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	What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

Despite the significant progress and investment in recent years, our nation’s skills base does not compare favourably with the best in the world. And these poor relative skills are a significant contributor to the productivity gaps that exist between the UK and key competitor nations. To succeed in the highly competitive global economy, we must invest in our nation’s talent.  With around 74% of the workforce of 2020 having left compulsory education this will mean investing in the skills of people already in employment.  Although total employer spend on training is estimated by employers to have risen to some £38.6 billion a year, we also know that 33% of employers do not provide any sort of training for their employees, only 35% have a training budget, and around 8m employees receive no training each year. 
We need all employers to follow the example set by the best; we need a measure that encourages all employers to engage with their employees, consider their skills needs, and invest in the skills of their workforce as a means of driving their business forward.




	What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The policy objective is to create a culture in which all employers see investing in the skills of their workforce as one of the most powerful things they can do to drive their businesses forward; and one in which individuals see improving their skills as one of the most powerful things they can do to help them realise their career aspirations. 

We expect that, as a result of that cultural chance, more employers will invest in the skills of their employees, and that more employees will improve their skills and gain new qualifications.  We therefore expect to see a measurable contribution to the Skills PSA indicators at all levels.   


	 What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.

Option1: do nothing; 

Option 2: pursue a voluntary approach to encouraging increased employer engagement; 

Option 3: legislate to give eligible employees in England a new right to request time to train.

Option 3 is the preferred option, subject to a public consultation to be launched on 18th  June 2008.  
We believe that this option will be the most effective in stimulating the demand for training among employees and contributing effectively to changing the culture in the workplace.


	When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the desired effects?
We propose to measure the impact and costs of the measure both through existing evaluations and surveys – such as the National Adult Learners Survey and National Employer Skills Survey – and through dedicated evaluations of ‘time to train’.
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	Summary: Analysis & Evidence

	Policy Option:  3
	Description:  Legislate for a right to request time to train
Annual cost, annual benefit and net benefit  figures assume 1.9% take up among potential client group.  Total cost/benefit figures assume 100% take up over time


	COSTS
	ANNUAL COSTS
	Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’.  At 1.9% take up per year- Additional procedural costs to employers of £96m.  Lost productivity to employers (expressed as foregone earnings) of £459m.  

The final costs will be subject to the outcome of the consultation and the final design of the policy

	
	One-off (Transition)
	Yrs
	

	
	£ 0
	   
	

	
	Average Annual Cost – assumes 1.9% take-up per year
(excluding one-off)
	

	
	£ 797m
	
	Total Cost (PV) i.e. 
1.9% take up per year over 3 years 
	£2,391m

	
	Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’      
Time for training - an employer and employee would agree the amount of time necessary to complete the requested course and will calculate the cost of this accordingly
.


	BENEFITS
	ANNUAL BENEFITS
	Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main 
affected groups.’ 
At 1.9% p.a. take-up: Total benefits to employees, business and the economy from skills and qualifications gained: £1,103m

	
	One-off
	Yrs
	

	
	£ 0     
	   
	

	
	Average Annual Benefit
 - assumes 1.9% take-up
	

	
	£ 1,107m
	
	Total Benefit (PV) i.e. 
1.9% take up per year over 3 years
	£3,321m

	
	Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’: 
Employees – better skills help people find, stay in, and progress in work. Also a range of social benefits e.g. better health, increased social mobility.  
Employers – increased productivity and business performance.       


	Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks 
Final impact assessment will include data on small firms’ impact test and a breakdown of costs by employer size.


	Price Base
Year     
	Time Period
Years 
	Net Benefit Range (NPV)
£      
	ANNUAL NET BENEFIT £309m 
Assumes 1.9% take up
£ 


	What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?
	England 

	On what date will the policy be implemented?
	2010

	Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?
	Employment Tribunal

	What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?
	£ DN-tribunal cost TBA

	Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?
	YES

	Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year?
	£      

	What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions?
	£      

	Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	Annual cost (£-£) per organisation
(excluding one-off)
	Micro
     
	Small
     
	Medium
     
	Large
     

	Are any of these organisations exempt?
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	No
	No


	Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices)
	(Increase - 3££19.1Decrease)

	Increase of
	£19.2m     
	Decrease of
	£ 0     
	Net Impact
	£ 19.2m increase


	Key:
	Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices
	
	(Net) Present Value

	Evidence Base (for summary sheets)


This Impact Assessment will accompany a public consultation to be launched on 18 June 2008.
The small firms’ impact test and breakdown of costs by employer size will be completed during the consultation period.

While training in English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) will be covered under the right to request time to train, we have not attempted to assess the impact on take-up as part of this IA.  A separate IA around obtaining employer contributions to the cost of ESOL training for work is currently underway and will report later in the year.  The ESOL IA will be informed by the ESOL public consultation which has just been completed and by an REIA which is planned for the summer.  
A. THE ISSUE 
The Government recognises that if we are to succeed in the highly competitive global economy it must create the conditions that foster investment in our nation’s talent.  With around 74% of the workforce of 2020 having left compulsory education this will mean investing in the skills of people already in employment.  
Put simply, a better skilled workforce is a more productive workforce, and a more innovative workforce, better able to adapt to new ways of working and the introduction of new technologies.

In the last decade, the nation’s skills base has improved significantly. Since April 2001, more than 1.75m learners achieved their first Skills for Life qualification. More than 1 million people have achieved first full level 2 qualifications – equivalent to five good GCSEs – since the end of 2002. Around 100,000 people now complete Apprenticeships each year, compared to 40,000 in 2001/02. And, from 1997/98 and 2005/06, the number of UK and overseas graduates increased from 259,000 to 304,000.

Despite this significant progress and investment in recent years, our nation’s skills base does not compare favourably with the best in the world. In the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) rankings, the UK is 16th out of 29 on proportion of working age population with low skills; 19th out of 29 on intermediate; and joint 11th of 30 on high skills. The proportion of adults in the workforce with the equivalent of a level 2 qualification or better is 88% in the US, compared to 67% in the UK.

