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DEVOLUTION, AUSTERITY AND INCLUSIVE GROWTH IN GREATER
MANCHESTER:
ASSESSING IMPACTS AND DEVELOPING ALTERNATIVES
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Government’s Devolution Strategy
In late 2014, the UK Government announced its flagship Northern Powerhouse initiative,
whereby city regions were to be given more ‘powers’ to develop initiatives in their local
areas, as part of wider policy aim of ‘re-balancing’ the economy and regenerating city
economies, which for many years lagged behind in terms of growth and prosperity. The
Northern Powerhouse expands on and consolidates previous devolution initiatives allowing
the Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) and local authority leaders from Manchester,
Leeds, Liverpool, Newcastle and Sheffield to collaborate ‘strategically’ on key issues. This
includes increased powers over transport and economic planning; electing their own Mayors;
some powers to manage health; new employment and skills power via apprenticeships; and
in 2017, the co-commissioning of welfare to work. The underlying principles of devolution
growth policies are for a greater reliance on the private sector and the market to deliver
growth supported by targeted infrastructure investment. Much of the devolution debate
though has been focused on North American-inspired agglomeration models of economic
‘growth’, with pressing questions now being asked on what kind of local and regional
development and for whom?
Following an earlier study of devolution in the Sheffield City Region, we argue in this report
that devolution involves devolving austerity because policies and funding are framed to meet
Spending Review targets, which underpin the Conservative Government’s austerity strategy.
At the same time there has emerged a debate and policy focus on the possibilities of
promoting inclusive growth—the Government has announced the formation of the Inclusive
Growth Economy Unit, the University of Manchester establishing the Inclusive Growth
Analysis Unit (IGAU), the Royal Society of Arts (RSA) Inclusive Growth Commission and
various studies convened by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF) putting forward the
need and possibility of linking growth to poverty reduction. Inclusive Growth is being defined
here as growth, which benefits all people and in particular disadvantaged groups in the
labour market. We contend that inclusive growth is an important development and
counterpoint to what is a dominant neoliberal and market dominated discourse of growth.
However, we also argue in this report that inclusive growth is incompatible and
fundamentally being undermined by austerity, which has framed the Northern Powerhouse
devolution strategy. The report on the Greater Manchester devolution growth model is an
evidence review to inform debates and raise awareness and discussion regarding how
austerity impacts on growth.

The Economic and Financial Context to the Greater Manchester
City Region
We contend that an analysis of the ‘city region’ problem requires a longer term analysis of
3

structural economic changes where our starting point is the impact of the recession in the
late 1970s and early 1980s. Austerity has actually underpinned the problems of the northern
economies stemming from the economic and fiscal policies of the Thatcher Government in
the early 1980s. Successive Governments have in fact squeezed spending in relation to the
regions. The National Audit Office (NAO) reports that over the five-year period 2010/11 to
2014/15 the government will have spent £6.2 billion on local growth programmes, including
that spent via RDAs and their legacy, and on new funds and structures. By comparison the
RDAs spent £11.2billion over the preceding five-year period 2005/06 to 2009/10. The UK
actually devotes significantly lower resources as a proportion of GDP on active labour
market policies compared with most other countries in the EU.
The financial context of devolution can be summarised as follows:








The government will have reduced its funding to local authorities by 37% in real
terms between 2010-11 and 2015-16. This represents a 25% real-terms reduction in
local authorities’ income once council tax is taken into account and a four year
financial settlement in 2016 represents an 8% real terms reduction in local
authorities’ income from 2015-16 to 2019-20, taking account of both central
government funding and council tax.
In health, in December 2015, the Department of Health and its arm’s-length bodies
agreed that there would be a £22 billion gap between resources and patient needs by
2020-21 but it was not clear how the NHS would close this gap.
The Adult Skills Budget has been subject to repeated cuts since 2010. Between 2010
and 2014, funding fell by approximately 35% and by 2020/21 adult skills funding will
have been nearly cut in half in real terms from 2010/11.
Spending on specialist support under the new Work and Health Programme has a
projected budget of £130million representing a cut of more than 80% from the Work
Programme and Work Choice alone.

The problems facing Greater Manchester Devolution Deals and strategies relate also to the
structural and inherently uneven spatial economic growth of the UK economy. The history
and current attempts in ‘rebalancing’ economies are based on insufficient resources and an
inbuilt bias towards London and the South East in the distribution of public spending. Both
recessions of the 1980s and 2008 has had a major impact on economic growth in Greater
Manchester. Economic development has involved a restructured and more flexible labour
market with employment growth based on insecure work and low pay. The dominant trend in
Greater Manchester is a distinct squeeze in wages and living standards for a significant
proportion of the population who are in work and experiencing poverty. Both low pay, long
term and youth unemployment present significant challenges for Greater Manchester. A lack
of sufficient labour demand lies at the core of the problem. But the solutions to Greater
Manchester’s problems require a national as well as local economic strategy involving
sufficient investment where the public sector has a prominent role. Austerity and cuts
undermine any attempts to regenerate the city economy and actually reinforce the ‘race to
the bottom’ of low pay and skills, and economic exclusion.
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The Manchester Devolution Settlement
The Manchester Devolution deal represents the most developed ‘model’ of devolution in
England outside London involving responsibility for a wide range of major policy areas; and
within the area of health and employment this includes, devolved business support budgets,
welfare to work and co commissioning new welfare to work programme, operation of a Life
Chances Investment Fund for social provision, control of the Apprenticeship Grant for
Employers, responsibilities for re-structuring the Further Education (FE) provision via Area
Based Review, local commissioning of outcomes to be achieved from the adult education
budget starting in academic year 2016/17; and will fully devolve budgets to the Combined
Authority from academic year 2018/19 with joint planning of integration of NHS health and
social care services/budgets. These arrangements, however, do not cover apprenticeships.
The devolution of austerity is at the core of policies in terms of the way strategies provide the
framework for implementing the plans outlined in the Spending Review. As a result of
austerity more money is being sucked out of the city region than allocated to deliver
the devolution settlement. Between 2010-2017 cuts of up to £2billion have been made
to local government and over £1billion of social benefit income is being made
annually as a result of welfare reforms. It is questionable whether devolution funding will
address the needs of deprived communities and areas in the face of continued relentless
cuts to public services. There is little public discussion and debate or an acknowledgment
that austerity can actually be a cause of some of the fundamental economic and social
problems facing the City Region.

Austerity: Undermining the Devolution Settlement
Local Government Cuts
A recent paper by the GMCA New Economy sets the devolution deal in the context of the
Government’s deficit reduction programme. To achieve a net budget surplus by 2019-2020
an extra £3.5billion of savings needs to be found over and above previous plans and an
additional £9.9 billion cuts in revenue spending in 2020-21. Local authorities could, given
previous experience disproportionately feel the brunt of these cuts, although this is now
made more complicated by the fact that local government is expected to be funded out of
business rate revenue.
Local authority cuts in support services for disadvantaged groups are undermining and
hindering the effectiveness of welfare to work and skills programmes—this can undermine
growth and raising GVA levels. Local authority spending has been reduced by over £1bn
between 2010-2016/7. Local authorities are pro-active in developing their own employment
and skills strategies and provide important services, which assist disadvantaged groups to
access the employment and skills system. In this way, austerity is actually undermining
growth, as GVA targets are dependent on raising overall incomes in Greater Manchester
and North.
The scale of the cuts is unprecedented and it is estimated that the total cuts on a national
basis will have been 56% between 2010 and 2020. Many local authorities (LAs) in England
are dealing with unprecedented ‘budget gaps’ – that is, a massive shortfall in resources
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resultant from the combination of funding reductions and cost pressures. Table 1
summarises this, pointing to the loss of over £1bn.
Table 1 Local Authority funding cuts in Greater Manchester 2009/10-2015/16
Total service
spend
2016/2017
Manchester
429,312
Salford
160,147
Trafford
145,922
Stockport
191,329
Tameside
142,968
Bolton
183,515
Wigan
185,748
Bury
122,209
Oldham
156,901
Rochdale
158,018
Total
1,876,069
Source: Institute of Fiscal Studies

2009/2010

Actual loss in
income

% Cut in spend

685,822
290,901
197,303
261,298
197,303
265,717
325,855
179,267
272,117
243,027
2,918,610

-256,510
-130,754
-51,381
-69,969
-54,335
-82,202
-140,107
-57,058
-115,216
-85,009
-1,042,541

-37
-45
-26
-27
-33
-28
-42
-32
-42
-35
-34.7

Skills and Further Education Cuts
The New Economy Unit of the GMCA has undertaken an assessment of the cuts to ASB.
They state “following this year’s (2014/2015) Spending Review there are likely to be
significant cuts to the non-apprenticeship Adult Skills Budget of around 35%” and “this will
mean potentially that the average-sized college could see between £400,000 and £800,000
wiped from its non-apprentice and traineeship adult skills funding”. This will have significant
consequences to the provision available across GM and could impact on the ability of some
providers to have sufficient critical mass to continue delivery of adult skills.
Employers though continue to demand higher skill levels, but there also continues to be
issues of poor utilisation once those skills are created. The importance of skills utilisation
rather than increasing the supply of skills seems to be the step change required in breaking
the ‘low pay low productivity’ cycle. In this respect, funding for FE Colleges and their role in
supporting the development of skills ecosystems is crucial for supporting the GM growth
agenda and this has also been subjected to drastic cuts. A report on the Area Review
summarised the funding context stating that the approach to the Area Review in Greater
Manchester mirrored what is happening elsewhere in the country and is set within the
context of there being an estimated net liability of circa £1.5bn in the post 16 education and
skills system nationally. Furthermore SFA funding for adults has fallen by 30%. To meet the
challenges the scale of reconfiguration required in GM, and the opportunity to realise the
ambition for transformational integration of employment and skills investments through
devolution, requires a new approach to market and stakeholder engagement.
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Welfare Cuts and Disadvantaged Groups
Government welfare reforms are essentially designed with austerity and deficit reduction in
mind. A key element of reducing the welfare bill is to restrict eligibility to benefits via a
tougher claimant agreement which is embodied in the Universal Credit (UC) which has been
rolled out throughout Greater Manchester. Table 2 shows the annual loss of income as a
result of the welfare reforms in local authorities in Greater Manchester, pointing to the loss of
between £800m for 2015 and a projected annual loss of over £1.4bn by 2020.
Table 2 Total Income Loss via Benefit changes in Greater Manchester

Manchester
Salford
Trafford
Stockport
Tameside
Bolton
Wigan
Bury
Oldham
Rochdale
Totals

Estimated loss
£m 2015

Estimated loss
£m1

160
87
51
67
72
81
94
52
76
76
816

320
139
85
117
123
153
156
90
137
131
1,451

Financial loss per
working age adult
£ 2015
440
509
351
385
522
485
455
440
501
466

Financial loss per
working age adult £
per year2
870
870
590
660
880
870
770
770
970
980

Source: http://www.shu.ac.uk/research/cresr/sites/shu.ac.uk/files/welfare-reform-2016.pdf
The welfare changes and cuts impacts disproportionately and negatively on disadvantaged
groups. Local authorities within the GM region have also identified the adverse impact of
benefit sanctions.
Women are among a variety of groups including lone parents (also mainly women), BMEs,
disabled people, young people and people with no or low level qualifications who are
disproportionately impacted by the cuts and are vulnerable to poverty. The implication of this
is that a direct impact of the cuts is to increase the demand on other services as people
attempt to cope and manage extremely difficult and complex situations. For example,
Manchester City Council state that the demand for advice services has risen significantly.
The GMCA has acknowledged that the welfare reforms will have an adverse impact on
growth. This is estimated at potentially up to £1 billion, equivalent to 2% of total output in the
GM economy. This does not take account of the financial costs of child poverty as a result of
welfare cuts.

1
2

This refers to the total loss pre and post 2015 reforms with anticipated impact to 2020.
This refers to the total loss pre and post 2015 reforms with anticipated impact to 2020.
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Health and social care policies
Devolution is clearly about the complex politics of austerity—devolving financial
responsibility, which at least in Health and Social Care, involves an inadequate budget from
the start. The estimate is that Greater Manchester will need over £8 billion by 2020, but only
received £6.2 billion. There’s also a £450m transformation fund, but it was estimated that
Greater Manchester needed at least £1bn to make the sort of changes in services which are
planned. As part of the government’s Five Year Forward plan, England has been carved into
44 ‘footprints’ to come up with ‘Sustainability and Transformation Plans’ for health. In many
areas these footprints bear little relation to existing structures, although Great Manchester is
the footprint. Because of devolution, Greater Manchester was already a long way ahead of
other areas in producing plans about transforming services, new models of care, improving
outcomes, radical upgrade in population health and prevention—and all the other jargon.
But underlying it all is the ‘financial challenge’. With a devolved health and social care
budget for GM of just over £6 billion, the 10 councils and NHS commissioners have to find
“massive savings.”

The Role of Trade Unions and Civil Society Organisations
Civil society organisations such as trade unions, NGOs and the voluntary and community
sector3 are an essential part of the economic and social fabric of the local economy and will
play a crucial role in terms of inclusive growth. The impact of austerity on this sector is
significant and needs to be factored into inclusive growth strategies.
Trade unions both in the Greater Manchester region and through the North West TUC have
been engaged in addressing pressing challenges relating to poverty and inequality within the
region through representation on the Greater Manchester Poverty Commission and
responding to devolution policies. In the implementation of Living Wage Campaigns and
addressing in work poverty and promoting work place training and career development, the
role of trade unions will be important.
The Community and Voluntary Sector operates around a diverse set of thematic areas,
although a significant proportion are active in the fields of social, health, community
development, training and education. Thus there is a key focus of activity on inclusive
growth. The report in its survey of CVS organisations found that the decline in sector's
income over the last three years represents the first long term economic contraction in the
sector in at least 10 years.

Towards a Social Devolution Settlement: Key Recommendations
Devolving financial powers to local government
We acknowledge a range of studies and experts who call for greater redistributive financing
arrangements, which recognise place and locality contributions to the national growth model
and where there is scope for increasing discretionary funding and revenue streams.

3

Winyard P and Davies N (2017) Local Needs, Local Voices: Building Devolution from the Ground Up, NCVO

8

Integrate social dialogue in the city region decision making process
We argue that devolution should involve a democratic process which includes active
engagement of various social partners in creating inclusive policy and political dialogues.

Health and Social Care Service receiving sustainable funding
We argue for:





An adequately and appropriately funded NHS based on public provision and a public
debate regarding how the current budget gap and underfunding is going to impact on
NHS services.
To promote the democratisation of NHS planning including public involvement in the
drawing up of the Sustainability and Transformation Plans (STPs).
A fuller appraisal of the resource implications for the NHS of rolling out the Work and
Health Programme which addresses the needs of people with long term health
conditions.

