
Annex 4 – The Evaluation of the New Deal for Communities Programme case study
This case study was carried out by OSI’s consultants Momenta under the guidance of the Steering Panel advisers and is based on a review of the key documents amongst those cited as references and on interviews with past and present members of the evaluation team as well as with members of the consortium which conducted the evaluation and external experts. 
As a long-standing project, the New Deal for Communities (NDC) evaluation had had a number of policy owners, the first of whom we were not able to interview as they had left ODPM.  
Introduction

1.
The aim of this case study is to provide a review of the processes within ODPM’s management of science in relation to the ‘New Deal for Communities Programme (NDC) Evaluation.
  While touching on all ten science review criteria, the case study focused on those that were identified by the Steering Panel as most applicable to the NDC evaluation, namely: 

· 5 – Quality Assurance, 

· 6 – Use of Science, 

· 7 – Publications and dissemination of scientific findings; and 
· 8 – Sharing and transferring of knowledge.  
2.
Whilst the case study focused on the science and its management and use within the evaluation of the NDC, it did not include review of any activities within the NDC programme itself.  In particular the case study reports on: the initiation of evaluation; the match up between the brief for the work and the project as it was delivered; the rigour of the science within the evaluation; and how the evaluation was used in policy formation, both by the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit (NRU), within ODPM more widely and within the NDC partnerships themselves. 

3.
In addition, the case study reports on the commissioning process for the second phase of the Evaluation (2006-2009) and on how the evaluation had been adapted for this second and final phase.   

4.
Interviews were carried out with: internal ODPM staff directly involved in the project both in terms of policy and analysis; the external managers/co-ordinators of the Evaluation; and external experts who provided comment on the scientific method used throughout the Evaluation.   

5.
The following literature was reviewed: Bringing Britain Together: a National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal
, A New Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal - the National Strategy Action Plan
; A Review of the Evidence Base for Regeneration Policy and Practice
; Research Report 17: New Deal for Communities 2001-2005: An Overview of Evaluating the New Deal for Communities Programme
, An Interim Evaluation
; National Audit Office Early Progress Report on the New Deal for Communities Programme
 and the National Evaluation website and associated reports
.  Other literature is referenced within the main body of the case study.

6.
The interviews took place between February 22nd and April 27th 2006 and were based on questions developed in consultation with members of the Review’s expert Steering Panel.  

7. A project within the evaluation, ‘Effectiveness of a dispersal Order to Reduce ASB
 amongst Young People: A Case Study Approach in East Manchester’ was included among the 10 projects identified for the peer review element of the science review of ODPM. 
Policy Background
8. New Deal for Communities is a £2 billion programme in the Government’s strategy to tackle multiple deprivations in the most disadvantaged neighbourhoods.  The programme aims to narrow the gap between these neighbourhoods and the rest of the country and is made up of individual partnerships covering the five main themes of:

· Poor job prospects; 

· High levels of crime; 

· Educational under-achievement; 

· Poor health; and

· Problems with housing and the physical environment.

9. The Programme was first announced by the Treasury in March 1998 as an extension of the New Deal to:

“provide new opportunities to those in the most deprived estates where problems of worklessness interact with other social and economic problems to create a vicious spiral of poverty and deprivation”
.

10. This 1998 budget press release announced the allocation of £15 million for 1998-1999 to set up a number of ‘pathfinder’ projects, which were to be used to inform the development of the full policy. 
11.
The full policy backdrop was then outlined in the Social Exclusion Unit’s (SEU) 1998 publication, ‘Bringing Britain Together: A National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal’2.  This document presented the SEU’s strategy on how to: 
"develop integrated and sustainable approaches to the problems of the worst housing estates, including crime, drugs, unemployment, community breakdown, and bad schools etc".  
12.
In this publication the SEU recognised that over the previous generation the UK had become a more divided country.  In particular the report highlighted how:

“poor neighbourhoods were becoming more rundown, more prone to crime and more cut off from the labour market”.  

13.
The report’s authors estimated that there were between 1600-4000 neighbourhoods in England that could be described as poor using the ACORN classification
 system.   

14.
‘Bringing Britain Together’ stated that there was no one cause of the increasing prevalence of deprived neighbourhoods in Britain and that, since the 1960’s, a number of initiatives aimed at tackling the problem had been introduced, but with limited success.   
15.
The report also highlighted the reasons why such initiatives had failed, focusing on:
· “An absence of effective national policies to deal with structural causes of decline;

· A tendency to ‘parachute in’ solutions, …rather than engaging local communities; and
· Too much emphasis on physical renewal instead of better opportunities for local people.”

16.
Above all ‘Bringing Britain Together’ cited a lack of joined-up thinking in addressing the problem.  After a consultation with 200 individuals and organisation and the SEU’s own research, the goal was recognised as being:
“to reduce that gap between the poorest neighbourhoods and the rest of the country and bring them for the first time in decades up to an acceptable level”.  
17.
To this end, ‘Bringing People Together’ highlighted a number of Area Based Programmes one of which was the ‘New Deal for Communities’ (NDC) Area Based Initiative (ABI).  Primarily developed by the SEU, the Department for Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR), and the Treasury, the first phase of NDC was funded to £800 million for three years.  The programme was initially developed by the SEU
, with the minister for Local Government and Housing (Hilary Armstrong), overseeing the process.  
18.
The funding was designated for developing and implementing local community-based partnerships covering a range of issues including jobs, crime, health, education and housing with the intention of ensuring that local leaders would have the power and resources to turn their own community around. Each local partnership comprised core local residents, community and voluntary groups including businesses, the local authority and other public bodies.  

19.
The programme started with 17 Pathfinder (Round 1) Partnerships launched in the 1998, with the remaining 22 NDC partnerships following in 1999. Each of the 39 NDC partnerships typically housed around 9800 people and the total cost of the programme for 10 years was £2 billion.

20.
Each partnership was to be based on five defining principles:

· They should aim to achieve strategic change
 to close the gap between the neighbourhood and the rest of the country; 

· This change was to be effected through dedicated area based agencies
; 

· Local communities
 were at the heart of the programme; 

· NDC partnerships were to engage with partner agencies
 to transform the services for all residents; and 

· The programme would be routed in learning and innovation and would contribute to the wider evidence base for neighbourhood renewal.

21.
The evaluation was key to this last defining principle as previous ABIs had been criticised for the lack of learning from experience and were viewed as having failed to engage in a wider debate on how to achieve neighbourhood renewal.   

22.
The first two years of each partnership was designated as a NDC developmental phase, during which time they received the associated development funding.  The partnerships were officially begun, therefore, in 2000 and 2001.  With funding committed for a 10 year programme they will continue until 2010 and 2011.

