
                   

 

Women Pivoting to Digital Taskforce – Policy Recommendations, Cost-benefit Analysis  

1. Recommendation under appraisal 

By 2027, the AI and Future of Work Unit should publish a publicly accessible Automation 

and Redundancy Risk Dashboard covering at least 80% of UK standard occupational 

classifications (SOCs), updated annually, drawing on data from employers, ONS and Skills 

England, and disaggregated by sector, region, and skill level. 

 
Costs 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Table 1: Automation & Redundancy Risk - Costs Dashboard Summary 
 

 

 



                   

 

1. Staff Costs 

The pay band figures came from several publicly available sources: 

• IFG (Institute for Government): their civil service pay explainer, which noted DSIT has 
the highest median salary across Whitehall at £55,810, and provided median figures by 
grade across departments. 

• Civil Service Careers website: which gives indicative salary ranges by grade (HEO 
£32k–£38k was one figure cited there). 

• DSIT Gender Pay Gap reports (2024 and 2025): which confirmed the grade structure 
and that HEO/SEO grades are the largest cohort at DSIT. 

• A third-party salary guide (Job Interviewology): which cited HEO as £32k–£38k 
nationally. 

• Defra civil service grades page: which gave national minimums: SEO £39,439, 
G7£52,120, G6 £62,605. 

Table 2: Staff costs 

 

 



                   

 

 

 

2. Procurement/Dashboard Build Cost 

• From general web search results confirming things like G-Cloud's existence, its 
framework structure, overall market size (£2.91bn in 2024/25 sales), and that suppliers 
like AWS/Azure are on it, but nothing with itemised pricing for a "build a dashboard with 
two views, filtering, and a coverage tracker" type of service. No G-Cloud supplier 
publishes a rate card for a bespoke build like this; pricing only becomes real once a 
buyer issues a Statement of Requirements and gets responses. 

• It was estimated plausible bands based on general knowledge of UK public sector 
digital-build day rates (typically £600–£1,200/day for digital delivery roles depending on 
supplier size) and rough effort estimates for each work package (e.g. "8 weeks of 
discovery" × a blended team day rate). The SME/Mid/Large supplier tiering was a 
structural device to show that price typically scales with supplier size, not real 
comparative quotes. 

• The Year 2 maintenance figures were similarly modelled as a rough percentage of build 
cost (roughly 10–15% per item), which is a common rule of thumb in IT cost estimation, 
not anything sourced from G-Cloud data. 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 3: Procurement / Dashboard Build Cost 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

3. Data Agreement Costs 

• Day rates (£700 for ONS, £650 for Skills England): These are rough approximations 
based on typical UK public sector consultancy/analyst day rates for a mid-grade 
specialist (roughly SEO/G7 equivalent loaded cost). There aren’t any actual ONS or 
Skills England charging schedule for bespoke data services and it's not clear one is even 
publicly published, since this kind of cross-government data-sharing cost is usually 
negotiated bilaterally via a Memorandum of Understanding rather than priced off a public 
rate card. 

• Estimated days (e.g. 20 days for ONS ASHE extract, 15 days for LFS/APS 
disaggregation): These are estimates based on a general sense of how labour-
intensive bespoke statistical disclosure control and data extraction work tends to be not 
derived from any ONS scoping document, prior project, or stated capacity figure. 

Table 4: Data Agreement Costs 

 

4. Hosting and Maintenance Costs 

• Quantities: These are based on traffic assumption as stated in the notes, not any actual 
capacity plan. Some approximate numbers are considered that felt proportionate to a 
modest public dashboard ("<5,000 monthly unique users"), but this is not based against 
real concurrency, query load, or dataset size. 

• Unit costs (e.g. £150/month for compute, £120/month for database, £3/GB-month 
for storage, £8,000 for an annual pen test): These are loose approximations of 
general cloud market pricing from training data (e.g. AWS/Azure-equivalent list prices for 
similar tiers), not Gov Cloud negotiated rates, not G-Cloud catalogue prices, and not 
anything quoted by DSIT's IT team. The pen test figure in particular is a rough rule-of-



                   

 

thumb for a CREST-accredited engagement and could easily be off by a factor of 2 
either way depending on scope. 

Table 5: Hosting & Maintenance Costs 

 

5. Governance and Peer Review Costs 

• Frequency assumptions (3 MAG meetings/year, 1 peer review commission/year, 3 
user research rounds, etc.): These are assumptions based on "reasonable" annual 
governance cadence might look like for a body like this, loosely modelled on how 
advisory groups and methodology boards typically operate in government (quarterly 
meetings, annual review cycles). There is no other reference in any existing DSIT 
advisory group's actual meeting frequency or terms of reference. 

• Unit costs (£2,500/meeting, £15,000 for year-1 peer review, £8,000 for ongoing peer 
review, £4,000/user research round, etc.): These are rough guesses at what such 
activities might cost based on general familiarity with government commissioning costs 
(e.g. academic/think-tank review commissions, venue and admin costs for board 
meetings) not quotes, not benchmarked against any real procurement, and not sourced 
from any document. 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 6: Governance & Peer Review Costs 

 

 
Non-Monetary Benefits Appraisal 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

1. Avoided Duplication Across Departments 

1.1 Green Book classification 

Type of benefit: Public sector financial benefit (potentially monetisable in principle, once 

verified) and a contribution to public sector efficiency more broadly. 

Avoided duplication is the one benefit line in this appraisal capable of being monetised but only 

once real evidence is gathered. The Green Book's Five Case Model explicitly identifies avoiding 

duplication of effort as a benefit of cross-government collaboration (paragraph 3.14): “Early and 

sustained collaboration builds a shared understanding of the proposal, avoids duplication of 

effort, and helps to identify potential wider or unintended impacts before they occur.” 

1.2 Method: a three-step evidence-mapping exercise 

Step 1 - Identify candidate commissions 

Map existing and recent labour market / automation-risk analyses commissioned or produced by 

DWP, DBT, Skills England (and its predecessor bodies), and any cross-government bodies (e.g. 

the former Industrial Strategy Council). Primary sources for this step are: 

• GOV.UK Contracts Finder: searchable record of public sector contracts, including 
commissioned research. 

• Departmental annual reports and accounts: disclose major commissioned research 
spend. 



                   

 

• Published departmental research and statistics pages: identify recurring, self-
produced labour market analyses. 

• Freedom of Information requests: where contract-level detail is not already public. 

 

Step 2 — Classify by overlap type 

Each identified commission or analysis should be classified using the table below. 

Overlap category Definition Implication for dashboard 

Full duplicate 

Same SOC-level 

automation/redundancy risk 

question, similar methodology. 

Strong candidate for 

discontinuation once dashboard 

is live. 

Partial duplicate 

Uses similar ONS/Skills England 

inputs but different framing or unit 

of analysis. 

Scope for reduced frequency or 

narrower commissioning once 

dashboard provides baseline. 

Adjacent but 

distinct 

Related labour market question 

but different unit (e.g. claimant-

level forecasting). 

No reduction expected; 

dashboard may become a 

complementary input. 

Step 3 — State cost avoidance as a range, not a point estimate 

Once full and partial duplicates are identified with real contract values, the appraisal can state: 

“X identified contracts totalling £Y over Z years could be reduced or discontinued if the 

dashboard provides equivalent coverage.” This should be presented as a range with clearly 

stated assumptions, not a single confident figure, reflecting genuine uncertainty about take-up 

and transition timing. 

What this appraisal does not do 

This document does not estimate a duplication-saving figure. Departmental contract 

histories require dedicated desk research (Contracts Finder searches, FOI requests, 

departmental liaison) that has not been carried out. Any figure produced without that 

underlying evidence would not be a credible input to a business case. 
 

Recommended next step: commission a short desk-research exercise (1–2 weeks analyst 

time) to populate the table above with real contract data before this line is included as 

anything other than a structural placeholder. 

 



                   

 

2. Employer Decision-Making Value 

2.1 Green Book classification 

Type of benefit: Unmonetisable, quantifiable-in-part social benefit, improved employer 

decision-making and productivity. 

2.2 The Green Book's rationale for intervention: imperfect information 

The Green Book (2026, paragraph 4.6) identifies five categories of market failure that justify 

government intervention. The most directly applicable to this dashboard is imperfect information: 

“Imperfect information: Households and organisations are often able to find, or buy, the 

information that they need to make good decisions. In some cases, however, the public 

sector must act to provide this information. Credit constraints are an example of imperfect 

information. Lenders sometimes do not have perfect information about which households 

and businesses are creditworthy and therefore under-supply loans.” 

— HM Treasury, The Green Book: UK Government Guidance on Appraisal (2026), 

paragraph 4.6 

2.3 Applying this to the dashboard 

The argument structure for the Strategic and Economic Cases follows directly from this 

paragraph: 

• Employers making workforce investment decisions (reskilling budgets, hiring plans, 
capital-versus-labour substitution) face a genuine information asymmetry: no individual 
employer can observe SOC-level automation exposure at the granularity needed to act 
on it. 

• No single employer has the incentive to produce this information as a public good 
themselves, since the benefit would accrue to competitors as much as to the employer 
bearing the cost (this overlaps with the public goods rationale addressed in Section 3). 

• This is the standard Green Book opening move used to justify other government 
information-provision interventions, such as Companies House open data, ONS open 
statistics, and FCA open banking data. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

2.4 How to present this in the Appraisal Summary Table 

Per Green Book Chapter 6 (Figure 6, the decision tree for classifying social costs and benefits), 

this benefit should be tested as follows: 

Decision tree question Assessment for this benefit 

Can it be expressed in 

monetary terms? 

Not without a dedicated valuation exercise (e.g. stated-

preference / willingness-to-pay survey of employers). Treat 

as unmonetisable for this appraisal. 

Can it be expressed 

numerically? 

Partially. Proxy indicators can be quantified e.g. survey-

based measures of employer uncertainty about automation 

exposure (see 2.5 below). 

Conclusion 

Classify as a quantifiable (where proxy data exists) or 

qualitative unmonetised social benefit, not as a monetised 

figure. 

2.5 Possible quantifiable proxies (require sourcing before use) 

The following would need to be sourced from existing survey data (e.g. CIPD Labour Market 

Outlook, Skills England employer surveys, or the ONS Business Insights and Conditions 

Survey) before citing in a business case: 

• Proportion of UK employers reporting difficulty assessing automation/AI exposure within 
their own sector or occupations. 

• Proportion of employers citing lack of reliable data as a barrier to reskilling investment 
decisions. 

• Average employer spend (or planned spend) on private labour-market intelligence as a 
revealed-preference indicator of the value placed on this type of information. 

 

What this appraisal does not do 

This document does not assign a monetary value to improved employer decision-making. 

Doing so credibly would require a dedicated stated-preference or revealed-preference 

valuation study - a specialist exercise beyond the scope of a desk-based appraisal. 

Recommended next step: search CIPD, Skills England and ONS survey series for existing 

proxy indicators (listed in 2.5) before finalising the Appraisal Summary Table entry for this 

benefit. 

 



                   

 

3. Public Value of Open, Accessible Data 

3.1 Green Book classification 

Type of benefit: Qualitative social benefit - public good provision and distributional value. 

3.2 The public goods rationale 

The same Green Book paragraph (4.6) that establishes the imperfect information rationale also 

defines public goods, and the dashboard meets both defining characteristics: 

“Public goods are goods and services that are non-excludable and non-rivalrous. Non-

excludability means that the use of public goods cannot be restricted, and so it is not 

possible to charge people for using them. Non-rivalry means that the consumption of public 

goods by one person does not affect another person’s ability to consume them. These 

characteristics mean that public goods are under-provided by the free market.” 