Redesign welfare to work programmes that work for claimants
We propose that a claimant agreement is designed and piloted, which reduces the
incidence of benefit sanctions and involves adequate representation and advice for
unemployed people within the claimant process. Integral to this is a modified work
assessment process for disabled people based also on employer involvement and support
for work place adjustments and more developed career guidance and signposting for
claimants. Integrating welfare to work with skills is essential. Everyone should have free
access to the whole range of options offered by Further Education, Higher Education,
vocational training and apprenticeships. The contracting, privatisation and deployment of
payment by results models of employment policy has not been evidence-based in terms of
success in meeting the needs of disadvantaged groups. Local authorities are in an ideal
position, with the commensurate funding, to deliver welfare to work and skills programmes.

Designing growth strategies to address poverty reduction
The GM economic strategy is largely fostered on supply-side economics and its ‘trickle
down’ approach. There also needs to be a focus on demand-side approaches, which can be
targeted at disadvantaged groups and an overall greater integration of the employment and
skills system. Apprenticeships will play a key role in up-skilling in the SCR with the
introduction of the Levy, but the quality and local brokerage of apprenticeships is crucially
important and also complementary skills programmes, which assist disadvantaged groups,
need to be in place.

Developing a gender perspective on inclusive growth
9

A gendered analysis provides a window into how growth and inclusion can be more closely
linked. Public investment in social infrastructure makes economic sense, as it not only
generates employment, but also contributes to gender equality and human development.
Reducing the employment gap is not the only gender inequality that could be improved
through investment in care. Wages and working conditions in the care industry (including
Health and Social Care which is identified as a key growth sector by the GMCA) would have
to improve considerably if such an investment were to be successful, given existing retention
and recruitment problems in the industry. Achieving high quality care is a gender issue in its
own right, since women predominate among one significant section of care recipients, the
elderly.

Developing social investment projects throughout the City Region
Apprenticeships
Apprenticeships should be designed with respect to standards set down in an
Apprenticeship Charter relating to pay, work quality and mentoring. Also there needs to be
clear routes and pathways to accessing apprenticeships via schools and FE system. We
recommend that a work and skills plan should be drawn up with the trade unions as well as
employers and funding requirements based on both a demand and needs based
assessment. The possibility of pooling levy funding exists and establishing a regional skills
fund needs to be explored which can fund social investment projects such as Unionlearn
workplace skills and Job-Rotation described below.

Promoting Unionlearn
Unionlearn was established in 1998 and was charged with promoting work place training and
providing strategic direction on TUC policy on skills under an agreement with the
Government Department of Business Innovation and Skills. The evolution of the Unionlearn
and the Union Learn Representatives (ULR) has brought the need to include training within a
bargaining agenda more into focus. Unionlearn schemes target low skilled workers and thus
can contribute to addressing the low-pay, low-skills, cycle.
Implementing Job-Rotation Projects
Job-Rotation was developed in Denmark in the late 1980s, where the concept of training,
development and work experience of unemployed adults is combined with employer needs
for planning training and progression for their existing staff. Under Job-Rotation:




The labour market policy aspect is met by training and job placement for unemployed
persons.
Adults are supported to return to the workplace, matched as closely as possible in
terms of their skills and abilities to a suitable job rotation opportunity.
Still receiving their unemployment benefits, which is topped up so that they are
working for the agreed rate for the job, supports the unemployed adult.
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City-region governance building provides favourable conditions for implementing this.

1. INTRODUCTION
Background
In late 2014, the UK Government announced its flagship Northern Powerhouse initiative,
whereby city regions were to be given more ‘powers’ to develop initiatives in their local
areas, as part of wider policy aim of ‘re-balancing’ the economy and regenerating city
economies, which for many years lagged behind in terms of growth and prosperity. The
Northern Powerhouse expands on and consolidates previous devolution initiatives allowing
the Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) and local authority leaders from Manchester,
Leeds, Liverpool, Newcastle and Sheffield to collaborate ‘strategically’ on key issues. This
includes increased powers over transport and economic planning; electing their own Mayors;
some powers to manage health; new employment and skills power via apprenticeships; and
in 2017, the co-commissioning of welfare to work The underlying principles of this model of
devolution are for a greater reliance on local governance and the private sector and the
market to deliver growth supported by targeted infrastructure investment. Based on the
application of agglomeration theories, there is an assumption that growth and employment
from such investment will benefit everybody4. Much of the devolution debate though has
been focused on North American-inspired agglomeration models of economic ‘growth’, with
pressing questions now being asked on what kind of local and regional development and for
whom? 5
Building on this, prevailing research taking place in this area is suggesting though that the
Government approach to devolution also involves devolving austerity. In 2014 a report was
produced by the Centre for Local Economic Strategy (CLES) for the Unison Trade Union6 on
the impact of austerity in the North West of England. This research underlines the negative
impacts of austerity on growth and prosperity arguing a case for valuing the public sector in
terms of promoting growth. In an earlier study of devolution in the Sheffield City Region7 we
argue that devolution involves devolving austerity because policies and funding are framed
to meet Spending Review targets, which underpin the Conservative Government’s austerity
strategy.
At the same time there has emerged a debate and policy focus on the possibilities of
promoting inclusive growth—the Government has announced the formation of the Inclusive
Growth Economy Unit, the University of Manchester establishing the Inclusive Growth
Analysis Unit (IGAU), the Royal Society of Arts (RSA) Inclusive Growth Commission and
4

BIS (2010) Understanding Local Growth: BIS Economics Paper Number 7 (Department for Business, Innovation
and Skills: London)
5
Pike A, Rodríguez-Pose A, and Tomaney J (eds) (2006) Local and Regional Development (Routledge, London);
Pike A, Rodríguez-Pose A, and Tomaney J (2007) “What kind of local and regional economic development and
for whom?” Regional Studies 41, 1253-1269; Royal Society of Arts (2016a) Inclusive Growth Commission:
Prospectus of Inquiry (RSA: London); Royal Society of Arts (2016b) Inclusive Growth Commission: Emerging
Findings (RSA: London)
6

CLES (2014) Austerity Uncovered: Final Report to TUC (Centre for Local Economic Strategies: Manchester)
Etherington D and Jones M (2016) Devolution and Disadvantage in the Sheffield City Region: An Assessment
of Employment, Skills and Welfare Policies (University of Sheffield, Sheffield Solutions: Sheffield)
7
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various studies convened by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF) putting forward the
need and possibility of linking growth to poverty reduction.8 Inclusive Growth is being defined
here as growth, which benefits all people and in particular disadvantaged groups in the
labour market. We contend that inclusive growth is an important development and
counterpoint to what is a dominant neoliberal and market dominated discourse of growth.
However, we also argue in this report that inclusive growth is incompatible with, and
fundamentally being undermined by austerity, which has framed the current Government’s
Northern Powerhouse devolution strategy9.
Coined by the think-tank Republica, ‘Devo-Manc’ epitomises the positive aspects of
devolution and localism in England10. Its narrative is one of a positive and can-do exemplar
of cooperation between central and local government in the interest of both cities and the
national economy.11 The Devolution Settlement for Greater Manchester includes major
infrastructure, planning, housing, health and social, welfare and employment investment
initiatives (see Appendix 1). In the area of employment and social inclusion, GMCA has
piloted a health and employment programme ‘Working Well’ and is intending to draw the
lessons from this by rolling out a Work and Health Programme as the devolved welfare to
work programme in 2017, which would enable support to be provided to 10,000—15,000
people in total. GM’s proportion of the national core funding available for the programme will
be in the region of £20 - £25 million over its 5 year lifetime. NHS England and the national
Work & Health Unit are looking to test new and improved ways of supporting disabled people
and those with long term health conditions into appropriate work, seeking to work with a
small number of areas with devolution agreements to trial new services, undertaking ‘robust’
evaluations that will inform future service provisions. This will involve investing £40million
over 4 years. Another organisational change of significance is that since June 2016, the two
Jobcentre Plus districts have been brought together under a single management structure to
match the GMCA footprint and better support spatial alignment between Job Centre Plus
direct delivery and DWP commissioned programmes and GMCA structures and services.
GMCA input into the devolution of a work and health programme involves a number of
stages. First, a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the DWP and GMCA will be
established around the development of welfare to work interventions (commissioning,
accountabilities, roles and responsibilities). Second, it is proposed to establish a political
oversight group to oversee the commissioning process.12
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https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-announces-inclusive-economy-unit, Lupton R and Hughes C
(2016) Achieving Inclusive Growth in Greater Manchester Manchester:University of Manchester,
Royal Society of Arts (2016a) Inclusive Growth Commission: Prospectus of Inquiry (RSA: London); Royal Society
of Arts (2016b) Inclusive Growth Commission: Emerging Findings (RSA: London), Lee et al (2014) Cities Growth
and Poverty: An Evidence Review, York:JRF https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/cities-growth-and-poverty-evidencereview
9

Lee N (2016) Powerhouse of Cards? Understanding the Northern Powerhouse, LSE SERC
http://www.spatialeconomics.ac.uk/textonly/SERC/publications/download/sercpp014.pdf
10
Respublica (2014) Devo Max-Devo Manc: Place-based Public Services (Respublica: London)
11
G Haughton, I Deas, S Hincks, and K Ward (2016) Mythic Mancester: Devo Manc, the Northern Powerhouse
and Rebalancing the English Economy. Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society 9, 355-370
12
GMCA Co-commissioning Work and Health Programme, 30 June 2016
https://www.google.co.uk/?gfe_rd=cr&ei=1c-FWIaVGNKN8QfqrYlQ#q=GMCA+Work+and+Health
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The GMCA recognises that other interventions are required to address the needs of other
disadvantaged groups. As part of the memorandum of understanding with the Centre for
Ageing Better (CfAB), a proposal has been drafted to test new ways of engaging and
supporting disadvantaged older residents in GM to re-engage with the labour market and
initiatives are planned to engage Bangladeshi women. A GM wide service for young people
the ‘Nu Traxx’ service was commissioned in early 2014 by Oldham Council on behalf of
AGMA to support 18–24 year olds across Greater Manchester who have been out of work
and claiming Job Seekers Allowance/Universal Credit for 3 months (or from day one of their
benefit claim where young people are facing multiple barriers to securing work). The
specification was co-designed by the GM local authorities and DWP. This has been phased
out with the introduction of Youth Obligation for Universal Credit claimants aged 18-21.
These are key areas of intervention which will involve the ‘inclusion’ element to growth.
However current austerity policies are likely to challenge their effectiveness and impact. As
we argue in this report, the devolution of austerity is at the core of policies in terms of the
way strategies provide the framework for implementing the plans outlined in the Spending
Review.
As a result of austerity more money is being sucked out of the city region than
allocated to deliver the devolution settlement. It is questionable whether devolution
funding will address the needs of deprived communities and areas in the face of
continued relentless cuts to public services. There is little public discussion and
debate or an acknowledgment that austerity can actually be a cause of some of the
fundamental economic and social problems facing the region. Our aim is for this
report to contribute towards this discussion.

Objectives and methods
The report is an evidence review to inform debates and raise awareness and discussion
regarding how austerity impacts on growth. We explore and build on this work in relation to
Greater Manchester Devolution strategy and assess how it impacts on growth. We explore
the hypothesis that austerity driven cuts acts as a barrier to growth and, therefore, the ‘Devomodel’ is highly contradictory and imbued with shortcomings. The research essentially
involves an evidence review drawing on a number of mixed-methods sources. Stage 1
involved a policy scoping (qualitative and quantitative sources) and literature review. In
stage 2, narrative policy analysis and discourse analysis were undertaken alongside
stakeholder mapping, in order to capture both the employment, skills, and welfare policies
flowing in and through the Greater Manchester City Region (GMCR) as well as semistructured interviews with key actors operating across the GMCR (policy-makers,
practitioners, and stakeholders in general) in relation to the governance of the labour
markets.13 The report concludes with a summary of the main findings, followed by some key
recommendations.
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On the operation of these methods, see Roe E (1994) Narrative Policy Analysis: Theory and Practice (Duke
University Press, Durham NC); Fairclough N (2010) Critical Discourse Analysis (Routledge, London); Sum NL
and Jessop B (2013) Towards a Cultural Political Economy (Elgar, Cheltenham)
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2. THE ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL CONTEXT TO THE GREATER
MANCHESTER CITY-REGION
Introducing the missing element to the devolution debate: Austerity and its impact on
growth
The Government’s National Industrial Strategy Green paper states that “the disparities in
economic performance between different parts of the UK should not be underestimated”.14
The UK underperforms compared to countries such as Germany, France, the Netherlands
and Belgium by between 23 and 32 per cent but the North underperforms the UK’s national
productivity rate by 11.1 per cent.15 The productivity gap amounts to around £8billion and
the fiscal gap—the gap between tax and spend within the GM region is around £7billion. The
challenge to plugging the gap stems from the deep structural inequalities and the lack of
commensurate resources and local control of policies and resources to address these
challenges.
The argument that high rates of public debt undermine growth and output has been the basis
for austerity policies across Europe and beyond. Some economists, however, have found
that austerity is associated with the deterioration of public debt as a percentage of GDP ratio
and that during recession cutting back in public spending actually deflates the economy.
Furthermore, austerity is seen in an ideological sense by some as a vehicle to promote other
agendas such as attacking the notion of collective public services and has little to do with
reducing the debt16. Summarising the critique of austerity policies, Konzelman suggests that
this “raises the question of why a government would pursue a policy of austerity in the
context of economic recession—when there is no economic basis for such a policy and
persistent macro-economic imbalances threaten to further destabilize the global economy.”17
The London School of Economics (LSE) Growth Commission has highlighted the failure to
invest both in the private and public sectors as a cause of low growth.18 The International
Monetary Fund (IMF)19, traditionally an organisation that has promoted a more market
orientated economic policy, considers that there may have been too much emphasis upon
austerity, which is leading to increasing inequality. Furthermore, economists have
questioned the Government view that only the private sector produces wealth and the public
sector is a ‘drain’ on resources. They argue that only the public sector is able to invest and
underpin the required infrastructure that will sustain growth.20
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Austerity has actually underpinned the problems of the northern economies stemming from
the economic and fiscal policies of the Thatcher Government in the early 1980s. Martin et al
argue that austerity politics has been a long term underpinning influence on the allocation of
resources to the regions when spending peaked in the 1970s and declined since then,
although regional aid amounted to no more than about 1.5% of gross domestic product
(GDP).21 Successive Governments have in fact squeezed spending in relation to the regions.
The National Audit Office (NAO) reports that over the five-year period 2010/11 to 2014/15
the government will have spent £6.2 billion on local growth programmes, including that spent
via RDAs and their legacy, and on new funds and structures. By comparison the RDAs spent
£11.2billion over the preceding five-year period 2005/06 to 2009/1022. The UK actually
devotes significantly lower resources as a proportion of GDP on active labour market
policies compared with most other countries in the EU. The proportion of UK public
expenditure per GDP invested in active labour market programmes is 0.34% which is below
the EU average of 0.78% and ranks 25th of the OECD countries23. The NAO assessment of
the financial context of devolution can be summarised as follows:






