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Executive Summary

As part of its wider approach to employability and sustainable work, the
Scottish Government plans to introduce the Job Grant, a new benefit that
consists of a one-off cash payment of £250 (or £400 for those who have
children) to help young people aged 16-24 (25 for care leavers) cover the
transition costs of moving into work.

This report analyses the responses to the public consultation, which was
open between 16 January 2019 and 9 April 2019 and received 96 responses
(52 from organisations and 44 from individuals). The consultation asked 17
guestions — nine yes/no questions and eight open-ended questions — in order
to identify views on the key eligibility criteria and the payment format of the
Job Grant, as well as any unintended consequences and potential impacts.

Given the number of respondents, and the fact that they were not selected
randomly, the views should not be considered representative of the views of
the whole population. But they give a good indication of the range of opinions
held by a notable number of interested organisations and individuals and the
main issues they identify as important. As such, they provide an important
evidence base to shape the Job Grant and support final policy decisions.

The key findings from the Job Grant consultation analysis are:

e The large majority of responding individuals and organisations found
the eligibility criteria for the Job Grant to be clear.

e Many respondents expressed concerns around the criterion on
gualifying benefits. The most common concern was the gap left for
people aged 16-18 who are often not eligible for the qualifying benefits.

e Some respondents disagreed with the 6 months unemployed criterion.
They felt that 6 months was a long time to be unemployed before being
able to access the grant, both for young people in general and for those
with protected characteristics. Some consultees were concerned that
this might encourage certain applicants to defer the start of
employment further in order to access the grant.

e Almost half of respondents found the proposed application period not to
be suitable. The most frequent issue mentioned was the need to
extend the application period beyond 14 days before or after the
commencement of employment.



A majority of responding organisations and individuals agree overall
with the proposed format of the payment. The most frequent
suggestions were to consider a more flexible amount tailored to
different needs and to pay in instalments.

Most organisations, and a large majority of individuals, believe that the
Job Grant meets the policy intent to support a smooth transition into
employment for young people on low incomes. One of the most
frequently raised issues was that vulnerable young people will need
appropriate support when applying for and receiving the grant. Further
issues mentioned by respondents include:

o The money might not be used as intended

o The accountability for repayments in case of early termination of
employment

o Money going further for those in urban areas than for those in
rural areas, where costs are higher.

Approximately 1 in 5 respondents said that they were aware of impacts
on groups who share protected characteristics which have not been
identified in the proposal. Those who provided further comments
mentioned the following issues:

o Disabled people not being at the heart of the Job Grant initiative

o That parents and carers should be exempt from some of the
eligibility criteria

o That care experienced people should be exempt from some of
the eligibility criteria

o There were concerns about the impact that the Job Grant might
have on people of ethnic minorities and refugees.

Many responding organisations indicated that they were aware of
impacts on children's rights and wellbeing which have not been
identified in the proposal. Those who provided further comments
mentioned:

o Potential impacts on young people’s mental health
o Impacts due to the lack of a right to appeal

o The possibility that young people enter jobs with unfair or poor
employment practices in order to access the grant.

Only a few organisations and individuals said that they were aware of
impacts on businesses which have not been identified in the proposal.
One of the issues raised was that businesses might be negatively
affected if they hire someone who then leaves after receiving the grant.



Some responding organisations indicated that they were aware of
impacts on island communities which have not been identified in the
proposal. The concerns centred around higher transportation costs
faced by people living on islands, which made it more difficult for them
to secure a job and to apply for benefits including the Job Grant.



1 Background to the consultation

This chapter explains the main elements of the Job Grant, outlines the policy
context and provides a description of the consultation process.

Job Grant is a new benefit that forms part of the Scottish Government’s wider
approach to employability and Fair Work. It consists of a one-off cash
payment of £250 (or £400 for those who have children) to help young people
cover the transition costs of moving into work, which may include moving to
retrospective payment in work, the need for work clothes and materials, and
dealing with other initial costs such as travelling to the workplace.

The initial months of employment have been shown as a time when many
young people lose work and dealing with transition costs is one of the
difficulties they face. The Job Grant is thus an effort to reinforce the
Government’s emphasis on sustainable work, i.e. to not just help people find
a job, but also support them to sustain their job and make progress in work.