— HM Treasury, The Green Book: UK Government Guidance on Appraisal (2026), 

paragraph 4.6 

3.3 Applying the two defining characteristics 

Characteristic Application to the dashboard 

Non-excludable 

A publicly accessible dashboard can be viewed by anyone — 

researchers, small businesses without analytics capacity, individual 

workers assessing their own career exposure, journalists, and local 

authorities without charge or gatekeeping. 

Non-rivalrous 

One user viewing the dashboard does not reduce its availability or 

usefulness to another user, unlike a finite resource or a paywalled 

commercial report with limited licence seats. 

 
Because the free market under-provides this category of good, the Green Book's logic supports 

direct public provision rather than relying solely on commercial labour-market analytics 

providers, whose products are typically paywalled and accessible only to organisations able to 

pay for enterprise-level licences. 

3.4 Supplementary qualitative value: transparency and distributional effects 

Two further qualitative benefits can be described, drawing on Green Book Chapter 7 

(Distributional analysis and place-based analysis): 



                   

 

• Transparency and accountability value: a public dashboard allows external scrutiny of 
the evidence base underpinning the government's own AI and automation policy 
positions, supporting the Green Book's emphasis (paragraph 5.4) on transparently 
documenting evidence and reasoning. 

• Distributional value: small businesses and individual workers, who cannot afford 
commissioned labour market research, gain access to information equivalent to that 
which large employers can otherwise purchase privately. Green Book paragraph 7.3 
notes that where a proposal has distributional effects, even if not an explicit objective, 
practitioners should describe these qualitatively or quantitatively as part of the balanced 
value-for-money judgement. 

4. Summary: Draft Appraisal Summary Table Entries 

Green Book Chapter 9 recommends presenting shortlist appraisal results in an Appraisal 

Summary Table (AST). The rows below are drafted ready for insertion into a full AST alongside 

the monetised cost figures in the companion cost model. 

Benefit Classification Evidence status 

1. Avoided 

duplication across 

DWP / DBT / 

Skills England 

Potentially 

monetisable 

Not yet evidenced, requires Contracts Finder / FOI 

desk research to populate the overlap-mapping table 

(Section 1.2) before any figure is used. 

2. Improved 

employer 

decision-making 

Unmonetisable 

(quantifiable in 

part) 

Rationale is well-evidenced via Green Book 

paragraph 4.6 (imperfect information). Quantifiable 

proxies (Section 2.5) require sourcing from CIPD / 

Skills England / ONS survey series. 

3. Public value of 

open data 
Qualitative 

Rationale is well-evidenced via Green Book 

paragraph 4.6 (public goods) and Chapter 7 

(distributional analysis). Ready to use in qualitative 

form as drafted in Section 3.4. 

4.1 Honest assessment of evidence strength 

In the interests of the same transparency this appraisal recommends for the dashboard itself: 

benefits 2 and 3 rest on a well-established and directly citable Green Book rationale (paragraph 

4.6), even though the specific magnitude of the benefit is not quantified. Benefit 1 (avoided 

duplication) is conceptually sound but currently has no underlying evidence base at all. It is a 

placeholder structure awaiting real desk research, not a populated finding. 



                   

 

None of the three benefits should be presented to decision makers as monetised figures. Per 

Green Book paragraph 6.99, a proposal with unmonetised or even unquantified benefits can still 

represent good value for money. The absence of a single pound-sterling figure here is not a 

weakness in the case, provided the qualitative and quantifiable evidence is presented 

transparently, as set out above. 

 

2. Recommendation under appraisal 

By 2027, the AI and Future of Work Unit should use the Automation and Redundancy Risk 
Dashboard to develop a targeted reskilling plan that transitions workers in high-risk roles 
into high-demand digital jobs, delivered through Government-funded bootcamps and 
apprenticeships that align with skills shortages and employer-needs. 

1. Assumptions Framework 

The model targets 5% of the estimated 1.77 million UK workers identified as being in high-risk 

roles (approximately 88,500 workers in the first cohort). Of these, 60% are assumed to engage 

with the programme, giving 53,100 actual participants. Both figures are explicitly modelling 

assumptions rather than researched optima: the targeting rate requires a ministerial decision on 

ambition, and the engagement rate is loosely anchored to DfE evaluations of Skills Bootcamps 

and Sector-Based Work Academy Programmes, which typically report 50–70% enrolment among 

referred participants. Neither figure should be treated as a floor or ceiling. 

The appraisal runs over 10 years, in line with the Green Book's standard default for proposals 

that fall outside its specific longer-horizon categories (infrastructure, building refurbishment, 

regulation). All future costs and benefits are discounted at 3.5% in real terms. The Social Time 

Preference Rate set out at paragraph 6.54 of the Green Book 2026, which is the correct rate for 

an appraisal period falling entirely within years 1 to 30. 

The employer adaptation barrier identified in RFP evidence is treated as a live constraint 

throughout the model, not a background caveat. Rather than assuming all completers walk into 

relevant digital roles, the model applies a 55% job-outcome rate. Deliberately set below typical 

programme completion rates to reflect the fact that reskilled workers cannot generate Exchequer 

returns until employers actually hire them. This single assumption is the largest source of 

uncertainty in the whole model and is tested explicitly in the sensitivity analysis. 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 7: Cost of Inaction Baseline – Assumptions & Sources 
 



                   

 

 

2. Exchequer Impact Model 

For each successful participant defined as someone who completes the programme and 
secures a relevant digital role within 12 months, the model calculates two distinct types of 
Exchequer benefit. The first is a recurring annual gain: the additional income tax and National 
Insurance generated on the wage uplift between what participants earned in their high-risk role 
and what they earn in their new digital role. Using ONS ASHE 2025 median earnings and a 20% 
wage uplift assumption, this amounts to approximately £2,232 per successful participant per 
year. Across 29,205 successful participants and discounted over 10 years at 3.5%, this 
produces a net present value of approximately £542 million for one cohort. 

The second type is a one-off year-1 saving: the Universal Credit, housing benefit, and Council 
Tax Reduction that the Exchequer avoids paying because successful participants did not 
experience the 9-month unemployment spell modelled in the cost-of-inaction baseline. This 
amounts to approximately £9,361 per successful participant, generating a discounted cohort-
level saving of approximately £273 million. The apprenticeship levy offset, reflecting employer 
co-investment in places delivered through the apprenticeship route adds a further £35 million in 
year 1, bringing the combined one-off Exchequer benefit to approximately £298 million 
discounted. 

The combined 10-year net present value of Exchequer benefits from one cohort is 
approximately £840 million. Against a placeholder delivery cost of £234 million (based on an 
illustrative £8,000 per participant figure that must be replaced with a genuine costing before this 
is used in any submission) the model returns a net positive Exchequer position of approximately 
£606 million. The sensitivity table shows that even under the most cautious employer adaptation 
scenario, with only 35% of participants securing relevant roles, the discounted tax benefit alone 
still exceeds £345 million. 



                   

 

Table 8: Cost of Inaction Baseline – Do Nothing Counterfactual 

 

 



                   

 

 

3. Limitations 

The headline figures in this model are a gross upper-bound estimate of programme impact, not 
a counterfactual-adjusted net figure. No deadweight adjustment has been applied. That is, no 
reduction has been made for the proportion of successful outcomes that would have occurred 
even without the programme. DWP and the What Works Centre for Local Economic Growth 
publish deadweight estimates for comparable active labour market programmes, typically in the 
range of 20–40%. Applying a 30% deadweight adjustment to the central scenario would reduce 
the 10-year tax benefit from approximately £542 million to approximately £380 million. This 
adjustment should be sourced from published evaluations of the closest comparable UK 
programmes and applied before these figures are used in a formal appraisal. 

The apprenticeship levy is correctly treated in this model as an offsetting financing source, not 
as a novel tax receipt this programme generates. The levy already exists as a mandatory 0.5% 
payroll tax on employers with pay bills over £3 million, and its funds already support 
apprenticeship training across the whole economy independently of this programme. Presenting 
it as Exchequer revenue generated by the reskilling intervention would be a double-counting 
error: it is relevant to the Financial Case as a source of employer co-investment that reduces 
net additional Government spend, but it should not appear as a benefit in the Economic Case 
alongside the GVA and tax calculations. 

This model calculates the Exchequer impact of a single cohort over 10 years. A full programme 
business case covering multiple years of intake, consistent with the recommendation's multi-
year ambition would require cohort stacking: running the model for each annual intake, 
offsetting the discount periods appropriately for later-starting cohorts, and summing across 
them. The single-cohort model here is the auditable building block for that fuller exercise, not a 
substitute for it. The wage baseline and job-outcome rate both require replacement with SOC-
specific data once the dashboard is operational, at which point the model should be re-run with 
actual occupational earnings differentials between source high-risk roles and target digital roles 
rather than the current all-occupation median proxy. 

• Population estimate. The 1.5 million figure is England-only and dated 2017 (the most 

recent ONS study using this specific automation-probability methodology). It has been 

scaled to a UK-wide estimate using a simple population pro-rata, which is a modelling 

simplification, not a re-estimation of automation risk for Scotland, Wales, and Northern 

Ireland labour markets. The Automation and Redundancy Risk Dashboard recommended 

elsewhere in this programme is intended to replace this 2017 estimate with current, UK-



                   

 

wide, SOC-disaggregated data. This model should be re-run with dashboard outputs once 

available, and the figures here should be treated as a placeholder baseline only. 

• Wage baseline. The model currently uses the UK all-occupation median wage 

(£766.60/week, ONS ASHE April 2025) as a placeholder for displaced workers' prior 

earnings. This is very likely to overstate the true baseline wage, since occupations at high 

risk of automation tend to be routine, lower-paid roles, not a representative cross-section 

of all occupations. ONS ASHE Table 14 (occupation by 4-digit SOC) should be used to 

substitute SOC-specific wage data once the dashboard identifies the actual high-risk 

occupations. This would likely produce a materially lower per-worker tax-loss figure but 

does not change the underlying methodology. 

• Duration assumption. The 9-month average displacement duration is a modelling 

judgement, explicitly flagged as unvalidated. No authoritative UK source publishes an 

average unemployment duration specifically for automation-displaced workers (as 

opposed to general unemployment, which DWP and ONS do publish, but which blends all 

causes of job loss). This is the single largest source of uncertainty in the per-worker cost 

figure, since costs scale linearly with duration. Sensitivity testing (varying this assumption) 

is strongly recommended before this figure is used in ministerial submission. 

• Health and Social Costs. Deliberately excluded from the monetised total. This is 

consistent with Green Book paragraph 6.28: practitioners should monetise only where 

credible evidence supports it and should not force premature monetisation. The omission 

means the total in Step 6 is a conservative (minimum) estimate of the true cost of inaction, 

not a comprehensive one — this should be stated explicitly wherever the headline figure 

is quoted. 

• GVA loss methodology. Using gross wages as a proxy for GVA loss is a simplification 

that avoids the more contested territory of estimating economy-wide productivity 

multipliers (which the Green Book explicitly cautions against paragraph 6.43, on not 

counting Keynesian multiplier effects as social benefits/costs, applies by analogy here). 

This likely understates true GVA loss for higher-productivity occupations and should be 

treated as a floor, not a central estimate. 

• Council Tax Reduction assumption. The model assumes a single unemployed claimant 

receives a 100% Council Tax Reduction. This is realistic for many local schemes for a 

claimant with no other household income, but Council Tax Reduction is locally 

administered (each billing authority sets its own working-age scheme), so actual 

entitlement varies and may be lower than 100% in some authorities. 

• Displacement scenarios, not predictions. Step 7's sensitivity table (10% / 25% / 50% 

displacement) exists because being in a 'high automation risk' occupation does not equate 

to certain job loss. Historical technology adoption (ATMs, self-checkout, etc.) has often 

changed job content and reduced headcount growth rather than eliminating roles outright 

and immediately. Decision-makers should treat the 'gross cost if 100% displaced' figure 

(Step 7 top line) as a theoretical ceiling, not a forecast, and should anchor on the sensitivity 

range instead. 