The government will have reduced its funding to local authorities by 37% in real
terms between 2010-11 and 2015-16. This represents a 25% real-terms reduction in
local authorities’ income once council tax is taken into account and a four year
financial settlement in 2016 represents an 8% real terms reduction in local
authorities’ income from 2015-16 to 2019-20, taking account of both central
government funding and council tax.
In health, in December 2015, we reported that the Department of Health and its
arm’s-length bodies agreed that there would be a £22 billion gap between resources
and patient needs by 2020-21 but it was not clear how the NHS would close this gap.
By 2015, the decline in the financial health of the further education sector had been
quicker than anticipated by colleges’ plans, and forecasts prepared by the Skills
Funding Agency suggested that without remedial action the number of colleges
under strain was set to rise rapidly24

To summarise, the history and current attempts in ‘rebalancing’ economies are based on
insufficient resources and an inbuilt bias towards London and the South East in the
distribution of public spending. However, this is only part of the story and the problems
facing Greater Manchester Devolution Deals and strategies relate also to the structural and
inherently uneven spatial economic growth of the UK economy.25

Greater Manchester’s structural economic problems and geographical uneven
development
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We contend that an analysis of the ‘city region’ problem requires a longer term analysis of
structural economic changes where our starting point is the impact of the recession in the
late 1970s and early 1980s combined with the more market and monetarist economic
policies pursued by the former Thatcher Government. In the late 1970s, the late Professor
Doreen Massey posed a critical question in a seminal Regional Studies Journal article, “In
What Sense a Regional Problem?”26 Massey criticises the underlying thinking about regional
problems and previous government policies which have tended to rely mainly on the market
underpinned by state support for infrastructure and economic development policies to close
the gap in terms of regional growth and development. Massey argued that the regional
problem is inextricably tied up with the spatial organisation of production and the economy.
Allan Cochrane, using the UK and South East of England as a case study27, has more
recently drawn out two important implications of Massey’s approach for interpreting the
current British growth model and its crisis. First, that London and the South East of England
as a growth city, city region and region is defined directly in relation to the subordination of
peripheral and de-industrialised regions of the Midlands and the North. This ‘subordination’
is shaped by their respective role in the spatial divisions of labour of production. Thus
London and the South East are dominated by and driven economically by Headquarter
functions, R&D and financial, business and producer services whilst the peripheral deindustrialised regions which have lost thousands of jobs in their core industries have been
restructured largely based on services and branch plant activity. London has also
experienced extensive de-industrialisation and there are serious labour market problems in
the Capital in terms of low pay and worklessness. However, its GVA and growth trajectories
significantly outstrip the rest of the UK and in particularly the Northern Regions and large
parts of Wales and Scotland.
For Massey, both developments are in relation to each other an example of combined and
uneven development—but are also a consequence of the spatial geographies of class
interests, which support the financial and banking sector. London as a core ‘global city’ is not
just a product of ‘globalisation’ but as a result of a neoliberal strategy of opening the city to
the market, is a location of massive wealth and privilege “a self-referential echo chamber.”
According to some commentators:
“Against this background … [there] will always be a large GVA gap against London
because the capital city has political and economic opportunities for claiming revenue
and sustaining employment that are denied to a second city… Greater Manchester’s
failure to pull away from other core cities is sobering and the persistent inequalities
between the central city and the northern boroughs, and within Manchester City itself,
are deeply troubling. Worse still, as we will argue, these relativities persist not
because nothing has changed but because the political classes have sponsored a
rebuilding which is embedding these inequalities.”28
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The implications of our approach within this framework are twofold. Following the arguments
of Beatty and Forthergill29, it was in the early 1980s that the economic shocks to regional
economies were traumatic in terms of job losses and unemployment. Ron Martin argues in
an analysis undertaken during the 1980s that the combination of monetarist policies and
fiscal retrenchment (or austerity) had a major impact on the UK as a whole but in certain
regions.
..From mid 1979- to mid 1984, Britain’s manufacturing employment base contracted
by 1.7 million or 24 percent, a reduction equivalent to more than half of the total
decline that has occurred since 1966… While there would undoubtedly be a major
recession without the Thatcher Government, it has been estimated that almost half
the jobs lost can be attributed to the ‘Thatcher effect.’ The imposition of monetary
and fiscal restraint in the context of an underlying recession was inevitably strongly
deflationary – equivalent to a reduction of 6% in GDP over 1979-82…although the
problem of deindustrialisation has spread to all regions of Britain, the gap between
the relatively more buoyant south and east and the industrial heartland…has
widened considerably30
Fast forward to the 2008 recession; this has had a major impact on economic growth in
Greater Manchester, which has not recovered from the 1980s. Economic development has
largely been based on a restructured and more flexible labour market with employment
growth based on insecure work and low pay. The dominant trend in Greater Manchester is a
distinct squeeze in wages and living standards for a significant proportion of the population.31
There is some evidence from earlier research that work-first or supply-side policies,
reinforces these trends. The welfare to work model is essentially ‘work first’ and supply side
orientated where conditionality rules help to increase the supply of labour and there is less
concern with regards to what type of jobs, rates of pay and opportunities for advancement.
More importantly, welfare-to-work or active labour market policies are not or poorly linked
into demand side interventions in the labour market. The emphasis is upon speed of exit
from the benefit into any form of ‘suitable’ employment.
Although it can be argued that most benefit claimants will access entry level employment as
a ‘stepping stone’ for further career advancement and progression, the reality is different.
Furthermore, employment services are not linked into any form of industrial policy or are
designed to resolve problems of under employment and precarious work.32 In this way it is
suggested that the current welfare to work model contributes to a trend towards transitions
between low pay insecure work and benefits, which is increasingly a common characteristic
of the UK urban labour market33.
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These significant shifts in the labour market trajectories of working-class (especially
young) people have been attributed to economic restructuring creating an
increasingly segmented labour market that is characterised by two distinct low/no
skill labour markets: the traditional but declining blue collar, largely male and
unionised workforce and the growing modern workforce of service sector workers in
relatively low paying jobs.34
This segmentation is also reinforced by the way the payment by results model (PBR) in
welfare to work programmes tends to cream and park benefit claimants. Again we see that
under-funding is endemic in employment programmes with evidence that the pricing
structure does not incentivise WP providers to provide the support for people with significant
barriers and social problems which explains the trend towards creaming those nearest to the
labour market.35 Whilst we would not argue that welfare to work is necessarily key because
the dynamics of low pay are more complex, but the combination of work-first policies and in
work subsidies for low-pay can be considered important contributory factors in explaining the
persistence of the low-pay and low-skill cycle.
The key challenges for the Manchester City Region economy, and in fact elsewhere in the
UK, is low labour demand and an employment gap combined with low-pay and low-skill
cycle, which impacts on productivity and regional inequality. Since 2008 there has been a
squeeze in earnings and low pay and in-work poverty are considered as key challenges
along with the changing nature of employment towards insecure, part time work and zero
hour contracts.36 The Resolution Foundation and the University of Manchester Inclusive
Growth Analysis Unit have highlighted the trend towards the dominance of low paid work 37.
According to the Resolution Foundation:
Over the last two decades, the region retains a low pay problem, with around one in
five workers earning less than two thirds of the median hourly wage. The introduction
of the National Minimum Wage and, more recently, the National Living Wage has
obviously supported the lowest paid workers but it has also meant that a growing
number of workers find themselves on the wage floor. Roughly 12 per cent currently
earn the minimum wage in the region and this figure is projected to rise to around 17
per cent by 2020.38
We argue this trend is underpinned by the current approach to active labour market policies
and without interventions in demand side measures and policies to stimulate in work
progression it will continue with the consequent adverse impact on productivity. There are
financial implications in terms of tax credits. Greater Manchester has a tax credit bill 25%
higher than the national average at £715 per working-aged person compared to £574 for the
UK. This is surpassed only by the West Midlands at £803. Taking into account its working
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age population, Manchester spends substantially more on tax credits than most other major
metropolitan areas, including Glasgow, Merseyside and Tyne and Wear.39
This, of course, is why the welfare bill has been relatively high in the deindustrialised
economies. A lack of sufficient labour demand lies at the core of the problem affecting
Greater Manchester, but to understand this we need to analyse processes of economic
change in a longer-term perspective. Second, the solutions to Greater Manchester’s
problems require a national economic strategy and sufficient investment where the public
sector has a prominent role. Austerity and cuts undermine any attempts to regenerate the
city economy and actually reinforce the ‘race to the bottom’ of low pay and skills. Indeed, it
can be argued that low-pay is driving the current austerity dominated policies of the current
and previous Government.

3. CUTS IN LOCAL AUTHORITY BUDGETS AND THEIR IMPACT ON
GROWTH
Local authorities are expected to play a pivotal role in the implementation of devolution
policies (see Appendix 1) whilst at the same time are facing significant reductions in funding.
In a Guardian interview, the Chief Executive of Birmingham Council has expressed the
prospective “catastrophic” nature of the cuts to local government services with the majority of
vulnerable people not having their needs met.40 The cuts in the GM local authorities are
summarised in Table 1. Along with these cuts are significant job losses in the public sector,
which can only add to the problems of labour market adjustment in the City Region (see
below). Recent research on austerity and local government highlights how the most deprived
local authorities have been most impacted by the cuts and that the cumulative reduction in
revenues spending power for the ‘Core Cities’ (which includes Manchester) (2010/112014/15) is around -£214m.41 A paper by the GMCA New Economy sets the devolution deal
in the context of the Government’s deficit reduction programme. To achieve a net budget
surplus by 2019-2020 an extra £3.5billion of savings needs to be found “over and above
previous plans” and an additional £9.9 billion cuts in revenue spending in 2020-21. “Local
authorities could, given previous experience disproportionately feel the brunt of these cuts,
although this is now made more complicated by the fact that local government is expected to
be funded out of business rate revenue.”42
Table 1. Local Authority funding cuts in Greater Manchester 2009/10-2015/16

Manchester

Total service
spend
2016/2017
429,312

2009/2010

Actual loss in
income

% Cut in spend

685,822

-256,510

-37
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Salford
160,147
Trafford
145,922
Stockport
191,329
Tameside
142,968
Bolton
183,515
Wigan
185,748
Bury
122,209
Oldham
156,901
Rochdale
158,018
Total
1,876,069
Source: Institute of Fiscal Studies

290,901
197,303
261,298
197,303
265,717
325,855
179,267
272,117
243,027
2,918,610

-130,754
-51,381
-69,969
-54,335
-82,202
-140,107
-57,058
-115,216
-85,009
-1,042,541

-45
-26
-27
-33
-28
-42
-32
-42
-35
-34.7

The impact of the cuts in local authorities in Greater Manchester has implications for
employment in local government. For example, between 2010-2015, the North West lost
jobs in the public sector (9.4%) three times the rate than in London and the South East
(3%).43 According to recent research: “From 2009-14 only Manchester City and Trafford
show significant increases in job numbers with Manchester accounting for 27,000 net new
jobs, while four of the 10 boroughs saw net job loss. If we turn from outcomes to mechanics,
then the story is about the inability of the private sector to compensate for lost public sector
job creation. In the subperiod, from 2008-14, publicly funded employment declines
fractionally across GM: there are reductions in six of the 10 boroughs, and an increase of
almost 5,000 in Manchester. The plight of Bolton, Rochdale, Stockport and Tameside is dire
because from 2008-14 they have lost both private and public sector jobs and, in a period of
austerity cuts in public expenditure some boroughs are now losing private sector jobs faster
than they are losing public sector jobs.”44
Local authority cuts in support services for disadvantaged groups are undermining and
hindering the effectiveness of welfare to work and skills programmes—this can undermine
growth and raising GVA levels. Local authority spending has been reduced by over £1bn
(see Table 1) between 2010-2016/7. Local authorities are pro-active in developing their own
employment and skills strategies and provide important services, which assist
disadvantaged groups to access the employment and skills system. In this way austerity is
actually undermining growth, as GVA targets are dependent on raising overall incomes in
Greater Manchester and North.
The scale of the cuts is unprecedented45 and it is estimated that the total cuts on a national
basis will have been 56% between 2010 and 2020.46
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Many local authorities (LAs) in England are dealing with unprecedented ‘budget
gaps’ – that is, a massive shortfall in resources resultant from the combination of
funding reductions and cost pressures.

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF) has made a detailed assessment of the impact and
cost of cuts on local government, which in its case studies highlights the crucial role local
authorities play in the growth agenda as well providing essential support to disadvantaged
groups
Their assessment concludes:
There is growing evidence that the local authority sector is under stress and that
‘cracks’ are beginning to appear in many services. In many areas, staff report feeling
overwhelmed by the scale and nature of the problems they are having to deal with. At
the same time as their organisations are shedding staff, they find needs increasing.
At least some of these needs result from the cuts in welfare benefits, which are
creating a depth or intensity of problems that organisations have not faced before.
These problems do not just affect local authorities but many organisations across the
public and voluntary sectors47.
Furthermore, local authorities have been crucial sources of funding for Local Enterprise
Partnerships (LEP), which are supposed to take the lead in delivering growth.48 This
suggests that the local authority cuts are having an adverse impact on delivering growth
within cities and regions. As indicated by Table 1, in Greater Manchester there is evidence
that the most deprived local authorities (Manchester, Oldham and Stockport) are
experiencing major cuts in funding.
To sum up, we contend that spending cuts to local authorities will undermine ‘inclusive’
growth objectives. Tony Travers summarises the implications of local authority cuts for
growth49
As a result, spending on housing, highways and transport, cultural and, particularly,
planning and economic development services is being reduced far faster than the
average for all of local government. The consequence of requiring local government
to make reductions that exceed those made to the NHS, education, work and
pensions and international development, coupled with inescapable pressure on
councils to protect social care and local environmental provision delivers, however
accidentally, a result which is likely to undermine growth.
In 2009, Steve Houghton Leader of Barnsley Council (currently Chair of Sheffield City
Region LEP) produced a report outlining the key role local authorities can play in tackling
worklessness, including taking a lead in local commissioning, running employment schemes
for long term unemployed and using public procurement as a means of engaging
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disadvantaged groups in the labour market.50 Detailed cost benefit analysis undertaken for
the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF) points to how local authority investment in reducing
poverty and worklessness can have benefits for the exchequer51 – points we will discuss
further below.