These poor relative skills are a significant contributor to the productivity gaps that exist between the UK and key competitor nations. Output per hour worked is 20% higher in France, 13% higher in Germany and 18% higher in the USA, and up to one fifth of that productivity gap is attributable to skills.
The impact of skills on the life chances of individual citizens is also significant. Investing in skills helps individuals to find and stay in work, enhances their career prospects, and their earnings potential. Over a third of people with poor literacy and numeracy receive benefits, excluding pensions and child benefit, compared with less than one in ten of those with better skills. Having basic literacy and numeracy significantly increases an individual’s chances of being in employment. Achieving 5 good GCSEs (A*-C) can, on average, increase an individual’s earnings by up to 30% compared to someone similar who is lower qualified. Over their working lives, the average graduate earns over £100,000 more than an otherwise similar individual whose highest qualification is at level 3.

Because of the value of skills to our economy, society, employers and individuals, Lord Leitch concluded in his independent review that to compete and prosper, we need to raise our game on skills, and aim to be a world leader on skills by 2020. He estimated that delivering world class skills could bring net benefits of at least £80 billion over 30 years, driven by increased productivity growth.

Nearly three quarters of the 2020 workforce has already completed compulsory education, so to deliver world class skills it is vital that we encourage and enable adults already in the workforce to improve their skills and gain new qualifications. Although total employer spend on training is estimated by employers to have risen to some £38.6 billion a year, we also know that 33% of employers do not provide any sort of training for their employees, only 35% have a training budget, and around 8m employees receive no training each year. We need all employers to follow the example set by the best.
What is the government doing to address this issue?

The common thread running through all of the reforms the Government has set in train to deliver world class skills is that they are driven by the needs of the customer – employers and individuals.  This ‘demand-led’ approach is about ensuring that the support Government delivers will help employers and individual citizens to access the skills they need to prosper.     
Employer leadership of the employment and skills system
The creation of the new UK Commission for Employment and Skills establishes an unprecedented level of employer leadership and challenge at the heart of the employment and skills system. The UK Commission is led by employers and will provide vigorous, independent challenge to Government at the highest levels, on the strategy, targets and policies that will best deliver our employment and skills ambitions. Each year, the UK Commission will produce a ‘state of the nation’ report assessing the progress we are making towards our ambition of becoming a world leader in employment and skills by 2020.

In 2010, the UK Commission will make recommendations on whether further action is required to deliver the integration of employment and skills services. If the new right to request time to train goes ahead, we will ask the UK Commission to defer the aspect of its 2010 review relating to consideration of whether employees should have a legal right to workplace training where they lack at least a level 2 qualification, such that the review would not begin before 2014 and is completed by 2015. 

The UK Commission is also responsible for advising on and performance managing the network of Sector Skills Councils (SSCs). SSCs will have a new remit focussed on: raising employer demand and investment in skills; articulating the future skills needs of their sector; and, ensuring the supply of skills and qualifications meets employer needs. 

Through their SSCs, employers have a leading role in the reform and development of qualifications for their sector, and over which qualifications should be priorities for public funding.

Improving skills in the workplace

Through the Skills Pledge and the Train to Gain service the Government is taking action to improve workplace training.  The Skills Pledge allows employers to show publicly their commitment to meeting the skills of their workforce.  Since it was launched a year ago, more than 3,000 employers, covering nearly 4 million employees have made the Pledge.  

Through Train to Gain, employers can access a range of specialist help to able them to identify their skills needs and secure access to a range of help in identifying and sourcing the training and qualifications that will best address those needs.  Since national roll-out began from April 2006, Train to Gain has engaged over 90,000 employers, enabled over 450,000 employees to begin learning programmes, and over 210,000 to gain new qualifications.  By 2010–11 Government investment through the service will rise to over £1 billion.
We are also expanding and improving the Apprenticeships programme. Apprenticeship starts have increased from 65,000 in 1996/97 to 180,000 in 2006/07. They are projected to grow to almost 210,000 by 2010/11. By 2020 we aim to deliver over 250,000 apprenticeship starts and 190,000 successful completions in order to deliver the Leitch ambition of 400,000 apprenticeships in England. And we’re now funding an additional 1,200 adult Apprenticeships in some of the best apprenticeship training programmes available, to provide a further boost to the skills needed for the jobs of the future.
Enabling individuals to realise their potential

The new Adult Advancement and Careers Service will deliver tailored employment and skills advice to low skilled unemployed adults, bringing together services provided by Learndirect and nextstep, and working in partnership with Jobcentre Plus.  And a new system of Skills Accounts will give individuals full ownership, choice and purchasing power over their learning. Skills Accounts will offer all individuals access to the full range of support they need to take control of their learning and careers over a lifetime, and will help motivate and empower more adults to take up, invest and progress in learning. This is central to a broader aim of raising participation and increasing investment by individuals in their own learning.

This is a significant reform programme, but to realise our ambitions we need to stimulate a significant increase in action and investment from employers and individuals, supported by Government. And to do that, we need to embed the value of skills and lifelong learning in our culture in a way that it has never been before.
B – OPTIONS DEFINITION
We have considered three options:
a. Option1: do nothing; 

b. Option 2: pursue a voluntary approach to encouraging increased employer engagement; 

c. Option 3: legislate to give eligible employees in England a new right to request time to train.

Option 1: do nothing
The Government has in place a significant programme of work to support and encourage employers and individual citizens, to invest in up-skilling and re-skilling.  In the past decade, that programme has supported a significant increase in the skills of the working age population.  Since April 2001, more than 1.75m learners achieved their first Skills for Life qualification. More than 1 million people have achieved first full level 2 qualifications – equivalent to five good GCSEs – since the end of 2002. Around 100,000 people now complete Apprenticeships each year, compared to 40,000 in 2001/02. And, from 1997/98 and 2005/06, the number of UK and overseas graduates increased from 259,000 to 304,000.
But, as the Leitch analysis makes clear, we need to raise our game still higher on skills and aim to be a world leader on skills by 2020.  
Whilst the reform programme outlined above will lead to increases in numbers acquiring skills and qualifications it could potentially leave a significant group of employees who wished to undertake training, but who did not feel sufficiently empowered to do so. 
In 2010, the UK Commission for Employment and Skills will conduct a review of the progress we are making towards our skills ambitions.  As part of that review, the Uk Commission is due to consider of whether employees without a level 2 qualification should be given a statutory right to workplace training.  
The review - and the aspect of it relating to a possible statutory entitlement to workplace training - is an important aspect of this option.  It posits the possibility that, if we have not made sufficient progress towards our skills ambitions a significant element of compulsion would be introduced, compelling employers to support their employees to gain new skills and qualifications.   The implications of that possibility – in terms of the potential costs and additional burden on employers - are an important factor in our analysis of the options open to us. 