                   

 

 

3. Recommendation under appraisal 

“By 2028, each Mayoral Combined Authority receiving Adult Skills Fund should publish an 
annual Employer Commitment Register as a condition of accessing TechLocal or Skills 
Bootcamp co-funding, a minimum of 100 employers per MCA area formally commit to 
interviewing 5 candidates from at least one government-accredited reskilling programme, 
with 50% of those commitments resulting in a verified hire within 12 months, tracked 
through the National Workforce Transition Evidence Hub.” 

1. Policy-Level Costings 

• Register setup costs range from £35,000 for MCAs with existing digital infrastructure to 
£90,000 for those requiring a new build from scratch, with 40% of MCAs assumed to need 
the latter. The weighted average is £57,000 per MCA, giving a total capital cost of 
£570,000 across all 10 MCAs plus £96,000 in annual maintenance. 

• The National Workforce Transition Evidence Hub is costed as a central one-off build of 
£322,000 including contingency, covering data ingestion from all MCAs, automated hire 
verification matched against HMRC PAYE or DWP Universal Credit off-flow records, and 
annual public reporting. Annual maintenance comes to approximately £46,000. 

• MCA administration staff - covering employer recruitment, data verification, register 
publication, and senior oversight cost approximately £62,000 per MCA per year, totalling 
£621,000 annually across all 10 MCAs. These figures use the same Civil Service pay band 
midpoints and on-cost rates applied consistently throughout this series of models. 

• The Standard Cost Model employer burden is approximately £256 per employer per year, 
covering portal registration, submitting five candidate records, reporting verified hire 
outcomes, and one annual account manager meeting. Across 1,000 committed employers 
nationally this amounts to £256,000 per year. A cost to business, not a public sector cost, 
and should be reported in the Business Impact Assessment separately. 

• The policy creates significant financial leverage by conditioning £207 million of existing 
co-funding on Register compliance: approximately £27 million in TechLocal grants 
sourced from the GOV.UK TechLocal programme page published January 2026, and an 
estimated £180 million in devolved Skills Bootcamp allocations sourced from the DWP 
S31 grant determination letters 2026-27. This is not new public spending, it is existing 
funding made conditional on employer commitments. 

• The total three-year public sector cost is approximately £2.4 million, covering capital build 
in year zero and two years of MCA administration and Hub maintenance. Against £207 
million of co-funding leverage annually, this represents a very low administrative cost 
relative to the financial incentive structure the policy creates. 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 9: Employer Commitment Register set up costs 

 



                   

 

 

 

2. Forecasted Outcomes 

• At the policy minimum, the floor-level employment outcome is 2,500 verified hires 
annually. The product of 100 employers per MCA, 5 interview candidates each, a 50% 
hire rate, and 10 participating MCAs. This is an arithmetically derived floor, not a forecast 
of likely performance. 

• Of those 2,500 verified hires, approximately 2,125 are reportable through the Evidence 
Hub at the 85% data completeness assumption, meaning around 375 actual hires will 
occur but cannot be verified and attributed in annual published statistics. 

• Wages are disaggregated by MCA, with the Greater London Authority applying a 25% 
wage premium and all nine non-London MCAs applying a 12% regional discount to the 
national ASHE 2025 digital occupation median. The total annual wage bill from verified 
hires across all MCAs is approximately £107 million. 

• GVA is modelled using the wage-based proxy as a conservative floor, consistent with 
methodology used throughout this model series. As an upper-bound comparator, the 
Digital and Technologies Sector Plan published by DSIT in 2026 records GVA per 
employee in the digital sector at £119,000, which is 53% above the UK average. This 
multiplier is presented as contextual evidence, not as the recommended calculation 
method for this appraisal. 

• Approximately 55% of verified hires are assumed to fill previously unfilled roles rather than 
replace attrition, based on Skills Bootcamps evidence that a significant proportion of 
placements represent genuinely new headcount. These represent the employer growth 
impact: organisations that could not grow due to digital talent shortages. A barrier 
referenced in the RFP evidence as affecting over 40% of organisations are now able to fill 
vacancies they could not otherwise recruit for. 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 10: Forecasted Outcomes 

 
 

  

3. Exchequer Impacts 

• Each verified hire generates approximately £8,497 in additional income tax and employee 
National Insurance annually, applied to the wage uplift above the personal allowance of 
£12,570 using the 2025/26 basic rate of 20% and employee NI main band of 8%. Across 
2,500 verified hires, this produces approximately £21 million in additional annual tax 
receipts. 



                   

 

• Benefit savings are modelled as a one-off year-one saving per verified hire, using the 
same UC standard allowance, Local Housing Allowance, and Council Tax Reduction 
basket from the companion cost-of-inaction model. Each hire generates approximately 
£9,361 in avoided benefit expenditure over a 9-month displacement period, totalling 
approximately £23 million across the full cohort. 

• The Register is estimated to improve the Skills Bootcamp employment conversion rate 
from a baseline of 75% (the figure recorded in the GLA Wave 6 decision document of 
March 2025) to approximately 82% with employer commitments in place, reducing the 
cost per positive outcome from around £4,203 to £3,844. This 7% uplift is a modelling 
assumption that requires evaluation evidence to confirm. 

• Deadweight is not applied to the headline figures, consistent with the approach taken in 
the companion reskilling models. The deadweight framework identifies two key drivers: 
40% of committed employers are assumed to already hire from reskilling programmes and 
represent near-pure deadweight; 60% are genuinely new to this hiring channel. Applying 
a further 75% additionality rate to the new-to-channel employers produces a net 
additionality rate of 45% and approximately 1,125 genuinely additional verified hires after 
deadweight adjustment. 

Table 11: Exchequer Impacts

 



                   

 

 

  

4. Scenarios and Sensitivity 

• The low scenario assumes 8 MCAs participate, 70 employers are recruited per MCA, and 
the verified hire rate falls to 35%, reflecting employer reluctance to formalise commitments 
and capacity constraints in smaller MCA economies such as Tees Valley and West of 
England. The high scenario assumes 12 MCAs qualify by 2028, 130 employers per MCA 
exceed the minimum threshold through reputational incentive, and a hire rate of 65% is 
achieved, consistent with the upper range of Skills Bootcamps outcomes data. 

• The derived outcome range runs from approximately 875 verified hires annually in the low 
scenario to approximately 5,525 in the high scenario, with the central policy-minimum floor 
of 2,500. Annual Exchequer tax receipts range from approximately £8 million to 
approximately £47 million across these scenarios. 

• The verified hire rate is the single most sensitive variable in the model: a 15% swing above 
or below the 50% central case produces approximately a 30% change in every 
downstream outcome and Exchequer metric. It should be tested at 35%, 50%, and 65% 
in any challenge function review. 

• The number of participating MCAs is the second most sensitive variable, with each 
additional or lost MCA representing a proportional 10% change in all national aggregates. 
The wage level of roles entered is the third, affecting Exchequer tax receipts more than 
employment counts. 

• Evidence Hub data completeness affects only what can be verified and published, not 
actual employment outcomes. At 70% completeness, nearly a third of real hires would be 
invisible in public annual statistics, which has implications for the policy's accountability 
mechanism and the credibility of the annual register as a performance measure. 

• The deadweight and additionality rate is the hardest parameter to observe without 
longitudinal employer survey data and requires an evaluation design to be built into the 
programme from launch rather than attempted retrospectively. 

 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 12: Central / Low / High Scenarios & Sensitivity Testing 

 

5. Assumptions Framework 

• The model covers 10 Mayoral Strategic Authorities currently receiving devolved Adult 
Skills Fund and Skills Bootcamp funding, sourced from the House of Commons Library 
and the 2026-27 S31 grant determination letters. The central assumption is 100% MCA 



                   

 

participation, justified by the coercive policy mechanism: any MCA wishing to retain 
TechLocal or Skills Bootcamp income must comply. 

• The policy minimum thresholds are fixed inputs from the recommendation itself. 100 
committed employers per MCA, 5 interview candidates each, producing 500 interview 
commitments per MCA and 5,000 nationally. 

• The verified hire rate is set at 50% as the central case, anchored to the policy floor. Skills 
Bootcamps Wave 6 outcomes data from the GLA records a 75% positive outcome rate 
for completers within 6 months, suggesting 50% is a conservative rather than optimistic 
threshold. 

• Wages for digital roles are modelled using ONS ASHE April 2025 data, with a 12% 
regional discount applied to non-London MCAs and a 25% premium for the GLA, 
producing a weighted blended wage of approximately £42,900 across all 10 MCAs. 

• The Skills Bootcamps employer co-funding rates are sourced from the Wave 6 guidance: 
large employers contribute 30% of training costs and SMEs contribute 10%, producing a 
blended employer co-funding rate of 16% based on an assumed 70/30 SME-to-large 
employer split. 

• A 60% new-employer rate is assumed, meaning 60% of committed employers are 
genuinely new to hiring from reskilling programmes which drives the additionality 
calculation in the Exchequer Impacts sheet. 

• Evidence Hub data completeness is assumed at 85% centrally, meaning around 15% of 
actual verified hires may not be countable in public reporting in any given year. 

Table 13: Employer Commitment register – Assumptions Framework 
 



                   

 

 
 



                   

 

4. Recommendation under appraisal 

“By 2028, Government should offer 300 SMEs a £7,500-10,000 wage subsidy through 

committing to hire a Tech First Women's Programme participant, with at least 60% of 

placements converting to permanent roles at month six.” 

1. Policy-Level Costings 
 

• The gross maximum subsidy if all 255 placements converted would be £2.55 million, 
but the model recommends a pay-on-conversion design. Payment only when the 6-month 
permanent role is verified via HMRC PAYE, reducing the actual subsidy paid to 
approximately £1.84 million at the 72% central conversion rate. 

• Conditionality verification (an outcome tracking officer at 0.2 FTE SEO plus a per-
placement gateway administration fee of £2,500, benchmarked against Kickstart's £360 
per participant gateway fee scaled up for a higher-value scheme) adds 
approximately £650,000 annually. A surprisingly large overhead relative to the subsidy 
itself, driven by the per-placement admin cost assumption which should be stress-tested. 

• Programme administration is estimated at 10% of actual subsidy paid, a conservative rate 
below Kickstart's observed 16% overhead, adding approximately £184,000. 

• Total year-1 Exchequer outlay across subsidy, verification, and administration is 
approximately £2.67 million. This is the figure against which all returns are measured. 

• The conditionality cost is the most scrutinisable line in this sheet: the £2,500 per-
placement admin figure is a professional judgement rather than a sourced rate. If a lighter-
touch verification mechanism (e.g. automated HMRC PAYE cross-check analogous to the 
existing Kickstart model) can bring this to £360–500, total outlay drops by approximately 
£500,000. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 14: Policy-Level Costings 

 

 

2. Forecasted Outcomes 

• The floor-level employment outcome is 138 net genuinely additional sustained jobs — 255 
placements multiplied by the 72% conversion rate, then adjusted downward by the 25% 
deadweight assumption to isolate jobs that would not have existed without the subsidy. 

• Cumulative wage income from those 138 women over five years is approximately £15 
million, with wages growing at 3.5% annually and a declining retention profile that reduces 
the cohort from 138 in year 1 to roughly 69 by year 5. 

• GVA is modelled using two methods: a conservative wage-based proxy of approximately 
£15 million over five years, and an upper-bound digital sector multiplier of approximately 



                   

 

£82 million applying the DSIT figure of £119,000 GVA per digital sector employee. The 
wage proxy is the recommended figure, the multiplier almost certainly overstates the 
contribution of entry-level SME placements, which are unlikely to match the productivity 
of frontier-tech firms that dominate the sector average. 