The business rate model and its limits
Financial self-sufficiency for local authorities is being encouraged to provide the driver for
local economic growth but this is framed by austerity and a significant resource gap in terms
of the scale of public investment required to promote sustainable growth. Much is being
made of the fiscal devolution possibilities for local growth through the proposals to devolve
100% business rates to localities in future years. Business rate revenue is set to be fully
devolved to local authorities from 2020/21, while the current revenue support grant will
end52. A funding baseline is likely to be set for town halls using local business rates as well
as either a top up or tariff payment to reflect a new assessment of local need. Researchers
examining the spatial balancing of the economy find that the resources that this will generate
are inadequate to sustain local authorities in their current form. One part of their argument
rests on the fact that the UK in comparison with other ‘comparator’ countries raises low
levels in terms of tax revenues as a percentage of total tax revenues. In the UK this is 11.1%
compared with, for example, 30.4% in Denmark, 25.5% in Japan and 31.3% in Germany.
They cite Lord Heseltine’s recommendations of £49 billion for investment in infrastructure,
regeneration, skills, employment, business support and housing. By 2021 £20 billion will be
allocated to LEPs but “it would still fall short of the scale required.”53
According to some critics54, the abolition of revenue support grant funding will make it
difficult to shift resources to authorities in direct response to need, while also increasing
incentives for growth. Ministers should be warned that it will, therefore, be difficult to create a
council finance system to both incentivise growth and protect authorities with high levels of
need once business rates are fully devolved. Much depends if and how redistributed
business rates equalisation will operate, from buoyant and expanding local economies to
areas experiencing structural economic decline.
Concerns also relate to the appeal process for the rateable values; local authorities will have
to set aside substantial sums of money, often for long periods of time, in case an appeal is
successful, which will dwarf any revenue increases. Councils have been forced to divert at
least £1.75bn from stretched local services in the past three years to cover the risk of
backdated appeals—of which they have to cover half the cost at present. Under localised
business rates, local government could be liable for 100% of the cost of successful appeals.
Collectively, then, there is a worry that spending needs and the funding of their local services
will not be supported by business rates revenue; new devolved responsibilities will become
unaffordable. It is crucial that any new system balances incentives against the needs of
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authorities that currently have high net reliance on central funding. The Greater Manchester
Combined Authority Select Committee submission on these issues makes this clear:
What cannot be allowed to happen is a fundamental shift in the devolution of
functions without devolution of the appropriate resource base to deliver them. This
will only serve to put pressure on the tax base. In addition, any function that transfers
to being funded via business rates must be accompanied by the appropriate policy
reforms and flexibilities, alongside assurance that the allocation will meet future
demands in the service and provide the resource to administer it. The Greater
Manchester Strategy clearly articulates that growth of the economy must go hand in
hand with the reform of public services. The creation of additional jobs and GVA
alone is not sufficient: we must improve outcomes for our residents, enabling them to
contribute to and benefit from that growth and reducing demand for expensive,
reactive services. The re-localisation of business rates, along with the devolution of
additional functions such as post-16 and post-19 skills provision, could be an
important step towards providing places with the levers and tools required to grow
their economic base. If re-localisation is introduced as a way to cap expenditure in
these programmes or to make significant reductions to public spending without
considering how the reform of these services will be achieved, then this approach is
unlikely to be successful55.
As we highlight next though, these acts of ‘re-localisation’ are specifically being introduced
as a way of not just capping, but significantly reducing patterns of expenditure taking places
in Greater Manchester, and will not provide the ‘levers and tools required to grow’ the
economy. We argue that examining the links between devolution and austerity is critical to
fully understand the contemporary politics of city-region building in Greater Manchester.

Recommendations
A public discussion within the City Region on the impact of the cuts
We argue for local authorities within the City Region to assess the impact of austerity with
respect to their expected and planned role in shaping GM Devolution. Furthermore as local
authorities are crucially important in their role in addressing the needs of disadvantaged
groups we would argue that more detailed equality assessments are undertaken in relation
to the impact of cuts. Work undertaken for the University of Warwick has developed a
methodology for assessing the impact of the cuts, which could be taken up by the GMCA,
based on identifying the main human rights and equalities impacts (see Table 2).56
Table 2. Equality Impact of Cuts Methodology
1. Screening - It was at this stage that we decided which aspects of the impacts of the cuts
on women we would focus upon.
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2. Scoping – For each of the above areas, we asked key questions to inform an assessment
before taking any further action:
• Who did we need to consult with?
• What other evidence is required in order to inform our analysis of the issue?
• What were the human rights and equality issues that potentially arose from public spending
cuts in each of these areas? – The whole study is therefore framed by an equality and
human rights perspective:
• The equality perspective means specifically focusing on ways in which the public sector
spending cuts might disproportionately affect women (as well as particular groups of women
– Disabled women, BME women etc.)
• The human rights perspective means specifically focusing on ways in which the public
sector spending cuts might have the most severe impacts on women.
3. Consultation – Conducting semi structured interviews with organisations and individuals
in Coventry as well as relevant national organisations. This was undertaken in order to
• Better understand what the impacts of the public spending cuts are
• Ensure that the voices of those likely to be affected by the policy are heard and taken into
account in the HRIA process – because of time and resource constraints concentrate on
organisations which represent different constituent groups
4. Evidence gathering –Collect information from a variety of different sources to inform
analysis of the policy.
5. Analysis – Analyse the policy area in question, utilising principles and standards from
relevant human rights and equality legislation including:
• The human rights contained in the European Convention on Human Rights
and protected in the UK by the Human Rights Act
• The UK’s other international human rights obligations
• The equality duties set out in the Equality Act 2010.
Source: Mary-Ann Stephenson and James Harrison (2011) Unravelling Equality? A Human Rights and Equality
Impact Assessment of the Public Spending Cuts on Women in Coventry May
2011http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/law/research/centres/chrp/publications/unravelling_equality_full.pdf

Oldham MBC has undertaken a detailed impact assessment of the welfare cuts on different
population groups, an exercise that should be coordinated throughout the City Region57 We
argue that assessing the impact of austerity and also the way growth can be inclusive in
terms of benefiting disadvantaged groups requires an analysis which takes into account the
needs and experiences of people who experience marginalisation, exclusion and
discrimination. This requires an analysis that is sensitive to BAME groups, disabled people
and women. One approach to analysing austerity and inclusive growth is to adopt a
feminist/gendered perspective along with analysing impacts on other social groups. Fran
Bennett from the Women’s Budget Group (WBG) states that women constitute the
population group that has been most negatively impacted by austerity and the recession, a
point underlined by a study by the Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG)58.

Devolving financial powers to local government
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http://committees.oldham.gov.uk/documents/s63207/welfare%20reform%20cost%20of%20the%20cuts%202015v
2.pdf
58
CPAG (2015) Ten years of Austerity the impact on low income households and women
http://cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/CPAG-Poverty154-10-years-austerity-summer2016.pdf

24

We acknowledge a range of studies and experts who call for greater redistributive financing
arrangements, which recognise place and locality contributions to the national growth
model59 and where there is scope for increasing discretionary funding and revenue
streams.60 The Centre for Local Economic Strategies (CLES)61 highlight how cuts are
disproportionately impacting on poorer areas and propose a series of measures which go
some way to address this including:






There should be a fully needs based approach to local government funding that
shows an appreciation that some localities need more support. This is very much a
primary focus on needs-based approaches using a range of indicators around socioeconomic deprivation and health outcomes, which respond to changing needs over
time.
There should be a place weighting within funding applying across the public sector,
where the objective is to reduce the gap in outcomes between the most affluent and
most deprived areas. This would require greater distribution of resources in such
places so that outcomes can improve at a faster rate.
Additionally, there needs to be an urgent review of local authorities’ ability to meet
their statutory requirements, at minimum, between now and 2018/19. This should
take the form of a cumulative assessment across different statutory service areas.

Local Authorities and Active Labour Market Policies
The contracting, privatisation and deployment of payment by results models of employment
policy has not been evidenced-based in terms of success in meeting the needs of
disadvantaged groups. Local authorities are in an ideal position, with the commensurate
funding, to deliver welfare to work and skills programmes.62 Local authorities provide greater
scope for policy integration in terms of links with other relevant services such as health,
childcare and benefit advice services. As important is the issue of accountability which is
difficult to enforce on private providers except via contractor client relationship. A wider
range of issues can be incorporated into welfare and employment services via Councillor
and community.

4. SKILLS FUNDING CUTS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR GROWTH
Given that skills are seen as a crucial component of economic growth, it is curious and
alarming to note the scale and intensity of cuts since 2009/10 where in fact the skills gaps
and shortfalls highlighted even by the Government’s National Industrial Strategy63 would
form a basis to a case for increasing adult skills funding along with that generated by the
59
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Apprenticeship Levy. It is therefore important to set the analysis of skills funding in Greater
Manchester in the context of overall reduction and cuts in the Adult Skills Budget (ASB) over
previous years. Ewart Keep, has observed that the nature and intensity of cuts (post 2013)
has been such where the system reached the point when the “entire edifice of traditional
skills policy started to look unstable and probably unsustainable, particularly for provision
beyond the compulsory phase of initial schooling.”64 In a more recent paper Keep outlines
the full extent of funding cuts to the Adult Skills Budget, which “has been subject to repeated
cuts since the election of the Coalition government in 2010. Between 2010 and 2014,
funding fell by approximately 35%, with a further 24% cut announced in 2014. It now
amounts to about £1.5 billion across the whole of England.”65 Furthermore according to
researchers at the London School of Economics (LSE), funding to colleges for 18 year-olds
was subsequently cut, with potential impacts on the most disadvantaged learners. The
national per student funding rate was set at £4000 per student for 2013/14. However,
following the 2013 Autumn Statement, which required budget cuts from both BIS and DFE,
the rate for 18 year-olds was subsequently reduced by 17.5 per cent, compared with that of
16 and 17 year olds, with effect from August 2014.66 Keep’s analysis is corroborated by the
Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) which states that “by 2020/21 adult skills funding
will have been nearly cut in half in real terms from 2010/11.67
The New Economy Unit of the GMCA has undertaken an assessment of the cuts to ASB.
They state “following this year’s (2014/2015) Spending Review there are likely to be
significant cuts to the non-apprenticeship Adult Skills Budget of around 35%, this will mean
potentially according to FE Weekly “the average-sized college could see between £400,000
and £800,000 wiped from its non-apprentice and traineeship adult skills funding”. This will
have significant consequences to the provision available across GM and could impact on the
ability of some providers to have sufficient critical mass to continue delivery of adult skills.68
The Greater Manchester Work and Skills Strategy has identified a key priority in raising the
level of skills in order to support the growth strategy.
GM’s main growth sectors, important in terms of supporting a modern, knowledgedriven economy and accelerating growth, are Manufacturing, Financial &
Professional Services (including Business Services), Digital and Creative Industries,
and Health Innovation. These sectors all offer significant potential to deliver GVA
growth in their own right. Health Innovation, though, through its link to GM’s devolved
health and social care system, has a wider role to play in transforming the
productivity of GM’s whole population. All these sectors have skills needs and gaps
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need to be understood and responded to in order to ensure that they realise their full
growth potential69

The paradoxes of the skills formation system relate to the fact that although employers
continue to demand higher skill levels, there continues to be issues of poor utilisation once
those skills are created. The number of people qualified to level 4 has risen considerably
faster than the numbers of ‘level 4 jobs’ in the economy. The proportion of people in Greater
Manchester aged 16-64 with a level 4+ (a higher level qualification, foundation degree or
higher) has grown by 49% between 2004 and 2014 (from 374,000 to 557,000 people).
However, over the same timeframe the stock of graduate level jobs in the conurbation did
not increase at the same rate (19%, from 259,000 to 309,000). 70 The importance of skills
utilisation rather than increasing the supply of skills seems to be the step change required in
breaking the ‘low pay low productivity’ cycle.71

Careers Education Information Advice and Guidance (CEIAG)
With regard to CEIAG, schools have a statutory duty to provide CEIA, rather than local
authorities. In the GM City Region, CEIA involves a range of initiatives and providers. At the
local authority level, in Manchester for example there is Targeted Youth Support Service, the
Client Caseload Information System, school provision, the CEIAG Network, CEIAG events
and a range of employer engagement activity as well as the National Career Service. At the
City Region level, the City Deal agreed between Central Government and Greater
Manchester provided funding for the Apprenticeship Hub and there is a strong strand of this
activity focused on CEIAG.
Although there is evidence of innovation and good examples of CEIAG initiatives in the GM
area, overall the nature of provision with so many providers seems overly complex. Evidence
to the BIS Select Committee stated that there “was a desperate need to increase the amount
of co-ordination of the myriad of initiatives … while none of these initiatives on their own had
“sufficient resources to meet the challenge…taken together there is considerable public
money invested in this area of activity”.72 This said, there is evidence that CEIAG has so far
had successes in relation to the Apprenticeship Hub with signposting to apprenticeships
exceeding targets demonstrating strong partnership working.73 Initial evaluation also
suggests that resources and funding are issues in terms of developing this work in the longer
term for schools.

Further Education and GM Area Review
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Funding for FE Colleges and their role will be crucial for supporting the GM growth agenda.
The Area Review process involves essentially planning delivery around massive cuts to FE
budgets as outlined above. A report on the Area Review summarises the funding context,
stating that the “approach to the Area Review in Greater Manchester mirrored what is
happening elsewhere in the country and is set within the context of there being an estimated
net liability of circa £1.5bn in the post 16, education and skills system nationally.
Furthermore SFA funding for adults has fallen by 30% and recent OFSTED inspections of
post-16 institutions show a declining trend in quality.”74 Similarly the Area Review Process
has been given the challenge of making decisions about how the FE sector within the region
is going to be reorganised to take account of budget changes.75 To meet the challenges the
scale of reconfiguration required in GM, and the opportunity to realise our ambition for
transformational integration of employment and skills investments through devolution,
requires a new approach to market and stakeholder engagement. The question is not that
innovation is possible but is it sufficient to tackle the skills and productivity gap?