If the new right to request time to train goes ahead, we will ask the UK Commission for Employment and Skills to defer the aspect of its 2010 review relating to consideration of whether employees without a level 2 qualification should be given a statutory right to workplace training, such that the review would not begin before 2014 and is completed by 2015.  

Option 2: pursue a voluntary approach to encouraging increased employer engagement
Many employers already discuss training needs with their employees.  DIUS, BERR, CBI,  and the TUC will shortly publish a document which describes the benefits of workplace discussions about training, based on case studies which highlight the diversity of successful dialogue systems that operate across different business sizes and sectors.  The publication is aimed at employers and provides best practice guidance to encourage workplace dialogue on training and skills.
The release of this publication presents an opportunity to run an advertising campaign to support the publication and to promote workplace conversations between employees and employers about skills training.  This could focus on two aims: encouraging employees to approach their employer with requests for time to undertake training; and encouraging employers to actively consider any requests.  
Another potential means of encouraging employers to engage voluntarily is through marketing and communications activity.  Advertising costs vary considerably, from approximately £200k for a very low-key promotion to several million pounds for a campaign like the ‘Our Future: It’s In Our Hands’ campaign.  Based on recent DIUS campaigns comprising limited, short-term TV and radio advertising plus paid press and PR, we can estimate the costs of a similar campaign to be approximately £2 million.  
To assess the costs of option 2 to the employer we have used figures from the RIA for the extension of the flexible working arrangements, which identified the costs of an informal conversation between employers and employees. This is felt to be a representative figure that can be used to cost this option as it reflects the intention that an employee and an employer will meet to discuss training.  This cost is cited as £23.69 per employee informally asking for training. This is based on the assumption that an informal conversation will take approximately half an hour, with management time estimated to cost £32.71 per hour and employee time estimated as costing £14.66 per hour.
We know from previous similar DIUS campaigns that advertising would be likely to increase short-term awareness of the policy to between 40-60%, although a sustained campaign would be needed to maintain this level of awareness.  However, it is not possible to forecast how far this awareness would translate into action i.e. into actual requests for time to train.  This means that we are unable to make an accurate assessment of the impact on the take-up of training from such an advertising campaign.    
Option 3: legislate to give eligible employees in England a new right to request time to train

The right to request flexible working, which we introduced in April 2003, has proved to be a powerful driver of cultural change and has contributed towards a change in attitudes and behaviour in the workplace.  Around 6 million employees currently have the right to request flexible working but over 14 million, including part time workers, work flexibly.  And a further right to request deferred retirement has also benefited many workers.
The core of our proposal is that eligible employees in England should have a right to ask their employer to give them time to undertake training.  Employers – in both public and private sectors - would have to consider requests fairly and seriously.  To make it easier for employers to manage the new right, we propose to base the processes for the new right to request time to train on the existing model of the right to request flexible working.  Employers are used to dealing with requests under these arrangements and are likely to have well developed and understood processes for managing the flow of requests.  It is envisaged these processes could be easily adapted and extended to support a new right to request Time to train.  

Who would the right to request time to train apply to?

We propose to create a new right to request time to train for all employees in England.  By ‘employee’ we mean someone who has entered into or works under a contract of employment.  The right would apply to employees working in both the public and private sectors. 
We propose making it a condition that an employee would have to have worked for their employer for a reasonable period before being able to make a request for time to train.  Under the existing flexible working arrangements, employees are eligible to apply to vary their contracts of employment if they have been continuously employed by their employer for a period of not less than 26 weeks.  We consider a reasonable period of prior continuous employment by an employee to be eligible for the right to request time to train may also be 26 weeks. 

Casting the coverage of the new right in this way would mean that employers would only be dealing with requests from employees with whom they had developed a substantial working relationship, and who had demonstrated a degree of loyalty to the business.

We propose that, where they are considered to be ‘employees’, volunteers should be covered by the new right. 

What sort of training would be covered?

We propose to cast the right in terms that enable employees to request time to undertake any training that will help them to be more productive and effective at work, and that helps their employer to improve productivity and business performance.  

So, people would be able to request time to address a particular skills need, for example working with spreadsheets, as well as full qualification-bearing programmes such as National Vocational Qualifications (NVQs) or English for Speakers of Other Languages courses.  Such a broad scope for the right would mean that all employees - whatever their prior level of skills attainment - could exercise the right, thereby maximising its potential as a lever for cultural change, and maximising its direct impact on the skills of the workforce.  

Through SSCs employers have a leading role in the reform and development of vocational qualifications for their sector and over which qualifications receive public funding.  That means that through granting a request for time to train to undertake courses of study for accredited vocational qualifications employers will be able to take some assurance that the programme their employee will be accessing will increase productivity and competitiveness.

Would employers have to pay for the training?

Many employers already invest significant resources in training for their employees, and will want to align that spend with requests they receive from their employees. But we do not propose that employers be compelled to pay for training when they grant a request for time to train.

Where employers grant requests for time to train to pursue nationally recognised and accredited training, they can access Government support through the Train to Gain service to help them maximise the impact of time to train for their business.  As described in Chapter 2, through Train to Gain, employers can access Government funding to sit alongside their own financial contribution, including a subsidy of up to 100% for certain training.  

Employees wishing to undertake Higher Education (HE) having had a request for time to train granted will be able to access the full package of Government funding for both full-time and part-time study.  Employees wishing to study on a part-time course in HE can qualify for means-tested help with the costs of their tuition fees and with study costs, such as books, materials and travel.  The help they would qualify for would depend on their personal circumstances and the course they intended to study.

How would employees make a request for time to train? 

We propose that employees should set out their requests in writing, including some key information about what they are requesting, and how it would benefit both them and their employer.  We propose that employees should be able to ask that they are accompanied to any meeting with their employer about the request for time to train, and we would not propose to specify or limit who that companion might be.  In practice, employees might want to be accompanied by a friend, colleague or their Union Learning Representative.  

Would employers have to grant all requests? 

