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SUMMARY AND INTRODUCTION

The Prime Minister has set an ambitious test for the Government's economic strategy: to deliver
“good growth in every postcode”.! This commitment recognises the need to address the long-
term decline of many local economies and to ensure that the people who live there can access

good-quality, secure employment.

For many weaker local economies, today's labour market challenges reflect four decades of
cumulative economic disruption. De-industrialisation and a series of global and domestic crises
over the course of the last forty years have resulted in the loss of large numbers of relatively
well-paid, secure jobs, with many places struggling to replace their scale, pay and progression
opportunities.” *

The consequences extend beyond employment: weaker local economies have contributed to
struggling high streets, diminished social capital and community infrastructure, and poorer
health outcomes. In turn, this has led to a cycle in which weak labour demand, low investment and
declining local assets have made it harder to generate the next generation of good jobs for local
people.

The uneven backdrop against which the NEET crisis is playing out

These challenges are particularly important for young people, for whom the transition from
education into work is critical to acquiring skills, financial security and routes to progression. Yet
the number of young people not in employment, education or training in the UK has risen
significantly in recent years, remaining close to one million at the time of publication.

Critically, this challenge is not playing out evenly across the country. The highest rates of youth
worklessness are concentrated in parts of the North and Midlands, which are home to eight of
the ten English local authorities where young people are most likely to become NEET. In
Blackpool, almost one in four young people are NEET, compared with less than one in tenin
Bath.*

These differences reflect variations in levels of ill health, educational attainment and skills, but
also the strength of local labour markets. For example, in the North East, there are more than six
young people who are NEET for every suitable available job, compared with three nationally. In
addition, in weaker labour markets, young people not only experience fewer opportunities but
also a greater risk that the jobs that are available are insecure, low-paid or offer limited
progression.®

New policy agendas may struggle to deliver in weaker labour markets

The Government is responding to these challenges through a combination of structural reform
and a growing package of youth employment support. The Cabinet Office's Rewiring the State
Policy Paper sets out plans to devolve more power and funding to drive local economic growth
and ensure employment services are better tailored to local needs. Meanwhile, Rt Hon Alan
Milburn is due to deliver the final report of his Review into young people and work before the end
of 2026, with recommendations for the reform of education, welfare, health and youth
employment services anticipated.

The Government has also introduced a £2.5 billion Youth Guarantee, aiming to ensure all young
people have aroute to “earn or learn”. Measures include:

o 300,000 additional work experience and training placements;
®  aYouth Jobs Grant to incentivise hiring from employers;

®  hundreds of new Youth Hubs;



®  anda Jobs Guarantee providing six months of fully subsidised paid work and
wraparound support for 18-24-year-olds who have been unemployed for 18 months.

Yet despite this range of interventions, those living in weaker labour markets who are most risk
of unemployment, including many young people, are likely to continue to struggle to access
sustained employment. While more tailored employment support and increased access to
placements, training and work experience are positive steps, these policies are not designed to
ensure sufficient good jobs exist locally to provide follow-on employment opportunities or wider
economic renewal across communities.

While youth employment is the most high profile and pressing labour market challenge of the
moment, young people are not the only demographic in need of support. In addition, future
labour market strains will take multiple different forms, as the economy navigates a world of
rising uncertainty and rapid technological change. Those same vulnerable communities with
weaker labour markets will need support to navigate the transformations and shocks these
trends will bring. Yet as things stand, they are likely to continue to rely on short term, ad hoc and
piecemeal responses to help them do so.

The case for anew Community Jobs Fund

As Government develops its plans to deliver ‘good growth in every postcode’ and respond to the
NEET crisis, there is an opportunity to institutionalise a new set of tools that policymakers can
use to better equip places across England to deliver.

The Work Foundation recommends that the Government establish a new Community Jobs
Fund (CJF). Drawing on the experience of successful UK and European programmes, the Fund
would enable devolved authorities to create additional secure, socially valuable jobs that address
unmet community needs. In doing so it would also support local economic renewal through
increased wages and provide more people with a route into good quality employment.

The proposed Fund would help to:

e  Create good quality jobs where private demand is weakest,® with local public and
third sector bodies providing opportunities in education and care, libraries, community
centres and green-space renewal, alongside roles aligned with the needs of local SMEs
and industrial strategies.

e  Guarantee meaningful paid work to a wider group, offering up to 25 hours a week
paying at least the adult minimum wage for up to three years, with eligibility shaped by
the needs of the local labour market, prioritising those who face the greatest barriers
to work.

®  Boost struggling local economies and providing wider societal gains, reviving
stagnant household income growth in participating authorities, supporting local
spending and providing visible investment in communities.

The CJF would be a flexible instrument, offering devolved authorities the ability to shape
qualifying criteria to meet their local needs and objectives, and to iterate on the programme as
new challenges emerge.” Given the challenges surrounding youth employment, this report
primarily focuses on how it can be used to respond to rising NEET rates, mapping various
illustrative scenarios of how authorities may deploy the fund.

