronically
and all 21 partnerships responded to each of the three survey waves. The 2014, 2015
and 2018 survey questionnaires can be found in Appendix Three.

Delivery partner survey

A separate online survey was also conducted in the same three years with the lead
organisations’ delivery partners - the organisations contracted to deliver Talent Match
services. The survey sought to understand who was delivering support across the
programme, the nature of provision and the experiences of partners in delivering
services.

Table 4.1 details the responses received to the survey over the three waves. In total
266 organisations took partin at least one survey wave, and of these 17 per cent (n=44)
completed all three waves. Of those who completed the final surveyin 2018, 85 per
cent (137 organisations) were still delivering Talent Match services.

Table 4.1: Responses to the delivery partner survey

Year Number of Number of Response
organisations responses rate
invited to take part received
2014 212 119 56%
2015 239 148 62%
2018 306 162 53%

The 2014, 2015 and 2018 survey questionnaires can be found in Appendix Four.



5.1. Annual partnership visits

An annual programme of visits to Talent Match partnerships was carried out between
2014 and 2016 involving face-to-face interviews with partnership leads, strategic
partners, and delivery partners.

5.2. Semi-structured interviews with Talent Match beneficiaries

Semi-structured interviews with young people participating in the Talent Match
programme were conducted in two waves between 2015 and 2017. Interviewees were
drawn from across seven different partnerships. Table 5.1 below details the number
of interviews undertaken across the two waves by partnership. A total of 61 interviews
were carried out in wave one, and 66 interviews in wave two. Fifty seven percent of
interviewees who participated at wave one were also interviewed at wave two (n=35).

Table 5.1: Summary of interviews undertaken with beneficiaries

Partnership Wave 1 Wave 2
W1 Re- New recruits
interviewed
Sheffield 7 5 10
Leeds 6 3 7
Coventry & Warwickshire 10 7 -
Leicester 16 6 -
New Anglia 3 2 -
Staffs 7 5 -
Liverpool 12 7 14
TOTAL 61 35 31
Total W2 = 66

5.3. Case study-based thematic research

Inthe firstthree years of programme delivery, the evaluation included thematic studies,
and thematic reports were produced on the following six topics:

partnership working and development;
involvement of young people;

employer involvement and engagement;



mental health and wellbeing;
in-work support;

key worker models.

The thematic reports each contained a review of the relevant academic and policy
literature and insights from qualitative research and case studies undertaken in
selected partnerships. Where relevant other data sources were drawn upon, for
example data collected via the CDF or responses to the lead and delivery partners
surveys.



Securing/achieving employment (actual): Young people were considered to have
secured employment if they indicated they were ‘Working 16 hours or more per week,
‘Self-employed’ or ‘Working less than 16 hours per week’ and indicated they had caring
responsibilities/childcare commitments/disability/ ill health or education commitments
which limited the number of hours they can work, at any of the CDF survey follow-up
stages (three ,six ,12,18 or 24).

Securing/achieving employment (estimated): In addition to those recorded via the
actual definition above, a young person has been recorded as securing employment if
they indicated they had ‘Gained employment’ since starting on the programme or their
key worker indicated they had ‘Gained employment’ at any CDF follow-up stage. For
those not recorded as in employment via any CDF responses and also had missing
CDF returns, employment was predicted based on their characteristics at baseline and
whether respondents with similar characteristics and completed CDF returns had
secured employment or not (see section 3.2 for more information on the method for
predicting outcomes).

Securing/achieving sustained employment (actual): Young people who were
recorded as securing employment (actual) were recorded as securing sustained
employment if they indicated they had been employed for six months or more as an
employee or 12 months if self-employed at any of the CDF survey follow-up stages
(three ,six,12,18 or 24).

Securing/achieving sustained employment (estimated): In addition to those
recorded via the actual definition above, further young people were identified as
securing sustained employment via the estimation process as detailed above and in
section 3.2.

Employment outcome: In relation to the quasi-experimental assessment comparing
employment outcomes for Talent Match participants against a matched comparator
from the Labour Force Survey (LFS), an ‘Employment outcome’ was were a young
person had achieved either sustained or non-sustained employment/self-employment.
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