• The SME growth effect (the output gain from filling previously unfilled digital roles in 
businesses that could not previously attract tech talent) is treated as a qualitative benefit 
rather than a monetised figure, consistent with Green Book paragraph 6.28. However, the 
model notes that if each of the 184 converting SMEs achieved even 1% additional annual 
revenue from unlocked digital capability, the aggregate gain across the cohort would be 
approximately £2.8 million, roughly equal to the entire gross subsidy cost. This is 
contextual framing, not a model output. 

Table 15: Forecasted Outcomes – Employment, Wages, GVA, SME Growth 

 

 



                   

 

3. Exchequer Impacts 

• Five-year discounted income tax and employee National Insurance from the 138 net 
additional women generates approximately £2.2 million, applied at the standard 20% basic 
rate and 8% employee NI main band on earnings above the £12,570 personal allowance. 

• Employer National Insurance at 15% on salaries above the £5,000 secondary threshold 
contributes a further approximately £1.8 million to the Exchequer over the same period. 
This is an often-overlooked inflow that meaningfully improves the net cost calculation. 

• Benefit savings of approximately £430,000 are estimated from UC standard allowance, 
Local Housing Allowance, and Council Tax Reduction avoided for the 50% of participants 
assumed to have been on UC or out of work before placement, over a 6-month 
displacement period. This assumption (that half the participants were on benefits) is a 
placeholder with no programme-specific evidence to support it and should be the first thing 
validated from intake data once the programme launches. 

• Total five-year discounted Exchequer returns of approximately £4.4 million against a gross 
outlay of approximately £2.67 million leaves a net Exchequer cost of approximately 
£1.7 million, meaning the government does not fully recover the £10,000 subsidy within 
five years at central assumptions. The net cost per sustained additional job is 
approximately £12,300 higher than Kickstart's ~£7,000 per participant, but on a 
significantly higher-paid cohort generating stronger per-head annual returns that 
accumulate more favourably over longer timeframes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 16: Exchequer Impacts — Tax, Employer NI, Benefit Savings, Net Cost per Job 
 

 
 

 



                   

 

4. Scenarios and Sensitivity 

• Wage level is the most sensitive variable in the model: moving from £24,000 (low, data 
analyst entry level) to £35,000 (high, software developer in demand) changes the annual 
tax receipt per woman by approximately £3,000 (a 45% swing) and determines whether 
the scheme generates a surplus or a sustained deficit. At £35,000 and 7-year tenure the 
scheme returns a small net surplus; at £24,000 and 3-year tenure the net cost 
approximately doubles. 

• Employment duration is the second most sensitive variable, because Exchequer returns 
accumulate annually while the subsidy cost is one-off. Three years versus seven years of 
sustained employment roughly doubles cumulative tax and NI receipts, making post-
programme retention tracking the single most important evaluation metric. 

• Deadweight is the hardest parameter to observe and the most strategically important for 
policy credibility. At 40% deadweight (the Kickstart comparator level) the scheme's 
genuine cost per additional job rises to approximately £20,000; at 15% it falls to below 
£9,000. A comparison group design, tracking non-subsidised TechFirst placements 
alongside subsidised ones should be built into the programme from launch rather than 
attempted retrospectively. 

• The apprenticeship comparison shows the two routes are cost-comparable at the per-
place level. Approximately £7,700 in government co-funding for a non-levy SME digital 
apprenticeship versus £10,000 for the TechFirst subsidy, but they serve structurally 
different populations. TechFirst targets already-trained women who need employer 
connection, not entry-level learners needing in-work training. The higher starting salary 
(£28,500 vs £24,000 for tech apprentices at SMEs) means TechFirst generates stronger 
per-head annual Exchequer returns, partially offsetting the higher per-place cost. 

• The sensitivity table tests subsidy amount (£7,500 vs £10,000), where a £7,500 subsidy 
at unchanged conversion and retention reduces gross outlay by £368,000 and improves 
the cost per sustained job materially. If the policy intent is primarily demonstration effect 
rather than volume, £7,500 with a hard 6-month conversion condition is likely to deliver 
near-equivalent employer incentive at lower fiscal cost. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 17: Scenarios, Sensitivity Testing & Apprenticeship Comparison 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

5. Recommendation under appraisal 

“By 2029, the National Workforce Transition Evidence Hub should publish an annual AI 

Transition Evidence Report using the TechFirst Women's Programme as a pilot that shows 

conversion rates, progression data, SME barriers, and regional delivery findings” 

Summary 

• The report requires three people: one HEO Analyst at 50% time, one SEO Report Lead at 
60% time, and one G7 Project Lead at 0.3 FTE with 100% of that time attributed to this 
recommendation. Total effective FTE attributable to the annual AI Transition Evidence 
Report is approximately 1.4 FTE across three grades. 

• Year 1 total cost is approximately £99,300 staff costs (including pension and employer NI) 
account for £92,300 of this, with non-staff costs of £7,000 covering graphic design, data 
software, accessibility audit contingency, and regional travel. 

• Year 2 onwards the annual cost is approximately £100,500. Marginally higher than year 1 
because the 5% staff uplift for additional year-on-year comparison work slightly outweighs 
the saving from not repeating the first-year design commission. 

• The dominant cost driver is the SEO Report Lead's salary and on-costs at 60% FTE, which 
accounts for approximately 40–45% of total annual cost. The main policy lever for cost 
reduction is reducing this attribution below 60%, though below approximately 50% the 
quality and depth of a credible published report become difficult to sustain. 

• Cost per data stream is approximately £15,000–£25,000 of staff time, with progression 
data being the most expensive because there is no automatic data feed and the team 
must conduct structured employer follow-up to collect it. This cost can be reduced 
materially if the TechFirst delivery body is required from the programme's outset to supply 
data in a standardised, machine-readable format. 

Table 18: Civil Service Pay Band Reference — Evidence Hub Team (National, Non-London, 
2025/26) 

 



                   

 

 

 

Table 19: FTE Requirements & Time Allocation — Annual AI Transition Evidence Report 

 

 



                   

 

Table 20: Annual Cost Calculation — Year 1 (Pilot) and Year 2+ (Ongoing) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



                   

 

Table 21: Workstream Detail — Data Collection, Writing, Review, Maintenance & Year 2+ 
Iteration 

 
 

6. Recommendation under appraisal 

“By 2027, The Equality Office should publish practical, non-statutory guidance clarifying how 

employers and providers can lawfully design, deliver and participate in women-focused 

digital reskilling programmes under the Equality Act 2010” 

Summary 

• Team required: Four people at partial-time attribution: a Legal Officer at 50% (lead drafter 
and researcher), a G7 Lawyer at 15% (legal quality assurance and EHRC engagement), 
an SEO Policy Officer at 25% (process management, consultation, publication), and a G6 
Deputy Director at 5% (SRO sign-off). 

• Total effective FTE attributable to this recommendation: approximately 0.95 FTE across 
four grades. Less than one full-time equivalent, reflecting the bounded, one-off nature of 
the task. 

Year 1 total cost 

• Approximately £69,600 in total staff costs (salary plus pension and employer NI on-costs) 
account for approximately £64,000 of this, with non-staff costs of £5,600 covering plain 



                   

 

English editing, a possible GOV.UK PDF design commission, stakeholder consultation 
events, and a contingency for an external accessibility audit. 

Year 2+ annual maintenance cost 

• Approximately £5,085 per year - a marginal cost absorbed within existing caseloads rather 
than requiring dedicated FTE. This covers 9 Legal Officer days and 2 G7 days for legal 
review and case law monitoring, plus 7 SEO days for GOV.UK updates and query 
management. 

• In years where a significant case law development, EHRC update, or programme 
expansion occurs, this could rise to £15,000–£25,000 for a partial redraft (treated as a 
contingency rather than a baseline figure). 

Dominant cost driver 

• The Legal Officer at 50% FTE is the single largest cost item, accounting for 
approximately 45% of total Year 1 staff cost. This reflects that the core task researching 
and translating sections 158 and 159 of the Equality Act 2010 into practical, accessible 
guidance is primary legal work that cannot be delegated to a policy officer without 
compromising legal accuracy. 

• The G7 legal quality assurance role, though only 15% of FTE, is non-negotiable for a 
published document that makes statements about the lawful interpretation of primary 
legislation. 

Internal review and sign-off as the most time-intensive stage 

• Interdepartmental clearance (6 SEO days and 2 G7 days) and internal legal review (5 
G7 days and 3 Legal Officer days) together account for a larger share of total effort than 
drafting alone. 

• This is consistent with the general pattern for published government legal guidance and 
should not be folded into drafting time when building the project timeline. It is a distinct 
workstream requiring its own scheduling and milestone tracking. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 22: Equality Act Guidance — Civil Service & Legal Pay Band Reference (2025/26) 

 

Table 23: FTE Requirements & Time Allocation — Equality Act 2010 Practical Guidance

 



                   

 

 

 

Table 24: Cost Calculation - Year 1 (One-Off Guidance Production) and Year 2+ 
(Maintenance) 

 



                   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                   

 

Table 25: Workstream Detail — Legal Research, Drafting, Review, Consultation & 
Maintenance 
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	1. Recommendation under appraisal 


	By 2027, the AI and Future of Work Unit should publish a publicly accessible Automation and Redundancy Risk Dashboard covering at least 80% of UK standard occupational classifications (SOCs), updated annually, drawing on data from employers, ONS and Skills England, and disaggregated by sector, region, and skill level. 




	 Costs -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Table 1: Automation & Redundancy Risk - Costs Dashboard Summary   
	Figure
	Figure
	 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Staff Costs 


	The pay band figures came from several publicly available sources: 
	•
	•
	•
	 IFG (Institute for Government): their civil service pay explainer, which noted DSIT has the highest median salary across Whitehall at £55,810, and provided median figures by grade across departments. 

	•
	•
	 Civil Service Careers website: which gives indicative salary ranges by grade (HEO £32k–£38k was one figure cited there). 

	•
	•
	 DSIT Gender Pay Gap reports (2024 and 2025): which confirmed the grade structure and that HEO/SEO grades are the largest cohort at DSIT. 

	•
	•
	 A third-party salary guide (Job Interviewology): which cited HEO as £32k–£38k nationally. 

	•
	•
	 Defra civil service grades page: which gave national minimums: SEO £39,439, G7£52,120, G6 £62,605. 


	Table 2: Staff costs   
	  

	Figure
	Figure
	2.
	2.
	2.
	 Procurement/Dashboard Build Cost 

	•
	•
	 From general web search results confirming things like G-Cloud's existence, its framework structure, overall market size (£2.91bn in 2024/25 sales), and that suppliers like AWS/Azure are on it, but nothing with itemised pricing for a "build a dashboard with two views, filtering, and a coverage tracker" type of service. No G-Cloud supplier publishes a rate card for a bespoke build like this; pricing only becomes real once a buyer issues a Statement of Requirements and gets responses. 

	•
	•
	 It was estimated plausible bands based on general knowledge of UK public sector digital-build day rates (typically £600–£1,200/day for digital delivery roles depending on supplier size) and rough effort estimates for each work package (e.g. "8 weeks of discovery" × a blended team day rate). The SME/Mid/Large supplier tiering was a structural device to show that price typically scales with supplier size, not real comparative quotes. 