For example, analysis suggests an initial pilot targeted at 12 areas in England where the shortage
of good quality, entry level work is most acute could create up to 11,000 starter jobs in local areas
where they are needed most. This could boost youth employment in participating local
authorities by an average of 8.4%, and raise the decade-long stagnation in annual household
income growth from a recent average of 0.7% to 0.9%. Such a pilot is estimated to cost between
£48 million and £110 million annually.



An expanded scenario, covering 80 local authorities with the most challenging local labour
markets, could reach up to 54,000 young people, enough to reduce national NEET rates by 5%.
This more ambitious intervention comes at a cost of between £240 and £545 million annually, a
figure that is still substantially lower than the price of inaction, which the Milburn Review
estimates could cost the UK economy £125 billion annually.® Additional delivery scenarios
consider how the Fund could be adapted to address problems like long-term unemployment and
health-related inactivity.

The CJF isintended to complement, rather than replace, existing employment support measures
and the Youth Guarantee. The scenarios outlined in this report indicate it could help ensure that
where good jobs are hardest to find, young people are not only better prepared for work but have
a genuine opportunity to access employment that is of value to the local community.



1. WHY THE UK NEEDS TO INVEST IN JOB CREATION

Since the 1990s the UK's labour market has become polarised between high-wage professional
employment and precarious low-wage service roles.’ The contraction of manufacturing and
operational jobs during the deindustrialisation of the 1970s and 1980s took with it a well-trodden
path for school leavers to obtain sustainable employment, pay, and the potential for
progression.'® ' The hollowing out of middle-paying administrative and skilled manual
occupations has served to reduce entry points that would provide long-term career prospects
and progression.’?

This polarisation persists today. Analysis by the Milburn Review finds that over the past two
decades, the number of lower- and middle-skilled UK jobs fell by around 1.6 million, while higher-
skilled employment grew by 6.3 million.”* Whilst the creation of highly skilled jobs is positive, the
decline in entry-level roles creates challenges for people with limited work experience or formal
qualifications, and for those places that have struggled to transition their local economies to
higher skilled sectors.

Jobs drought and labour market inequities in struggling regions

The restructuring of the UK's employment landscape has contributed to a cohort of places that
have faced persistent decline in employment locally, even during times of broader national jobs

growth. As a stark example, at least 38 local authorities have fewer jobs today than they did two
decades ago.™ This group is home to around 2.2 million working aged people, and over the last

20 years has collectively lost 4% of their total jobs (versus national job growth of 12%) and 12%
of youth jobs (versus national growth of 6%).

The cycles of decline in these places often make policy interventions difficult, as an eroding local
private sector requires more direct and sustained support from the state.

Figure 1: Pace of jobs growth in places in sustained decline vs rest of England since 2007.
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Source: ONS Annual Population Survey. Places in persistent decline refer to those with fewer
Jobs in 2026 than in 2007, with controls to exclude areas with high local GDP per capita.

These developments have helped reshape the geography of opportunity in the UK. While low-
wage service roles have appeared throughout the country, new professional roles have primarily



been concentrated in London and other major cities.”® While the availability of work in London
and the South East has increased healthily, job growth and density in post-industrial areas,
declining seaside towns, and other ‘left behind’ places has remained substantially weaker.'® *’
What often remains in these areas are insecure jobs that do not provide a regular wage or basic
employment protections.™®

These areas tend to have relatively weaker established private sectors, contributing to a lack of
local spending power to maintain highstreets and the wider foundational economy. Therefore,
new interventions are needed that support job creation in places where companies cannot.

Young people are inheriting these long-standing problems

A 2026 report published by the University of Birmingham which analysed data from 179 UK
regions found that local unemployment and job availability are far stronger predictors of youth
NEET rates than either poor qualification orill-heath."® Similarly, longitudinal analysis using the
Labour Force Survey between 1993-2018 has found that UK youth unemployment and NEET
rates respond strongly to local labour market conditions, leading to persistent spatial
clustering.”®

Structural changes in the youth job market, such as the retail sector losing 115,000 youth jobs
since 2017, and hospitality vacancies halving in the last four years, reflect bigger changes in the
economy that have an outsized impact on young people.” Reflecting this, Work Foundation
analysis has found that average weekly adverts for starter jobs halved (-49%) over the last
decade, with pronounced reductions in retail, customer services, and entry-level professional
service roles.” Many companies that might have created entry-level jobs have either closed or
are operating different business models requiring fewer staff and supported by new
technologies.* Incentives to hire young people or offset business costs won't bring back jobs
lost to this form of restructuring.

While support to help unemployed young people into work or training is welcome, it is not
enough to help them navigate poor labour market conditions once support ends. Young people in
work face high insecurity and low pay,” alongside weaker workplace health support.?® Rising
health-related inactivity needs to be understood in this context, as a symptom of growing needs
among young people increasingly exposed to both limited work opportunities and poor working
conditions.