23.
‘Bringing Britain Together’ also introduced a co-ordinated programme of policy development across Government, one output of which was the publication in January 2001 of the A New Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal:  A National Strategy Action Plan3.    
24.
This New Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal highlighted the problems and causes of neighbourhood decline and set out a Vision, Goal and Strategy to ensure that:
“within 10 to 20 years, no-one should be seriously disadvantaged by where they live. People on low incomes should not have to suffer conditions and services that are failing, and so different from what the rest of the population receives”.

25.
The New Commitment document also highlighted the establishment of the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit (NRU)
 to lead on delivering the strategy outlined in the ‘A New Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal’ across and outside government.  New Deal for Communities was clearly highlighted as one of the key programmes to be run by the NRU.  
Context
26.
Between the publication of ‘Bringing Britain Together’ and ‘A New Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal’, DETR commissioned a team of researchers
 to complete a review of the evidence base for the regeneration policy and practice5.  

27.
The aims of this report were to: 

· Identify the broad policy questions central to the scope, delivery and impact of regeneration policy and programmes; 

· Consider the nature of the evidence base in regeneration policy; 

· Highlight, and where appropriate assess, the evidence base as it informs key policy considerations; and 

· Identify gaps in the evidence base.

28.
In fulfilling these aims, the review concluded that: 

· Funding had often been inadequate to carry out research programmes that would improve the quality of the evidence base; 

· Partnerships themselves might be reluctant to fund the necessary evaluation work; and

· The availability of statistical data, particularly at the local level, traditionally constrained the scale and quality of evidence.    

29.
The authors of the review recommended, therefore: 

· The allocation of programme funding to the evaluation of ABIs, thereby possibly increasing evaluation funds; 

· A stronger emphasis on outcomes, with specific reference to the NDC; 

· An increased emphasis on outcomes such as health and the reduction in crime; 

· Sharing of knowledge as to how and why changes occur; and 

· Improved dissemination of evaluation evidence to the policy community, thereby informing strategy both within the core departmental policy team but also in the wider policy community.

30.
Following upon the recommendations in the review, the extent to which the evaluators would work with the NDC programme stakeholders was deemed to be: 

“fundamental to the entire NDC programme and key to the NDC policy”.    

31.
As such, throughout the NDC development process, the evaluation analysts held regular meetings with the NRU central policy team.  In addition, they also met with policy representatives out with the individual NDC partnerships.  This ongoing communication contributed to how the NRU internal programme evaluators framed the evaluation contractors understanding of the programme.

32.
The evaluation was split into three phases:

· A scoping study that was completed in 2001;

· A first phase evaluation that was commissioned in 2002 and ran for four years covering 2001-2005; and

· A second and phase that had recently been commissioned and would cover 2006-2009 with a possible extension to 2010-2011 coinciding with the end of the programme.   

33.
The entire budget for the evaluation is ~£26-27 million, ~1.25% of the total Programme funding of £2 billion.  Together, the scoping study and first phase were budgeted at £17.9 million, ~2.25% of the first phase programme budget of £800 million. In contrast the final phase of the evaluation had a substantially reduced budget at just under £9 million.  

34.
The evaluation is managed by a NRU based ‘Programme Evaluation Team Leader’ who has regular contact with the management/co-ordination team commissioned to run the evaluation.  

35.
During the programme development phase, the evaluation team leader within NRU was invited to comment on the individual NDC development plans.  However, he had no say as to whether or not the partnerships should receive the funding that had been committed by the Minister.

36.
Both phases of the NDC evaluation are being managed and co-ordinated by the Centre for Regional and Economic Social Research (CRESR).  The first phase consortium included 16 different organisations covering what was agreed by the evaluation Programme Team Leader to be the range of expertise and skills needed to complete the evaluation and including both academic resource and consultancy (Box 1).  The second phase comprised a much smaller consortium, though had retained a number of theme experts from the first phase in a personal capacity. 

BOX 1: The CRESR led Consortium – Phase One

Centre for Regional Economic and Social Research (CRESR), Sheffield Hallam University

Cambridge Economic Associates (CEA)

Centre for Urban Policy Studies (CUPS), University of Manchester

Cities Research Centre (CRC), University of the West of England

European Institute of Urban Affairs (EIUA), Liverpool John Moores University

GFA Consulting

Global Urban Research Unit, University of Newcastle upon Tyne

Institute of Education (IoE), University of London

Local Government Centre & Institute for Employment Research (LGC),

University of Warwick

MORI/NOP

Northern Crime Consortium (NCC)

Policy Research Institute (PRI), Leeds Metropolitan University

School of Health and Related Research (ScHARR), University of Sheffield

Social Disadvantage Research Centre (SDRC), University of Oxford

Segal Quince Wicksteed Limited (SQW)
Sustainable Cities Research Institute (SCRI), Northumbria University

37.
Since being commissioned this national evaluation team had produced over 100 reporting documents including overarching annual reports in 2002/03 and 2003/04 and an ‘Interim’ Report (2001-2005) published in November 2005 as the major output of the first phase evaluation.  
38.
The second phase of the evaluation had recently been commissioned and won by CRESR through open tender. This second phase (2006-2009) may be extended to the end of the NDC programme in 2010 -2011.  
39.
Throughout the first phase of the evaluation, the individual NDC partnerships worked with the evaluation team.  To ensure engagement, all 39 partnerships had a named contact within the evaluation team during the first phase of the evaluation; all partnerships received three annual reports during that phase and an overview report; and all partnerships received local statistical data
 from the National evaluation.  

40.
Variation in evaluation capacity within the partnerships meant that some NDC partnerships were more engaged with the national evaluation team than others.  As the evaluation progressed this engagement between partnerships and the national evaluation team had improved such that the majority of partnerships had sufficient evaluation capacity to make use of the data provided by the national evaluation.  

41.
In addition, dissemination and networking activities were a more prominent component in the second phase of the evaluation, during which an evaluation reference group would be convened consisting of the partnerships evaluation representatives.

Analysis of Evidence

42.
This section presents the evidence collected for the evaluation of NDC under the 10 criteria with particular emphasis placed on the criteria 4-8.

1.
Science and Research Strategies

43.
The requirement to monitor and evaluate the success of programmes such as the New Deal for Communities is stated within ‘Bringing Britain Together’.  In particular the SEU was tasked with the responsibility of ensuring that the different policy teams worked together in a coherent fashion and that they closely monitored the different delivery mechanisms (e.g. NDC) at local, regional and national levels, thereby ensuring a consistent and integrated policy.  