The Job Grant will be paid to individuals who:

e Are aged 16-24 (25 for care leavers)

e Have been out of paid employment for at least 6 months (apart from
care leavers)

e Are in receipt of a qualifying benefit specified by the Scottish
Government.

Once implemented, the Job Grant will be delivered by Social Security
Scotland. While initially operating from the Agency'’s offices in Dundee and
Glasgow, the goal is to establish a local delivery presence in each local
authority across Scotland to ensure that the Job Grant is delivered in an
accessible and person-centred manner. In due course, it is expected to
complement devolved employability services such as Fair Start Scotland
and the new No-One left Behind Employability Funding Stream.

The purpose of the public consultation, which was open between 16
January 2019 and 9 April 2019, was to identify views on the key eligibility
criteria, payment format and any unintended consequences and impacts of
the Job Grant. These views should provide an important evidence base to
shape the Job Grant and support final policy decisions.



The public consultation asked 17 questions about the key eligibility criteria
and format of the Job Grant; nine yes/no questions and eight open-ended
guestions. The questions are listed in Appendix 1.

96 valid responses were received, 44 from individuals and 52 from
organisations.

This report analyses the consultation responses and presents the main
issues and themes that emerge.



2 Methodology

This chapter details the methodology used to analyse the responses to the
Job Grant consultation.

The data was first cleaned. There were no campaign responses that had to
be dealt with. However, one respondent completed the consultation twice. In
the later submission, they gave a different answer to questions 1 and 2, but
the answers to all other questions were the same. In order to avoid double
counting, we worked on the assumption that this respondent had changed
their mind about questions 1 and 2 and took only the later response into
account for the data analysis. This changed the percentages of yes and no
answers to questions 1 and 2 only marginally and did not affect the overall
tendency. In the interest of transparency, we have added a note to the data
analysis where relevant.

The subsequent data analysis had a quantitative and a qualitative
component. The quantitative analysis covered:

e The number and proportion of individuals and organisations who
answered the consultation

e The number of respondents who answered each yes/no and each
open-ended question, broken down by respondent type

e The number of respondents who answered each multiple-choice
guestion by yes or no, broken down by respondent type.

The main findings from the quantitative analysis are presented in the Findings
Chapter and all findings from the quantitative analysis are included as
Appendix 2.

The qualitative analysis of open-ended questions involved the following
stages:

e Stage 1: Based on 10 randomly selected sample responses, an initial
thematic grid was developed for the analysis. This grid was further
refined during the analysis.

e Stage 2: All open-ended responses were “coded” using the software
NVivo and the thematic grid developed in stage 1.

e Stage 3: NVivo was then used to analyse the full range of views and
issues raised by respondents and, where possible, quantify how often
certain views were raised by different respondent types. As part of this,
areas of consensus and disagreement were identified as well as any
differences and similarities in views between respondent types.



The full qualitative analysis is presented in the Findings Chapter. Quotes are
included where possible without breaching confidentility, in other words, only
if a relevant respondent has consented to their response being published.

It is important to note that, given the number of respondents and the fact that
they were not selected randomly, the views emerging from this consultation
are not representative of the view of the whole population. But they give a
good indication of the range of opinions held by a notable number of
interested organisations and individuals and the main issues they identify as
important.

Another limitation of the analysis is that, given the available data and its level
of detail, it was not possible to break down responses by geography
(especially urban/rural) or distinguish between types of organisation.



3 Findings

This chapter presents the main themes and issues that emerge from the
consultation, based on the quantitative and qualitative analysis of responses.

When discussing the prevalence of certain views, we have used the following
terms to indicate the proportion of consultation responses that raised a
particular point:

3.1

“‘Few”: 5-9%

“Some”: 10-19%

“‘Many”: 20-49%

“Most” or “majority”: 50-74%

“Large majority” or “broad agreement”. 75 -89%
“Consensus”: 90% or more

Who answered the consultation?

The consultation received a total of 96 valid responses. Slightly more
organisations (52 responses or 54%) than individuals (44 responses or 46%)
submitted answers.