What is needed

While the Prime Minister has set out a long-term ambition to re-industrialise parts of the country,
delivering change at that scale will come too late for people in the UK's weakest jobs markets
today. Young people are particularly at risk: poor early employment experiences can lead to
lasting 'scarring’ through lower wages and fewer job opportunities?’” —meaning the impact does
not go away with age. Tackling these challenges therefore requires sustained intervention to
improve opportunities now and over the longer term.

In the short term, stimulating private sector hiring may help, but its reach is limited where
employers lack demand or capacity. Business incentives cannot replace jobs lost through
restructuring, while skills measures cannot reverse changes in the jobs available locally. Recent
evaluations of youth guarantee trailblazers have highlighted their impact is limited by structural
barriers, namely a lack of available jobs.?® % They call for a more long-term approach to support
sound administration and relationship building, a clear focus on ring-fenced paid work, and taking
a place-based approach.

In weaker labour markets, stronger public intervention is likely to be needed, led by strategic
authorities and delivered with local authorities, employers and third-sector organisations to
create new employment opportunities responsive to local needs.



2. INTRODUCING A NEW COMMUNITY JOBS FUND

This section outlines a proposal for anew Community Jobs Fund —drawing on previous UK job
creation policy initiatives stretching back over many decades and building upon the principles of
emerging ‘community job guarantee’ initiatives from countries across Europe.

The purpose of such a Fund would be to enable devolved authorities to bolster wider efforts to
support more people into work, including but not limited to young people. It would do so by
boosting the stock of secure and purposeful employment opportunities in those parts of the
country where they are most lacking.

A Community Jobs Fund would seek to provide work and wages as a viable and voluntary
alternative to unemployment for a wider cohort of people living in areas that lack good jobs.
While the Youth Guarantee supports young people into training, work experience and
employment, including a six-month paid Jobs Guarantee, the CJF would serve a complementary
purpose. It would create secure, socially valuable jobs of up to three years where suitable
employment is lacking, flexed to local needs and different populations.

Led by Mayoral and Strategic Authorities, the CJF could be particularly valuable in weaker labour
markets, creating jobs that meet local policy goals such as declining high streets, unmet care
needs, poor public realm and health inequalities. Delivering these roles primarily through the
public and third sectors would help ensure they do not crowd out existing commercial activity.
Research suggests two in every five jobs (42%) supported by existing guarantees may have been
created anyway, and this public-led approach may ensure a level of additionality that is difficult to
achieve in private sector-led guarantees.*

Figure 2: How a UK Community Jobs Fund could have a positive impact
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3.ESTABLISHING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

The UK is not alone in seeking to tackle long-term unemployment and could benefit from learning
lessons from international counterparts. In recent years, several European countries have begun
experimenting with what can broadly be described as ‘community job guarantee' schemes, as a
means of addressing this challenge. This activity has been supported by the establishment of a
fund by the European Social Fund Plus+ to support promising innovations in this area.**

European community job guarantees seek to directly eliminate long-term unemployment and
address the societal and personal impacts of worklessness by redirecting social security
payments into the creation of additional good-quality, socially valuable work for those who want
it but can't obtain it in the open labour market.** The costs of providing such work are
understood to be outweighed by the benefits they provide to the individual and their local
community. Job activities in contemporary schemes have included cycle repair, furniture
restoration, food rescue, elderly care, and community gardening.

Evidence from the UK, such as the Future Jobs Fund and Kickstart, and Europe show that place-
based employment programmes can improve employment, financial security, wellbeing and
employability when they provide meaningful, paid work alongside training and support.* **
European approaches, including France's Territoires Zéro Chémeur de Longue Durée and
Austria’'s Marienthal Job Guarantee (see Annex), highlight the value of creating socially useful
jobs around local needs, tailoring roles to participants’ skills and circumstances, and evaluating
outcomes over time.

Drawing on the design of these schemes, while recognising the long term, place-based nature of
the UK's challenges, a Community Jobs Fund should focus on the areas most in need of
additional secure, decently paid entry level employment opportunities.

In particular, the following design principles are important:

e  Eligibility determined by Mayoral and Strategic Authorities: Depending on local need,
the scheme could target 18-24-year-olds claiming out of work benefits for over six
months, or take a more universal approach open to all young people, regardless of
whether they are in receipt of benefits. Alternatively the focus could be on mitigating
long-term unemployment by opening it up to all working age residents out of work for
12 months. Crucially, this flexibility would be afforded to local decision-makers, to tailor
based on the needs of the local population

e  Employment conditions: Participants provided up to 25 hours of flexible work per
week paying at least the adult National Minimum Wage. Participants receive full-
employment rights and guaranteed employment for between one and three years, with
support to move onto other roles within and after this period

e Nature of work: Socially valuable, aligned with local priorities and community needs.
Jobs are additional, non-displacing, and matched to participants’ skills, interests,
health and personal needs

®  Voluntary: Participation would be voluntary, with local government and third-sector
organisations proactively identifying and supporting eligible people into suitable roles

e  Additional support: Participants are provided with mentoring, access to training and
support to obtain suitable and permeant work in the open labour market

e  Job providers: Local government, third sector providers and selected local employers

®  Funding: Re-direction of resulting welfare savings from some participants, additional
tax receipts generated, plus additional national government investment

e  Delivery: The scheme will be delivered through Mayoral and Strategic authorities, with
more areas becoming eligible as the devolution agenda progresses.