	•
	•
	 The Year 2 maintenance figures were similarly modelled as a rough percentage of build cost (roughly 10–15% per item), which is a common rule of thumb in IT cost estimation, not anything sourced from G-Cloud data. 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 3: Procurement / Dashboard Build Cost 
	  
	Figure
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	3.
	3.
	3.
	 Data Agreement Costs 

	•
	•
	 Day rates (£700 for ONS, £650 for Skills England): These are rough approximations based on typical UK public sector consultancy/analyst day rates for a mid-grade specialist (roughly SEO/G7 equivalent loaded cost). There aren’t any actual ONS or Skills England charging schedule for bespoke data services and it's not clear one is even publicly published, since this kind of cross-government data-sharing cost is usually negotiated bilaterally via a Memorandum of Understanding rather than priced off a public ra

	•
	•
	 Estimated days (e.g. 20 days for ONS ASHE extract, 15 days for LFS/APS disaggregation): These are estimates based on a general sense of how labour-intensive bespoke statistical disclosure control and data extraction work tends to be not derived from any ONS scoping document, prior project, or stated capacity figure. 


	Table 4: Data Agreement Costs 
	 
	Figure
	4.
	4.
	4.
	 Hosting and Maintenance Costs 

	•
	•
	 Quantities: These are based on traffic assumption as stated in the notes, not any actual capacity plan. Some approximate numbers are considered that felt proportionate to a modest public dashboard ("<5,000 monthly unique users"), but this is not based against real concurrency, query load, or dataset size. 

	•
	•
	 Unit costs (e.g. £150/month for compute, £120/month for database, £3/GB-month for storage, £8,000 for an annual pen test): These are loose approximations of general cloud market pricing from training data (e.g. AWS/Azure-equivalent list prices for similar tiers), not Gov Cloud negotiated rates, not G-Cloud catalogue prices, and not anything quoted by DSIT's IT team. The pen test figure in particular is a rough rule-of-


	thumb for a CREST-accredited engagement and could easily be off by a factor of 2 either way depending on scope. 
	thumb for a CREST-accredited engagement and could easily be off by a factor of 2 either way depending on scope. 
	thumb for a CREST-accredited engagement and could easily be off by a factor of 2 either way depending on scope. 


	Table 5: Hosting & Maintenance Costs 
	 
	Figure
	5.
	5.
	5.
	 Governance and Peer Review Costs 

	•
	•
	 Frequency assumptions (3 MAG meetings/year, 1 peer review commission/year, 3 user research rounds, etc.): These are assumptions based on "reasonable" annual governance cadence might look like for a body like this, loosely modelled on how advisory groups and methodology boards typically operate in government (quarterly meetings, annual review cycles). There is no other reference in any existing DSIT advisory group's actual meeting frequency or terms of reference. 

	•
	•
	 Unit costs (£2,500/meeting, £15,000 for year-1 peer review, £8,000 for ongoing peer review, £4,000/user research round, etc.): These are rough guesses at what such activities might cost based on general familiarity with government commissioning costs (e.g. academic/think-tank review commissions, venue and admin costs for board meetings) not quotes, not benchmarked against any real procurement, and not sourced from any document. 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 6: Governance & Peer Review Costs 
	 
	Figure
	 Non-Monetary Benefits Appraisal ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
	1. Avoided Duplication Across Departments 
	1.1 Green Book classification 
	Type of benefit: Public sector financial benefit (potentially monetisable in principle, once verified) and a contribution to public sector efficiency more broadly. 
	Avoided duplication is the one benefit line in this appraisal capable of being monetised but only once real evidence is gathered. The Green Book's Five Case Model explicitly identifies avoiding duplication of effort as a benefit of cross-government collaboration (paragraph 3.14): “Early and sustained collaboration builds a shared understanding of the proposal, avoids duplication of effort, and helps to identify potential wider or unintended impacts before they occur.” 
	1.2 Method: a three-step evidence-mapping exercise 
	Step 1 - Identify candidate commissions 
	Map existing and recent labour market / automation-risk analyses commissioned or produced by DWP, DBT, Skills England (and its predecessor bodies), and any cross-government bodies (e.g. the former Industrial Strategy Council). Primary sources for this step are: 
	•
	•
	•
	 GOV.UK Contracts Finder: searchable record of public sector contracts, including commissioned research. 

	•
	•
	 Departmental annual reports and accounts: disclose major commissioned research spend. 

	•
	•
	 Published departmental research and statistics pages: identify recurring, self-produced labour market analyses. 

	•
	•
	 Freedom of Information requests: where contract-level detail is not already public. 


	 
	Step 2 — Classify by overlap type 
	Each identified commission or analysis should be classified using the table below. 
	Overlap category 
	Overlap category 
	Overlap category 
	Overlap category 
	Overlap category 

	Definition 
	Definition 

	Implication for dashboard 
	Implication for dashboard 



	Full duplicate 
	Full duplicate 
	Full duplicate 
	Full duplicate 

	Same SOC-level automation/redundancy risk question, similar methodology. 
	Same SOC-level automation/redundancy risk question, similar methodology. 

	Strong candidate for discontinuation once dashboard is live. 
	Strong candidate for discontinuation once dashboard is live. 


	Partial duplicate 
	Partial duplicate 
	Partial duplicate 

	Uses similar ONS/Skills England inputs but different framing or unit of analysis. 
	Uses similar ONS/Skills England inputs but different framing or unit of analysis. 

	Scope for reduced frequency or narrower commissioning once dashboard provides baseline. 
	Scope for reduced frequency or narrower commissioning once dashboard provides baseline. 


	Adjacent but distinct 
	Adjacent but distinct 
	Adjacent but distinct 

	Related labour market question but different unit (e.g. claimant-level forecasting). 
	Related labour market question but different unit (e.g. claimant-level forecasting). 

	No reduction expected; dashboard may become a complementary input. 
	No reduction expected; dashboard may become a complementary input. 




	Step 3 — State cost avoidance as a range, not a point estimate 
	Once full and partial duplicates are identified with real contract values, the appraisal can state: “X identified contracts totalling £Y over Z years could be reduced or discontinued if the dashboard provides equivalent coverage.” This should be presented as a range with clearly stated assumptions, not a single confident figure, reflecting genuine uncertainty about take-up and transition timing. 
	What this appraisal does not do 
	What this appraisal does not do 
	What this appraisal does not do 
	What this appraisal does not do 
	What this appraisal does not do 
	This document does not estimate a duplication-saving figure. Departmental contract histories require dedicated desk research (Contracts Finder searches, FOI requests, departmental liaison) that has not been carried out. Any figure produced without that underlying evidence would not be a credible input to a business case.  
	Recommended next step: commission a short desk-research exercise (1–2 weeks analyst time) to populate the table above with real contract data before this line is included as anything other than a structural placeholder. 




	 
	2. Employer Decision-Making Value 
	2.1 Green Book classification 
	Type of benefit: Unmonetisable, quantifiable-in-part social benefit, improved employer decision-making and productivity. 
	2.2 The Green Book's rationale for intervention: imperfect information 
	The Green Book (2026, paragraph 4.6) identifies five categories of market failure that justify government intervention. The most directly applicable to this dashboard is imperfect information: 
	“Imperfect information: Households and organisations are often able to find, or buy, the information that they need to make good decisions. In some cases, however, the public sector must act to provide this information. Credit constraints are an example of imperfect information. Lenders sometimes do not have perfect information about which households and businesses are creditworthy and therefore under-supply loans.” 
	“Imperfect information: Households and organisations are often able to find, or buy, the information that they need to make good decisions. In some cases, however, the public sector must act to provide this information. Credit constraints are an example of imperfect information. Lenders sometimes do not have perfect information about which households and businesses are creditworthy and therefore under-supply loans.” 
	“Imperfect information: Households and organisations are often able to find, or buy, the information that they need to make good decisions. In some cases, however, the public sector must act to provide this information. Credit constraints are an example of imperfect information. Lenders sometimes do not have perfect information about which households and businesses are creditworthy and therefore under-supply loans.” 
	“Imperfect information: Households and organisations are often able to find, or buy, the information that they need to make good decisions. In some cases, however, the public sector must act to provide this information. Credit constraints are an example of imperfect information. Lenders sometimes do not have perfect information about which households and businesses are creditworthy and therefore under-supply loans.” 
	“Imperfect information: Households and organisations are often able to find, or buy, the information that they need to make good decisions. In some cases, however, the public sector must act to provide this information. Credit constraints are an example of imperfect information. Lenders sometimes do not have perfect information about which households and businesses are creditworthy and therefore under-supply loans.” 
	— HM Treasury, The Green Book: UK Government Guidance on Appraisal (2026), paragraph 4.6 




	2.3 Applying this to the dashboard 
	The argument structure for the Strategic and Economic Cases follows directly from this paragraph: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Employers making workforce investment decisions (reskilling budgets, hiring plans, capital-versus-labour substitution) face a genuine information asymmetry: no individual employer can observe SOC-level automation exposure at the granularity needed to act on it. 

	•
	•
	 No single employer has the incentive to produce this information as a public good themselves, since the benefit would accrue to competitors as much as to the employer bearing the cost (this overlaps with the public goods rationale addressed in Section 3). 

	•
	•
	 This is the standard Green Book opening move used to justify other government information-provision interventions, such as Companies House open data, ONS open statistics, and FCA open banking data. 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2.4 How to present this in the Appraisal Summary Table 
	Per Green Book Chapter 6 (Figure 6, the decision tree for classifying social costs and benefits), this benefit should be tested as follows: 
	Decision tree question 
	Decision tree question 
	Decision tree question 
	Decision tree question 
	Decision tree question 

	Assessment for this benefit 
	Assessment for this benefit 



	Can it be expressed in monetary terms? 
	Can it be expressed in monetary terms? 
	Can it be expressed in monetary terms? 
	Can it be expressed in monetary terms? 

	Not without a dedicated valuation exercise (e.g. stated-preference / willingness-to-pay survey of employers). Treat as unmonetisable for this appraisal. 
	Not without a dedicated valuation exercise (e.g. stated-preference / willingness-to-pay survey of employers). Treat as unmonetisable for this appraisal. 


	Can it be expressed numerically? 
	Can it be expressed numerically? 
	Can it be expressed numerically? 

	Partially. Proxy indicators can be quantified e.g. survey-based measures of employer uncertainty about automation exposure (see 2.5 below). 
	Partially. Proxy indicators can be quantified e.g. survey-based measures of employer uncertainty about automation exposure (see 2.5 below). 


	Conclusion 
	Conclusion 
	Conclusion 

	Classify as a quantifiable (where proxy data exists) or qualitative unmonetised social benefit, not as a monetised figure. 
	Classify as a quantifiable (where proxy data exists) or qualitative unmonetised social benefit, not as a monetised figure. 




	2.5 Possible quantifiable proxies (require sourcing before use) 
	The following would need to be sourced from existing survey data (e.g. CIPD Labour Market Outlook, Skills England employer surveys, or the ONS Business Insights and Conditions Survey) before citing in a business case: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Proportion of UK employers reporting difficulty assessing automation/AI exposure within their own sector or occupations. 

	•
	•
	 Proportion of employers citing lack of reliable data as a barrier to reskilling investment decisions. 

	•
	•
	 Average employer spend (or planned spend) on private labour-market intelligence as a revealed-preference indicator of the value placed on this type of information. 


	 
	What this appraisal does not do 
	What this appraisal does not do 
	What this appraisal does not do 
	What this appraisal does not do 
	What this appraisal does not do 
	This document does not assign a monetary value to improved employer decision-making. Doing so credibly would require a dedicated stated-preference or revealed-preference valuation study - a specialist exercise beyond the scope of a desk-based appraisal. 
	Recommended next step: search CIPD, Skills England and ONS survey series for existing proxy indicators (listed in 2.5) before finalising the Appraisal Summary Table entry for this benefit. 