Apprenticeships
The Government national target of 3 million apprenticeships along with the Apprenticeship
Levy represents a potential significant increase in opportunities to access in-work skills and
training. However, there may be problems for meeting these targets in the North and in
those areas, which are characterised by large numbers of people on low skills and at the
margins of the labour market. There are significant numbers of people with low-level
qualifications—180,000 working age adults with no qualifications in the Manchester City
Region.76 The major cuts in FE funding raises questions about the extent to which
disadvantaged groups can access the apprenticeship system. It is clear that the
Apprenticeship Levy is seen as key to bridge the ‘skills gap’, but studies suggest that the
inherent problem of employer reluctance to invest in training will undermine the policy.77
City Deal funding supported the development of an apprenticeship hub in Greater
Manchester. The Hub’s role is to increase the number of apprenticeship opportunities and
the number of GM residents accessing them. The Hub has worked with employers, local
authorities and training providers and has commissioned CEIAG activity with schools; large
scale marketing campaigns to raise awareness of Apprenticeships Central Government
devolved AGE (Apprenticeship Grants for Employers) as part of skills devolution. The grant
was based on GM’s share of the national grant and initially worth £5m with a further £5.1m
allocated in 2016 extended to July 2017.
Overall the skills infrastructure in GM is highly complex and as well as funding issues,
coordination of different stakeholders could be difficult. GM could be in a position where
there will only be public funding for ‘entitlement’ provision (second chance English/Maths
and a first Level 2 qualification). In GM it is considered important to prioritise GM funding to
support progression (into work and within work) “and to provide the employability, enterprise
74
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and higher level skills the economy needs. Future L3+ provision is unlikely to be funded by
the public purse, but via Apprenticeships, FE Loans and employer investment, and we need
to communicate this to both individuals and employers.”78

Recommendations
Apprenticeships
The Apprenticeship Levy provides opportunities for a devolved skills system where there is
an integrated work and skills strategy (here we include skills utilisation) has a focus on
learning and training as facilitating career progression routes. Apprenticeships should be
designed with respect to standards set down in an Apprenticeship Charter relating to pay,
work quality and mentoring. Also there needs to be clear routes and pathways to accessing
apprenticeships via schools and FE system. We recommend that a work and skills plan
should be drawn up with the trade unions as well as employers and funding requirements
based on both a demand and needs based assessment. The possibility of pooling levy
funding exists and establishing a regional skills fund needs to be explored – a
recommendation also made by the IPPR79.

Implementing Job-Rotation projects
We propose that a City Region Job-Rotation (JR) initiative is developed. JR was developed
in Denmark in the late 1980s to address high rates of structural unemployment combining
activation and work based training in a holistic model. JR involves training, development,
and work experience for unemployed adults, which is combined with employer needs for
planning training and progression for their existing staff. Job-Rotation is integrated into the
strategy for supporting adults to return to the workplace. The unemployed adult is matched
as closely as possible, in terms of their skills and abilities, to a suitable job rotation
opportunity. Still receiving their unemployment benefits, which are topped-up so that they are
working for the agreed rate for the job, supports the unemployed adult. Figure 1 summarises
this.

Figure 1. Job Rotation Model
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The process consists of identification of training needs of a participating organisation, for
example where an existing employee may require some time away from work to undertake
planned training and development, or where one employee is moving into another role and
there is opportunity for someone to gain experience as well as contribute to the work of the
organisation. The Job-Rotation opportunity would normally last for between 2 weeks to 12
months. Generally the implementation of JR will be via social partners or similar
organisational structure in which unemployed and employed have some form of
representation when consulted about their training needs and aspirations.
The pre-training could be short (a few weeks) or much longer, depending on the requirement
of skills. Generally pre-training is a combination of courses, job internship and/or having a
mentor for introduction to the workplace. For larger companies, many employees can
participate in job rotation at the same time, for example following tailor made courses, while
being substituted by a number of unemployed. For smaller companies, it is more likely that a
single employee, or a few employees, will follow further education or training while being
substituted by well-prepared unemployed. Also, a number of smaller companies can be
connected to secure a certain volume in the job rotation activity, for example allowing the
development of tailor made courses for the employees from the different companies.
Financial Model
There is no specific model as it is dependent on specific employment and skills programmes
that are being implemented within a locality or nation. However, it generally involves:
1. Budget for wage subsidy (benefit with top up to make up living wage for unemployed
substitutes) which can involve some matching fund by employers
2. Budget for pre-employment mentoring and training
3. Budget for in work training for unemployed substitutes
4. Budget for vocational training for existing employees
A key element in terms of financing JR is the packaging of existing programmes or creating
discrete budgets, which can assist in overcoming any financial bureaucracy.
Outcomes and value for money
One of the key elements of the JR model is that each project undergoes some form of
evaluation as a way of checking performance but also as a means of ensuring transparency.
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Evaluation is integral to ensuring value for money. Table 3 below summarises Etherington’s
research on EU JR projects, aimed at evaluating how disadvantaged groups and people with
long-term health conditions access the schemes.
Table 3. Job rotation outcomes
Employers








Employees

Unemployed











higher skills level of employees
increased motivation of
employees with improved job
quality and skills utilization
Increased competitiveness of
SME
New markets
Job security
Bottlenecks avoided (skills
shortages)
Better career perspectives
Job security
Improved position on labour
market
Improved chances of promotion
Increased chance of entering
regular employment (generally
around 70-80% of unemployed
substitutes obtain regular
employment)
Better position on the labour
market in particular for those with
severe ‘barriers’
On-the-job work experiences
Potential to target
disadvantaged/discriminated
groups and develop initiatives
which challenge gender and
disability segregation

Job-Rotation can be funded via a variety of sources including the Apprenticeship Levy and
skills support programmes.

Promoting Unionlearn in the City Region
In order to address low-level skills and strengthen employee representation around training
and work, it is proposed that a GM Union Learning Fund (ULF) is established via negotiation
with the national and regional TUC.
Under the 2002 Employment Act, Union Learning Representatives (ULRs) have had the right
to take reasonable paid time off work to perform their duties. Their role is to promote learning
and learning agreements in the workplace including:


analysing learning or training needs;
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arranging and supporting learning and training;
consulting the employer about carrying out such activities;

Unionlearn operates on a regional basis in 6 regions (North West, Yorks and Humberside,
Midlands, South and East, Northern and South West) although individual trade unions
operate specific initiatives.
The Union effect on workplace training has been assessed by the University of Leeds. Over
the period 2001–2013 union members were a third more likely to have received training than
non-unionised employees. The union ‘mark-up’ has also grown strongly since the recession,
increasing from 13.4 per cent in 2008 to 16.0 per cent in 2013 and this trend is explained by
two factors. First, access to job-related training among union members has bounced back in
recent years with 38.9 per cent of union members answering positively in 2013 compared to
36.8 per cent in 2008. However, the opposite trend is evident among non-unionised
employees, with 22.9 per cent of union members answering positively in 2013 compared to
23.4 per cent in 2008. In-depth analysis of the 2011 Workplace Employment Relations
Survey provides a more detailed picture. This shows that three specific aspects of union
presence—union recognition, union negotiation and consultation over training, and the
existence of ULRs—are all associated with higher levels of training received by employees.
By higher levels this means more than five days of training per year.80
In this respect Unionlearn addresses inequality, in work disadvantage and strengthens
employee voice. The North West TUC signed a joint working protocol with Greater
Manchester’s interim mayor Tony Lloyd on 18th December 2015. The protocol covers the
Interim Mayor of Greater Manchester, the Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA),
the Chief Executive of the Greater Manchester Health and Social Care Partnership Board
and the Greater Manchester public service trade unions. The protocol recognises that "Staff
play a vital role in the delivery of high quality public services" and that "high quality
employment in public services plays a vital role in the functioning of the Greater Manchester
economy and society". To this end, the skills of the workforce in all sectors and particularly
those delivering local services will be of paramount importance.81 So far the trade unions
have been considering how Devolution could impact on Unionlearn.82 Furthermore the North
West TUC has been pro-active in assessing current government initiatives around skills and
training, in particular the roll out of the Apprenticeship Levy.83
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5. WELFARE FUNDING CUTS AND CONDITIONALITY CHANGES:
IMPLICATIONS FOR POVERTY AND GROWTH
Disadvantaged groups most affected by the welfare cuts
The Government welfare reforms are essentially designed with austerity and deficit reduction
in mind but their impact, as the evidence suggests, is to push more people into financial
poverty. It is difficult to square on one hand strategies which are supposed to support private
business investment and growth with those policies which are leading to increasing labour
market segmentation and marginalisation. As well as there being social implications there
are also economic impacts, which we examine below.
In 2011, David Cameron made a clear commitment that reducing the budget deficit was a
key policy goal84 and as the former Chancellor, George Osborne, stated in a speech at the
Conservative Party Conference in Birmingham in 2014: “The problem for Britain is not that it
taxes too little—it spends too much” and that cutting the welfare bill will reduce ‘welfare
dependency.’ A key element of reducing the welfare bill is to restrict eligibility to benefits via
a tougher claimant agreement which is embodied in the Universal Credit (UC) which has
been rolled out throughout Greater Manchester. More detailed data relating to the nature of
reductions in welfare spending for each local authority are included in Appendix 2.
Additional measures include actual cuts in funding to employment programmes for
supporting disabled people, reducing the value of benefits themselves, delays in payments
and the use of benefit sanctions—all with saving on the benefit bill but justified in terms of
providing an incentive for benefit claimants to find work. It has been noted that “nationally,
there will be a reduction in DWP funded provision which will affect the volume of support in
the city and that GM has previously relied on European Social Fund provision to add value to
mainstream provision.”85 The Employment Related Services Association (ERSA) states that
“employment support is being cut substantially. This means that, while around 300,000
disabled people participated in contracted employment support between 2012 and 2015,
between 2017 and 2020 this will fall to just 160,000 disabled people having access to the
new Work and Health Programme.”86

The post-2015 welfare reforms will take almost £1.4bn a year from claimants by 2020-21.
This brings the cumulative loss since 2010 equivalent to £690 a year for every adult of
working age.87 A summary explanation of the more recent changes are included in Table 4
and, drawing on data provided by Christina Beatty and Stephen Fothergill, Table 5 shows
how benefit changes impact on residents in each of the Boroughs in Greater Manchester.
Table 5 further shows the annual loss of income as a result of the welfare reforms in local
authorities in Greater Manchester.
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Table 4. Key features of pre 2015 and post 2015 welfare reforms
Housing Benefit – Local Housing Allowance
Changes to the rules governing assistance with the cost of housing for low-income
households in the private rented sector. The new rules apply to rent levels, ‘excess’
payments, property size, age limits for sole occupancy and indexation for inflation.
Housing Benefit – Under-occupation in the social rented sector
New rules governing the size of properties for which payments are made to working age
claimants (widely known, and referred to in the report, as the ‘bedroom tax’)
Non-dependant deductions
Increases in the deductions from Housing Benefit, Council Tax Support and other incomebased benefits to reflect the contribution that non-dependant household members are
expected to make towards the household’s housing costs
Benefit cap
New ceiling on total payments per household, applying to the sum of a wide range of
benefits for working age claimants
Council Tax Support
Reductions in entitlement of working age claimants arising from 10 per cent reduction in total
payments to local authorities
Personal Independence Payment
Replacement of Disability Living Allowance by PIP for working age claimants, including more
stringent and frequent medical tests, as the basis for financial support to help offset the
additional costs faced by individuals with disabilities
Employment and Support Allowance
Replacement of Incapacity Benefit and related benefits by ESA, with more stringent medical
tests, greater conditionality and time-limiting of non-means tested entitlement for claimants in
the Work-Related Activity Group
Child Benefit
Three-year freeze, and withdrawal of benefit from households including a higher earner
Tax Credits
Reductions in payment rates and eligibility for Child Tax Credit and Working Tax Credit, paid
to lower and middle income households
1 per cent up-rating
Limit in annual up-rating of value of most working age benefits
Universal Credit tapers and thresholds
Reduction in the level of earnings and increase in the rate at which Universal Credit awards
are withdrawn. This reform was originally to have applied to Tax Credits as well but will now
only apply to Universal Credit, which is gradually replacing Tax Credits.
Tax Credits
Reductions in payments and thresholds, notably the removal for new claims of the ‘family’
element and a limit on the ‘child’ element to two children for children born after March 2017
Mortgage interest support
Change from welfare payment to a loan
‘Pay to stay’
New requirement for higher-income tenants in the social rented sector in England to pay
market rents, mandatory in local authority housing and voluntary for housing associations
LHA cap in the social rented sector
Housing Benefit in the social sector limited to the equivalent local private sector rate
Housing Benefit: 18-21 year olds
End of automatic entitlement for out-of-work 18-21 year olds
Employment and Support Allowance
Reduction in payment to JSA rate for new claimants in the Work-Related Activity Group
Benefit cap
Lower ceiling per household - £23,000 a year in London, £20,000 elsewhere – applying to
total of wide range of working age benefits
34

Benefit freeze
Four-year freeze in the value of most working-age benefits
Again, a fuller description of each of these new reforms, including the timing of
implementation, is contained in the appendix.
Source: Beatty and Fothergill (2016)
Table 5 also highlights the geographical uneven impact of welfare reforms with Oldham and
Rochdale recording the highest loss per working age adult. Collectively, the cuts to local
authority funding and welfare benefits in Greater Manchester massively out-weight any
incoming ‘Devo-Manc’ protected funding for employment and skills.

Table 5. Total Income Loss via Benefit changes in Greater Manchester

Manchester
Salford
Trafford
Stockport
Tameside
Bolton
Wigan
Bury
Oldham
Rochdale
Totals

Estimated loss
£m 2015

Estimated loss
£m per annum88

160
87
51
67
72
81
94
52
76
76
816

320
139
85
117
123
153
156
90
137
131
1,451

Financial loss Per
working age adult
£ 2015
440
509
351
385
522
485
455
440
501
466

Financial loss Per
working age adult £
per year89
870
870
590
660
880
870
770
770
970
980

Source: http://www.shu.ac.uk/research/cresr/sites/shu.ac.uk/files/welfare-reform-2016.pdf

The welfare changes and cuts impact disproportionately negatively on disadvantaged
groups. As highlighted above, women are among a variety of groups including lone parents
(also mainly women), BAMEs, disabled people, young people and people with no or low
level qualifications who are disproportionately impacted by the cuts and are vulnerable to
poverty. The implication of this is that a direct impact of the cuts is to increase the demand
on other services as people attempt to cope and manage extremely difficult and complex
situations. For example, Manchester City Council state that the demand for advice services
has risen significantly90
Local authorities within the GM region have identified the adverse impact of benefit
sanctions. For example Oldham Fairness Commission revealed “there has been a 44%
increase in adults and children accessing Oldham foodbank in the last financial year
88
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(2013/14) compared with the previous one (2012/13). 65% of people accessing the foodbank
in 2013 have identified benefit changes and benefit delays as the main reason. Welfare
reform, and especially the new sanctions regime (9695 from October 2012 to June 2014, the
next highest is 8322 in Bolton), appear to be leading to people facing severe hardship and
issues with debt.91 In Salford, a task force established to investigate the impact of benefit
sanctions in Salford concluded that benefit sanctions have little impact in inducing people to
find work and in fact forces people into greater poverty and creating demands for other
services to alleviate their hardship.92

Statistics from Q3 2015/2016 compared with Q3 2014/15 show that there has been a
44% increase in demand for advice about benefits and an increase in advice around
housing. Once the revised benefit cap is introduced in autumn 2016 alongside other
forthcoming reforms we could expect this to increase further.
As the Manchester City Council Report states, the Government reforms present significant
challenges for a city like Manchester. One aspect of poverty in Greater Manchester is its
spatial distribution with poorer Boroughs in the North but also spatial differences in poverty
rates within Boroughs.