Why prioritise the provision of longer-term job opportunities?

While short-terms placements can be useful for providing experience for participants during
temporary labour-market disruption,* the provision of longer-term jobs targets lasting
outcomes in weaker labour markets. In particular, they will allow participants more time to build
skills and experience, while reducing the risk of cycling between programmes and

unemployment.®® *’

Recent European programmes have moved beyond the traditional model of short-term
placements, offering substantially longer employment opportunities to participants. France's
TZCLD provides permanent contracts, Berlin's SBI offered jobs of up to five years, and Austria’s
MAGMA provided roles for up to three years.*®

This approach provides participants with the security to pursue different follow-on opportunities
that are suited to their interests and circumstances, rather than feeling pressure to accept the
first available job regardless of its quality or sustainability. For those with limited prior work
experience, or those managing health conditions or other complex needs, this is likely to be
critical in de-risking and tailoring the process of entering follow on work.*® *°

Furthermore, the provision of longer-term roles offer participants greater financial security,
providing more opportunity to save, reduce debt, contribute to a pension and meet costs
associated with work, training, housing or transport.*! Evidence suggests this is likely to be
particularly true for young people.*

Alongside the potential benefits for employment outcomes, evidence from multi-year European
programmes also suggests the provision of longer-term jobs can allow for administrative costs
to be somewhat mitigated, due to the reduced need for repeated placement set-up and
initiation.* ** In addition, more stable participation gives delivery teams greater time to
understand which referrals and supports work best; build relationships with participants and

employers; and plan progression routes.**" 4

Longer-term roles can also help delivering authorities to meaningfully align the CJF with local
policy objectives and allow community services to become established rather than disappearing
after a short period of time.*’

Itis not anticipated that all participants would remain on the programme for the full term, but
transitions out would reflect their own choice rather than the expiry of a short-term placement.
To address the risk that participants find themselves ‘locked in’ to job roles provided by the CJF,
ongoing employment and training support should be made available, helping participants to
connect with wider opportunities that their developing skills and experience are relevant for.

Finally, while the potential stimulus effects of the CJF are challenging to estimate (as is explored
further in the following section), the provision of longer-term job opportunities is likely to bolster
individual incomes and sustain additional spending in the community for longer. Bank of England
research finds that financially constrained households spend a greater share of additional
income, meaning sustained employment for these groups could provide a more persistent
stimulus in weaker labour markets.*®

Given these factors, it is recommended that the Community Jobs Fund supports jobs that last
between one and three years. In some cases, hours could taper to accommodate other work or
training, but every role provided would last at least 12 months.



4. ESTIMATING THE POTENTIAL BENEFITS AND COSTS

This section presents a high-level, illustrative cost-benefit analysis of introducing a Community
Jobs Fund, exploring scenarios where Government devolves funding in England to support the
creation of additional secure, longer-term jobs in communities where with persistently weak
labour demand.

The results highlight the range of potential benefits for local places and the national economy of
a CJF, while also identifying elements that require further fiscal and economic appraisal.

4.1. lllustrative delivery scenarios and design choices

Two primary delivery scenarios are assessed, both focused on addressing the NEET challenge in
England. In the first, it is assumed that the CJF is initially introduced in a select number of
strategic authorities, with the potential costs and benefits of creating and supporting jobs
estimated across a limited, twelve local council area pilot.* These authorities were identified
based on having low job densities and high levels of youth unemployment, which could each be
clustered into sets of four adjacent council areas, all of which are located in an existing strategic
authority.

In the second, the number of strategic and local council areas included is expanded according to
similar need measures,* but excluding major urban centres that may be better suited to
alternative support, making for a total participation of eighty local council areas across eleven
strategic authorities. **

Figure 3: Scope of impact assessments
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While both delivery scenarios focus the introduction of a CJF towards tackling youth
unemployment, it is anticipated that in reality, local leaders will be equipped to tailor the eligibility
criteria to meet the specific employment challenges of their areas. However, as outlined in
previous sections, it is anticipated that local leaders may wish to adapt the eligibility criteria of
the CJF to meet other local employment needs in the future.

Eligibility criteria for the two primary delivery scenarios

In order toillustrate the likely number of young people who could benefit from a CJF the
assessment utilises data on benefit recipients as its pool of possible participants.