Slightly more organisations than individuals answered the
consultation
[Total number of respondents: 96]

= |[ndividual

= Organisation

Figure 1 — Breakdown of respondent types [Source: Rocket Science analysis of consultation

data]

Rocket Science 2019
10



3.2 Eligibility criteria

A large majority of responding individuals (84%) and organisations (79%)
answered “yes” to the question of whether the eligibility criteria for the Job
Grant are clear.!

Q1 Are the eligibility criteria for the Job Grant clear?
[Total number of responses: 96]

Organisation 79% 17%

Individual 84% 16%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
HYes HNo Not Answered

Figure 2 — Breakdown of responses to question 1 [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]

Overall, 13% of all consultees (10 organisations and 2 individuals) provided
comments in relation to clarification of the eligibility criteria. Clarification was
most often needed around whether a person could apply more than once for
the grant, how the hours worked on zero hour contracts would be calculated,

and what would count as evidence of employment.

Respondents proceeded to provide further comments on several aspects of
the eligibility criteria:

e Many consultees (28% of all consultees; 26 organisations and 1
individual) expressed concerns around the criterion on qualifying
benefits — The most common concern was the gap left for people aged
16-18 who are often not eligible for the qualifying benefits. This was
followed by concern around how the grant would interact with other
benefits and grants and whether it would prevent people from
accessing these:

1 One consultee answered this question first by “no” and submitted another response later answering this
question by “yes”. To avoid double counting, this analysis assumes that the consultee changed their mind and
only takes the later response into account.



“The current proposal...is likely to be of limited use to many 16 - 18
year olds, who can't claim benefits until they turn 18 and will therefore
not be eligible for the Job Grant.”

Some consultees (17% of all consultees; 14 organisations and 2
individuals) disagreed with the 6 months unemployed criterion —
They felt that 6 months was an excessively long time to be unemployed
before being able to access the grant. 8 consultees felt that many
young people who did not qualify for other benefits or had additional
barriers to employment would be particularly vulnerable to financial
hardship. 3 consultees said the 6 months criterion might encourage
some young people to stay unemployed for longer in order to access
the benefit. 5 consultees felt that the criterion should not apply to
groups with protected characteristics such as young parents and
people with a disability:

“The 6 month unemployed criteria will mean that young people are in
effect long term unemployed before they can access the Grant.”

“The 6 month out of work qualifying period may result in some young
people deferring their start date of work ... This will be particularly true
for young people who have been out of work for 5 months or so and
who would just miss out by a few weeks.”

Some consultees (15% of all consultees; 14 organisations and no
individuals) expressed concern around the 16-hour weekly
employment criterion — These consultees raised issues around:
challenges in relation to how hours worked on zero-hour contracts
would be assessed, the impact on people wanting to pursue education
or other training opportunities that would prevent them from fully
meeting the requirement, the impact on people with a disability, health
condition or other personal circumstance that prevents them from
working 16 hours weekly:

“This could have the unintended consequence of a young person not
taking opportunities that would further their chances of getting into long
term work.”

Some consultees (11% of all consultees; 8 organisations and 3
individuals) disagreed with the age range criterion — These
consultees felt that the 16-24 age criterion excluded groups such as
older people who had suddenly become unemployed and young people
beyond 24 who were still struggling to get into employment:



“The scheme would appear fairer if there was no age restriction as
people who had an enforced carrier break (e.g. through long-term
illness) can be equally affected.”



3.3 Application period

Almost half of respondents — 46% of organisations and 39% of individuals —
found the proposed application period of 14 days in advance of the
employment start date and up to 14 days after employment has commenced
not to be suitable.?

Q2 Do you think that the proposed application period for Job
Grant is suitable?
[Total number of responses: 96]

Organisation 48% 46%

Individual 61% 39%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HYes HNo Not Answered

Figure 3 — Breakdown of responses to question 2 [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]
Among these respondents, a number of issues were raised in relation to the

suitability of the application period. The most frequent issue to be mentioned
was the need to extend the application period beyond 14 days before or after
the commencement of employment. Many consultees (35% of all consultees;
24 organisations and 10 individuals) commented on this. The majority of
these respondents suggested the period should be extended to eight weeks
overall.

2 One consultee answered this question first by “no” and submitted another response later answering this
question by “yes”. To avoid double counting, this analysis assumes that the consultee changed their mind and
only takes the later response into account.