Welfare cuts impact on growth
The GMCA has acknowledged that the welfare reforms will have an adverse impact on
growth:
..there will be a significant wider economic impact as these individuals spend less in
local shops, who in turn spend less on their supply chains, wages and employment –
weakening local economic multipliers93
This is estimated at potentially up to £1 billion, equivalent to 2% of total output in the GM
economy. New Economy add the proviso that this will be offset by those who are assisted
into employment by welfare to work schemes. This figure does not take account of the
impact of cuts in local government spending and these effects on local economic growth.
The cumulative impact of welfare changes means the reduction in benefit income as a safety
net for individuals and families. Poverty exists on a large scale; 620,000 people in the
Greater Manchester City Region have been reported to be in poverty.94 Individual local
authorities in the GM area are voicing concern over the impact of welfare reforms and
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conditionality on residents. A report by Manchester City Council on the cumulative impacts of
welfare reform in Manchester states that “given the number of residents affected, the
Government’s programme of welfare reform presents significant challenges for a city like
Manchester.”95 There are financial and cost implications of poverty as outlined by the IGAU:
One approach is to consider the direct savings that would be made by the
government (in reduced benefit payments and increased tax revenues) through
supporting more people to move into work. On this basis, Bivand and Simmonds
estimate that the government gained an average of £6,897 for every out-of-work
claimant that moved into a job at the Living Wage in 2013. Someone moving from a
minimum wage job to one that pays the Living Wage would save the government
£265. Most of the savings accrue to the DWP and HMRC, with a relatively small
amount accruing to local authorities.
Furthermore, with respect to the cost of child poverty:
The cost of child poverty in the UK – an estimated £29 billion, comprising £15 billion
in spending on services to deal with the consequences of child poverty, £3.5 billion in
lost tax receipts as a result of people earning less, £2.4 billion in spending on out of
work benefits and an £8.5 billion loss in private post-tax earnings by adults who have
grown up in poverty.96
The spending on services to deal with the consequences of welfare spending cuts inevitably
mean that local authorities will have to manage the increasing pressures caused by
increased demand for advice services, increasing numbers of people made homeless
because of housing benefit changes and revised benefit cap. The evidence suggest that
these benefit cuts and changes will not induce people to find work, or be in a position to take
up work because of their financial and health circumstances. The current model of
employment support could signpost people to new jobs but at the same time will throw up
barriers to work. This in itself will act as a brake on policies to increase employment rates
seen as essential to economic growth. Table 6 summarises this.
Table 6. Summary of Austerity and barriers to inclusive growth
Austerity driven cuts challenge city region growth






The total expenditure reduction for the ten Greater Manchester local authorities between
2010-2016/17 amounted to around £2billion; with the loss of income as a result of welfare
changes among resident population in 2015 alone amounting to approximately £1.4billion.
There is evidence that the welfare changes negatively impact on benefit claimants in terms of
increasing levels of impoverishment and this can create barriers to accessing the employment
skills system.
The challenge for disadvantaged groups is not only accessing work but also meeting the inwork progression requirements of Universal Credit.
The Work Programme has had resource challenges but the new Health and Work
Programme will have less funding.
Difficult labour market conditions particularly where there is a lack of sustainable jobs
presents challenges for signposting disadvantaged groups into work and training

Cuts to adult skills budgets undermines skills for growth
95
96

Manchester City Council Cumulative Impact of Welfare Reform
Lupton Rafferty and Hughes op cit p12
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There has been overall a significant reduction in central government spending on local economic
growth as part of the Government’s deficit reduction programme.




The Adult Skills Budget cuts have been ongoing for a number of years reducing access to
skills for disadvantaged groups.
Further Education funding cuts have had the impact of reducing access to skills for
disadvantaged groups
Employer levy

Lack of access to affordable childcare restricts employment opportunities



Families with younger children often cut back on work or are less likely to take on higher paid
work when children are young.
This is compounded by increased costs such as paying for childcare given that many lone
parents and families are reliant on low paid work. Larger families have increased costs and
lone parents are often unable to work as many hours as couple families.

Disadvantaged groups and barriers in accessing apprenticeships
There is:





Insufficient qualitative and quantitative analysis of how apprenticeships are working within the
GMSR—disadvantaged groups do not access programmes due to both funding and lack of
employer engagement.
A reluctance of employers to employ disadvantaged people, particularly young people.
Uneven quality of Information Advice and Guidance (IAG) for apprenticeship options, which is
leading to individuals not being aware of and exploring options.
Low-level quality apprenticeships, with unattractive and unsustainable pay rates, which
compounds the above.

Recommendations
Devolution and welfare reform that works for claimants
We propose:
We argue for devolved power and control of the welfare to work policy, where a major review
of the roll-out of Universal Credit is undertaken and GMCA negotiates with the DWP a more
claimant ‘friendly’ model, which addresses sanctions/delays in payments and an enhanced
role for advice for claimants and links with work and skills plans to facilitate in work
progression (see below with respect to the Welfare Charter).
A public campaign promoting benefit take-up and their role as a ‘safety net’ and social
security to counter the stigmatisation of benefits and claimants is also suggested.
Alongside this we advocate democratising employment policy by bringing more work ‘in
house’ within local government and the NHS.
A detailed assessment of the impact of benefit changes and welfare cuts on growth needs to
be submitted to the Government to inform policy and for public discussion within the region.
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A GM wide strategy in relation to properly funded childcare provision to assist disadvantaged
groups such as lone parents, families on low incomes.
The Public and Commercial Services Union and Unite Community Union have formulated a
welfare charter for benefit claimants, which have also received support from the TUC97.
Below we outline the main principles of the Charter and incorporate recommendations from
actors and stakeholders within the City Region—in particular the GMPC, Salford City
Partnership and Oldham Fairness Commission98












Promoting a policy of full employment based on decent work providing regular,
guaranteed hours that allows workers to meet any caring responsibilities;
Implement a national living wage (see above) which people can live on and enabling
greater ‘collective bargaining’ – which will facilitate and strengthen wage bargaining;
End work for benefits schemes organised by voluntary organisations where
claimants, under compulsion, are forced to work for free, a policy which is opposed
by many in the voluntary sector;
Representation for unemployed; this is seen as helping to reduce the rate of
sanctions as claimants can receive advice in relation to participation in their claimant
agreement and improve communications between claimants and Jobcentre Advisors.
Also the appointment of an Ombudsman for claimants to arbitrate on unresolved
complaints;
Abolish (or redesign) Work Capability Assessments; “Achieving dignity, independent
living and the ability to participate in society must be cornerstones of our social
security system.” We would argue that to reduce or minimize conflict and appeals in
the system, a new system is established by integrating health assessments with
employment support that also involves employers99. There should be an increased
focus on how workplaces can be adapted or adjusted to meet the needs of disabled
people;
Abolish current sanctions regime—There is evidence that it is used to “punish and
coerce people” and the evidence that they encourage people to access sustainable
employment is weak with there being stronger evidence that it can have the opposite
effect100 and a shift more on supporting people in the claimant system is advised (see
below).
State provision of high quality information, advice and guidance on employment,
training and careers in this respect the Charter states “there must be a supportive
and independent careers and job-broking service, not linked to conditionality or
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benefits, offering face to face advice. In addition to on-line services the government
must maintain publicly delivered job centres or employment offices within each
locality to ensure that people can access help for career advice and benefit queries
by the channel of their choice. Everyone should have free access to the whole range
of options offered by Further Education, Higher Education, vocational training and
apprenticeships.”

6. HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE REFORMS AND FISCAL
CHALLENGES
Key Health and Social Care Policies
Greater Manchester Health and Social Care Partnership Board (GMHSPB), has been
created which will produce a joint health and social care strategy for Greater Manchester. It
has two sub-groups: a Greater Manchester Joint Commissioning Board (JCB) and an
Overarching Provider Forum. Members of the Board are the 12 Clinical Commissioning
Groups (CCGs) in Greater Manchester; the 10 Greater Manchester boroughs; and NHS
England. Members of the Forum are service providers: acute care trusts, mental health
trusts, ambulance trusts, LMCs (local medical committees), and others.
Through the JCB, strategic decisions regarding commissioning of health and social care
services in Greater Manchester will be agreed by NHS England, CCGs, and local political
actors. A strategy was published in December 2015. The JCB will commission health and
social care services across Greater Manchester on behalf of its constituent organisations,
pooling the commissioning budgets of the CCGs and the social care budgets of the
boroughs. At local (borough) level, Health and Wellbeing Boards, made up of
representatives from CCGs and boroughs, will ensure that health and social care services
are provided in a joined-up fashion, in line with the GMHSPB’s Strategic Sustainability Plan.
The proposals will not lead to a wholesale transfer of functions or funds from the NHS to
local authorities, or vice versa.

Health Devolution: is it financially sustainable?
Devolution is clearly about the complex politics of austerity—devolving financial
responsibility, which, at least in Health and Social Care, involves an inadequate budget from
the start. The estimate is that Greater Manchester will need over £8 billion by 2020, but only
got £6.2 billion. There’s also a £450m Transformation Fund, but it was estimated that
Greater Manchester needed at least £1bn to make the sort of changes in services that are
planned.101
As part of the government’s Five Year Forward plan, England has been carved into 44
‘footprints’ to come up with ‘Sustainability and Transformation Plans’ for health. In many
areas these footprints bear little relation to existing structures, although Great Manchester is
the footprint. Because of devolution, Greater Manchester was already a long way ahead of
101
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other areas in producing plans about transforming services, new models of care, improving
outcomes, radical upgrade in population health and prevention—and all the other jargon.
But underlying it all is the ‘financial challenge’. With a devolved health and social care
budget for GM of just over £6 billion, the 10 councils and NHS commissioners have to find
“massive savings.”
Nationally, STPs are largely about making those massive savings nationally, as well as
opening up the NHS to even more private sector involvement. According to the NHS
Partners Network:102 “As has been acknowledged in the initial guidance, the independent
sector should play a key role in helping individual footprints to meet the stated requirements
for STPs and in ensuring the plans are effectively delivered.”
The STPs are already recording estimated deficits as shown below in Table 7.
Table 7. Estimated deficits for Locality Plans
Bolton
£162m
Bury
£125m
Manchester
£149m
Oldham
£123m
Rochdale
£ 71m
Salford
£ 65m
Stockport
£130m
Tameside
£ 69m
Trafford
£111m
Wigan
£136m
Source: www.keepournhspublicgmcr.com

The Kings Fund argue that the current arrangements involve “delegation” rather than real
devolution103 and the Institute of Public Policy Research (IPPR) has highlighted both the
financial risks and that another level of bureaucracy will be created.104 According to a LGA
assessment of devolution “Greater Manchester acknowledged that the failure to address the
£14 million funding gap in adult social care is a serious challenge. The ability to levy a 2 per
cent precept on council tax to support adult social care in Tameside will raise only £1.4
million—just 10 per cent of what is needed. Greater Manchester’s Transformation Fund is
needed to create an investment pool that will support social care and other preventative
services until the additional Better Care Fund money comes on stream from 2017/18
onwards. However, this still means significant medium-term pressures for adult social
care”.105 Furthermore there has been a “serious” underestimation of the capital funding
required to support health investment.
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Recommendations
We argue for an adequately and appropriately funded NHS based on public provision and a
public debate regarding how the current budget gap and underfunding is going to impact on
NHS services.
Democratisation of NHS planning including the drawing up of the Sustainability and
Transformation Plans (STPs) is also needed.
There is a need to ensure that integration of staff from local government and NHS is covered
by collective agreements around pay and service and conditions.
A greater focus is needed on how the devolved model is going to work for disadvantaged
groups.
Increased public discussion is required in terms of the role of the NHS (in particular in
relation to resources) and with respect to the Health and Employment Programme.

7. AUSTERITY, INCLUSIVE GROWTH, AND THE ROLE OF TRADE
UNIONS AND CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANISATIONS
Civil society organisations such as trade unions106, NGOs and the voluntary and community
sector107 are an essential part of the economic and social fabric of the local economy and
will play a crucial role in terms of inclusive growth. The impact of austerity on this sector is
significant and needs to be factored into inclusive growth strategies.