For this illustration participants are regarded as eligible for the programme if they:
® arebetween 18 and 24;
e  are currently receiving Universal Credit (UC) and/or legacy Jobseekers
Allowance (JSA);

e and have been out of work for at least six months.

Assumptions

To calculate an upper limit estimate of costs, it is assumed that:

e allparticipants stay at least a year in the job;

® allunemployed people in this group take-up the job;

®  additionally, 22% of those in this group who are inactive for health reasons are
also assumed to take up the job, with this rate calculated from the national
average of people who are health inactive but are willing or would like to work.”

Results are presented as a range between this upper limit, and a lower threshold in which
half as many of each group take up the guarantee.

Other design features

Participants are:

e  paid at the adult minimum wage (costed at 2025 rates of £12.71, to match the
year of available data)

e foranaverage of 25 hours per week

e theydonotlose access to their UC benefits when taking up the guarantee but
see the value of benefits decline at the current policy rate.”

e they payincome taxes and National Insurance contributions on their job
guarantee earnings.

The assessment includes the potential for increased employment and earnings, reduced welfare
spending, additional tax revenues, and longer-term economic and social gains from preventing
detachment from work. All scenarios are purely illustrative, recognising that the choice to
implement specific instances of the CJF would be decided by devolved authorities, with the
specific design of the programme varying according to local needs and priorities.

4.2. Estimating benefits and costs of a youth Community Jobs Fund

On average nationally, rolling out a programme of this type focused on boosting youth
employment is estimated to result in a net cost per participant of a little over £10,000 annually, or
£838 per month. The basic cost of the programme per month is notably higher, at £1,376 per
month, but the offset of reducing benefits costs and rising tax receipts is estimated to lower this
cost by 40%.



This offset effect is indicative of a policy that grows better the more ambitious it is. The higher
the level of ambition in terms of pay and hours worked, the lower the residual benefit cost of
supporting participants, and the higher the value for money of the fund. For example, while our
baseline scenario of 25 hours of work per week would see total benefit costs for participants
falling by 44%, the same programme at 16 hours would reduce the benefits bill by only 22%.

Targeted pilot: 12 local council areas in three MCAs

In the more limited pilot programme, estimates for the total net cost to the exchequer range
between £48 and £110 million annually. It is estimated that between 4,700 and 11,000 good
quality, guaranteed jobs would be created, and while this is small in national terms, it has a
notable local impact given the size and scale of youth labour market participation in the
authorities included.

Across all authorities involved, this level of uptake would see total youth employment increase by
an average of up to 8.4%, a turnaround that would end more than a decade of year-on-year
declines in these places. On average, if the maximum uptake was achieved, youth unemployment
in these areas would be expected to fall by 33%, with youth unemployment effectively halving in
places like North and South Tyneside.

Expandedrollout: 80local council areasin 11 MCAs

In alarger delivery scenario of eighty local authorities, the reach expands to between 24,000 and
54,000 participants. At this scale, the programme starts to have a notable impact on national
NEET rates, which at the upper threshold would be expected to fall by almost 5% in the UK (from
one million to 958 thousand young people), enough to rollback the recent growth in NEET rates
to 2024 levels.”

This expanded intervention is estimated to require between £240 and £545 million annually. But
with the Milburn Review estimating that current NEET levels could cost the UK economy £125
billion, this level of intervention remains significantly lower than the potential price of inaction.>®

A devolved, flexible approach

While these illustrative scenarios demonstrate the potential direct impacts and associated costs
of a CJF focused on addressing youth unemployment and inactivity, it is anticipated that local
leaders may wish to adapt the eligibility criteria of the Fund to respond to other local employment
needs.

For example, a programme targeting young people inactive for health reasons in the West
Midlands could reach over 3,000 participants at the cost of around £30 million, contributing to
the Combined Authority's aim to help 93,000 people back into work by 2035.>* This represents
an estimate of the share of young people in the West Midlands who are currently inactive for
health reasons and claiming benefits, but have expressed a desire to work.

Elsewhere, South Yorkshire's objective to create high-quality local jobs could be supported by a
programme for any long-term unemployed adult, which could reach up to 7,500 people across
Doncaster, Rotherham and Barnsley at an upper cost of £64 million annually.>

Implications for devolved funding

While feasibly viable at the national level, costs of this nature would prove extremely challenging
to bear if they had to be funded locally by strategic authorities or councils themselves.

On average, the total cost of the programme would be equivalent to between 2% and 4% of a
current local authority’s budget. But with the lowest budgets often coinciding with the highest
levels of deprivation, there is a large variation in the likely impact of this cost burden on local



finances, with the likes of Mansfield and Pendle seeing potential costs larger than 10% of their
entire current budget in the upper uptake scenario. Unassisted, these costs would be higher,
because local authorities would not directly receive the savings from lower benefit costs or
higher tax revenue.

Therefore, a programme of central funding with devolved implementation represents the most
realistic option for delivery of a Community Jobs Fund.