The reasons given for this were:

A longer time is needed to demonstrate eligibility for the Job
Grant — such as providing proof of hours worked, especially if on zero-
hour or part-time contracts:

“How a job offer based on a zero hours contract will be considered
eligible employment...this involves averaging weekly hours over a 4
week period. We would question how a young person in such a job can
demonstrate their eligibility for Job Grant within the 14 day application
period if they will need to be in that job for 4 weeks for its eligibility to
be established.”

More time should be allowed for making arrangements and money
for these arrangements should be made available in advance —
given the likelihood of large upfront expenses (e.g. buying work
clothes, arranging alternative care for dependents, arranging transport),
money should be made available as soon as possible to prevent the
applicant from falling into financial hardship before their first salary is
paid:

“If a young person was paid monthly by their new employers, there will
be a considerable ‘lying-in’ time until their first payment. This may lead
to the young person paying for their initial costs upfront, and running
out of money before their first salary.”

Many young people will not be aware that they are eligible for the
Job Grant within the specified timeframe — extending the application
period would improve their chances of learning about the grant:

“Our experience in engaging with young people suggests that often
they require the information on a number of occasions and in a variety
of formats before they are fully aware of support available.”

Gathering evidence for the application and processing times are
likely to be long — applicants will be required to provide evidence from
the employer first, which will delay the process, and processing times
for the application will further delay the payment of the grant. Allowing a
longer period for application would mitigate these aspects.

“Due to requests for references, security checks, PVG applications,
etc...they will not know when they are within 14 days of starting as they
are entirely dependent on a third party providing information to their
new employer.”



3.4 Payment format

A majority of responding organisations (71%) and individuals (68%) agree
overall with the proposed format of the payment, i.e. a one-off payment of
£250 or £400 for those with children.

Q4 Do you agree with the proposed format of the payment?
[Number of total responses: 96]

71% 23%

Organisation

Individual

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HYes HNo Not Answered

Figure 4 — Breakdown of responses to question 4 [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]

31% of all consultees (21 organisations and 9 individuals) provided

comments around the payment format. The most common themes to emerge

from the comments included:

e Many of these consultees (43% of those who provided comments
around the payment format; 8 organisations and 5 individuals)

suggested considering a more flexible amount tailored to different

needs — Consultees were concerned that some young people could
incur higher costs in relation to starting employment than others, such
as higher travel costs for people in non-urban areas, specialist
equipment for some types of job, and care costs for people with caring
responsibilities. Some consultees also felt that certain young people
might need a lower amount than that suggested in the Job Grant:

“Some young people will only need a small amount to cover local travel

for an opportunity whereas others may need support with travel,
clothes, and childcare which would exceed £400.”



Many of these consultees (33% of those who provided comments
around the payment format; 6 organisations and 4 individuals)
suggested providing payment in instalments — The main reason
given was that young people might struggle to manage a large sum of
money. Some respondents suggested a flexible approach to how
payment was made, as for some people a single payment would help
cover costs of large expenses (e.g. childcare), while for others it would
not be as useful:

“Young people may not have the ability to budget, therefore a one-off
payment could be spent before they receive their first pay.”

Some of these consultees (23% of those who provided comments
around the payment format; 7 organisations and no individuals)
encouraged allowing repeat applications — It was felt that, given the
insecure nature of work, especially for young people, and issues
related to sustaining employment, eligible applicants should be allowed
to apply to the grant more than once within established timeframes
(e.g. after 6-12 months):

“We do not agree that an individual should only be able to apply
once...Given the increasingly insecure nature of work, particularly for
young people, it would be useful to allow more than one application if a
young person experiences other periods of unemployment”



3.5 Supporting a smooth transition into employment

Most organisations (67%) and the large majority of individuals (84%) believe
that the Job Grant, as set out in the consultation paper, meets the policy
intent to support a smooth transition into employment for young people on low
incomes.