Trade Unions and employee voice
It is important to note that trade unions represent thousands of workers in Greater
Manchester108. It is difficult to provide an accurate figure on membership but it can be
estimated that around 30% of employees are members of a trade union and over 30% of
workers are covered by a collective agreement.109The devolution process involves an
agreement/protocol between the GMCA and trade unions.110 Lyn Collins North West
Regional TUC Regional Secretary, articulated the importance of the role of trade unions in
the devolution process by stating “ Greater Manchester has led the way on devolution and
we are glad they have recognised the importance of worker voice in this new way of working.
We will be encouraging all other city regions to enter into similar regions to enter into similar
arrangements as and when they announce their devolution deals.” The TUC organised an
event in November 2016 in relation to Health and Social Care focusing on:
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The impact of devolution plans on the NHS and social care workforce in Greater
Manchester and the services you provide.
Developing ways to build the voice of the NHS and social care workforce into Greater
Manchester’s plans.
Establishing a network of members from a range of unions and professional bodies
to help co-ordinate response to health and social care changes in Greater
Manchester.111

Both public sector cuts and the trends towards flexible labour markets represent significant
challenges for trade unions. It is difficult to assess accurately the number of jobs lost in the
public sector in Greater Manchester but their significance for trade unions is that it is the
public sector where trade union densities are the highest and also where there are
established collective agreements. According to the Institute of Fiscal Studies (IFS,) since
the start of 2011, and as public spending cuts have begun to take effect, the size of the
public sector workforce at a national level has fallen by 240,000 by 2013. This means that
nearly three years into public spending cuts, less than one quarter of the predicted job
reductions had been delivered. This fall comes on top of the fall of 140,000 between the
peak in 2009 and the start of 2011. In 2012, the public sector represented less than 20% of
total employment, already a lower percentage than at any point in the last 50 years.112 The
Manchester Evening News reported in 2014 that in four years, 22,800 jobs were lost in local
government alone.113
Trade unions both in the Greater Manchester region and through the North West TUC have
been engaged in addressing pressing challenges relating to poverty and inequality within the
region through representation on the Greater Manchester Poverty Commission and
responding to devolution policies. In the implementation of Living Wage Campaigns and
addressing in work poverty and promoting work place training and career development, the
role of trade unions will be important.
The trade unions are promoting a specific discourse around GM devolution which argues for
a different approach to that taken by the Government. Unison’s submission around
devolution calls for:




Extra resources to be mobilised to fund public services to deliver devolution policies,
Public services are the preferred model of delivery highlighting that contracting
models of service delivery can impede coordination of services,
In terms of issues of accountability “UNISON North West supports the formation of a
Greater Manchester Constitutional Convention to include trade unions, community
and voluntary groups, political parties, public service user groups and other
stakeholders to discuss future arrangements and developments. This should
consider alternative models for democratically-accountable governance in the
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English regions other than having an elected mayor, including the potential role of
newly-constituted regional assemblies.”114
The TUC has called for decision making around a social partnership model which will
enhance a trade union voice in the devolution process.115

Civil Society in Greater Manchester
We concur with Jim McMahon, current Shadow Minister for Local Government and
Devolution, and Labour & Cooperative MP for Oldham West and Royton, “that much of the
discussion of devolution to date has been economistic in character. The voluntary sector is
well placed to highlight the social dimension of devolution, deploying as it can the testimony
of community members’ lived experience” and for devolution to be meaningful, “it can’t just
mean power passed down from Whitehall to the Town Hall: it needs to be passed down
further still to communities themselves. Those communities can better exercise that power if
they are well organised. The voluntary sector organises communities on the ground better
than anyone else. The sector is therefore right to look to harness devolution to give
communities more of a say in the decisions affecting them and their families”.116
Research undertaken on the Community and Voluntary Sector (CVS) in Greater Manchester
has found that there are an estimated 14,592 organisations which includes formally
registered organisations, such as charities, social enterprises and co-operatives, but it also
includes a large number of 'below the radar' organisations that are not formally registered or
incorporated. It is estimated that more than three thousand organisations are based in the
City of Manchester but there are also more than a thousand organisations in each of the
other nine boroughs of Greater Manchester. The CVS operates around a diverse set of
thematic areas, although a significant proportion are active in the fields of social, health,
community development, training and education. Thus there is a key focus of activity on
inclusive growth. The report in its survey of CVS organisations found that the decline in
sector's income over the last three years represents the first long term economic contraction
in the sector in at least 10 years.117
The ‘key findings’ of an NCVO national survey of voluntary organisations undertaken in 2016
on devolution suggests that the problem of funding is still a key issue for the CVS:
“Devolution to date has focussed on economic development (rather than reforming public
services, building stronger communities and increasing civic engagement), that takes place
in the context of a continued funding squeeze for local government and can be constrained
by commissioning and procurement practice which does not effectively facilitate
transformation of public services.” 118 A joint submission to the Royal Society of Arts
Inclusive Growth Commission drawing from a workshop discussion by members of Greater
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Manchester’s VCSE (Voluntary Community and Social Enterprise) Devolution Reference
Group and a workshop with VCSE leaders from across the North West emphasises the
importance of this sector for developing inclusive growth because “current inequality present
in the GMCR (Greater Manchester City Region) is more than just an economic concern and
that it is linked to a variety of other multifaceted problems is key to thinking about how
groups within VCSE can have a very strong impact in terms of addressing these problems.
The VCSE community represents one way in which their complex activity and thinking (from
small to large, from person to community and from place to identity) could allow for a
stronger response to social inequality and to build a more inclusive economy.”119

Recommendations
We advocate creating social dialogue via a greater role of social partners in GMCR, with
trade union and CVSE involvement in decision-making structures and processes.
Recent interventions by the Royal Society of Arts are suggesting that a new ‘social contract’
is needed to bring about inclusive growth120. We welcome notions of a 'social contract’ but
also note the difficulty of implementing this without the involvement and buy-in at different
scales (local, regional, national) of the various social partners in creating inclusive policy and
political dialogues.
We argue that notions of ’social dialogue’ can plug these gaps; ’social dialogue’ plays a key
role in creating the conditions for inclusive growth across Europe, achieved
through discussions, consultations, negotiations and joint actions involving organisations
representing the two sides of industry (employers and workers), and taking two main
forms—first, a tripartite dialogue involving the public authorities and second, a bipartite
dialogue between the employers and trade union organizations.
The latter takes place at cross-industry level and within sectoral social dialogue committees.
There is also a need to ensure that the voices of disadvantaged groups are included in
decision-making at the City Region level. Collectively, ‘social dialogue’ should include
representation of trade unions, CVSE bodies, and NGOs/partnerships/networks, who deal
with the both the day to day issues, as well as strategic policy.

8. A SOCIAL DEVOLUTION DEAL: RECOMMENDATIONS
GMCA engagement with inclusive growth
The GMCA is currently taking on board an ‘inclusive growth’ perspective in relation to future
growth policies including formulating a “New portfolio lead for “Fairness, Equalities and
Cohesion” involving the following steps:

119

Beel D, Jones M, Escadale W, and Jones IR (2017) “Connected growth: developing a framework to drive
inclusive growth across the City Region” Department of Geography, University of Sheffield.
120

RSA (2016a, 2016b) op cit

45






Revised Greater Manchester Strategy with new set of outcomes covering growth and
inclusion;
Submission to the RSA Inclusive Growth Commission to highlight issues that can be
addressed nationally;
Continuing to seek powers and funding to promote inclusive growth through Devo
and the Northern Powerhouse;
Continued close working with Inclusive Growth Analysis Unit to understand issues
and identify responses121.

This needs to be taken further with a number of steps, which we consider will mitigate the
impact of austerity, but also facilitate and build a conversation and advocacy that challenges
austerity policies and seeks a step change in Central Government policies in terms of its
Spending Review.
The recommendations below take account of policy recommendations from various reports
and studies undertaken within the city region and we would prioritise the Greater Manchester
Poverty Commission report recommendations.122
Establishment of Anti-Poverty Group within the Combined Authority
This would convene an active network of cross sector representatives that can combine and
join up responses across service providers to target and pilot action at the area’s most in
need. The Group’s responsibilities could include: sharing good practice related to tackling
poverty; promoting a Greater Manchester Living Wage; ensuring public services and their
strategies are poverty proofed; taking a lead on developing a Greater Manchester Poverty
Index; and ensuring issues related to poverty are embedded within new health structures
within the sub-region. Within this we would argue that there should be steps towards
providing accessible and free legal advice services to respond to the impact of the welfare
reform (see below) and establish a coordinated strategy that enables the provision of
affordable childcare across the city region.

Strengthening Living Wage and employee rights Campaign
This is recommended by the GMPC and such a campaign will promote the living wage within
all workplaces where possible. The Greater Manchester Living Wage Campaign123 seeks to
promote the Living Wage although this could be extended to ensure enforcement as well as
extending the number of employers who will sign up and pay all their workers a Living Wage.
This will act as a catalyst for greater trade union engagement with the devolution process.
This is an important campaign given the Resolution Foundation findings on living standards
in the city region. This could take inspiration from the ‘Sheffield Needs A Pay Rise’ launched
in November 2016, which seeks to campaign for a higher living wage of £10 following TUC
guidelines but also to address issues such as the proliferation of zero-hour contracts, nonunionisation sectors and strengthening employee voice within the City Region.124
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Join forces with other Fairness Commissions
The GMPC proposes that “the Poverty Action Group should seek to develop joint
campaigning and lobbying of the government on key poverty issues which can only be
addressed through primary legislation. Joining forces with Fairness Commissions in
Liverpool, York and Newcastle could focus upon promoting the case to national government
for greater control of welfare budgets within the North of England. Other issues that provide
the opportunity for joint lobbying are the abolition of zero hour employment contracts, or
legislation to restrict the operations of high interest loan providers on the high streets and
online.”

Widening Inclusive Growth Social Indicators
The Gross Value Added (GVA) aspects of production, based on the value of goods and
services produced in an area, industry or sector of an economy, are widely used by UK
Governments as a measure of economic performance within and across our cities and
regions. GVA indicators have serious limits and are not a useful guide for determining
aspects of social and economic welfare. GVA is linked as a measurement to gross domestic
product (GDP) but says very little about the opportunities and benefits of growth in relation to
how growth is distributed socially (income groups) and across geographical areas. Given our
comments above on the structural determinants of the GM economy, GVA indicators are
also ineffective for tracking structural economic change, highlighting the quality and
sustainability of growth, and grappling with the social (race and gender) impact of shifts in
the labour market and the economy more broadly. According to the RSA’s Final Report of
the Inclusive Growth Commission:
a town or city may celebrate a substantial rise in its GVA, but lose sight of the fact
that this growth is being driven by highly skilled commuters with few benefits to local
residents, or that it comprises low value activity characterised by low pay and
insecure employment125.
The city region social and spatial implications of this for Greater Manchester are spelled out
further by the RSA’s research:
… at a city-region level, Manchester has the highest levels of GVA per head in
Greater Manchester, but also the lowest levels of employment (which is only partly
explained by its large student population) and the highest concentration of highly
deprived neighbourhoods126.
A reliance on traditional measures not only makes it difficult to monitor labour market
dynamics through this GVA reading of economic performance, but it can also distort how
policy and investment decisions are made and evaluated. Infrastructure investment
decisions are critical here, as GVA often privileges investment towards already successful
areas, making it more difficult to address the infrastructure needs of more deprived or
disconnected places. GVA also privileges physical infrastructure and makes it difficult to
cost and account for any social investments. A primacy, then, is placed on physical capital
assets, meaning that large infrastructure projects are treated as long term investments. In
125
126

RSA (2017) Final Report of the Inclusive Growth Commission (RSA, London)
Ibid, p. 13
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contrast, social infrastructure investment (such as education and skills) is regarded as shortterm spend and has to be accounted for up-front, despite its value appreciating over time.
Addressing this is tackling the current economic orthodoxy and also taking inclusive growth
dialogues forward.
It is important that Government looks beyond conventional measures to interrogate
economic performance across the country. The RSA’s Inclusive Growth Commission has
started this important ball rolling and has highlighted a range of data currently available that
could form a basket of metrics or an ‘inclusive growth dashboard’ “to monitor how well
economic growth is being translated into broad-based benefits in different parts of the UK,
and across different income groups”.127 This can include:








Change in output over time (or growth in GVA);
Local workplace productivity (for example, GVA per hour or per job);
Local household incomes (such as Gross Disposable Household Income per head),
including mean and median rates;
Distribution of earnings (through the Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings);
Earning trends in low-pay occupations (AHSE);
Growth of employment in low and high pay sectors (whether good or bad jobs are
being created);
Levels of economic inactivity and unemployment.

We acknowledge the importance of these but also urge policy-makers to track the quality of
GVA in and between places, paying attention to issues of social mobility within and outside
the labour market. The basket of indicators approach above needs to be complemented by
further indicators that can account for:





health and welfare inequalities;
gender and ethnic divisions in the economy;
labour market participation for disadvantaged groups;
in-work progression for advantaged and disadvantaged groups.

The links between inclusive growth and gender are important and need to be discussed and
debated.

Developing a gender perspective on inclusive growth
The GMCA and Manchester City Council have taken on board Inclusive Growth as an
important element of the devolution strategy, which should embrace all aspects of this.128 As
mentioned above, the benefit of the 'Inclusive Growth' narrative is that it questions commonly
held assumptions about what Growth is in terms of the actual and potential impacts and the
benefits and dis-benefits of policies. Important though this is, there is a danger of missing
how austerity policies are interwoven into the devolution strategy, with considerable
economic and social consequences. A gendered analysis provides a window into how
127
128

Ibid, p. 26

Lightfoot A Towards an Inclusive Greater Manchester (no date),
http://neweconomymanchester.com/media/1689/andrew-lightfoot.pdf
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growth and inclusion can be more closely linked. The Women’s Budget Group (WBG) argue
that most analysis on growth is gender blind even though women have been the severely
disadvantaged by wider economic changes. The WBG argues that everyone gains from
having a better educated, healthier and better cared for population and society, and the
economy will continue to benefit from today’s spending on health education and childcare
well into the future. This form of expenditure investment is termed social
infrastructure. Public investment in social infrastructure makes economic sense, as it not
only generates employment, but also contributes to gender equality and human
development. Reducing the employment gap is not the only gender inequality that could be
improved through investment in care. Wages and working conditions in the care industry
(including Health and Social Care which is identified as a key growth sector by the GMCA)
would have to improve considerably if such an investment were to be successful, given
existing retention and recruitment problems in the industry. Such investment would,
therefore, have to entail training and professionalization, which would be of benefit not only
to care workers but to the people for whom they care. Achieving high quality care is a gender
issue in its own right, since women predominate among one significant section of care
recipients, the elderly.129

129

Women's Budget Group (2016) Investing in the Care Economy A gender analysis of employment stimulus in
seven OECD countries ITUC, Womens Budget Group (2016) Investing in the Care Economy to boost
employment and gender equality http://wbg.org.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2016/03/De_Henau_Perrons_WBG_CareEconomy_ITUC_briefing_final.pdf
TUC (2015) Impact on women of recession and austerity London TUC
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APPENDIX 1: SUMMARY OF THE GREATER MANCHESTER DEALS

130

Deal in 2014
A new, directly elected Mayor of Greater Manchester will receive the following powers:
 Responsibility for a devolved and consolidated transport budget, with a multi-year
settlement to be agreed at the next Spending Review.
 Responsibility for franchised bus services (subject to consultation by Greater Manchester),
for integrating smart ticketing across all local modes of transport, and urgently exploring the
opportunities for devolving rail stations across the Greater Manchester area.
 Powers over strategic planning, including the power to create a statutory spatial
framework for Greater Manchester. This will need to be approved by a unanimous vote of
the Mayor’s Cabinet.
 Control of a new £300 million Housing Investment Fund.
 Control of a reformed earn back deal, within the current envelope of £30 million a year for
30 years.
 Take on the role currently covered by the Police and Crime Commissioner. The Greater
Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA) will receive the following powers:
 Responsibility for devolved business support budgets, including the Growth Accelerator,
Manufacturing Advice Service and UK Trade and Investment (UKTI) Export Advice.
 Control of the Apprenticeship Grant for Employers in Greater Manchester and power to
reshape and re-structure the Further Education (FE) provision within Greater Manchester.
 Control of an expanded Working Well pilot, with central government funding linked to good
performance up to a fixed DEL limit in return for risk sharing.
 Opportunity to be a joint commissioner with Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) for
the next phase of the Work Programme.
 GMCA and Greater Manchester Clinical Commissioning Groups will be invited to develop
a business plan for the integration of health and social care across Greater Manchester,
based on control of existing health and social care budgets. Further powers may be agreed
over time and included in future legislation.
Further deals announced in 2015131
Following the initial deal, Greater Manchester and NHS England signed up to arrangements
to bring together £6 billion of NHS and social care budgets so that joint planning of these
services can deliver better care for patients. In addition, the March 2015 Budget announced
a pilot scheme in Greater Manchester and Cheshire East to enable the retention of 100% of
any additional business rate growth.
March 2015 Budget announced a pilot scheme in Greater Manchester and Cheshire East to
enable the retention of 100% of any additional business rate growth.
Further Deal in 2016
 To bring together funding from the Troubled Families Programme, Working Well pilot;
Cabinet Office Life Chances Fund into a Life Chances Investment Fund
 Work with the Government and PCC on joint commissioning of offender management
services, youth justice and services for youth offenders, the courts and prisons estates,
'sobriety tagging', and custody budgets;
 The government will enable local commissioning of outcomes to be achieved from the
130