The proposed new right would be a right to request time to train, and not a right to time to train.  After considering the request they receive, employers would be able to reject a request for one or more acceptable business reasons.  Based on the existing list for flexible working provisions, it is proposed the acceptable reasons could be as follows:

· Relevance of training to business productivity and performance: where the employer does not believe that the training being requested would help the individual employee to become more effective and productive at work, or contribute to improved business productivity and performance in the short or long term;
· Suitable training is not available: where the training the employee has requested is either not available, or is not available at time or location compatible with the effective running of the business;
· Burden of additional costs: where the costs associated with granting the request, for example arranging for cover of the employee’s shifts whilst they undertake their training, are a burden the employer cannot afford to meet; 

· Detrimental effect on ability to meet customer demand: where granting a request for time to train would have a negative impact on the employer’s ability to conduct its normal business and meet the needs of their customers;

· Inability to reorganise work among existing staff: where, perhaps because of the amount of time being requested, it is not possible to reorganise the work among the remaining staff to enable a request for time to train to be granted;

· Inability to recruit additional staff: where the employer is unable to recruit staff to provide cover for a member of staff to undertaking training as a result of a request for time to train being granted; 

· Detrimental impact on quality: where there would be a negative impact on the quality of output of the business as a result of a right to request time to train being granted;

· Detrimental impact on performance: where there would be a negative impact on the performance of the business as a result of a right to request time to train being granted;

· Insufficiency of work during the periods the employee proposes to work: where an employee proposes working alternative hours to accommodate their time to train but they are not needed at these times as there is insufficient work; or,

· Planned structural changes: where the business will be undergoing changes which mean it is not clear whether a request for time to train could be granted.

How much time could an employee request?

It would be down to the employee and the employer to agree how much time was taken.  This would be a key element when any request is being considered and would, in most cases, be dictated by the particular skill the employee needs to develop and how they had chosen to do that.  What would be important is that an employee gets sufficient time to acquire the skills or qualification that has been agreed with the employer as economically valuable to the business.

We propose limiting the number of requests to one in any 12 month period.   This is again in line with the flexible working arrangements.  However, it would be possible for this one request to cover more than one type or course of training, depending on the needs of the employee.  For example, an employee could ask to undertake a full Level 2 course and have literacy or numeracy needs that need to be addressed as well.  What would be important is for the request to stimulate a proper dialogue between the employee and employer about the employees’ individual learning needs.  
How could the time be taken?

It would be for each employee and their employer to consider and agree what would work best for them.  Employees might take time away from their main duties to undertake training at work, or they might agree with their employer that their training need would best be met by their taking time off work to undertake training.  In cases where an employee undertook training away from the workplace this could be achieved through negotiating changes to working arrangements to accommodate the training, or by the employer agreeing to give the employee paid time off to undertake training. 
C - OPTIONS ANALYSIS

Assessing the Impact

Assessing the impact of a statutory right to request time to train is difficult.  It will be largely dependent on how employees and employers react to the policy, once implemented.  For the purposes of this impact assessment we have therefore had to make some key assumptions in order to produce the cost benefit analysis.  In terms of the costs, we have assessed the costs to the employer and employee in making a request for time to train, and of that request being considered and potentially taken through to appeal.  We have also assessed the ‘accommodation costs’ of a successful application.  The accommodation costs include some element of lost productivity costs, expressed as foregone earnings.  
Key Assumptions

In assessing the time to train proposal we have made the following assumptions:

· That no further policy changes are made, other than those already planned, that will have an impact on the time to train proposals.
· That the time taken to make and consider a request for time to train would be the same as that for making a request under the flexible working arrangements.
· That it would be appropriate to apply the costs developed (by the Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform) for the flexible working arrangements to develop the cost benefit analysis for the time to train proposal.
· That we use the National Adult Learner Survey as a guide to assess potential demand amongst non-learners.  From that analysis, we can reasonably assume that 13% of employees in this group would potentially be interested in submitting a request for time to train.
· That we would expect, through advertising and promotion of the right, that somewhere around 5% of employees outside of the non-learners group may want to exercise their right to request time to train.
· That based on the flexible working arrangements, and assuming that employers will see investing in the skills of their employees as a way of driving forward their business, around 75% of requests for time to train would be successful.
We have not attempted to estimate the percentage of deadweight requests, for example, the requests that would have occurred in the absence of any policy chance.  However, it is worth noting that, in assessing the potential levels of interest and take up (see Table 1 below) in time to train, we have excluded from our calculations those employees who currently receive training and non-learners not interested in training.  By excluding those employees we feel that we have minimised the potential for deadweight to affect our calculations as these will be based primarily on the number that would be interested in time to train.
The following sections of this Impact Assessment are based, in part, on the assumptions listed above.

What would the take up of this new right be?
In order to assess fully the costs and benefits of time to train we need first to consider how many employees we would expect to exercise the right, and how many of these would be successful and go on to undertake some form of training.
The Labour Force Survey indicates that there are 22m people in England in employment, and who have been in employment for 26 weeks or more, around 8m of those employees do not currently receive any training.   Using evidence from the National Adult Learner Survey (2005), we know that 40% of non-learners say that they would like to learn were it not for certain barriers.  Of those, 9% say that they would learn if they could have time off from work to train and 4% say that they would learn if they were able to learn at work. Putting these together, we can reasonably assume that the potential demand for time to train from this group of "interested non-learners” would be around 13%.  So using these figures the calculation would be 8m x 40% x 13% which would produce a potential client group of just over 420,000 employees.

Amongst the remaining people in employment in England who hade been in employment for 26 weeks or more (i.e. the "non-learners", who from the evidence outlined above we might assume to be ‘not interested in learning’, and those that already receive some training) we would expect the level of interest in time to train to be lower than amongst ‘interested non-learners’ – either because they are not interested in learning, or because they are already doing some learning.

We would though, still expect the right to request time to train to stimulate some take up amongst this group. We have assumed that potential take-up will be around 5% from this group of just over 19m employees.  Using these figures we would assume a client group just under 950,000.

Putting these two figures – 420,000 and 950,000 - together, we have assumed that potential demand for time to train would be somewhere round 1.3m employees.  However, we do not envisage that all these employees would make requests for time to train in a single year.  Instead, we have assumed that somewhere in the region of 30% of these employees would come forward with requests for time to train in any year.  This would equate to approximately   400,000 applications. 