Q6 Do you agree that the proposals for Job Grant set out in this
consultation paper meet the policy intent to support a smooth
transition into employment for young people on low incomes by
helping to meet the initial costs of starting work?
[Number of total responses: 96]

Organisation 67% 21%
Individual 84% 16%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

HYes HNo Not Answered

Figure 5 — Breakdown of responses to question 6 [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]

Some consultees (12% of all consultees; 5 individuals and 12 organisations)
provided additional comments related to how the Job Grant supports smooth

transition into employment. The most frequent points raised included:

The Job Grant effectively facilitates sustainment of employment —
by providing funds for essential expenses (travel, clothes, childcare),
relieving stress and anxiety related to money, and helping regularise a
routine, which are all elements felt to determine whether a young
person will be able to sustain their job:

“The benefits of this may include not only an incentive to gain
employment but also as an inducement to remain in gainful
employment. The likes of working out routines for the first few weeks
with a new job may be aided by an extra injection of personal cash
flow.”



Promotion and advice around the grant have to be made widely
available — in order to provide easy access and guidance, maximise
take-up and help applicants in making a successful claim. It was felt
that the transition to financial independence can be difficult for young
people, and adequate resources should be made available to support
this process and help applicants develop the knowledge and attitudes
they need to be financially capable:

“In addition to a straightforward application process, ensuring that the
Job Grant is widely promoted to young people, together with
information and independent advice being available to help to claim,
will be essential to ensure maximum take-up of the new payment.”

It should be ensured that vulnerable young people access the
appropriate support when applying for and receiving the grant —
given by appropriate advisers, support and social workers. It was felt
that both in terms of practicalities (e.g. gathering evidence, engaging
with agencies, completing the steps to apply for the grant) managing
the money, young people with additional needs and barriers to
employment need close support in order to use the grant to
successfully transition into employment:

“A range of barriers preventing young people who need support from
claiming benefits, including not having the right documents, not wanting
to engage with the system, and not being able to navigate it.”

“For some young people...the temptation of suddenly having £250 in
their bank account may be a challenge...it would be beneficial if the
agency working with the young person could be informed of the award
so they can offer further support to ensure the funding is put to best

”

use...



3.6 Potential unintended consequences

Most organisations (73%) and many individuals (36%) indicated that they
could identify potential unintended consequences which have not been
considered in the proposal.

Q8 Can you identify any potential unintended consequences
which we have not considered in these proposals?
[Number of total responses: 96]

Organisation 73% 21%

Individual 36% 64%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HYes HNo Not Answered

Figure 6 — Breakdown of responses to question 8 [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]

A large part of the comments provided on this aspect have been reflected in
previous sections of this report, as they relate to concerns around how
eligibility criteria might be challenging to assess and how they might exclude
a range of stakeholders (e.g. assessing hours worked on zero hour contracts,
excluding people claiming some types of benefits and grants, restricting the
age range for eligibility, having a short application period).

Further comments around potential unintended consequences were provided
by 22 consultees (23% of all consultees; 12 organisations and 10 individuals):

e Many of these consultees (32% of those who provided comments
on potential unintended consequences; 4 organisations and 3
individuals) had concerns around accountability for repayments
in case of early termination of employment — Their main concern
was whether there would be an effective accountability mechanism in
place to address early termination of employment and repayments of
the grant:

“It would be difficult to ascertain whether the individual or business is at
fault'. I wouldn't want people to have additional debt or potential fraud



allocations. It would have to be made clear what responsibility comes
with the funding.”

Many of these consultees (27% of those who provided comments
on potential unintended consequences; 6 individuals and no
organisations) had concerns around fraud or money not being
used as intended — They felt that the grant would be open to fraud by
people who would take up short-term or temporary employment or
leave the job soon after starting:

“Early job leavers who just start a job to get the money.”

Many of these consultees (23% of those who provided comments
on potential unintended consequences; 5 organisations and no
individuals) had concerns around money going further for people
in urban areas than for those in rural areas — They felt that given the
higher cost and restricted frequency of public transport in rural areas,
this could negatively impact people living in rural places. This was felt
to be both in terms of costs indirectly related to starting employment
(e.g. traveling to go buy work clothes or to go to the JobCentre) as well
as costs of transportation to reach the workplace:

“Public transport is more expensive in rural areas and often does not
run past a certain time...young people usually need to learn to
drive/ride and purchase a car/bike/scooter which is much more
expensive. Purchasing items for work such as clothing may also
involve a long journey to the nearest shopping place.”



3.7

Impacts on different groups

Impacts on groups with protected characteristics

Approximately 1 in 5 responding individuals and organistions (20% of
responding individuals 17% of responding organisations) said that they were
aware of impacts on groups who share protected characteristics which have
not been identified in the proposal.