	 
	3. Public Value of Open, Accessible Data 
	3.1 Green Book classification 
	Type of benefit: Qualitative social benefit - public good provision and distributional value. 
	3.2 The public goods rationale 
	The same Green Book paragraph (4.6) that establishes the imperfect information rationale also defines public goods, and the dashboard meets both defining characteristics: 
	“Public goods are goods and services that are non-excludable and non-rivalrous. Non-excludability means that the use of public goods cannot be restricted, and so it is not possible to charge people for using them. Non-rivalry means that the consumption of public goods by one person does not affect another person’s ability to consume them. These characteristics mean that public goods are under-provided by the free market.” 
	“Public goods are goods and services that are non-excludable and non-rivalrous. Non-excludability means that the use of public goods cannot be restricted, and so it is not possible to charge people for using them. Non-rivalry means that the consumption of public goods by one person does not affect another person’s ability to consume them. These characteristics mean that public goods are under-provided by the free market.” 
	“Public goods are goods and services that are non-excludable and non-rivalrous. Non-excludability means that the use of public goods cannot be restricted, and so it is not possible to charge people for using them. Non-rivalry means that the consumption of public goods by one person does not affect another person’s ability to consume them. These characteristics mean that public goods are under-provided by the free market.” 
	“Public goods are goods and services that are non-excludable and non-rivalrous. Non-excludability means that the use of public goods cannot be restricted, and so it is not possible to charge people for using them. Non-rivalry means that the consumption of public goods by one person does not affect another person’s ability to consume them. These characteristics mean that public goods are under-provided by the free market.” 
	“Public goods are goods and services that are non-excludable and non-rivalrous. Non-excludability means that the use of public goods cannot be restricted, and so it is not possible to charge people for using them. Non-rivalry means that the consumption of public goods by one person does not affect another person’s ability to consume them. These characteristics mean that public goods are under-provided by the free market.” 
	— HM Treasury, The Green Book: UK Government Guidance on Appraisal (2026), paragraph 4.6 




	3.3 Applying the two defining characteristics 
	Characteristic 
	Characteristic 
	Characteristic 
	Characteristic 
	Characteristic 

	Application to the dashboard 
	Application to the dashboard 



	Non-excludable 
	Non-excludable 
	Non-excludable 
	Non-excludable 

	A publicly accessible dashboard can be viewed by anyone — researchers, small businesses without analytics capacity, individual workers assessing their own career exposure, journalists, and local authorities without charge or gatekeeping. 
	A publicly accessible dashboard can be viewed by anyone — researchers, small businesses without analytics capacity, individual workers assessing their own career exposure, journalists, and local authorities without charge or gatekeeping. 


	Non-rivalrous 
	Non-rivalrous 
	Non-rivalrous 

	One user viewing the dashboard does not reduce its availability or usefulness to another user, unlike a finite resource or a paywalled commercial report with limited licence seats. 
	One user viewing the dashboard does not reduce its availability or usefulness to another user, unlike a finite resource or a paywalled commercial report with limited licence seats. 




	 Because the free market under-provides this category of good, the Green Book's logic supports direct public provision rather than relying solely on commercial labour-market analytics providers, whose products are typically paywalled and accessible only to organisations able to pay for enterprise-level licences. 
	3.4 Supplementary qualitative value: transparency and distributional effects 
	Two further qualitative benefits can be described, drawing on Green Book Chapter 7 (Distributional analysis and place-based analysis): 
	•
	•
	•
	 Transparency and accountability value: a public dashboard allows external scrutiny of the evidence base underpinning the government's own AI and automation policy positions, supporting the Green Book's emphasis (paragraph 5.4) on transparently documenting evidence and reasoning. 

	•
	•
	 Distributional value: small businesses and individual workers, who cannot afford commissioned labour market research, gain access to information equivalent to that which large employers can otherwise purchase privately. Green Book paragraph 7.3 notes that where a proposal has distributional effects, even if not an explicit objective, practitioners should describe these qualitatively or quantitatively as part of the balanced value-for-money judgement. 


	4. Summary: Draft Appraisal Summary Table Entries 
	Green Book Chapter 9 recommends presenting shortlist appraisal results in an Appraisal Summary Table (AST). The rows below are drafted ready for insertion into a full AST alongside the monetised cost figures in the companion cost model. 
	Benefit 
	Benefit 
	Benefit 
	Benefit 
	Benefit 

	Classification 
	Classification 

	Evidence status 
	Evidence status 



	1. Avoided duplication across DWP / DBT / Skills England 
	1. Avoided duplication across DWP / DBT / Skills England 
	1. Avoided duplication across DWP / DBT / Skills England 
	1. Avoided duplication across DWP / DBT / Skills England 

	Potentially monetisable 
	Potentially monetisable 

	Not yet evidenced, requires Contracts Finder / FOI desk research to populate the overlap-mapping table (Section 1.2) before any figure is used. 
	Not yet evidenced, requires Contracts Finder / FOI desk research to populate the overlap-mapping table (Section 1.2) before any figure is used. 


	2. Improved employer decision-making 
	2. Improved employer decision-making 
	2. Improved employer decision-making 

	Unmonetisable (quantifiable in part) 
	Unmonetisable (quantifiable in part) 

	Rationale is well-evidenced via Green Book paragraph 4.6 (imperfect information). Quantifiable proxies (Section 2.5) require sourcing from CIPD / Skills England / ONS survey series. 
	Rationale is well-evidenced via Green Book paragraph 4.6 (imperfect information). Quantifiable proxies (Section 2.5) require sourcing from CIPD / Skills England / ONS survey series. 


	3. Public value of open data 
	3. Public value of open data 
	3. Public value of open data 

	Qualitative 
	Qualitative 

	Rationale is well-evidenced via Green Book paragraph 4.6 (public goods) and Chapter 7 (distributional analysis). Ready to use in qualitative form as drafted in Section 3.4. 
	Rationale is well-evidenced via Green Book paragraph 4.6 (public goods) and Chapter 7 (distributional analysis). Ready to use in qualitative form as drafted in Section 3.4. 




	4.1 Honest assessment of evidence strength 
	In the interests of the same transparency this appraisal recommends for the dashboard itself: benefits 2 and 3 rest on a well-established and directly citable Green Book rationale (paragraph 4.6), even though the specific magnitude of the benefit is not quantified. Benefit 1 (avoided duplication) is conceptually sound but currently has no underlying evidence base at all. It is a placeholder structure awaiting real desk research, not a populated finding. 
	None of the three benefits should be presented to decision makers as monetised figures. Per Green Book paragraph 6.99, a proposal with unmonetised or even unquantified benefits can still represent good value for money. The absence of a single pound-sterling figure here is not a weakness in the case, provided the qualitative and quantifiable evidence is presented transparently, as set out above.  
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	2. Recommendation under appraisal 


	By 2027, the AI and Future of Work Unit should use the Automation and Redundancy Risk Dashboard to develop a targeted reskilling plan that transitions workers in high-risk roles into high-demand digital jobs, delivered through Government-funded bootcamps and apprenticeships that align with skills shortages and employer-needs. 




	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Assumptions Framework 


	The model targets 5% of the estimated 1.77 million UK workers identified as being in high-risk roles (approximately 88,500 workers in the first cohort). Of these, 60% are assumed to engage with the programme, giving 53,100 actual participants. Both figures are explicitly modelling assumptions rather than researched optima: the targeting rate requires a ministerial decision on ambition, and the engagement rate is loosely anchored to DfE evaluations of Skills Bootcamps and Sector-Based Work Academy Programmes
	The appraisal runs over 10 years, in line with the Green Book's standard default for proposals that fall outside its specific longer-horizon categories (infrastructure, building refurbishment, regulation). All future costs and benefits are discounted at 3.5% in real terms. The Social Time Preference Rate set out at paragraph 6.54 of the Green Book 2026, which is the correct rate for an appraisal period falling entirely within years 1 to 30. 
	The employer adaptation barrier identified in RFP evidence is treated as a live constraint throughout the model, not a background caveat. Rather than assuming all completers walk into relevant digital roles, the model applies a 55% job-outcome rate. Deliberately set below typical programme completion rates to reflect the fact that reskilled workers cannot generate Exchequer returns until employers actually hire them. This single assumption is the largest source of uncertainty in the whole model and is teste
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 7: Cost of Inaction Baseline – Assumptions & Sources  
	 

	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	2.
	2.
	2.
	 Exchequer Impact Model 


	For each successful participant defined as someone who completes the programme and secures a relevant digital role within 12 months, the model calculates two distinct types of Exchequer benefit. The first is a recurring annual gain: the additional income tax and National Insurance generated on the wage uplift between what participants earned in their high-risk role and what they earn in their new digital role. Using ONS ASHE 2025 median earnings and a 20% wage uplift assumption, this amounts to approximatel
	The second type is a one-off year-1 saving: the Universal Credit, housing benefit, and Council Tax Reduction that the Exchequer avoids paying because successful participants did not experience the 9-month unemployment spell modelled in the cost-of-inaction baseline. This amounts to approximately £9,361 per successful participant, generating a discounted cohort-level saving of approximately £273 million. The apprenticeship levy offset, reflecting employer co-investment in places delivered through the apprent
	The combined 10-year net present value of Exchequer benefits from one cohort is approximately £840 million. Against a placeholder delivery cost of £234 million (based on an illustrative £8,000 per participant figure that must be replaced with a genuine costing before this is used in any submission) the model returns a net positive Exchequer position of approximately £606 million. The sensitivity table shows that even under the most cautious employer adaptation scenario, with only 35% of participants securin
	Table 8: Cost of Inaction Baseline – Do Nothing Counterfactual 
	  
	Figure
	Figure
	 
	Figure
	3.
	3.
	3.
	 Limitations 


	The headline figures in this model are a gross upper-bound estimate of programme impact, not a counterfactual-adjusted net figure. No deadweight adjustment has been applied. That is, no reduction has been made for the proportion of successful outcomes that would have occurred even without the programme. DWP and the What Works Centre for Local Economic Growth publish deadweight estimates for comparable active labour market programmes, typically in the range of 20–40%. Applying a 30% deadweight adjustment to 
	The apprenticeship levy is correctly treated in this model as an offsetting financing source, not as a novel tax receipt this programme generates. The levy already exists as a mandatory 0.5% payroll tax on employers with pay bills over £3 million, and its funds already support apprenticeship training across the whole economy independently of this programme. Presenting it as Exchequer revenue generated by the reskilling intervention would be a double-counting error: it is relevant to the Financial Case as a 
	This model calculates the Exchequer impact of a single cohort over 10 years. A full programme business case covering multiple years of intake, consistent with the recommendation's multi-year ambition would require cohort stacking: running the model for each annual intake, offsetting the discount periods appropriately for later-starting cohorts, and summing across them. The single-cohort model here is the auditable building block for that fuller exercise, not a substitute for it. The wage baseline and job-ou
	•
	•
	•
	 Population estimate. The 1.5 million figure is England-only and dated 2017 (the most recent ONS study using this specific automation-probability methodology). It has been scaled to a UK-wide estimate using a simple population pro-rata, which is a modelling simplification, not a re-estimation of automation risk for Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland labour markets. The Automation and Redundancy Risk Dashboard recommended elsewhere in this programme is intended to replace this 2017 estimate with current, 

	wide, SOC-disaggregated data. This model should be re-run with dashboard outputs once available, and the figures here should be treated as a placeholder baseline only. 
	wide, SOC-disaggregated data. This model should be re-run with dashboard outputs once available, and the figures here should be treated as a placeholder baseline only. 