From the experience of the right to request flexible working we know that around 75% of applications are successful. Given that we are using the same application process, and that requests made under time to train are likely to be for shorter, more fixed periods as compared to those made under flexible working, we think it is fair to assume that a similar proportion of applications will be successful.  This would mean that of the 400,000 requests we expect might be made in a single year, just over 300,000 - or 1.4% of the total eligible population - would be granted.
Table 1 below illustrates potential interest and take up at 20% 30% and 40% of the total estimated demand.  Our assumed maximum take up of 30% in any year is highlighted in the table below.

Table 1

	Potential take up
	
	SOURCE

	Number of people in employment in England, who have been in employment for 26 weeks or more
	22,000,000
	Labour Force Survey

	Proportion not receiving any training
	8,140,000
	NESS 2007: 37% of employees do not receive training

	Proportion of non-learners interested in learning
	40%
	NALS 2005

	Potential ‘interested’ client group
	3,256,000
	

	Potential client group ‘not currently interested’, or already receiving training 
	18,744,000
	

	Proportion of ‘interested’ group who may want to take up the right
	13%
	NALS

	Proportion of ‘not currently interested’ / already receiving training group who may want to take up the right
	5%
	

	Total potential demand
	1,360,500
	

	
	

	Assumed take-up in any one year
	1.2% of total eligible population (i.e. of the 22m) – (20% of estimated demand)
	1.9% of total eligible population – (30% of estimated demand)
	2.5% of total eligible population – (40% of estimated demand)

	Total number of requests for time to train
	272,000
	408,100
	544,200

	Proportion of successful applications
	75%
	75%
	75%

	Total number of additional learners
	204,100
	306,108
	408,100


Benefits

There are a wide range of benefits that accrue to employers from having a workforce with increased skills. It is estimated that a 1% increase in the proportion of workers trained in an industry leads to a 0.3% increase in industry wages and a 0.6% increase in value added per worker.
 There is also limited evidence for a positive link between training and profitability. For example, Bassi et al
 find that firms investing more in employee development in the US performed better on the stock market than firms who invested less.
The right to request flexible working impact assessment also cites the benefits of having flexible working arrangements in terms of reduced vacancy costs and increased skills retention; increased productivity and profits; and reduced absenteeism.  Whilst it is fair to assume that some of these benefits would also apply to the right to request time to train we are unable to quantify this at this stage.  
For the purposes of this impact assessment and calculating the benefits we have considered only people studying at Level 2 and Level 3.  From the Statistical First Release figures
, we know that of the 2.4 million learners who are aged 19+, 20% study at Level 2 and 10% study at Level 3.  This means that we have only captured the benefits from 30% of the additional learning. We think that it is reasonable to apply these percentages to assess the numbers of additional learners at these levels that we believe would be created through time to train – see table 2.  Our assumed maximum take-up of 1.9% in any one year is highlighted in the table below.
Table 2
	Take-up
	1.2%
	1.9%
	2.5%

	Number studying at Level 2 (20% of total learners)
	40,800
	61,200
	81,600

	Number studying at Level 3 (10% of total learners)
	20,400
	30,600
	40,800


We expect that the remaining 70% of training will be undertaken at other levels.  This could be in the area of lower level skills such as Skills for Life or in unaccredited non qualification bearing courses - given that the right would allow for any training to be requested that would improve an employee’s productivity at work and support improved business productivity and performance for their employer.  
However, robust data is not available which would allow us to accurately assess the benefits of this type of training.  We have therefore been unable to include it in our analysis.  But it is fair to conclude that some economic benefits and wider social and economic benefits would result from this general increase in learning.  We therefore believe that the actual benefits derived under this right are likely to be far higher than those we have been able to quote.  This approach to benefits quantification is in line with impact assessment best practice.   

We have confined our assessment to the benefits of Level 2 and 3 qualifications.  Using the standard adult completion rates of 66% for Level 2 and 56% for Level 3 we have calculated the numbers of Level 2 and 3 qualifications that would result from these additional learner numbers.  The results are shown in the table below:

Table 3
	Take-up
	1.2%
	1.9%
	2.5%

	Number of additional Level 2 qualifications
	26,900
	40,400
	53,900

	Number of additional Level 3 qualifications
	11,400
	17,100
	22,900


The figures in Table 3 have been used to calculate the benefit that would result from the additional learning.  Using the NPV data taken from the MacIntosh cost benefit analysis of apprenticeships
. The MacIntosh report gives a Net Present Value (NPV) for a Level 2 qualification of £13k and £34k for a level 3.   Applying this to the number qualifications gained provides the following results:
Table 4
	Take-up assumptions
	Total Benefit from Qualifications Gained 

	1.2%
	£750m

	1.9%
	£1,100m

	2.5%
	£1,500m


Wider Benefits

There are also a range of other social benefits that result from increased skills.  Better skills help individuals to find work, stay in work, and progress. Over a third of people with poor literacy and numeracy receive benefits, excluding pensions and child benefit, compared with less than one in ten of those with better skills.   Research has also shown that the benefits of increased skills and qualifications go beyond financial considerations.  There are associated health benefits from possessing a higher qualification.  For example, we know that higher skilled workers are less likely to suffer from depression and obesity.
 Higher skills can also increase social mobility, allow people to provide better support for their children to learn and develop, reduce crime and increase civic participation
Costs

Employers
The principal costs to business of the proposals fall under three headings:

· Implementation costs of the proposals; 
· Procedural costs arising from exercise of the right to request time to train;
· The costs of accommodating such requests (when they are accepted).
These are considered in turn.  As the time to train procedure mirrors the processes for the flexible working arrangements we have based the costs on those in the 2008 RIA for the extension to flexible working  

Implementation costs

These are one-off costs which will mainly be incurred in the period around when the legislation comes into force. It is assumed that the introduction of a right to request time to train will have negligible implementation costs. Firms are already familiar with how to process a request for flexible working and the new right will follow the same process. The cost of communicating the new right to employees will be very little as it is assumed that firms will already have a method of communication in place that will only need updating.

Procedural Costs

Average cost of handling a formal request

Essentially, the first stage encompasses a written request from the employee, deliberation by the employer both before and after a meeting with the employee, and then preparation of a decision. The principal cost will be the time of both management and employees (it is assumed that employees prepare requests during work rather than in their own time).

Clearly, there will be considerable variation in the time this process takes depending upon the nature of the request, the way the request is then handled by the employer (the level of management permitted to decide on requests, the degree of written protocol), whether an employee is accompanied at the meeting with management, and whether or not a decision is straightforward to make (e.g. whether other employees have to be consulted).