44.
‘Bringing Britain Together’ recognised that effective programme evaluation would require measurement of outcome goals such as lower long-term employment and less crime.  Beyond the overall aim of ‘narrowing the gap’ in such measures between NDC communities and the national average, no specific outcome goals were presented within the strategy documents.  
45.
The recommendations from Bringing Britain Together were carried through to 2001’s New Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal with the requirement to externally evaluate the success of the Neighbourhood Renewal Programme, one of the main responsibilities detailed within this document
.  However, beyond brief references to the need for evaluating and monitoring outcomes, details of the evaluation for the NDC programme received no mention in the strategy documents.  
46.
The NDC Evaluation was referenced within ODPM’s Evidence and Innovation Strategy 2005-8
, alongside the other neighbourhood renewal programme evaluations. In this document all NRU programme evaluations are described as:
“having provided evidence on the progress and effectiveness of the programmes as well as providing a rich data source on key thematic issues such as anti-social behaviour”.   

This strategy document highlighted the key importance of evaluation of these programmes in delivering the National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal.  
2.
Horizon Scanning
47.
Horizon scanning within DCLG is the responsibility of the New Horizons Unit.
 Analysts had not consulted with ‘New Horizons’ on the NDC evaluation.  Consulting with New Horizons the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit did undertake other ‘futures’ work, in particular concerning the consideration of  the spatial and social dimensions for the most deprived neighbourhoods.
 
3.
Reviewing and Harnessing Existing Research and Identifying Gaps and Opportunities
48.
The NDC evaluation was largely reliant on CRESR for ensuring that research was reviewed and harnessed and that gaps and opportunities were identified.  

49.
There was no formal process for communicating relevant research between members of the evaluation team in the field, however much was learnt through their day-to-day work.  Staff at CRESR worked on a number of other evaluation projects, with methodology that was often similar to that employed for the NDC evaluation. As such, gaps and opportunities were also identified through review of the other evaluation of good practice that came out of CRESR and through attendance at academic conferences,
 thereby maintaining knowledge of existing research.    

50.
Such information was fed back to the ODPM Programme Team Leader through informal routes, e.g. ongoing liaison and discussion and production of briefing papers.  A specific example of this was the recognition of a gap in the CRESR evaluation team’s knowledge of longitudinal analysis that was addressed through training provided by the CRESR staff development programme.   

4.
Commissions and Manages New Research
51.
Plans for the evaluation were developed shortly after the programme had been announced by the Treasury in March 1998.  Following the Ministerial announcement, the format for the evaluation was developed in parallel with the detailed programme development and in partnership with the programme team, both internally and out with the NDC partnerships.   

52.
Information regarding the evaluation of NDC was presented to the Minister during the development phase. This included information on the overall design of the evaluation, specifically the requirement to ensure that the evaluation was integral to the wider programme and that findings from the evaluation were fed back to the individual partnerships.  This was recognised by the Programme Team Leader at the time as being the most significant element of the evaluation and a significant driver for the high overall cost.  

53.
There have been three commissioning processes for the NDC evaluation, one for the initial scoping study for the evaluation in 2001, one in 2001-2002 for the first phase and a third completed in 2006 for the final phase.  All three are described herein.
NDC Programme Evaluation – Scoping Study

54.
The scoping study was an ~£1 million six-month project, won by a team led by the Tavistock Institute following an Invitation to Tender (ITT) and included members of the CRESR consortium.   
55.
The purpose of the scoping study was to: 

· Review the delivery plans of all 39 NDC Partnerships, to assess baselines, the realism of outcome targets and the extent to which Partnerships' strategies and proposed interventions were evidence-based: 

· To interview staff, NDC board members and stakeholders in the 39 Partnerships; and
· To assess the existing evidence base relating to 'what works' in the key policy areas of crime, worklessness, health, education and housing and the physical environment.
56.
Notwithstanding the objectives of the NDC programme, the very high level aims of the initial scoping study reflected the lack of sufficient thought being devoted to the detailed evaluation goals within the Department. Moreover, the Department was excessively reliant on the contractors to identify how the outcomes would be addressed. This weakened the evaluation team’s ability to provide more directed advice to ministers regarding the appropriate methodological approach to the first phase of the evaluation
57.
The findings from the scoping study highlighted the progress made during the development phase of the NDC partnerships, particularly:

· A strong commitment at the local level to community involvement and empowerment; 

· Committed involvement from some important stakeholders in some areas, notably local authorities, the police service and the health sector; 

· Partnership arrangements that were starting to work effectively; and
· A growing range of projects up and running in most Partnerships across all five policy themes.
NDC Programme Evaluation - Phase One

58.
In 2002, ODPM commissioned the comprehensive, multi-method longer-term first phase of the NDC evaluation for £16.9 million. Its aims were strongly influenced by the outcome of the scoping study, which also gave the Minister
 the confidence to approve the approach to the evaluation.    

59.
As it was classed as ‘research and development’ and as the results were to be published, the evaluation was exempt from the requirement to be advertised in the Official Journal of the European Commission (OJEC).
 The NRU evaluation team invited ~20 organisations to bid via the Invitation to Tender (ITT).  

60.
The evaluation was intended to be a departure from a purely ‘summative’ evaluation, and was intended to serve the 39 separate partnerships throughout their lifetime by enabling them to learn from experience. The aims were to:

· Undertake a ‘summative’ evaluation to identify the impact, cost effectiveness and value for money of the programme;

· Support each partnership through informed feedback and NDC partnerships specific data: the ‘formative’ element of the evaluation; and 

· Enhance the evidence base with regard to ‘what works, and why’ in relation to neighbourhood renewal.

61.
The tender documents were not strongly prescriptive and did not promote any particular methodology in detail.  Rather they focused on the desired outcomes of the evaluation and the requirement to feed back evaluation information to the individual partnerships. The detailed programme of work was then developed via iteration and evolution following the agreement with the preferred bidder.  

62.
Given the different skill sets that were required to deliver the different aspects of the evaluation, the NRU evaluation team envisioned a choice between, a) letting a number of smaller value contracts or, b) letting the entire evaluation to one lead contractor and asking them to sub-contract to other skill sets within their consortium.  This latter approach was viewed as being preferable as it would reduce management time within the department, although it did increase it for the lead contractor. 

63.
The tendering process included a NRU hosted supplier ‘marriage brokering’ day to which all the potential suppliers were invited.  This day was an opportunity for the NRU to explain the aims of the evaluation and to encourage submissions by large consortia. Only two bids were received for this first phase of the evaluation, one led by the Tavistock Institute, the other by CRESR.  These two organisations worked together on the scoping phase of the evaluation but had separated during that process.

64.
The bids were evaluated within the NRU, by the evaluation team as well as the wider programme team.  External expertise was not invited to contribute during the commissioning process. Both consortia presented their bids to the NRU commissioning team following which the CRESR led consortium was judged to be the ‘clear winner’ and was awarded the project.
65.
The CRESR teams costings were based on a ‘bottom up’ analysis – i.e. by disentangling the major tasks; household surveys; administrative data; individual partnership evaluations; five theme team analyses; and co-ordination and management.  