Many consultees (26% of all consultees; 19 organisations and 6 individuals),
provided further comments on this aspect. The main points to be raised
included:

Most of these consultees (60% of those who provided comments
on the impacts on groups with protected characteristics; 11
organisations and 3 individuals) felt that disabled people were not
at the heart of the Job Grant initiative — It was felt that the list of
qualifying benefits excluded specific disability support (e.g. DLA, PIP)
and that the Grant excluded disabled people who were not on benefits
but still needed support to access employment. It was also felt that the
additional costs faced by disabled people were not taken into account
(e.g. taxi for those physically impaired, communication support for deaf
people). Consultees believed that the application process should be
made more user-friendly for disabled people and that it should be
actively promoted to these groups:

“Given the government's commitment to halving the disability
employment gap it surely makes sense to extend the eligibility criteria
applied to care leavers to young people who have a disability...Due to
the additional barriers they face many young people with disabilities do
not retain their first or second jobs for long and can need a few
attempts to get into sustained work.”

Many of these consultees (20% of those who provided comments
on the impacts on groups with protected characteristics; 5
organisations and no individuals) believed that people who were
carers or parents should be exempt from some eligibility criteria —
It was felt that young people who are parents should qualify for
exemption to the 6 months unemployed criterion due to their caring
responsibilities and consequences that long-term unemployment could
have on young children. It was felt that the number and age of children
should be considered when establishing the sum of the grant. A few
consultees also felt that the carer allowance should be added to the list
of qualifying benefits:



“In circumstances where a caring role ends and a young person may
transition from receiving Carer’s Allowance to being in receipt of Job
Seekers Allowance, we find it unfair and not in line with the principles of
dignity and respect that the young person will need to wait six months
before they become eligible to receive a Job Grant.”

Many of these consultees (20% of those who provided comments
on the impacts on groups with protected characteristics; 5
organisations and no individuals) mentioned the impact of the Job
Grant on care experienced people — Given that care experienced
people are more likely to have less developed networks of support to
rely on, consultees felt that they should be treated differently from other
young people. It was felt that care experienced people should be
exempt from the qualifying benefit criterion as they are often aged 16-
18 and cannot access the benefits, and that they should be allowed to
apply more than once, as they are more likely to have worse outcomes
and struggle more to sustain employment compared to their peers:

“The magnitude of additional barriers faced by care leavers in
accessing and maintaining employment in comparison to their peers
should warrant greater support.”

Some of these consultees (12% of those who provided comments
on the impacts on groups with protected characteristics; 1
organisation and 2 individuals) were concerned about the impact
of the Job Grant on ethnic minorities and refugees — Given that
refugees experience delays in receiving their benefits, and are more
likely to not have a support network to fall back on, and that people
from black and ethnic minorities experience more barriers to
employment compared with their peers:

“When status is granted [to a refugee], resulting in the right to work, the
lack of any financial reserves can make the transition into employment
particularly challenging...paying young refugees a Job Grant at the
higher rate of £400 will help mitigate the impact of supporting the costs
of those first weeks and months of employment.”



Impacts on children’s rights and wellbeing

21% of all responding organisations, but only 2% of all individuals indicated
that they were aware of impacts on children's rights and wellbeing which have
not been identified in the proposal.

17 consultees (15 organisations and 2 individuals) provided further
comments:

Most of these consultees (58% of those who provided comments
on children’s rights and wellbeing; 8 organisations and 2
individuals) were concerned about the impact of the Job Grant on
young people’s mental health — There were concerns that employers
would not provide the required evidence on time, and young people
would struggle to meet the application deadline, causing detriment to
their mental health due to stress and anxiety. Detrimental impacts to
mental health were also mentioned in relation to the 6 months
unemployment criterion. Concerns were also raised around how a large
lump sum of money could lead to debt, and higher alcohol and drug
consumption in some vulnerable people:

“The first few weeks in employment for young people are the most
challenging. Adapting to a new environment and routine, plus
absorbing a wealth of new information can be overwhelming. This,
coupled with additional costs incurred after benefit payments have
ceased and no wage has been received, can cause significant stress
and anxiousness about the future in young people.”