We also need to factor in experience from the flexible working arrangements, which has shown that these arrangements have acted to accelerate culture change in the workplace, leading to many applications being considered on a more informal basis, which again significantly reduces the procedural costs.

In its impact assessment for extending the right to ask for flexible working, the Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR) has carried out extensive analysis of the costs to business of handling formal requests. We consider that the right to request time to train would operate in a very similar way and thus it is appropriate and proportionate to use the BERR cost calculations in this impact assessment. The flexible working Impact Assessment estimates 2 hours of employee time, and 3 hours of management time to process a request that is dealt with formally. This works out at approximately £70 per request. Evidence from the flexible working RIA indicates that 78% of all requests for flexible working were successful and of these, 87% were accepted at the first stage.

Average cost of appeal or internal grievance stage

The internal appeal stage will involve a written statement of appeal by the employee, a meeting (where the employee may be represented) and a written response by the employer. Where requests reach this stage, it is likely that both employees and managers take more care and attention over their written communications. The meeting may also be longer and more wide-ranging. It is therefore assumed that the average cost is double that of the first stage, namely £140 per request.  Under the existing flexible working arrangements, 25% of declined requests went to internal appeal
 
Average cost of external dispute resolution stage

The average cost to an employer of an application to an Employment Tribunal - £4,980
 - is used as a benchmark figure. The cost to the employer excludes any financial or non-financial costs borne by the employee at this stage. Other sources of dispute resolution, e.g. the ACAS arbitration scheme, may be cheaper for both parties.

We expect the number of appeals to be low.  Overall the number of appeals for the flexible working jurisdiction has been relatively small, accounting for approximately 0.2% of all applications, which equates to less than 0.1% of all Employment Tribunal claims over the period. Furthermore, following the extension of the right to request to carers of adults in April 2007, there was not a significant increase in claims: in the year to March 2007 there were a total of 235 ET claims, whereas in the year to March 2008 there were 271 ET claims.  Again, given that we are mirroring the flexible working appeals process, we think we can assume a similar appeal rate of 0.2%.  At our maximum 1.9% take-up figure this would equate to around 800 claims per year. 
Administrative Burdens

In designing the policy we will wherever possible attempt to minimise the administrative burden on business, particularly small firms.  We intend to mirror the ‘right to ask for flexible working’ approach by providing clear, easy-to-follow on-line guidance to business and providing standard forms and letters for each stage of the application process.

Annex A sets out the administrative burden information obligations associated with the right to request flexible working. These were used by BERR to identify and separate out from the procedural costs, those activities under the current proposals that are likely to impose an information obligation on employers.

It is important to note that not all the procedural costs set out above can be strictly termed as administrative burdens. The associated information obligations, such as written notification of the employer’s decision relating to the request, are a subset of the procedural costs and can largely be estimated on the basis of time taken to complete the relevant tasks. The remainder of the procedural costs are therefore considered to be policy costs.

As the underlying unit cost (i.e. the hourly rate for management and employee time) is the same, the differential is in terms of time commitment. Again, we have taken these figures from the right to ask for flexible working IA and have not carried out any further analysis of them at this point.  This is set out in table 4 below.

	Table 5. Estimated  time to process a request

	Acceptance stage
	 
	unit cost
	of which admin burden

	
	
	formal 
	informal
	formal
	informal

	Average time to processing requests at first stage (accepted)
	management time
	3
	1.5
	1
	1

	
	employees time
	2
	0.5
	0
	0

	Average time to processing requests at first stage (rejected)
	management time
	3
	1.5
	1
	1

	
	employees time
	2
	0.5
	0
	0

	Average additional time per request taken to appeal stage*
	management time
	6
	3
	2
	2

	
	employees time
	4
	1
	0
	0

	Source: BERR estimates. * Assumed to be the double of a new request


In terms of administrative burdens these will fall on employers only and estimates of time required are given in Table 5 above. BERR assumed that administrative burden costs apply for both formal and informal requests, although it is reasonable to assume that informal requests may not always result in formal written notification from the employer.  
The total costs to employers of implementing the right to request time to train are presented in table 6 below.  
Cost of accommodating requests for time to train
Employers may also face costs in accommodating a request for time to train. Examples might include re-organising work schedules or adjustments to IT systems (e.g. to permit flexible shift scheduling). In some cases, the potential costs could be more substantial (e.g. if another employee had to be recruited to cover for an employee reducing their working hours). These examples should not be considered as exhaustive.

Employers can reject requests on grounds of cost, but this does not imply that the additional costs of accommodating requests are zero.  Employers will accept cases where some additional cost is involved.  Using the flexible working IA figures as our basis, we have assumed an accommodation cost for a successful request for time to train to be £217.50 i.e. an average of the male/female costs quoted (£242 for FT males and £193 for FT females).  When added to the £70 cost of the interview this gives a total cost of accommodating a successful time to train request of £288.  

Added to this we have also included costs for loss of productivity to employers in granting time to train requests.  We have expressed this is terms of foregone earnings for the Level 2 and 3 qualifications gained which we have used as the primary source of the benefits.  The foregone earnings figures have been taken from the Education and Skills Bill Impact Assessment published earlier this year.  This equates to £5k per qualification.

Table 5 below summarises the total costs to employers.  The lost productivity costs are based on the foregone earnings figure used in the IA for the Education and Skills bill.  As with earlier calculations, this only covers the 30% of learners doing Level 2 and Level 3 and we are unable to accurately assess the other 70% of learning. 
Table 6 – Annual Costs for employers
	  
	Costs to Employers
	Proportion
	

	
	
	
	1.2%
	1.9%
	2.5%

	Successful
	£288
	75%
	£58,670,700
	£88,006,050
	£117,341,400

	Unsuccessful
	£70
	14.8%
	£2,818,915
	£4,228,372
	£5,637,829

	Tribunal
	£4,980
	0.2%
	£2,710,076
	£4,065,114
	£5,420,152

	Lost Productivity (expressed as foregone earnings
	£5k per L2/3
	
	£306,108,000
	£459,162,000
	£612,216,000

	TOTAL £
	
	
	£370m
	£556m
	£741m


We assume that it costs each individual around £100 to study for a qualification, in terms of travel, books, subsistence etc. This figure is consistent with other impact assessments for level 2 and level 3 for people in employment. 
The cost to Government, employer and or individual for tuition is assumed to be £2466 for level 2 and £2672 for level 3.  The final costs will be subject to the outcome of the consultation and the final design of the policy. 
Total Costs