66.
The evaluation budget was fixed under the contract Terms & Conditions, and had been closely managed to deliverables and milestones by the NRU Programme Evaluation Team Leaders.  Both lead bidders were involved in the scoping study and were therefore fully aware of the available budget and potential cost estimates during the commissioning process.  

67.
CRESR presented their evaluation work programme to the Minister, at that time Lord Falconer, who then approved the evaluation’s funding.  At this point the contract for this first phase of the evaluation was awarded to the CRESR led consortium.  

NDC Programme Evaluation - Phase two

68.
The commissioning process for the second and final phase of the evaluation was held in early 2006.  This phase was expected to last through to March 2009, with a possible contract extension to the programme end in 2011.  As with the first phase this was exempted from the OJEU
.     

69.
The procurement strategy was developed with aid from the Central Procurement Division within ODPM, which advised the Team Leader to follow the spirit of the OJEU directives.   To this end, the Invitation for Expressions of Interest
 was advertised as widely as possible in the National Press and sent to a wide range of potential bidders. 

70.
The budget (at £9 million substantially lower than that for the phase one) was agreed following discussions with the NRU policy makers, analysts and the Permanent Secretary.  The work programme included those elements from the first phase of the evaluation that had been of most use to NRU and within the NDC partnerships themselves.   

71.
Prior to commissioning the second phase of the evaluation the Programme Evaluation Team within ODPM reviewed the outcomes of the first phase, learning the lessons of what had or hadn’t worked to date (see Box 2). Of this first phase activity, the household surveys and the administrative data were recognised as being of prime importance as they represented longitudinal data on partnerships that was of use both within NDC and more widely within the NRU.  The baseline data (in terms of the household surveys) for partnerships and comparator areas and benchmarking started at or very shortly after the partnerships began operating.     

72.
To reduce costs, survey interview length and sample size were reduced and the separate evaluation reports for the 39 NDC partnerships were excluded.  In addition, the cross-cutting theme teams
 were completely cut from the work programme, again substantially reducing costs.  

73.
These changes were reflected in the aims of this final phase, which were to:

· Assess the role and impact of NDCs in improving their local neighbourhoods; and 

· Develop knowledge about the effectiveness of community-based partnerships in delivering neighbourhood renewal.  

74.
NRU recognised the importance of the household surveys, carried out by MORI, to the entire evaluation. This impacted on the decisions taken during the commissioning process as data protection issues meant that it would be very difficult for MORI’s competitors to bid for this work, as conditions for effective transfer of samples and fieldwork instruments were not specified in the original contract. In addition, the evaluation contained a consortium of both fieldwork and analytical research teams. As such, all elements of the national evaluation were open to full competition but bidders for the analytical elements were not formally required to contain MORI’s fieldwork proposal or costings as part of their proposal.  

75.
Twenty two EoIs were received, in the form of Pre-Qualification Questionnaires. These were appraised against experience of neighbourhood research and knowledge of relevant methods.  Five bidders were then invited to tender, of which four submitted tenders.  The tender panel included a senior member of staff from ODPM, the Head of Research, the NRU’s Programme Evaluation Team Leader managing the procurement process, and external expertise.  

76.
The four bids were appraised using the following criteria: appropriate methodology, an understanding of the ITT brief; appropriate experience; and timetable.  The four bid teams were interviewed and this process established that the incumbent CRESR led team were again the strongest bidders.  

77.
Upon subsequent review, this commissioning process allowed lessons to be learnt regarding the separation of analytical tasks from survey work
, and in emphasising the importance of maximising competition when re-letting contracts for long-term evaluations involving large consortia with different strands of work. This requires the need for close involvement of senior procurement advisers at all stages of the process.

The NDC Programme evaluation budget

78.
The first phase of the budget was secured following Ministerial approval, while the second phase budget was arrived at following internal discussions with both policy makers and researchers at NRU and then with the Permanent Secretary.  

79.
The entire budget for the NDC evaluation was sourced from the NDC programme budget. As such it was one of the first programme evaluations that took account of this recommendation from the review of the evidence base for regeneration policy and practice.5 Other programme evaluations that had since been similarly funded include those for the Neighbourhood Wardens Scheme and the proposed Local Enterprise Growth Initiative.

80.
Part of the justification of the NDC evaluation’s budget was that it was not only an evaluation of the ultimate economic impact of the programme but also of its ongoing performance and management.  In particular, funding was provided to enable good practice to be fed back into NDC partnerships thereby allowing lessons to the learnt.

81.
The programme team recognised that ~£26-27 million was a significant budget for an evaluation project, and that it was significantly larger than the entire departmental research budget at that time.  However, the Treasury made no comment regarding the size of the budget.  The second phase of the evaluation represented an almost 50 % cut in funding in comparison to phase one.  
BOX 2: LESSONS LEARNT – PHASE ONE TO PHASE TWO

In retrospect the first phase of the NDC evaluation was viewed by those involved in the project as being too big, producing as it did an excess of data and reports that have not been fully analysed. This was reflected in the substantially reduced budget for the second phase of the work.  While the separate evaluations on each of the 39 NDC partnerships were considered essential in the early stages of the programme and enabled NRU to say what had changed in those partnerships, they were not able to provide information on ‘why’ change had occurred or ‘how’. 

Similarly, the theme-team work, from which the many of the reports originated, did not contribute to the evaluation in working out why partnerships were working.  NRU confirmed that the theme team reports were not generally used in policy formation and were taken out of the second phase of the evaluation. 

In contrast the Household Survey activity and the administrative data
 (e.g. the social security data, educational attainment) were both essential to the success of the Phase One and it was deemed necessary that these continued, albeit somewhat reduced, in Phase two.  

The comparator areas selected for the household survey were comparable to the NDC partnerships in terms of their multiple deprivation scores and were selected based on their similarity to the NDC partnership areas and on their being on a similar trajectory to NDC areas.  Conversely, the administrative data from SDRC was generic across the country and would continue to be collected throughout the programme, the analysis of which could be carried out retrospectively.   

It was seen as critical that Phase two of the evaluation should aim to answer the question of ‘why’ certain NDC partnerships were working (or ‘why not’).  As such Phase two would focus on gaining a more in-depth understanding of six NDC Partnership Case Studies.  The Case Study partnerships selected for evaluation would be relatively stable and would be analysed for the remaining 3-4 years of the evaluation process. This evaluation was viewed as providing the best possible opportunity to work out how and why a neighbourhood moves from A to B.   
5.
Ensures the Quality and Relevance of the Science it Carries Out and Sponsors

Evaluation criteria – Phase One  

82.
For the first phase of the evaluation, the questions asked and the evaluation criteria set were based on the report into the evidence base for regeneration policy and practice,5 as outlined in paragraph 34, and following the evaluation’s initial scoping study.  A series of indicators
 were developed against which change in NDCs could be benchmarked relative to each other and against local and national data sets.  These core indicators were selected based upon a number of criteria including: reliability and accuracy of data; availability of appropriate benchmarks and relevance to the wider programme.
  