Many of these consultees (26% of those who provided comments
on children’s rights and wellbeing; 4 organisations and no
individuals) were concerned about the lack of aright to appeal —
They felt that providing no route of appeal was incompatible with the
rights-based approach taken by the Scottish Government in the
development of the new social security system:

“Providing no route of appeal for people against determinations by
Social Security Scotland is incompatible with the rights-based approach
taken by the Scottish Government in the development of the new social
security system.”



e Many of these consultees (26% of those who provided comments
on children’s rights and wellbeing; 4 organisations and no
individuals) were concerned about the quality of employment —
They felt that some employers might not co-operate with the scheme
and that young people might enter jobs where unfair or poor
employment practices were carried out in order to access the grant:

“Participants at our consultation event raised concerns about
employers not co-operating with the scheme, not putting job offers in
writing, withdrawing job offers, as well as general concerns about
young people entering jobs where unfair or poor employment practices
were carried out.”

Impacts on businesses

Only a few organisations (8% of all responding organisations) and individuals
(7% of all responding organisations) said that they were aware of impacts on
businesses which have not been identified in the proposal. A few consultees
(4% of all consultees; 3 organisations and 1 individual) provided additional
comments on this aspect. Some of these comments expressed concern
around the negative impact on businesses in instances where they might hire
someone who then leaves after receiving the grant. Other comments related
to positive impacts on businesses, with consultees feeling that the Job Grant
might lead to a positive start to work, supporting job sustainment and
retention of employees:

“This support provided to young people is likely to result in positive outcomes
for businesses who are less likely to have to deal with the anxieties that
young people might have right at the start of a job e.g. cost of getting to work,
appropriate clothing etc., and is more likely to lead to a positive start to work
supporting job sustainment and retention of employees”

Impacts on island communities

Some organisations (12% of all responding organisations) indicated that they
were aware of impacts on island communities which have not been identified
in the proposal. A large majority of individuals (98% of all responding
individuals) said that they were not aware of any such impacts. A few
consultees (5% of all respondents; all organisations) provided additional
comments on this aspect. These comments involved concerns on the higher
transportation costs faced by people living on islands, which made it more



difficult for them to attend JobCentre appointments and job interviews, apply
for benefits including the Job Grant, and reach their workplace once they
secured a job:

“Travel in islands can be significantly more expensive than on the mainland.
Both buses and ferries are required for some and this could cost up to £10
each day. It may cause inequality for those in remote areas of the Islands,
offering the full £400 to those on remote Islands would improve their ability to
manage travel in the short term.”



Appendix 1: Consultation questions

This appendix includes a full list of the consultation questions.

1.
2.

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

Are the eligibility criteria for the Job Grant clear?

We have proposed applications for Job Grant can be made 14 days in
advance of the employment start date and up to 14 days after employment
has commenced. Do you think that the proposed application period for Job
Grant is suitable?

If no to question 2, please provide comments.

We have proposed that Job Grant consists of one payment of £250, or £400
for young people with children. Do you agree with the proposed format of the
payment?

If no to question 4, please provide comments.

Do you agree that the proposals for Job Grant set out in this consultation
paper meet the policy intent to support a smooth transition into employment
for young people on low incomes by helping to meet the initial costs of
starting work?

If no to question 6, please provide details.

Can you identify any potential unintended consequences which we have not
considered in these proposals?

If yes to question 8, please provide detalils.

Are you aware of any impacts on groups who share protected characteristics
we have not identified here?

If yes to question 10, please provide details.

Are you aware of any impacts on children's rights and wellbeing which are
not identified here?

If yes to question 12, please provide detalils.
Are you aware of any impacts on businesses which are not identified here?
If yes to question 15, please provide detalils.

Are you aware of any impacts on island communities which are not identified
here?

If yes to question 16, please provide details.
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Appendix 2: Quantitative analysis

This appendix includes the full results of the quantitative analysis presented as
graphs.