Limitations of the assessment

Unless otherwise stated, these estimated costs should be treated as an upper threshold for the
wage component of such a programme, given the assumption of universal uptake among the
targeted cohorts. In reality smaller scale programmes would be cheaper and could be scaled
progressively as the programme is tested and refined. This costing does not include the price of
the underlying work being done by those participating in the programme, on the assumption that
these initiatives will be costed and budgeted separately, but this would raise costs to some
extent. The estimate cited above excludes administrative expenditure. Alternative modelling
that incorporates these additional requirements increases the overall figure by between 3% and
4%.%®



5. THE BENEFITS OF INVESTING IN COMMUNITY JOBS

The analysis in the previous section underlines the potential direct costs and benefits of
implementing a Community Jobs Fund in England. While it isimportant to recognise that the
scheme will represent a net cost to the public finances, there are also a wider range of anticipated
benefits that are harder to measure but are likely to bring an additional boost to local economies
and wider Government objectives.

This section makes the case that Government should therefore not only see the Community
Jobs Fund as an employment intervention, but as a critical investment in local economic and
community renewal.

Boosting local spending which benefits high street businesses

As established in earlier sections, in weaker local labour markets a lack of good quality jobs is
contributing to a damaging cycle: fewer jobs reduce local household spending, weakening high
streets and the viability of local businesses. This further limits employment opportunities and
can heighten the risk of individuals falling out of the labour market, or leaving the area.

Among the 12 local authorities included in the proposed CJF pilot, only one has seen gross
disposable household income growth of more than 1% over the last ten years. And among the
much wider eighty authority group, average growth over the last decade is only just over 1%.
Many of these areas have seen their economies transition from externally-oriented productive
sectors, like mining or manufacturing, towards more locally-oriented sectors rooted in the
foundational economy, such as retail, hospitality and private services.

This shift has led to local economies that are particularly dependent on the spending power of
local residents.”” As that spending power has stagnated or declined, the knock-on effect has
been to weaken the local foundational economy, thus further eroding local economic growth and
spending power.*®

A Community Jobs Fund could make a contribution to breaking this cycle by increasing local
incomes while funding jobs that meet genuine local needs. Increased spending can support local
retailers, hospitality and services, creating wider economic benefits beyond the initial job.
Indeed, modelling indicates that the 12-authority pilot could create a once-off increase in annual
income growth in participating local authorities from an average of 0.9% to 1.1%, while the
broader programme would be expected to raise household income growth from 1.3% to 1.5%.

In this way, the CJF could support the stabilisation of these local economies by meeting
community needs and increasing household spending power. This would help strengthen local
businesses while supporting services such as housing and care. While reindustrialisation on the
scale alluded to by the Prime Minister will take many years and significant additional investment
to deliver, the Fund could help establish the conditions for a sustained recovery and more diverse
private sector growth in the future.

Community impact

This assessment of the Community Jobs Fund can only estimate the potential economic impact
of the pay associated with the programme, and thus almost certainly doesn’t capture the full,
wider potential positive benefits on offer. The value of the socially beneficial work undertaken as
part of the programme is likely to be significant in local authorities that often have diminished
public sector capacity and high levels of need for the type of work participants will be
undertaking.

For more than half of the eighty local authorities assessed for the wider roll out of the CJF, public
sector employment to population ratios are below the national average, and at times this
represents a significant gap. The likes of Redcar & Cleveland, for example, has one public sector



employee (including the likes of teachers and doctors) for every 12 people, versus a national
average of one to seven.” And this already weaker public sector employment base has been
under pressure, with areas of high need, like Redcar or Oldham, seeing declining public sector
employment over the last decade, even as nationally similar employment has grown by 27%.%

This represents a major challenge, as in many of these areas local needs remain very high, and
local capacity in the labour market remains low. Areas with few youth job opportunities tend
unsurprisingly to age faster than the rest of the country, with this aging being accompanied by a
rising need for carers.®* In some of the pilot authorities assessed, there is a ratio of one carer for
every eight people over 65, versus an average of one for every five nationally. Andin the
broader pool of authorities, this ratio can stretch as high as one for every sixteen older people, all
pointing to the need to boost the number of care related jobs, and retain more people in the local
economy who can do those jobs.

Government should therefore see the Community Jobs Funds not only as an employment
intervention. By increasing jobs and spending power in communities where the market is failing
to provide sufficient opportunities, government can help strengthen high streets, retain young
workers, meet local social needs and create the conditions for sustainable private-sector growth
in the future.®

In this way, the Community Jobs Fund can become the catalyst for turning the Prime Minister's
ambition of “good growth in every postcode” into a reality for communities across the country.



ANNEX 1: LEARNINGS FROM UK AND EUROPE

The origin of ‘job guarantee’ models stretches back to the Keynesian full-employment
commitments of the mid-twentieth century post-war consensus.® Typically these
interventions have been enacted in response to specific periods of crisis — such as the mass
youth unemployment in the 1980s, the 2008 financial crash and the COVID-19 pandemic.®®

Case study A: Future Jobs Fund (FJF), 2009-2011

® FJF wasintroducedin 2009 as an emergency response to the sharp rise in youth
unemployment following the 2008 financial crisis.