83.
Area Based Comparisons and individual comparisons were both included in the evaluation.  While there was a strong area based focus in the household survey and in some of the administrative data collected, the administrative data in particular also provided the evaluation with the ability to compare changes in individuals circumstances e.g. in terms of access to Work and Pensions.
  In addition, the household survey had a longitudinal element that allowed separate analyses of those staying in the area to recent in-movers.

84.
Both the main programme evaluation and the individual ‘mini’ evaluations of the NDC partnerships were intended to be ‘formative’, focusing on the processes within the partnerships, as well as ‘summative’, focusing on the impact and outcomes of the programme. As noted in Box 2, the first phase formative evaluation did not provide sufficient information regarding how and why the partnerships were or were not working.  

85.
The evaluation was also tied into the notion of ‘real-time’ feedback, which enabled an iterative learning process within the individual partnerships. As such, the 39 ‘mini’ evaluations were intended to provide a coherent framework which would be of local benefit and contribute to the review of the entire programme.  These were fed back to the partnerships throughout the first phase of the review.  Dissemination of findings from the evaluation to the partnerships would be extended during the second phase of the evaluation.  

86.
The individual NDC partnerships were each expected to have SMART
 evaluation objectives and the National Evaluation team were expected to ensure that this was the case. However the advice provided to the partnerships regarding the objectives was taken on board with different levels of acceptance, over which the evaluators had no influence. 

Evaluation criteria – Phase Two  
87.
The evaluation criteria for the second phase were set following the review of the findings and processes in the first phase. The results in the interim report showed that while the evaluation first phase findings did highlight ‘what’ was occurring within individual partnerships and in the main programme, they did not answer questions of ‘why’ or ‘how’ change was occurring.  As these were seen as the most important questions for the complete evaluation, the second phase was structured differently from the first and would focus more on the first and third of the high-level aims.  
88.
The evaluation would require an in-depth analysis of a limited number of case study NDC partnerships.  These case study evaluations would be household survey and administrative data driven and would focus on changes within the partnerships.  For each case study the evaluation would present an in-depth analysis of why the partnerships were successful (or unsuccessful), with the intention of opening up the ‘black box’ of why partnerships change.  
89.
The household survey analysis and administrative data collection would continue throughout the final phase and would provide an 8-10 year longitudinal analysis with comparator data throughout England that would be central to the summative evaluation of the programme.  

Achieving the Evaluation’s Original Aims

90.
This section reports on the quality and relevance of the science with respect to the original aims of the first phase of the evaluation, particularly in terms of the ‘summative’ evaluation and in finding out ‘what works, and why’.  The second high-level aim, to support partnerships and the programme through informed feedback, is included under criterion 6 – use of science.  

91.
The findings from the evaluations interim report was viewed by both the contractors at CRESR and the NRU as not providing a clear enough steer on how the NDC partnerships should be managed in future, in particular regarding the question of ‘what works and why’, or on what knowledge could be transferred from the evaluations over-arching findings.  This was recognised by the NRU as being partly a consequence of the interim nature of the report, particularly since the programme and its evaluation were still ongoing. 

92.
During the first phase of the evaluation, two approaches were taken for the analysis of economic benefit.  Firstly data from the central database of outputs and expenditure was analysed.  It should be noted that the quality of this database has been heavily criticised by both the evaluation team and the National Audit Office.
 The inadequacies of the database meant that the evaluators had access to only partial data.  These inadequacies in the data were being addressed in Phase two of the evaluation.   

93.
In response to the poor quality of the database, CRESR undertook extensive project evaluations designed to create NDC parameters for deadweight, leverage and displacement.
  Throughout this and earlier phase one reports, the national evaluation team took a traditional ‘Green Book’
 approach to value for money evaluation.  However as more longitudinal outcome data became available they would be able to better evaluate the net outcome benefit of the programme.  

94.
Both the contractors and the internal NRU researchers recognised that there were time constraints that impacted upon the quality of the data analysis, particularly with the first longitudinal data set (2004) which became available to them shortly before publication of the interim report.  To date, the baseline and 2004 time series have been completed,
 with two more scheduled for the second phase of the evaluation.

95.
As such, the major evaluation of the data to determine the economic impact of the programme had not been carried out.  The CRESR led team did include economic expertise,
 however their role until then had largely focused on ensuring that the appropriate data was collected or was available throughout the programme and that this data would be appropriate to support the cost benefit and economic analysis when the major programme impact assessment was completed.  

96.
The programme would have benefited from a wider range of analytical skills for managing the evaluation internally, particularly from the greater use of economists. Too many organisations at the contractor level within the consortium, with the wrong mix of skills/expertise, were involved in the first phase; the consortium included significant number of subject experts but lacked sufficient technical expertise particularly with respect to experimental design and evaluation. Although such expertise was available within the government analytical community when the first phase of the evaluation was commissioned, it did not seem to have been actively sought. The lack of skills associated with longitudinal analysis within the consortium was a particular weakness which could have been rectified in the early stages of the programme and its impact on the evaluation minimised.
97.
There was recognition from the NRU that the contractors would have benefited from a more theory-based approach to measuring the impact of the programme, integrating the available data better with other sources of evidence.  The contractors commented on their own disappointment in the interim report, noting in particular that time pressures meant that the best use was not made of the extensive data within the report.  The first phase of the evaluation generated far too much data that was not clearly linked to the evaluation plan. Despite the tight timescales associated with the publication of the interim report of the evaluation, a better understanding of the impact of the programme could have been acquired if time had been devoted to ensuring a more complete analysis of the information.  
98.
Strategic transformation was viewed as being at the heart of the programme itself, in particular through the introduction of outside agencies to work with the locally managed NDC partnerships.  The evaluation showed that this had not been as successful as it should have been, although some partnerships were successful in being able to introduce such external expertise. 
Was the evaluation externally reviewed?

99.
A requirement for an external evaluation was not written into the original specification or into the tender documents for the second phase of the evaluation.
  Of the ~100 or so project reports from the first phase evaluation, the theme reports were reviewed internally and commented upon but were not formally peer reviewed. In addition, the annual reports and the interim report were not peer reviewed. Indeed the sheer scale of numbers of research reports has made quality control difficult to manage, something that was of concern to the evaluation Team Leader at the NRU.  

100.
Drafts of individual partnership evaluation reports were always submitted to NRU, but generally quite late in the process.  As such this made it difficult to influence fundamental decisions about the structure and scope of the reports.  The NRU expected the reduction in the number of reports for the final phase of the evaluation to alleviate this issue.