Table 7 below summarises the total costs and benefits at 1.2%, 1.9% and 2.5%.  The table also shows the overall annual net benefit.  Our assumed take up figure of 1.9% is highlighted in the table below.  
Table 7
	COSTS
	1.2%
	1.9%
	2.5%

	Employers
	£370,307,691
	£555,461,536
	£740,615,381

	Government
	£155,191,504
	£232,787,256
	£310,383,008

	Individual
	£6,122,160
	£9,183,240
	£12,244,320

	Total Costs
	£531,621,355
	£797,432,032
	£1,063,242,710

	BENEFITS
	
	
	

	Total Benefits to employees, business and economy from Qualifications Gained
	£737,852,519
	£1,106,778,778


	£1,475,705,037



	OVERALL ANNUAL NET BENEFIT
	£206m
	£309m
	£412m



C. 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The recommended option is option 3
Option 1

Although under this option the number of employees receiving training would increase, we are concerned that it would still leave too many employees not receiving training each year. For employees in companies not engaged with any skills initiatives, this option would not offer any new impetus for employees to receive training.  Evidence suggests that this will particularly impact on those without basic skills levels who are less likely to receive training.  This option would not do anything to positively change this.
Option 2

Although there are examples of good practice in voluntary conversations between employers and employees regarding training, there is a risk, similar to option 1, that not all of those in the eligible population would be reached. Despite the many Government initiatives and financial support in place to promote increased workplace learning, evidence shows that there are still significant numbers of employers – and therefore employees - who are not yet engaged. Option 2 depends heavily on employers being open to considering training requests, and will do nothing to reassure employees that their request would be dealt with seriously. 
It is therefore felt that while this option could be a starting point for achieving the aims of the policy, it does not go far enough to support employees in making requests for time to train.  Again, similar to option 1, this option is expected to provide only limited change to the status quo. 
Option 3
This option would offer a powerful new impetus for employees to approach their employer to begin a conversation about their training needs and the potential to undertake work based training in work hours. It would give both the employer and the employee an opportunity to review the skills needs of the individual, as well as the needs of the business, and could potentially offer benefits to both should a higher qualification or skills level be reached. By definition, this option would cover those employees in the previous options as the scope would extend to all employees in the eligible population. 
Risk, uncertainty and unintended consequences

Option 1

Risks

	Risk
	Probability
	Mitigation

	Employees working for employers who do not currently engage with them about their skills needs, or invest in their skills, will not be able to access workplace training.
	H
	Option 3 aims to mitigate this risk

	Employees who feel uncomfortable approaching their employer to discuss time to train will have no new impetus, encouragement or support to do so.
	H
	Option 3 aims to mitigate this risk


Uncertainties

No uncertainties have been identified for this option.
Unintended consequences

No unintended consequences have been identified for the do nothing option.

Option 2

Risks

	Risk
	Probability
	Mitigation

	Not all employees in the eligible population would be reached
	M
	Ensuring that all publicity is widely focused and that the publication is accessible to employees as well as employers.


Uncertainties

 The take up of this option is uncertain. While there is evidence that some employers are already engaging in conversations with their staff regarding training opportunities, it is uncertain as to how many more would begin as a result of this option.

Unintended consequences

No unintended consequences have been identified for this option.

Option 3

Risks

	Risk
	Probability
	Mitigation

	There is a risk that even if legislation is passed, employees may feel uncomfortable admitting to their employer that they have skills needs because they feel stigmatised for not already possessing these qualifications.
	M
	One aspect of the mitigation of this risk is the positive advertising campaign that is currently showing ‘Our future, it’s in our hands’. This mitigation would be considered further at implementation stage, However it is anticipated that Union Learn Representatives, Train to Gain brokers and the new Adult Advancement and Careers Service would be used as part of the mitigation process.

	Risk of success – there is a risk that when the right is introduced, there are a very large number of requests, which employers cannot effectively manage. 
	L
	Employers will be able to reject request fro time to train, where there is a sound business reason for doing so.  And there is significant Government support – and funding – available to help employers make time to train work for them    


Uncertainties

The take up of this option is, to a degree, uncertain.  The analysis set out here is our best estimate, based on what we know about individual and employer attitudes and behaviour, and what we can learn from the right to request flexible working.  In practice though, take up will depend on employer and employee reactions to the proposed new right.
Unintended consequences

No unintended consequences have been identified for this option.

D. IMPLEMENTATION
The intention is that should the right to request time to train become a statutory right, we would explore ways of supporting business throughout the implementation process. This could involve a variety of activities including developing regulations in consultation with employers and employer groups and providing support material for the new right, potentially in the form of a website as well as other guidance. There would also be links with current skills initiatives and methods of promoting the right to ask through these sources.
Subject to the outcome of the consultation, and the passage of legislation through Parliament, we would expect time to train to be implemented from April 2010: this would give employers ample time to prepare for these new arrangements. 
E. MONITORING
We intend to use formal evaluation and surveys to monitor the impact of the policy.  Possible surveys include the NESS and the Workplace Employment and Relationship Survey.
F. ENFORCEMENT
In line with the current practice regarding flexible working, it is intended that if a request for time to train is rejected by an employer and the employee is not satisfied with the explanation, they have the right to appeal to the employer.  If the employee is still unhappy with the decision, either because they doubt the veracity of the reasoning or believe that their employer has not correctly upheld the procedure, they would have the right to take the matter to an external tribunal.

As noted earlier, it is expected that the amount of cases being referred to an external tribunal is likely to be relatively small. 

G. SANCTIONS
An employment tribunal would have the power to either uphold an employer’s decision to refuse the employee time to train on the basis of the reason cited or alternatively to award the employee time to train should their decision go this way. The tribunal may also award an employee compensation if the employer does not comply with the procedure set out in legislation. 
	Specific Impact Tests: Checklist


Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the potential impacts of your policy options.  

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit analysis are contained within the main evidence base; other results may be annexed.

	Type of testing undertaken 
	Results in Evidence Base?
	Results annexed?