Respondent Profile

Slightly more organisations than individuals answered the
consultation
[Total number of respondents: 96]

= |[ndividual

= Organisation

Figure 7 — Breakdown of respondent type [Source: Rocket Science analysis of consultation data]

Percentages of respondents who answered each yes/no question

All yes/no questions were answered by over 90% of respondents
[Total number of respondents: 96]

QL1 Eligibility criteria clear? 08% )

Q2 Application period suitable? 97% %

Q4 Agree with payment format? 07% )

Q8 Can identify unintended consequences? -y T
Q6 Supports transition into employment? 7 A
Q10 Aware of impacts on protected groups? Iy 7
Q12 Aware of impacts on children's rights? Iy 7
Q16 Aware of impacts on island communities? Iy 7

Q14 Aware of impacts on businesses? 91% 0%,
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Answered M Not answered

Figure 8 — Responses to yes/no questions [Source: Rocket Science analysis of consultation data]
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Percentages of respondents who answered each open-ended question

The open text questions about the application period and about uninteded
consequences have been answered by over 50% of respondents
[Total number of respondents: 96]

Q17 Comment on impacts on island communities A 93%
Q15 Comment on impacts on businesses /T
Q13 Comment on impacts on children's rights  INEFZ Y7
Q11 Comment on impacts on protected groups INFE Y /7
Q7 Comment on supporting transition into... 3% 63%
Q5 Comment on payment format 42% 8%

Q3 Comment on application period G Y7

Q9 Comment on unintended consequences 8% 42%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Answered M Not answered

Figure 9 — Responses to open-text questions [Source: Rocket Science analysis of consultation
data]

Percentages of yes and no responses to each multiple-choice question

Q1 Are the eligibility criteria for the Job Grant clear?
[Total number of responses: 96]

Organisation 79% 17% 4%

Individual 84% 16%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HYes HNo M NotAnswered

Figure 10 — Responses to question 1 by respondent type [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]
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Q2 Do you think that the proposed application period for Job
Grant is suitable?
[Total number of responses: 96]

Organisation 48% 46% 6%

Individual 61% 39%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HYes EMNo M NotAnswered

Figure 11 — Responses to question 2 by respondent type [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]

Q4 Do you agree with the proposed format of the payment?
[Number of total responses: 96]

Organisation 71% 23% 6%

Individual 68% 32%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
HYes ENo M NotAnswered

Figure 12 — Responses to question 4 by respondent type [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]

Q6 Do you agree that the proposals for Job Grant set out in this
consultation paper meet the policy intent to support a smooth
transition into employment for young people on low incomes by
helping to meet the initial costs of starting work?
[Number of tota

Organisation 67% 21% 12%

Individual 84% 16%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
HYes EMNo M NotAnswered

Figure 13 — Responses to question 6 by respondent type [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]
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Q8 Can you identify any potential unintended consequences
which we have not considered in these proposals?
[Number of total responses: 96]

Organisation 73% 21% 6%

Individual 36% 64%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
HYes EMNo M NotAnswered

Figure 14 — Responses to question 8 by respondent type [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]

Q10 Are you aware of any impacts on groups who share
protected characteristics we have not identified here?
[Number of total responses: 96]

Organisation 17% 69% 13%

Individual 20% 77% 29

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
HYes EMNo M NotAnswered

Figure 15 — Responses to question 10 by respondent type [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]

Q12 Are you aware of any impacts on children's rights and
wellbeing which are not identified here?
[Number of total responses: 96]

Organisation 21% 67% 12%
Individual &4 93% 5%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HYes EMNo M NotAnswered

Figure 16 — Responses to question 12 by respondent type [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]
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Q14 Are you aware of any impacts on businesses which are not
identified here?
[Number of total responses: 96]

Organisation KA 77% 15%
Individual  W&A 91% 29
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HYes EMNo M NotAnswered

Figure 17 — Responses to question 14 by respondent type [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]

Q16 Are you aware of any impacts on island communities which
are not identified here?
[Number of total responses: 96]

Organisation 12% 75% 13%

Individual 98% 29

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

HYes ENo M NotAnswered

Figure 18 — Responses to question 16 by respondent type [Source: Rocket Science analysis of
consultation data]
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How to access source data

Where consent has been given to publish the response, submitted responses are
available at: https://consult.gov.scot/social-security/job-grant-eligibility-criteria-
consultation/
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https://consult.gov.scot/social-security/job-grant-eligibility-criteria-consultation/
https://consult.gov.scot/social-security/job-grant-eligibility-criteria-consultation/
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