101.
The value of external review was recognised by the Programme Evaluation Team Leader and would be welcomed in future.  In particular, the use of external voices, possibly international, in reviewing programme evaluations would be welcomed by the NRU.  
Quality Assurance among the Contractor Consortium

102.
The contractors maintained an intranet site
 on which details of the many aspects of the evaluation
 were kept.  This enabled straightforward and rapid review and communication across the consortium.  
103.
Project management of such a large team was highlighted as providing challenges, particularly in the first phase of the evaluation and when it came to consortium members commenting on each other’s work.  With the reduction in the reporting requirements for the second phase of the evaluation, the intention is to increase the direct links between individual partnerships and the evaluation contractors, thereby minimising the co-ordination requirement for CRESR.  

104.
The contractors were required to seek feedback from both the NRU and individual NDC partnerships.  NRU also invited stakeholders to provide feedback on the performance of the evaluation.  CRESR interacted closely with the NRU, submitting reports for comment. 

105.
The contractors viewed the management of the evaluation by the NRU very positively, but stated that it could be quite hierarchical.  They felt that this was reflected in a low level of contact with the internal NDC evaluation team when the Programme Evaluation Team Leader was not available.  
Has the evaluation provided ‘value for money’?

106.
The biggest cost elements within the evaluation, the household surveys and the administrative data, were expected to prove their value in the longer term, providing extensive longitudinal data on the impact of the NDC partnerships in neighbourhood renewal, which would be available for the eventual outcome analysis in the second phase of the evaluation.  

107.
While the evaluation approach was viewed by ODPM as being appropriate in terms of the methods used, it was felt that it might have benefited from more comparison with other approaches to neighbourhood renewal.  In addition, the first phase work plan had been criticised as being too detailed and too inflexible, while the value of the theme team report was viewed within NRU as being questionable.  

108.
In addition, more resources might have been better spent on sharing learning and a more sophisticated analysis of case study partnerships.  However these changes had been made for the second phase of the evaluation, which included a substantial increase in such activity.  

6.
Uses Science and Scientific Advice, for Example in Formulating Policy

The use of the evaluation within NDC Partnerships

109.
The support for partnerships through informed feedback and NDC partnerships specific data,
 was a key high-level aim of the first phase of the evaluation and provided the ‘formative’ element of the evaluation. The evaluation findings had been fed back into the NDC partnership management and thereby informed the partnerships forward plans for improvement.  

110.
Recognition of the importance of local leadership in successful partnerships provided an example of how such feedback had led to more general improvements across the NDC partnerships.  The evaluation identified that the various causes of partnership failure were always linked to the outcomes of poor leadership from the NDC Board or Chair, e.g. resulting in turnover of staff or poor staff.  After being presented to the NDC management this finding was fed back into the partnerships themselves and since then had had an impact on the improvement within the NDC partnerships.  

111.
In addition, other key process issues that had been informed by the evaluation included: 

· The reduction in the number of outcomes and targets used by partnerships;

· The recognition of the importance of accountability systems; and

· The importance to partnership function of managing tension and disruption on NDC boards.

The use of the evaluation within DCLG

112.
The NRU Programme evaluation team within the NRU
 drove the process of utilising the evaluation findings in policy making, both within the individual NDC partnerships themselves as well as within the wider programme and the NRU.  While the team was small, it had links into many different policy making customers, both within NRU, DCLG and OGDs.  
113.
Director and Divisional manager level policy support from within the NRU was constant throughout the evaluation first phase and into the second phase. Senior Civil Servant analytical support was also available to the project management through the Head of Research and Development. More formal steering and advisory group functions had been put in place for the second phase of the evaluation, as described in paragraphs 142-144.  

114.
The Programme Team Leader for the second phase of the evaluation was closely integrated with the evaluation team in NRU.  It should be noted, however, that prior to his arrival there was a sickness absence in the Programme Team Leader position of over 12 months.  This was very regrettable, particularly taking into account the lack of either management or steering groups for the first phase of the review.  

115.
The sheer scale of the reports, especially from the theme teams, had meant that it had not been possible to use them all within the Programme.  While CRESR themselves had read and taken responsibility for all these reports, the NRU had focused on the key annual reports and any additional reports published on their website when formulating policy.

116.
Early on in the first phase of the evaluation quarterly contract meetings were set up between the contractors, analysts and policy makers within the programme management, the NRU and other customers at ODPM and these meetings had continued on a regular basis.  At these meetings the annual reports, pulling together the findings from different NDC partnerships
 alongside the findings from the theme teams and an executive summary, were presented to different customers in ODPM
.   The most recent of these presentations covered the interim report and was entitled ‘New Deal for Communities 2001- 2005: Interim Assessment’. 
117.
The evaluation findings were presented by the NDC Programme Evaluation Team Leader and/or the contractors, generally using powerpoint.  These sessions were usually in cabaret format,
 including discussion based around the presentation.  This was a systematic process, the findings from which help ODPM identify ‘what worked’ within the NDCs and were fed back directly into the programme management and policy development.     

118.
A recent example showed how evaluation teams across NRU worked together, sharing knowledge and also feeding such knowledge back into NRU policy.  A seminar was arranged including all of NRU’s programme evaluation teams. It was professionally facilitated, thereby encouraging debate and discussion across the evaluation teams
.  The findings from this event were being written up and would be fed back into policy, particularly into the priorities for CSR07.   

119.
The key policy audiences for the knowledge gained from the NDC evaluation, within and beyond ODPM, had included:

· Individual NDC partnerships;

· Renewal practitioners in the wider sense and who are involved in other government programmes that also address neighbourhood renewal;

· The Home Office;

· Housing groups withinODPM; and

· The Health Inequalities Unit (Department of Health) 

120.
CRESR had also produced briefing documents for key policy staff, as and when required.
  As an example, recently they were asked to produce a briefing paper on the issue of ‘respect’, put together from the evaluation and survey findings.  CRESR had been included in meetings with Ministers at ODPM and the NDC programme itself  was viewed as being of high priority for Ministers.   

7.
Publishes Results and Debates Their Implications Openly
121.
In line with the Freedom of Information Act, the high level documents (e.g. annual reports, the interim report and key subject matter ‘programme notes
) had been published on the Neighbourhood Renewal website and highlighted by press release. Other reports (~100 including e.g. the theme team reports) were only published on the CRESR hosted NDC evaluation website. 

122.
ODPM also published findings from the evaluation by other means, including: email alerts; summaries sent to ~400 different organisations including OGDs, Government Offices in the Regions (GOs) and Local Strategic Partnerships.  Each NDC partnership also received a full hard copy of each high level report.  