	•
	•
	 Wage baseline. The model currently uses the UK all-occupation median wage (£766.60/week, ONS ASHE April 2025) as a placeholder for displaced workers' prior earnings. This is very likely to overstate the true baseline wage, since occupations at high risk of automation tend to be routine, lower-paid roles, not a representative cross-section of all occupations. ONS ASHE Table 14 (occupation by 4-digit SOC) should be used to substitute SOC-specific wage data once the dashboard identifies the actual high-risk o

	•
	•
	 Duration assumption. The 9-month average displacement duration is a modelling judgement, explicitly flagged as unvalidated. No authoritative UK source publishes an average unemployment duration specifically for automation-displaced workers (as opposed to general unemployment, which DWP and ONS do publish, but which blends all causes of job loss). This is the single largest source of uncertainty in the per-worker cost figure, since costs scale linearly with duration. Sensitivity testing (varying this assump

	•
	•
	 Health and Social Costs. Deliberately excluded from the monetised total. This is consistent with Green Book paragraph 6.28: practitioners should monetise only where credible evidence supports it and should not force premature monetisation. The omission means the total in Step 6 is a conservative (minimum) estimate of the true cost of inaction, not a comprehensive one — this should be stated explicitly wherever the headline figure is quoted. 

	•
	•
	 GVA loss methodology. Using gross wages as a proxy for GVA loss is a simplification that avoids the more contested territory of estimating economy-wide productivity multipliers (which the Green Book explicitly cautions against paragraph 6.43, on not counting Keynesian multiplier effects as social benefits/costs, applies by analogy here). This likely understates true GVA loss for higher-productivity occupations and should be treated as a floor, not a central estimate. 

	•
	•
	 Council Tax Reduction assumption. The model assumes a single unemployed claimant receives a 100% Council Tax Reduction. This is realistic for many local schemes for a claimant with no other household income, but Council Tax Reduction is locally administered (each billing authority sets its own working-age scheme), so actual entitlement varies and may be lower than 100% in some authorities. 

	•
	•
	 Displacement scenarios, not predictions. Step 7's sensitivity table (10% / 25% / 50% displacement) exists because being in a 'high automation risk' occupation does not equate to certain job loss. Historical technology adoption (ATMs, self-checkout, etc.) has often changed job content and reduced headcount growth rather than eliminating roles outright and immediately. Decision-makers should treat the 'gross cost if 100% displaced' figure (Step 7 top line) as a theoretical ceiling, not a forecast, and should
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	3. Recommendation under appraisal 


	“By 2028, each Mayoral Combined Authority receiving Adult Skills Fund should publish an annual Employer Commitment Register as a condition of accessing TechLocal or Skills Bootcamp co-funding, a minimum of 100 employers per MCA area formally commit to interviewing 5 candidates from at least one government-accredited reskilling programme, with 50% of those commitments resulting in a verified hire within 12 months, tracked through the National Workforce Transition Evidence Hub.” 




	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Policy-Level Costings 

	•
	•
	 Register setup costs range from £35,000 for MCAs with existing digital infrastructure to £90,000 for those requiring a new build from scratch, with 40% of MCAs assumed to need the latter. The weighted average is £57,000 per MCA, giving a total capital cost of £570,000 across all 10 MCAs plus £96,000 in annual maintenance. 

	•
	•
	 The National Workforce Transition Evidence Hub is costed as a central one-off build of £322,000 including contingency, covering data ingestion from all MCAs, automated hire verification matched against HMRC PAYE or DWP Universal Credit off-flow records, and annual public reporting. Annual maintenance comes to approximately £46,000. 

	•
	•
	 MCA administration staff - covering employer recruitment, data verification, register publication, and senior oversight cost approximately £62,000 per MCA per year, totalling £621,000 annually across all 10 MCAs. These figures use the same Civil Service pay band midpoints and on-cost rates applied consistently throughout this series of models. 

	•
	•
	 The Standard Cost Model employer burden is approximately £256 per employer per year, covering portal registration, submitting five candidate records, reporting verified hire outcomes, and one annual account manager meeting. Across 1,000 committed employers nationally this amounts to £256,000 per year. A cost to business, not a public sector cost, and should be reported in the Business Impact Assessment separately. 

	•
	•
	 The policy creates significant financial leverage by conditioning £207 million of existing co-funding on Register compliance: approximately £27 million in TechLocal grants sourced from the GOV.UK TechLocal programme page published January 2026, and an estimated £180 million in devolved Skills Bootcamp allocations sourced from the DWP S31 grant determination letters 2026-27. This is not new public spending, it is existing funding made conditional on employer commitments. 

	•
	•
	 The total three-year public sector cost is approximately £2.4 million, covering capital build in year zero and two years of MCA administration and Hub maintenance. Against £207 million of co-funding leverage annually, this represents a very low administrative cost relative to the financial incentive structure the policy creates. 


	 
	 
	 
	Table 9: Employer Commitment Register set up costs 
	 
	  

	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	2.
	2.
	2.
	 Forecasted Outcomes 

	•
	•
	 At the policy minimum, the floor-level employment outcome is 2,500 verified hires annually. The product of 100 employers per MCA, 5 interview candidates each, a 50% hire rate, and 10 participating MCAs. This is an arithmetically derived floor, not a forecast of likely performance. 

	•
	•
	 Of those 2,500 verified hires, approximately 2,125 are reportable through the Evidence Hub at the 85% data completeness assumption, meaning around 375 actual hires will occur but cannot be verified and attributed in annual published statistics. 

	•
	•
	 Wages are disaggregated by MCA, with the Greater London Authority applying a 25% wage premium and all nine non-London MCAs applying a 12% regional discount to the national ASHE 2025 digital occupation median. The total annual wage bill from verified hires across all MCAs is approximately £107 million. 

	•
	•
	 GVA is modelled using the wage-based proxy as a conservative floor, consistent with methodology used throughout this model series. As an upper-bound comparator, the Digital and Technologies Sector Plan published by DSIT in 2026 records GVA per employee in the digital sector at £119,000, which is 53% above the UK average. This multiplier is presented as contextual evidence, not as the recommended calculation method for this appraisal. 

	•
	•
	 Approximately 55% of verified hires are assumed to fill previously unfilled roles rather than replace attrition, based on Skills Bootcamps evidence that a significant proportion of placements represent genuinely new headcount. These represent the employer growth impact: organisations that could not grow due to digital talent shortages. A barrier referenced in the RFP evidence as affecting over 40% of organisations are now able to fill vacancies they could not otherwise recruit for. 


	 
	 
	 
	Table 10: Forecasted Outcomes 
	    
	Figure
	Figure
	3.
	3.
	3.
	 Exchequer Impacts 

	•
	•
	 Each verified hire generates approximately £8,497 in additional income tax and employee National Insurance annually, applied to the wage uplift above the personal allowance of £12,570 using the 2025/26 basic rate of 20% and employee NI main band of 8%. Across 2,500 verified hires, this produces approximately £21 million in additional annual tax receipts. 


	•
	•
	•
	 Benefit savings are modelled as a one-off year-one saving per verified hire, using the same UC standard allowance, Local Housing Allowance, and Council Tax Reduction basket from the companion cost-of-inaction model. Each hire generates approximately £9,361 in avoided benefit expenditure over a 9-month displacement period, totalling approximately £23 million across the full cohort. 

	•
	•
	 The Register is estimated to improve the Skills Bootcamp employment conversion rate from a baseline of 75% (the figure recorded in the GLA Wave 6 decision document of March 2025) to approximately 82% with employer commitments in place, reducing the cost per positive outcome from around £4,203 to £3,844. This 7% uplift is a modelling assumption that requires evaluation evidence to confirm. 

	•
	•
	 Deadweight is not applied to the headline figures, consistent with the approach taken in the companion reskilling models. The deadweight framework identifies two key drivers: 40% of committed employers are assumed to already hire from reskilling programmes and represent near-pure deadweight; 60% are genuinely new to this hiring channel. Applying a further 75% additionality rate to the new-to-channel employers produces a net additionality rate of 45% and approximately 1,125 genuinely additional verified hir


	Table 11: Exchequer Impacts 
	   

	Figure
	Figure
	4.
	4.
	4.
	 Scenarios and Sensitivity 

	•
	•
	 The low scenario assumes 8 MCAs participate, 70 employers are recruited per MCA, and the verified hire rate falls to 35%, reflecting employer reluctance to formalise commitments and capacity constraints in smaller MCA economies such as Tees Valley and West of England. The high scenario assumes 12 MCAs qualify by 2028, 130 employers per MCA exceed the minimum threshold through reputational incentive, and a hire rate of 65% is achieved, consistent with the upper range of Skills Bootcamps outcomes data. 

	•
	•
	 The derived outcome range runs from approximately 875 verified hires annually in the low scenario to approximately 5,525 in the high scenario, with the central policy-minimum floor of 2,500. Annual Exchequer tax receipts range from approximately £8 million to approximately £47 million across these scenarios. 

	•
	•
	 The verified hire rate is the single most sensitive variable in the model: a 15% swing above or below the 50% central case produces approximately a 30% change in every downstream outcome and Exchequer metric. It should be tested at 35%, 50%, and 65% in any challenge function review. 

	•
	•
	 The number of participating MCAs is the second most sensitive variable, with each additional or lost MCA representing a proportional 10% change in all national aggregates. The wage level of roles entered is the third, affecting Exchequer tax receipts more than employment counts. 

	•
	•
	 Evidence Hub data completeness affects only what can be verified and published, not actual employment outcomes. At 70% completeness, nearly a third of real hires would be invisible in public annual statistics, which has implications for the policy's accountability mechanism and the credibility of the annual register as a performance measure. 

	•
	•
	 The deadweight and additionality rate is the hardest parameter to observe without longitudinal employer survey data and requires an evaluation design to be built into the programme from launch rather than attempted retrospectively. 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 12: Central / Low / High Scenarios & Sensitivity Testing 
	 
	Figure
	Figure
	5.
	5.
	5.
	 Assumptions Framework 

	•
	•
	 The model covers 10 Mayoral Strategic Authorities currently receiving devolved Adult Skills Fund and Skills Bootcamp funding, sourced from the House of Commons Library and the 2026-27 S31 grant determination letters. The central assumption is 100% MCA 


	participation, justified by the coercive policy mechanism: any MCA wishing to retain TechLocal or Skills Bootcamp income must comply. 
	participation, justified by the coercive policy mechanism: any MCA wishing to retain TechLocal or Skills Bootcamp income must comply. 
	participation, justified by the coercive policy mechanism: any MCA wishing to retain TechLocal or Skills Bootcamp income must comply. 

	•
	•
	 The policy minimum thresholds are fixed inputs from the recommendation itself. 100 committed employers per MCA, 5 interview candidates each, producing 500 interview commitments per MCA and 5,000 nationally. 

	•
	•
	 The verified hire rate is set at 50% as the central case, anchored to the policy floor. Skills Bootcamps Wave 6 outcomes data from the GLA records a 75% positive outcome rate for completers within 6 months, suggesting 50% is a conservative rather than optimistic threshold. 

	•
	•
	 Wages for digital roles are modelled using ONS ASHE April 2025 data, with a 12% regional discount applied to non-London MCAs and a 25% premium for the GLA, producing a weighted blended wage of approximately £42,900 across all 10 MCAs. 

	•
	•
	 The Skills Bootcamps employer co-funding rates are sourced from the Wave 6 guidance: large employers contribute 30% of training costs and SMEs contribute 10%, producing a blended employer co-funding rate of 16% based on an assumed 70/30 SME-to-large employer split. 

	•
	•
	 A 60% new-employer rate is assumed, meaning 60% of committed employers are genuinely new to hiring from reskilling programmes which drives the additionality calculation in the Exchequer Impacts sheet. 

	•
	•
	 Evidence Hub data completeness is assumed at 85% centrally, meaning around 15% of actual verified hires may not be countable in public reporting in any given year. 


	Table 13: Employer Commitment register – Assumptions Framework  
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	4. Recommendation under appraisal 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Policy-Level Costings  





	“By 2028, Government should offer 300 SMEs a £7,500-10,000 wage subsidy through committing to hire a Tech First Women's Programme participant, with at least 60% of placements converting to permanent roles at month six.” 