Greater Manchester Agreement
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/369858/Greater_Manch
ester_Agreement_i.pdf
131
http://www.local.gov.uk/devolution-deals
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adult education budget starting in academic year 2016/17; and will fully devolve
budgets to the Combined Authority from academic year 2018/19. These arrangements
do not cover apprenticeships.
Government committing to review its approach to national housing programmes so as
not to hinder Greater Manchester from delivering its innovative housing objectives.
GMCA will pilot 100% retention of business rates as of 1 April 2017
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Appendix 2: Welfare Changes and Loss of Benefit Income in
Greater Manchester132
Manchester
2015 Reforms

No. households

Est loss £m per annum

Housing benefit and
housing allowance
Housing benefit
bedroom tax
Benefit Cap
Non-dependent
deductions
Council Tax Support
Personal Independent
Payment anticipated
impact by 2020
Employment Support
Allowance Outturn to
March 2016
Child benefit
1percent uprating
Tax credits
Total loss from welfare
reforms
Post 2015 Reforms
anticipated impact to
2020
Universal Credit
Tapers anticipated
impact
Tax Credits New
Reforms estimates
Mortgage interest rate
reforms
Pay to stay
LHA Cap in Social
Rented Sector
Employment Support
Allowance
Benefit cap extension
Benefit Freeze
Total anticipated loss in
Social Rented Sector
Total anticipated loss
from post 2015 reforms
Total Loss pre and post
2015 reforms

16,300

18

Financial
loss
working age adult
50

11,700

8.2

22

3,300
3,600

1.1
2.5

3
7

45,700
12,500

5.5
32

15
38

4,100

8.6

33

59,300
83,000
52,300

22
32
51
160

60
86
138
440

35,100

11

98

7,200

8

66

1,400

2.1

6

1,400
4,200

2.1
3.1

6
9

6,600

8.5

23

2,810
81,000

7.3
49
117

20
134
2,190

162

440

320

870

132

Source for Appendix 2

http://www.shu.ac.uk/research/cresr/sites/shu.ac.uk/files/welfare-reform-2016.pdf
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per

Salford
2015 Reforms

No. households

Housing benefit and
housing allowance
Housing benefit
bedroom tax
Non-dependent
Deductions
Benefit Cap
Council Tax Support
Personal
Independent
Payment anticipated
impact by 2020
Employment Support
Allowance Outturn to
March 2016
Child benefit
Tax Credits
1 percent uprating
Total loss from
welfare reforms
Post 2015 Reforms
anticipated impact
to 2020
Universal Credit
Tapers anticipated
impact
Tax Credits New
Reforms estimates
Mortgage interest
rate reforms
Pay to stay
LHA Cap in Social
Rented Sector
Employment Support
Allowance
Benefit cap
extension
Benefit Freeze
Anticipated loss in
Social Rented Sector
Total anticipated loss
from post 2015
reforms
Total Loss pre and
post 2015 reforms

6800

Est loss
annum
10

4700

3.4

22

1,700

1.3

8

70
70
6100

0.2
0.2
16

2
2
99

2,100

4.2

26

29,600
21,700
38,000

11
21
14

69
132
86

14,600

16

98

9,800

10

63

800

1.2

8

100
1,800

0.2
1.4

1
8

3,300

4.2

26

1,090

2.7

17

38,00

20
44

127
1,880

74

460

139

870

53

£m

per Financial loss per
working age adult
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Trafford
2015 Reforms

No. households

Housing benefit and
housing allowance
Housing benefit
bedroom tax
Non-dependent
payment
Benefit Cap
Council Tax Support
Personal
Independent
Payment anticipated
impact by 2020
Employment Support
Allowance Outturn to
March 2016
Child benefit
Tax Credits
1 percent uprating
Total loss from
welfare reforms
Post 2015 Reforms
anticipated impact
to 2020
Universal Credit
Tapers anticipated
impact
Tax Credits New
Reforms estimates
Mortgage interest
rate reforms
Pay to stay
LHA Cap in Social
Rented Sector
Employment Support
Allowance
Benefit cap
extension
Benefit Freeze
Anticipated loss in
social rented sector
Total anticipated loss
from post 2015
reforms
Total Loss pre and
post 2015 reforms

3,200

Est loss
annum
4

2,000

1.6

11

900

0.6

4

90
0
3,800

0.1
0
10

1
0
67

900

2.0

13

29,400
13500
28,000

12
13
8

83
90
57

9,700

10

71

6,400

7

47

600

0.9

6

0
1,000

0
0.7

0
5

1,400

1.8

12

620

1.5

11

28,000

12
15

81
1290

45

310

85

590

54

£m

per Financial loss per
working age adult
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Stockport
2015 Reforms

No. households

Housing benefit and
housing allowance
Housing benefit
bedroom tax
Non-dependent
deductions
Benefit Cap
Council Tax Support
Personal
Independent
Payment anticipated
impact by 2020
Employment Support
Allowance Outturn to
March 2016
Child benefit
Tax Credits
1 percent uprating
Total loss from
welfare reforms
Post 2015 Reforms
anticipated impact
to 2020
Universal Credit
Tapers anticipated
impact
Tax Credits New
Reforms estimates
Mortgage interest
rate reforms
Pay to stay
LHA Cap in Social
Rented Sector
Employment Support
Allowance
Benefit cap
extension
Benefit Freeze
Anticipated loss in
social rented sector
Total anticipated loss
from post 2015
reforms
Total Loss pre and
post 2015 reforms

5,300

Est loss
annum
6

1,800

1.3

7

1,200

0.9

5

40
0
5,100

0.1
0
13

1
0
74

1,400

2.9

17

36,100
18,700
36,000

14
18
11

81
103
64

13,800

15

83

8,500

9

49

900

1.3

7

1,000
1,800

1.5
1.4

9
8

2,300

4.2

26

780

1.9

11

36,000

17
20

95
1,590

60

340

117

660

55

£m

per Financial loss per
working age adult
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Tameside
2015 Reforms

No. households

Housing benefit and
housing allowance
Housing benefit
bedroom tax
Non-dependent
deductions
Benefit Cap
Council Tax Support
Personal
Independent
Payment anticipated
impact by 2020
Employment Support
Allowance Outturn to
March 2016
Child benefit
Tax credits
1 percent uprating
Total loss from
welfare reforms
Post 2015 Reforms
anticipated impact
to 2020
Universal Credit
Tapers anticipated
impact
Tax Credits New
Reforms estimates
Mortgage interest
rate reforms
Pay to stay
LHA Cap in Social
Rented Sector
Employment Support
Allowance
Benefit cap
extension
Benefit Freeze
Anticipated loss in
social rented sector
Total anticipated loss
from post 2015
reforms
Total Loss pre and
post 2015 reforms

5,500

Est loss
annum
6

2,600

1.9

13

1,300

0.9

7

70
15,00
5,400

0.2
2.7
14

1
19
101

1,600

3.4

24

30,300
20,400
35,000

11
20
12

81
142
89

14,100

15

107

9,200

9

67

900

1.3

9

0
1,400

0
1.0

0
7

2,600

3.3

24

900

2.2

16

35,000

18
30

129
1,900

65

460

123

880

56

£m

per Financial loss per
working age adult
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Bolton
2015 Reforms

No. households

Housing benefit and
housing allowance
Housing benefit
bedroom tax
Non-dependent
deductions
Benefit Cap
Council Tax Support
Personal
Independent
Payment anticipated
impact by 2020
Employment Support
Allowance Outturn to
March 2016
Child benefit
Tax Credits
1 percent uprating
Total loss from
welfare reforms
Post 2015 Reforms
anticipated impact
to 2020
Universal Credit
Tapers anticipated
impact
Tax Credits New
Reforms estimates
Mortgage interest
rate reforms
Pay to stay
LHA Cap in Social
Rented Sector
Employment Support
Allowance
Benefit cap
extension
Benefit Freeze
Anticipated loss in
social rented sector
Total anticipated loss
from post 2015
reforms
Total Loss pre and
post 2015 reforms

6,800

Est loss
annum
7

3,100

2.1

12

1,600

1.1

6

120
0
6,100

0.4
0
16

2
0
90

2,000

4.2

24

37,700
26,700
43,000

14
26
15

79
148
86

19,000

20

115

13,200

14

82

1,100

1.6

9

0
1,700

0
1.2

0
7

3,300

4.2

24

1,180

3.0

17

43,000

23
30

133
1,900

76

430

153

870

57

£m

per Financial loss per
working age adult
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Wigan
2015 Reforms

No. households

Housing benefit and
housing allowance
Housing benefit
bedroom tax
Non-dependent
deductions
Benefit Cap
Council Tax Support
Personal
Independent
Payment anticipated
impact by 2020
Employment Support
Allowance Outturn to
March 2016
Child benefit
Tax Credits
1 percent uprating
Total loss from
welfare reforms
Post 2015 Reforms
anticipated impact
to 2020
Universal Credit
Tapers anticipated
impact
Tax Credits New
Reforms estimates
Mortgage interest
rate reforms
Pay to stay
LHA Cap in Social
Rented Sector
Employment Support
Allowance
Benefit cap
extension
Benefit Freeze
Anticipated loss in
social rented sector
Total anticipated loss
from post 2015
reforms
Total Loss pre and
post 2015 reforms

7,400

Est loss
annum
6

4,500

3.1

15

1,800

1.2

6

50
18,700
7,300

0.1
3.0
19

1
15
93

2,100

4.4

22

41,600
25,200
47,000

16
25
16

77
121
78

17,900

19

94

10,700

11

52

1200

1.8

9

1,900
1,600

2.4
1.2

12
6

3,200

4.1

20

1040

2.5

12

46,000

22
35

109
1,780

81

400

156

770

58

£m

per Financial loss per
working age adult
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Bury
2015 Reforms

No. households

Housing benefit and
housing allowance
Housing benefit
bedroom tax
Non-dependent
deductions
Benefit Cap
Council Tax Support
Personal
Independent
Payment anticipated
impact by 2020
Employment Support
Allowance Outturn to
March 2016
Child benefit
Tax Credits
1 percent uprating
Total loss from
welfare reforms
Post 2015 Reforms
anticipated impact
to 2020
Universal Credit
Tapers anticipated
impact
Tax Credits New
Reforms estimates
Mortgage interest
rate reforms
Pay to stay
LHA Cap in Social
Rented Sector
Employment Support
Allowance
Benefit cap
extension
Benefit Freeze
Anticipated loss in
social rented sector
Total anticipated loss
from post 2015
reforms
Total Loss pre and
post 2015 reforms

4,400

Est loss
annum
4

1,400

0.9

8

900

0.6

5

30
0
3,900

0.1
0
10

1
0
86

1,000

2.1

18

25,000
15,000
27,000

10
15
9

86
125
76

10,800

11

98

7,200

8

66

700

1.0

9

700
800

1.0
0.6

8
5

1,500

1.9

17

660

1.6

14

27,000

13
16

113
1,790

46

390

90

770

59

£m

per Financial loss per
working age adult
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Oldham
2015 Reforms

No. households

Housing benefit and
housing allowance
Housing benefit
bedroom tax
Non-dependent
Deductions
Benefit Cap
Council Tax Support
Personal
Independent
Payment anticipated
impact by 2020
Employment Support
Allowance Outturn to
March 2016
Child benefit
Tax Credits
1 percent uprating
Total loss from
welfare reforms
Post 2015 Reforms
anticipated impact
to 2020
Universal Credit
Tapers anticipated
impact
Tax Credits New
Reforms estimates
Mortgage interest
rate reforms
Pay to stay
LHA Cap in Social
Rented Sector
Employment Support
Allowance
Benefit cap
extension
Benefit Freeze
Anticipated loss in
social rented sector
Total anticipated loss
from post 2015
reforms
Total Loss pre and
post 2015 reforms

5,800

Est loss
annum
6

2,200

1.5

10

1,300

0.9

7

100
16,800
5,000

0.3
3.2
13

2
2
91

1,500

3.1

22

31,300
23,400
38,000

11
23
14

81
161
86

17,000

18

128

13,000

15

109

900

1.3

10

200
1,300

0.2
1

2
7

2,400

3.1

22

1,090

2.7

17

36,000

20
35

144
2,420

67

470

137

970

60

£m

per Financial loss per
working age adult
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Rochdale
2015 Reforms

No. households

Housing benefit and
housing allowance
Housing benefit
bedroom tax
Non-dependent
deductions
Benefit Cap
Council Tax Support
Personal
Independent
Payment anticipated
impact by 2020
Employment Support
Allowance Outturn to
March 2016
Child benefit
Tax Credits
1 percent uprating
Total loss from
welfare reforms
Post 2015 Reforms
anticipated impact
to 2020
Universal Credit
Tapers anticipated
impact
Tax Credits New
Reforms estimates
Mortgage interest
rate reforms
Pay to stay
LHA Cap in Social
Rented Sector
Employment Support
Allowance
Benefit cap
extension
Benefit Freeze
Anticipated loss in
social rented sector
Total anticipated loss
from post 2015
reforms
Total Loss pre and
post 2015 reforms

6,000

Est loss
annum
7

2,800

2

15

1,300

0.9

7

90
15,300
5,400

0.2
3.4
14

2
26
104

1,700

3.5

26

29,300
21,300
35,000

11
21
13

83
54
96

14,900

16

118

10,800

12

91

900

1.3

10

0
1,300

0
1.0

0
7

2,600

3.4

25

1,050

2.6

19

35,000

19
34

141
2,130

74

460

131

980

61

£m

per Financial loss per
working age adult
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