123.
The CRESR led consortium had published some academic papers based on the evaluation and were in discussions with publishers to publish a book on the evaluation. Both the academic papers and the book would be fully peer reviewed.  

124.
NRU and CRESR also use the Renewal.net website,
 a practitioner led repository of good practice in neighbourhood renewal looking at ‘what works and how’.  In total 70 + good practice submissions had been made to renewal.net by the NDC team.

Is publication of findings viewed as a ‘success criteria/Key Performance Indicator’?
125.
Uptake of publications was partly measured via ‘hits’ on the NDC and ODPM websites.   Report downloads were also monitored and 600+ copies of the recently published Phase 1 Interim report (Research Report 17) were downloaded immediately following publication.  The academic publications produced from the evaluation data were measured and used in the Research Assessment Exercise. 

126.
The findings from the evaluation were also fed into the NDC learning networks.  ODPM encouraged the individual NDCs to publicise their successes and did so via newsletters, the web and other communication routes.
   

8.
Shares, Transfers and Manages Knowledge

To what extent did ODPM look to disseminate knowledge gained through the NDC evaluation to other public organisations?
127.
Findings from the evaluation were disseminated and shared with OGDs, GOs, the NDC Partnerships themselves, and Charities – e.g. the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF).  There was little or no sharing of knowledge with Regional Development Agencies (RDA).  In addition, the NRU encouraged the use and dissemination of data from the evaluation with the result that it had been used on other projects.

128.
Findings from the interim report had been disseminated proactively. In particular, the report was published and presented to coincide with the NDC national conference in November 2005. The NDC evaluation team had run a number of events for OGDs, and GOs, making these stakeholders aware of the findings.  These events made use of the contractors, part of whose role was to help organise dissemination of the evaluation findings.  Up to nine regional and five theme events were being held at which the contractors had presented findings on the key areas of crime, housing, education, worklessness, and health.    

129.
Sharing and transferring of knowledge regarding the programme is extensive and via a multitude of formats.  Examples include good practice examples, case studies,
 tool kits and ‘how to’ guides.  While these are published through the NRU and on renewal.net, many of these examples will have been sourced from the NDC evaluation.  

130.
Formally, the NDCs and the Housing Market Pathfinders
 had been encouraged to work together by NRU and to learn from each other locally.  The same was true for NDCs and other ODPM programmes, e.g. Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs)
.

131.
Evidence from the NDC evaluations was also being built into the ESRC
 data archive.  

132.
The consortium for the second phase contained a specialist networking and dissemination company to organise this activity.
 

How was this knowledge transfer achieved?

133.
There had been a number of approaches to sharing and transferring knowledge to the NDC partnerships themselves.  Each NDC partnership had a dedicated researcher (a Principal Investigator (PI)).  The PIs each had substantial communication and contact with the results of the evaluation and were viewed by the evaluation team as a route for information transfer.  

134.
The level of uptake of such findings, however, had been varied among the partnerships.  With 39 different partnerships, there was a substantial variation in the quality of partnership management and buy-in to the evaluation.  Some had been closely tied into the evaluation process from the beginning, but others had little or no interest in the national evaluation. 

135.
An event was held in Sheffield at which the local evaluators came together and were able to feed back the findings of the review to each other for their individual partnerships.  It had been recognised that the first phase of the review could have benefited from more feeding back of information into the NDC partnerships themselves; this activity had been increased in the second phase of the evaluation.  
136.
The partnerships were consulted by NRU when planning the programme of work for the second phase of the evaluation, enabling the Programme Evaluation Team Leader to understand what the partnerships thought was good about the first phase of the evaluation and how they thought it could be improved in the second phase. 
137.
The more proactive events associated with the evaluation had been and were still managed by ODPM staff who were experts in dissemination.  These dissemination experts ensured that the presentations at such events were tailored for the appropriate audience.  Although an attempt was made to hold a single event for all of Whitehall, the more interactive smaller regional and theme based events were viewed as being the better option.  

 138.
With regard to the programmes links outside the NRU, the Programme Evaluation Team Leader sat on a Home Office Strategic Advisory Group on Experimental Methods.  This was part of wider activity to have networks between OGDs who were also doing evaluation work,
 thereby aiding knowledge sharing.  Similarly, he also monitored the progress of the other NRU programme evaluations, and had a seat on the Sure Start Steering Group.
  Outside Government he sat on a JRF project committee.
  

9.
Implements Guidelines 2000 and the Code of Practice for Scientific Advisory Committee
139.
The NDC Evaluation had no formal scientific advisory committee under the Code of Practice for Scientific Advisory Committees. 
140.
The first phase of the programme had an internal steering group the membership of which including representatives of the NRU evaluation team and the management and co-ordination team from CRESR.  This group met quarterly from 2001 – 2004, and then as and when required until the end of the first phase of the evaluation.
  Programme team leaders also held regular face-to-face meetings with NRU policy staff as required.  

141.
The steering panel arrangements had changed for the second phase of the evaluation with the introduction of a more formal evaluation project steering group and an external ‘setting’ panel, which would be used as a tool to help run the NDC team.  This second panel would include high level internal
 and OGD personnel, together with external experts.  In addition a third NDC reference group would also be set up for the second phase of the evaluation, to engage NDC research and evaluation staff.  As these three groups were just becoming established it was considered premature for operations to be reviewed.  

142.
The new NDC evaluation steering group would be chaired by the Programme Evaluation Team Leader and would be concerned with the methods used for the evaluation and management of the consortium.  The group included analysts from within the internal NDC evaluation team and the project managers from CRESR and key policy staff.  

143.
The higher-level internal advisory group would focus on policy making and the strategic direction of the evaluation. It would include different policy and practioner interests, together with experts from the research community.  It would meet for the first time in Autumn 2006 and would be chaired by a senior policy representative.  

144.
With the advisory groups still to begin operations, it was not known how their activities would feed into the management of the evaluation and the transfer of knowledge beyond the NDC.
10.
Uses, Maintains, and Develops Scientific Expertise
145.
It was the role of the Head of Profession to ensure appropriate professional development of ODPM staff, but training/development decisions for individuals were often made by that individual and then approved by the line management.  Moving to a mixed discipline team of analysts
 reporting to an analytical officer rather than a policy maker would change this system and was intended to enhance professional development. 

146.
Some individuals within ODPM were sceptical about this change, and viewed it as moving in the opposite direction to other departments.
  The system was viewed functioning well and as having been set up as well as it could be, with the appropriate communications in place.  

147.
Members of the NDC evaluation team within ODPM had the following professional research skills: quantitative research – especially survey design; qualitative research; evaluation design; economic evaluation and longitudinal analysis skills. Team members’ expertise was maintained through attendance at specialist training courses in experimental methods.   