	•
	•
	•
	 The gross maximum subsidy if all 255 placements converted would be £2.55 million, but the model recommends a pay-on-conversion design. Payment only when the 6-month permanent role is verified via HMRC PAYE, reducing the actual subsidy paid to approximately £1.84 million at the 72% central conversion rate. 

	•
	•
	 Conditionality verification (an outcome tracking officer at 0.2 FTE SEO plus a per-placement gateway administration fee of £2,500, benchmarked against Kickstart's £360 per participant gateway fee scaled up for a higher-value scheme) adds approximately £650,000 annually. A surprisingly large overhead relative to the subsidy itself, driven by the per-placement admin cost assumption which should be stress-tested. 

	•
	•
	 Programme administration is estimated at 10% of actual subsidy paid, a conservative rate below Kickstart's observed 16% overhead, adding approximately £184,000. 

	•
	•
	 Total year-1 Exchequer outlay across subsidy, verification, and administration is approximately £2.67 million. This is the figure against which all returns are measured. 

	•
	•
	 The conditionality cost is the most scrutinisable line in this sheet: the £2,500 per-placement admin figure is a professional judgement rather than a sourced rate. If a lighter-touch verification mechanism (e.g. automated HMRC PAYE cross-check analogous to the existing Kickstart model) can bring this to £360–500, total outlay drops by approximately £500,000. 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 14: Policy-Level Costings 
	  
	Figure
	Figure
	2. Forecasted Outcomes 
	•
	•
	•
	 The floor-level employment outcome is 138 net genuinely additional sustained jobs — 255 placements multiplied by the 72% conversion rate, then adjusted downward by the 25% deadweight assumption to isolate jobs that would not have existed without the subsidy. 

	•
	•
	 Cumulative wage income from those 138 women over five years is approximately £15 million, with wages growing at 3.5% annually and a declining retention profile that reduces the cohort from 138 in year 1 to roughly 69 by year 5. 

	•
	•
	 GVA is modelled using two methods: a conservative wage-based proxy of approximately £15 million over five years, and an upper-bound digital sector multiplier of approximately 

	£82 million applying the DSIT figure of £119,000 GVA per digital sector employee. The wage proxy is the recommended figure, the multiplier almost certainly overstates the contribution of entry-level SME placements, which are unlikely to match the productivity of frontier-tech firms that dominate the sector average. 
	£82 million applying the DSIT figure of £119,000 GVA per digital sector employee. The wage proxy is the recommended figure, the multiplier almost certainly overstates the contribution of entry-level SME placements, which are unlikely to match the productivity of frontier-tech firms that dominate the sector average. 

	•
	•
	 The SME growth effect (the output gain from filling previously unfilled digital roles in businesses that could not previously attract tech talent) is treated as a qualitative benefit rather than a monetised figure, consistent with Green Book paragraph 6.28. However, the model notes that if each of the 184 converting SMEs achieved even 1% additional annual revenue from unlocked digital capability, the aggregate gain across the cohort would be approximately £2.8 million, roughly equal to the entire gross sub


	Table 15: Forecasted Outcomes – Employment, Wages, GVA, SME Growth 
	 
	Figure
	Figure
	 
	3.
	3.
	3.
	 Exchequer Impacts 

	•
	•
	 Five-year discounted income tax and employee National Insurance from the 138 net additional women generates approximately £2.2 million, applied at the standard 20% basic rate and 8% employee NI main band on earnings above the £12,570 personal allowance. 

	•
	•
	 Employer National Insurance at 15% on salaries above the £5,000 secondary threshold contributes a further approximately £1.8 million to the Exchequer over the same period. This is an often-overlooked inflow that meaningfully improves the net cost calculation. 

	•
	•
	 Benefit savings of approximately £430,000 are estimated from UC standard allowance, Local Housing Allowance, and Council Tax Reduction avoided for the 50% of participants assumed to have been on UC or out of work before placement, over a 6-month displacement period. This assumption (that half the participants were on benefits) is a placeholder with no programme-specific evidence to support it and should be the first thing validated from intake data once the programme launches. 

	•
	•
	 Total five-year discounted Exchequer returns of approximately £4.4 million against a gross outlay of approximately £2.67 million leaves a net Exchequer cost of approximately £1.7 million, meaning the government does not fully recover the £10,000 subsidy within five years at central assumptions. The net cost per sustained additional job is approximately £12,300 higher than Kickstart's ~£7,000 per participant, but on a significantly higher-paid cohort generating stronger per-head annual returns that accumula


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 16: Exchequer Impacts — Tax, Employer NI, Benefit Savings, Net Cost per Job     
	Figure
	Figure
	4.
	4.
	4.
	 Scenarios and Sensitivity 

	•
	•
	 Wage level is the most sensitive variable in the model: moving from £24,000 (low, data analyst entry level) to £35,000 (high, software developer in demand) changes the annual tax receipt per woman by approximately £3,000 (a 45% swing) and determines whether the scheme generates a surplus or a sustained deficit. At £35,000 and 7-year tenure the scheme returns a small net surplus; at £24,000 and 3-year tenure the net cost approximately doubles. 

	•
	•
	 Employment duration is the second most sensitive variable, because Exchequer returns accumulate annually while the subsidy cost is one-off. Three years versus seven years of sustained employment roughly doubles cumulative tax and NI receipts, making post-programme retention tracking the single most important evaluation metric. 

	•
	•
	 Deadweight is the hardest parameter to observe and the most strategically important for policy credibility. At 40% deadweight (the Kickstart comparator level) the scheme's genuine cost per additional job rises to approximately £20,000; at 15% it falls to below £9,000. A comparison group design, tracking non-subsidised TechFirst placements alongside subsidised ones should be built into the programme from launch rather than attempted retrospectively. 

	•
	•
	 The apprenticeship comparison shows the two routes are cost-comparable at the per-place level. Approximately £7,700 in government co-funding for a non-levy SME digital apprenticeship versus £10,000 for the TechFirst subsidy, but they serve structurally different populations. TechFirst targets already-trained women who need employer connection, not entry-level learners needing in-work training. The higher starting salary (£28,500 vs £24,000 for tech apprentices at SMEs) means TechFirst generates stronger pe

	•
	•
	 The sensitivity table tests subsidy amount (£7,500 vs £10,000), where a £7,500 subsidy at unchanged conversion and retention reduces gross outlay by £368,000 and improves the cost per sustained job materially. If the policy intent is primarily demonstration effect rather than volume, £7,500 with a hard 6-month conversion condition is likely to deliver near-equivalent employer incentive at lower fiscal cost. 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 17: Scenarios, Sensitivity Testing & Apprenticeship Comparison 
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	5. Recommendation under appraisal 


	“By 2029, the National Workforce Transition Evidence Hub should publish an annual AI Transition Evidence Report using the TechFirst Women's Programme as a pilot that shows conversion rates, progression data, SME barriers, and regional delivery findings” 




	Summary 
	•
	•
	•
	 The report requires three people: one HEO Analyst at 50% time, one SEO Report Lead at 60% time, and one G7 Project Lead at 0.3 FTE with 100% of that time attributed to this recommendation. Total effective FTE attributable to the annual AI Transition Evidence Report is approximately 1.4 FTE across three grades. 

	•
	•
	 Year 1 total cost is approximately £99,300 staff costs (including pension and employer NI) account for £92,300 of this, with non-staff costs of £7,000 covering graphic design, data software, accessibility audit contingency, and regional travel. 

	•
	•
	 Year 2 onwards the annual cost is approximately £100,500. Marginally higher than year 1 because the 5% staff uplift for additional year-on-year comparison work slightly outweighs the saving from not repeating the first-year design commission. 

	•
	•
	 The dominant cost driver is the SEO Report Lead's salary and on-costs at 60% FTE, which accounts for approximately 40–45% of total annual cost. The main policy lever for cost reduction is reducing this attribution below 60%, though below approximately 50% the quality and depth of a credible published report become difficult to sustain. 

	•
	•
	 Cost per data stream is approximately £15,000–£25,000 of staff time, with progression data being the most expensive because there is no automatic data feed and the team must conduct structured employer follow-up to collect it. This cost can be reduced materially if the TechFirst delivery body is required from the programme's outset to supply data in a standardised, machine-readable format. 


	Table 18: Civil Service Pay Band Reference — Evidence Hub Team (National, Non-London, 2025/26) 
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	Table 19: FTE Requirements & Time Allocation — Annual AI Transition Evidence Report 
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	Table 20: Annual Cost Calculation — Year 1 (Pilot) and Year 2+ (Ongoing) 
	           
	Table 21: Workstream Detail — Data Collection, Writing, Review, Maintenance & Year 2+ Iteration 
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	6. Recommendation under appraisal 


	“By 2027, The Equality Office should publish practical, non-statutory guidance clarifying how employers and providers can lawfully design, deliver and participate in women-focused digital reskilling programmes under the Equality Act 2010” 




	Summary 
	•
	•
	•
	 Team required: Four people at partial-time attribution: a Legal Officer at 50% (lead drafter and researcher), a G7 Lawyer at 15% (legal quality assurance and EHRC engagement), an SEO Policy Officer at 25% (process management, consultation, publication), and a G6 Deputy Director at 5% (SRO sign-off). 

	•
	•
	 Total effective FTE attributable to this recommendation: approximately 0.95 FTE across four grades. Less than one full-time equivalent, reflecting the bounded, one-off nature of the task. 


	Year 1 total cost 
	•
	•
	•
	 Approximately £69,600 in total staff costs (salary plus pension and employer NI on-costs) account for approximately £64,000 of this, with non-staff costs of £5,600 covering plain 

	English editing, a possible GOV.UK PDF design commission, stakeholder consultation events, and a contingency for an external accessibility audit. 
	English editing, a possible GOV.UK PDF design commission, stakeholder consultation events, and a contingency for an external accessibility audit. 


	Year 2+ annual maintenance cost 
	•
	•
	•
	 Approximately £5,085 per year - a marginal cost absorbed within existing caseloads rather than requiring dedicated FTE. This covers 9 Legal Officer days and 2 G7 days for legal review and case law monitoring, plus 7 SEO days for GOV.UK updates and query management. 

	•
	•
	 In years where a significant case law development, EHRC update, or programme expansion occurs, this could rise to £15,000–£25,000 for a partial redraft (treated as a contingency rather than a baseline figure). 


	Dominant cost driver 
	•
	•
	•
	 The Legal Officer at 50% FTE is the single largest cost item, accounting for approximately 45% of total Year 1 staff cost. This reflects that the core task researching and translating sections 158 and 159 of the Equality Act 2010 into practical, accessible guidance is primary legal work that cannot be delegated to a policy officer without compromising legal accuracy. 

	•
	•
	 The G7 legal quality assurance role, though only 15% of FTE, is non-negotiable for a published document that makes statements about the lawful interpretation of primary legislation. 


	Internal review and sign-off as the most time-intensive stage 
	•
	•
	•
	 Interdepartmental clearance (6 SEO days and 2 G7 days) and internal legal review (5 G7 days and 3 Legal Officer days) together account for a larger share of total effort than drafting alone. 

	•
	•
	 This is consistent with the general pattern for published government legal guidance and should not be folded into drafting time when building the project timeline. It is a distinct workstream requiring its own scheduling and milestone tracking. 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 22: Equality Act Guidance — Civil Service & Legal Pay Band Reference (2025/26) 
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	Table 23: FTE Requirements & Time Allocation — Equality Act 2010 Practical Guidance 
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	Table 24: Cost Calculation - Year 1 (One-Off Guidance Production) and Year 2+ (Maintenance) 
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	Table 25: Workstream Detail — Legal Research, Drafting, Review, Consultation & Maintenance 
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