® FJF created around 105,000 six-month, subsidised jobs for young people and others
facing long-term unemployment, primarily in the public and voluntary sectors.”

® Jobs were additional, paid at least the National Minimum Wage, and designed to
provide meaningful work alongside skills and work experience.

o DWP's evaluation found participants were significantly more likely to move into
unsubsidised employment and spent less time claiming benefits over the following two
years of the scheme than comparable non-participants.

® The programme generated net benefits for participants and society, with estimated
gains of around £7,750 per participant despite a net Exchequer cost of around £3,100
per participant.”

® Independent evaluations also found improvements in skills, confidence, employability
and wellbeing, particularly for young people with limited work experience.”

Other common characteristics of similar UK interventions is the short-term nature of funding
available — meaning jobs themselves would be provided for limited periods, and the schemes
themselves would typically last for a small number of years. These design features reflect the
fact such schemes have generally been introduced to provide routes to employment against the
backdrop of particular time-limited shocks.

Case study B: Kickstart Scheme, 2020-2022

® Launched during the COVID-19 pandemic, Kickstart aimed to prevent long-term
unemployment and labour market scarring among 16—24-year-olds on Universal
Credit by providing subsidised jobs.

® The scheme funded six-month, 25-hour-per-week jobs, covering the National
Minimum Wage, employer costs and £1,500 per placement for training and
employability support. The jobs created had to be new and additional.

e Kickstart Delivered 163,000 job placements between September 2020 and March
2022, with a budget of around £2 billion.”

® A DWP evaluation found participants were more likely to move into unsubsidised
employment, with around 11 additional participants per 100 entering work after two
years compared with similar non-participants.

® The scheme improved outcomes particularly for young people with weaker labour
market prospects, while evaluations found high levels of participant satisfaction and
access to workplace experience.

® DWP evaluation estimated Kickstart generated a positive return when wider benefits
were considered, with £3.15 of benefits per £1 spent over five years across all
perspectives.”

In contrast, a new wave of place-based job creation schemes has emerged across Europe,
reflecting growing recognition of the need to address persistent long-term unemployment



through demand-side interventions. This has been supported by European Social Fund Plus
funding for innovative approaches to reducing long-term unemployment.®

These ‘community job guarantee’ schemes typically seek to create good-quality, socially
valuable work for people who want to work but cannot secure employment in the open labour
market, by redirecting existing social security spending towards job creation.

Job activities in contemporary schemes have included cycle repair, furniture restoration, food
rescue, elderly care, and community gardening.

Case study C: Territoires Zéro Chémeur de Longue Durée (TZCLD), France,
2016-present

e TZCLD, is based on three principles: no one is unemployable, there is no shortage of
useful work, and creating jobs costs less than long-term unemployment.”

® The scheme operates in designated territories which typically have between 5,000-
10,000 residents. Local Employment Committees identify unemployed residents'
skills and unmet community needs, creating new, socially useful jobs paid at least the
French statutory minimum wage.

e Sinceitsinception TZCLD has expanded from 10 to 85 territories (2025), employing
4,200 people across 94 enterprises.” As of 2024 annual funding for the project stood at
€80 million.”

® TZCLD primarily operates in areas with disadvantaged communities and supports
those furthest from the labour market.”

® Analysis of the scheme has found that participants are more likely to secure
permanent work, alongside improvements in health and wellbeing.”

® TZCLD has an estimated net cost of €6,000 per full-time job per year, with additional
social and community benefits not included in this figure.”

® The modelhas since inspired similar schemes in Belgium and is being considered in
Italy.

Most European schemes of this nature launched to date have been comparatively small in scale,
rooted in specific, relatively small communities. This brings with it the benefit of reducing the
cost associated with the creation of new jobs, but equally has significant implications for the
national impact on reducing unemployment. The extent to which these schemes can be
expanded to encompass more of the population is an active focus for many countries that have
introduced them.



Case study D: The Marienthal Job Guarantee (MAGMA), Austria, 2020-2024

MAGMA pilot scheme ran in Gramatneusied| a post-industrial region that has long
struggled with long-term unemployment.

The scheme was guided by the philosophy that that it is better to directly employ
people rather than manage them in unemployment because work offers support,
meaning, structure and dignity.

MAGMA provided a voluntary job guarantee to anyone unemployed for over 12
months or at risk of long-term unemployment.

Participants received tailored training before entering socially useful jobs with
subsidised employers or social enterprises, paid the collective bargaining minimum
wage.

MAGMA received an ongoing evaluation by academics from Oxford University's
Institute for New Economic Thinking. Their analysis found that that participants were
far more likely to be employed in comparison to a control group (53% vs 6%), with
long-term unemployment falling and no evidence of negative effects on other
jobseekers."