148.
Team members also had more general project management, procurement and contract management skills. Given the importance of knowledge transfer and dissemination to the evaluation, they also received communication skills training, including stakeholder management. 

149.
Scientific expertise within the contractor’s staff was founded on the stability that existed within the Centre.  CRESR was established 20 years ago as a sustainable research centre.  To this end, the skill set within CRESR was mixed as was the seniority of staff.
   Expertise had been built up over time by recruiting appropriate staff and then keeping them within the organisation. Very few senior staff members had left CRESR, although such staff stability was less evident in the more junior ranks.  

150.
A number of CRESR staff had faculty roles within Sheffield Hallam University and many collaborated on research projects with staff based elsewhere in the University.  However all CRESR staff were pursuing research careers and they did not undertake substantial teaching duties.  While staff did teach occasionally, they had found it very difficult to successfully balance the demands of contract research and a substantial teaching commitment. 

151.
The nature of contract work had impacted on staff levels, with the substantial reduction in the size of the second phase of the NDC evaluation prompting a staff restructuring.
    

152.
CRESR was careful to collaborate with both other Academic Departments but also with social research consultancies.  They viewed the mix of academic research and consultancies to be very good when delivering to government contracts.  In particular the consultants had policy knowledge that was viewed as being sometimes lacking in academia.

153.
CRESR also seconded staff into government, and had done so recently into, e.g. to the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP).  However they had not seconded staff into ODPM, at least not recently, although it had been discussed.  

� Including both Phase 1 of the Evaluation (2001-2005) and the commissioning process for Phase 2 (2006-2009).


� http://www.socialexclusionunit.gov.uk/downloaddoc.asp?id=113


� See http://neighbourhood .gov.uk/publications.asp?did=85


� See http://www.DCLG.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1128618


�http://ndcevaluation.adc.shu.ac.uk/ndcevaluation/Documents/Evaluating%20the%20New%20Deal%20for%20Communities%20Programme.pdf


� See http://www.neighbourhood.gov.uk/displaypagedoc.asp?id=1623


� See http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/nao_reports/03-04/0304309.pdf


� See http://ndcevaluation.adc.shu.ac.uk/ndcevaluation/Home.asp


� Anti Social Behaviour


� See Budget Press Notice March 17th 1998


� A geodemographic tool used to identify and understand the UK population and the demand for products and services. 


� Until the formation of the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit in 2000


� Designed to bring wide ranging, strategic and transformational change to disadvantaged areas, NDC’s ten year investment was unprecedented at the time it was launched.


� Intended to provide focus for joined up planning and delivery, ensure accountability to the local community and to aid in developing relationships with external partner agencies


� To ensure local community engagement, something that had been missing from previous ABIs e.g. ‘City Challenge’.


� In contrast to previous ABIs that had often not received the support of the main public sector agencies.


� Reporting to the Minister for Local Government, Regeneration and the Regions.


� Led by Paul Lawless & Gordon Dabinett (Centre for Regional and Economic Social Research (CRESR), Sheffield Hallam), Peter Tyler & John Rhodes (Dept. Of Land Economy University of Cambridge)


� Household Survey and Administrative data


� See National Leadership, part 6.7, page 55, and key relationships flowchart page 57


� Section 2 –Delivering the Evidence


� Operating out of the Analytical Coordination Team (ACT)


� See http://www.DCLG.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1141809


� e.g. City Futures Conference, 2004 at which Paul Lawless also presented. 


� At that time Lord Falconer


� Now the Official Journal of the European Union - OJEU


� As a research project from which the findings would be published


� From organisations “that have the full range of skills and resources required”


� Crime, education, health, employment and housing


� Analytical tasks should be let separately from the survey work


� Collected by the Social Disadvantage Research Centre (SDRC) in Oxford 


� 18 indicators, three each for the five key outcome areas for NDC and three for an additional social and community theme


� See http://ndcevaluation.adc.shu.ac.uk/ndcevaluation/Documents/Update%20August%202004.pdf


� Enabling the analysis of the number of individuals coming off benefits in both NDC partnership and non partnership areas.  


� Strategic, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Timebound


� Because NDC partnerships opted for different financial reporting systems, using the database it was difficult to establish basic spend and performance data on the five key outcome themes.  


� Outlined in Chapter 11 of the Interim report


� http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/media/05553/Green_Book_03.pdf


� 2002 and 2004 time series


� Peter Tyler University of Cambridge


� A lack of time and tight deadlines were cited as the reasons for not including external review


� at: ntmercury.ade.shu.ac.uk/NDC/Portal (password and username required)


� incl. general management, reporting, work strands, NRU guidance, protocols, briefing papers, publications, meeting agendas & notes etc.


� Paragraph 63


� As of April 1st 2006 located within the Analytical Services Directorate


� Including the household survey data, the administrative data (e.g. social security data, school results)


� Including the NDC programme team, the NRU team including Operations and Strategy Directors, Jo Montgomery – Director General Tackling Disadvantage) and the management board


� 40 minutes presentation, 20 minute discussion.  


� Run by Amnion Consulting


� These included two ministerial synopses, and some Westminster Village events for which the audience included policy makers from DfES as well as ODPM. 


� At http://www.neighbourhood.gov.uk/page.asp?id=1695 and covering subjects such as: 5) NDC Evaluation and doing what works; 20) Codes of Conduct; 25) Transformation and Sustainability.  


� http://renewal.net


� e.g. http://www.go-ne.gov.uk/gone/peopleandsustcomms/neighbourhood_renewal/new_deal /newcastle_west/


� e.g. the Civil Renewal Project


� On particular themes, e.g. crime or health, and sourced from individual partnerships


� Nine areas identified by government as being in need of specific housing market renewal support – see http://www.DCLG.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1140276.


� LSPs now established in all areas with a key role in providing service provision and sustainable communities


� Economic and Social Research Council


� Shared Intelligence


� The Group has four main aims: 1) to share knowledge about experimental research methods; 2) to influence/educate key stakeholders about standards in experimental methods and the role of experimental methods in providing evidence-based policy; 3) to provide general support and advice for those planning/engaged in this type of research; and 4) to influence research commissioning at a strategic level.


� He does not attend meetings and is unsure as to whether other NRU colleagues attend such meetings 


� The transformation of the prospects of place – looking into long-term trajectories of various areas of GB, with particular emphasis on poverty.  


� The second programme team leader for the evaluation was unaware of the formal quarterly meeting arrangements when he took over management of the evaluation for the NRU. 


� Claire Tyler (Director Social Exclusion Unit) representing DCLG on this.


� In April 2006


� e.g. DfES, Defra (some DCLG divisions) etc where policy makers and providers of the evidence base are embedded or becoming so.


� A range of thematic interests, different skills and grade levels from junior researchers to directors


� Six researchers were let go in the past 6 months
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