	Competition Assessment
	No
	Yes

	Small Firms Impact Test
	No
	No

	Legal Aid
	No
	Yes

	Sustainable Development
	No
	No

	Carbon Assessment
	No
	No

	Other Environment
	No
	No

	Health Impact Assessment
	No
	Yes

	Race Equality
	No
	Yes

	Disability Equality
	No
	Yes

	Gender Equality
	No
	Yes

	Human Rights
	No
	Yes

	Rural Proofing
	No
	Yes


	Annexes


Competition Assessment

1.  Would the regulatory proposal directly limit the number or range of suppliers? 

No, a right to request time to train should not limit the number or range of suppliers.

2. Would the regulatory proposal indirectly limit the number or range of suppliers? 

No, it is not thought that this policy would indirectly limit the number or range of suppliers.

3. Would the regulatory proposal limit the ability of suppliers to compete? 
This provision would apply to all employees therefore it should not limit the ability of suppliers to compete

4. Would the regulatory proposal reduce suppliers’ incentives to compete vigorously? 

This policy should not reduce supplier’s incentives to compete vigorously.
Small Firms Impact Test

5. Does the regulation apply to small businesses or affect the business environment in which they operate? YES 
6. Consider whether there a complete or partial exemption would be appropriate for micro and small businesses. 
There is provision in the right to ask for flexible arrangements that small businesses could avoid having to justify the reason they have cited for refusing requests. This provision could equally apply to right to ask for time off to train. However, we would not want to exempt employees from small firms from having the right to request time to train as the evidence suggests that of employees who do not have a level 2 qualification, 25% are in a workplace with fewer than 10 employees
 

In addition to this, there is the potential that through the Train to Gain service, an employer with less than 50 employees could be eligible to wage compensation up to a maximum of 70 hours for employees who are eligible for the skills for life or level 2 entitlement. This could reduce the burden on small businesses allowing them to more easily accept requests for time to train at these levels.

7. Contact a reasonable number (e.g. 10) of representative businesses. 

We plan to carry out this stage as part of the consultation process 

Legal Aid

8. We do not deem this to be an issue.  Unless the claimant, or their representative, if they have one) abuse the system by acting unreasonably, or by pursuing a claim which has no reasonable prospect of success, they will not have to meet the respondent’s costs.  This is one of the ways in which the employment tribunals differ from the ordinary civil courts.

9. The circumstances in which a claimant can be ordered to make a payment towards a respondent’s costs (or preparation time, if the respondent is not legally represented) are where the claimant (or claimant’s representative) acts “vexatiously, abusively, disruptively or otherwise unreasonably”, or brings proceeds with a misconceived claim. Even then, when considering whether or not to make such an award, and if so the amount, the tribunal may take into account the claimant’s ability to pay.  

10.   If a respondent (or respondent’s representative) acts unreasonably, he or she can be required to pay for the claimant’s costs (or preparation time). Unreasonable behaviour by a respondent could include making unjustified threats – e.g. threats that the claimant will be automatically required to meet the respondent’s costs – to try to persuade the claimant to withdraw the claim.  In 2003/04, costs awards were made in fewer than 0.1% of tribunal

cases. Only 998 awards were made – and a third of these were made against  respondents, rather than claimants. The average award was £1,859. Awards are based on actual costs, reasonably incurred.
Sustainable Development

11.  It has been concluded that the right to request time to train does not contravene any of the sustainable development principles

Carbon Assessment

12.  This policy should have no impact on carbon cost or climate change

Other Environment

13.  After consulting the guidance published by the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) it has been concluded that there are no environmental issues that need to be taken into account with regard to this policy.

Health Impact Assessment

14.  After consideration it has been concluded that there is not a necessity to carry out a full health impact test. Looking at the Department of Health questions, it is thought that the only possible impact that this policy could have on health would be the positive benefits found in research between health and education. Research has shown that higher skilled / educated workers are less likely to be unemployed, thus reducing the associated health risks. There is also research that suggests that “More skilled people are less likely to suffer from depression, obesity and respiratory problems.”
 It is not anticipated that these will have a significant enough impact on health to warrant a full health impact test.

Race, Disability and Gender Equality

15.  ‘Adverse impact is unlikely, but positive impact is also unlikely’. As this policy proposes a ‘universal’ right to all employees within the eligible group, it is thought unlikely that it will have a negative impact on any specific group. There is also potential that it may have a positive impact on those with disabilities. Research has shown that 51.6 % of those who are DDA disabled and working limiting disabled are qualified to below level 2 or have no qualifications, they would be included in the target population who could potentially have a right to request time to train.
 

Human Rights

16.  It is not thought that this policy would have an adverse effect on human rights.

Rural Proofing

17. It is not thought that this policy would have a different effect in rural areas.

ANNEX A: Outline of Admin Burden Information Obligations Relating to 2003 Regulations

	ID
	IO Description
	Information Metric

	30371
	Providing an employee with written notice of the decision relating to a request for a contract variation.

Specifying in the written notice:

- the contract variation agreed to and date on which the variation is to take effect, where your decision is to agree to the application; or

- the prescribed grounds for refusal where the application is turned down.
	No of requests for a contract variation in relation to flexible working

	30411
	Notifying the employee, in writing, when you uphold your decision to refuse an application to change working arrangements after the employee has appealed.  The notice of your decision should specify the contract variation agreed to and stating the date from which the contract variation is to take effect
	No of instances an employer upholds their decision to refuse an application to change working time arrangements after the employee has appealed

	30463
	Confirming the withdrawal of an application for a contract variation to change working arrangements to the employee in writing in certain circumstances, for example, where the employee has failed to attend meetings.
	No of withdrawals of an application for a contract variation to change working arrangements tin certain circumstances, for example, where the employee has failed to attend meetings.

	30415
	Notifying the employee of your decision following a meeting to discuss the appeal.

Written notice stating: 

- where you uphold the appeal, the contract variation agreed to and the date from which the variation is to take effect or; 

- where you dismiss the appeal, the grounds for the decision with a sufficient explanation as to why those grounds apply.
	No of appeals in connection with requested contract variations

	30363
	Requirement for an employer to notify an employee in writing within 28 days of an application for a contract variation of any agreed variation.

Written notice specifying the contract variation agreed to and the date from which it is to take effect
	No of instances where an employer agrees to an employee's application for a contract variation to provide for an alternative/flexible working arrangement
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� Bassi, McGraw and McMurrer (2003) Talent Optimization: Measuring Value Not Costs, Human Capital Capability


� Statistical First Release presents information on learner numbers in post-16 education and training in England funded by the LSC
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