The scheme also improved financial security, social recognition and wellbeing, while
increasing unsubsidised employment and self-employment.

The schemes net costs to the public sector were estimated at around €220 per
month, and participants income increased by €153, after accounting for reduced
benefit payments, revenues of social enterprises, and tax and social insurance
contributions.

The scheme was found to be cost-effective with net public cost falling to just €41 per
participant per month in the programme's second half.

Following its success, the Austrian Government committed €50 million in 2025 to
expand the model nationally.



ANNEX 2: COST AND IMPACT METHODOLOGY

Estimates of the cost and impact of various scenarios for the rollout of the CJF are derived from
a Work Foundation assessment tool developed as part of this research. The tool is not limited to
the scenarios considered, but is a general-purpose methodology for assessing job guarantees,
that has been used in the specified scenarios by setting criteria like qualifying age, qualifying
areas, qualifying time out of work, rates of uptake, CFJ hours and wages, and levels of benefit
support.

Recipients & savings

With qualifying participants limited to those currently receiving benefits support, data on
recipients is primarily drawn from DWP Stat-Xplore data. In addition to recipients of Universal
Credit (UC), a small number of people on legacy Jobseekers Allowance (JSA) are also included
(and make up about 1% of the sample). Recipient data is structured at local authority level, and all
overarching assessments reflect the aggregate or average of local impacts and costings.

As a simplifying assumption, recipients are assumed to receive a constant level of benefits
support, set at the average of UC and JSA recipient values as detailed in DWP's Benefits
expenditure and caseload tables. For the scenarios considered, this results in an average UC
monthly value of £1031, and an average JSA monthly value of £409.

In the scenarios considered in the paper, recipients of CJF support do not lose access to existing
benefit support, but see the level of that support decline at the current policy rate. That states
that for earnings above a baseline working allowance, UC declines by 55p for every £1 earned.
Working allowance levels vary by UC recipient, and the assessment uses the midpoint of the two
key thresholds (€427 and £710), for a level of £568.50. Benefits for legacy recipients of JSA are
assumed to fall to zero.

Declines in UC are based on earnings after tax and employee National Insurance contributions.
Tax rates follow current policy rates, with an assumed personal allowance of £1047.50, and an
assumed basic tax rate of 20%. National Insurance is assumed to be paid at rates of 8% for
earnings above the primary threshold (£242), and at 2% for those above the Upper Earnings Limit
(although this limit is not reached in any of the examined scenarios).

The sum of declines in benefits costs and rises in tax and NI contributions, are collectively
assumed to offset the primary cost of the CJF.

Costs & affordability

Costs for individual local authorities are derived by multiplying the number of potential qualifying
candidates by the uptake assumptions, and multiplying these by the assumed salary cost for the
specified wages and hours. Qualifying criteria—such as age, months out of work, employment
status, health status, and location — are used to filter qualifying recipients.

In the main scenarios considered in the paper, simple illustrative uptake rates are used for the
costing, in which 50% and 100% of qualifying unemployed recipients take up the guarantee. In
addition, between 11% and 22% of those currently inactive for health reasons are assumed to
take up the CJF, with this rate based by the share of people inactive for health reasons who
express a desire to work in the Labour Force Survey. Those inactive for health reasons are based
on benefit recipients who do not have working requirements, but this is an imperfect proxy and
may include some recipients inactive for other reasons.

In addition to the core cost of the guarantee, anillustrative administration cost is included in the
scenarios above. Admin costs are calculated using a simple assumption in which administering
the programme to the first 100 recipients costs 5% of the CJF's wage cost, 4% for the next 100



recipients, and so on to a baseline of 1% of wage costs from 400 recipients onwards. Programme
costs for the work undertaken by participants are not included in the cost estimate.

Costs are contextualised against local authority budget data, using MHCLG's local authority
revenue expenditure and financing data.

Impact

Estimates for the number of recipients of the CJF are also used to calculate changes in
employment, unemployment and inactivity rates. Because significant shares of unemployed or
inactive people do not claim benefits, these estimates use local authority employment data from
ONS's Annual Population Survey (APS). In addition, the ONS's model-based estimates of
unemployment for the APS are used to fill gaps in this underlying data.

Estimates of the change in gross household disposable income are based on the ONS's Regional
gross disposable household income data; while estimates of changes in NEET rates are based on
the ONS's series on young people not in education, employment or training.

The impact estimates do not include the effect of stimulus to the local economy, whichis
expected to be a primary mechanism by which the CJF creates onward growth effects. Initial
modelling of stimulus impacts suggested they could be considerable, but these results are not
included in the paper, due to the limited availability of input-output data at local authority level.

The value of the actual work done by recipients is also not included in the impact assessment,
given that this work would vary considerably at the discretion of implementing authorities.
However, it similarly would be expected to have considerable value to the community and local
economy.
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