Annex 3 – The Government’s Response to the Barker Review 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 officials from ODPM, Defra and members of the consortia involved in carrying out the studies which informed the Government’s response to the Barker Review 
The Sustainability Study, which provided an important source of evidence to inform the Government’s response to The Barker Review, was also included among the ten projects that were peer reviewed as part of the Science Review of ODPM.
Introduction

1. The aim of this case study was to provide a review of the use of the evidence base throughout the Government’s response to the Barker Review of Housing Supply (the Barker Review)
.  Although all the case study set out to assess ODPM’s performance against each of the  ten success criteria of the Science Review, it focused on the criteria identified by the Steering Panel as applying most strongly to the Government’s response, namely:

· 4 – commissions and manages new research

· 6 – use of science

· 8 – sharing and transferring of knowledge

· 10 – maintenance of scientific capacity and expertise

2. The case study particularly focused on the two major studies that were commissioned by ODPM in response to the Barker Review: A Sustainability Impact Study of Additional Housing Scenarios in England (the Sustainability Study) and Affordability Targets: Implications for Housing Supply (the Affordability Study), and on how well they addressed the concerns set out in the Barker Review. The Sustainability Study was also included in the peer review exercise that was undertaken as an integral part of the Science Review (see Annex 1).
3. Interviews were carried out with internal ODPM staff, both analysts and policy makers who were directly involved with the studies and the commissioning of the Government’s responses and external stakeholders who had significant involvement with the undertaking of the studies.

4. Interviews took place between February 22nd and May 19th 2006.  Interviews were based on the questions developed in consultation with members of the Science Review’s expert Steering Panel.

5. The following literature was also reviewed: 

· Affordability Targets: Implications for Housing Supply
 and related documentation for this research project; 

· A Sustainability impact study of additional housing scenarios in England
 and related documentation for this research project; 

· The Government’s response to Kate Barker’s Review of Housing Supply
;

· Barker Review – Delivering Stability: Securing our Future Housing Needs
;

· Defra Study into the Environmental Impacts of Increasing the Supply of Housing in the UK
.

Policy Background

6. The Sustainable Communities Plan
 (Sustainable Communities: Building for the future) was launched by the Deputy Prime Minister on 5th February 2003 with the aim to set out a programme of action to deliver sustainable communities in rural and urban areas. The Plan set out to reform housing and planning and to increase construction of houses by an extra 200,000 homes by 2016.  The main elements included with the Plan are listed below:

· sustainable communities

· step change in housing supply

· new growth areas

· decent homes

· countryside and local environment

7. In response to the rising demand for housing the Chancellor and Deputy Prime Minister at Budget 2003, jointly commissioned Kate Barker, a member of the Monetary Policy Committee at the Bank of England, to produce an independent review of housing supply.  Published at Budget 2004, this review set out 36 policy recommendations covering a broad spectrum of issues to address the lack of supply and responsiveness of housing. The Government’s response to this review summarised the recommendations
 as shown below (box 1):

	Box 1: The Barker Review Recommendations7
The Review set out a number of recommendations for achieving a step-change in housing supply and improving the functioning of the housing market:

· a long-term national goal for improved market affordability should be set with accompanying regional goals;

· investment in social housing should be increased significantly over time;

· Regional Planning Bodies and Regional Housing Boards should be merged to create a single body responsible for managing regional housing markets, supported by independent advice on the steps required to achieve affordability goals;

· reforms should be made to planning at the regional and local level to ensure that the planning system makes better use of housing market information and released more land;

· a Planning-Gain Supplement (PGS) should be introduced to capture a portion of the land value uplift created by the planning process to help finance additional infrastructure while preserving incentives to bring forward land for development;

· a Community Infrastructure Fund (CIF) should be established help unlock some of the barriers to development; and

· local authorities should be incentivised to deliver growth and new housing development. 


8. It was not in the remit of the Barker Review to address the environmental implications of increasing housing.  However it was stated by the House of Commons Environment Audit Committee on Housing
 that the impact of increasing house building on the environment needed greater consideration and that the Government’s evidence base for housing policy was inadequate.

9. Taking into account the Barker Review and in response to the Sustainable Communities Plan launched in 2003 by the Deputy Prime Minister, Defra then commissioned a study to assess the environmental impacts of increasing the supply of housing in the UK, which was published April 20045.  Entec UK undertook this study in partnership with Richard Hodkinson Consultancy and Economics for the Environment Consultancy (Eftec).  This study explored the environmental impacts under different growth scenarios with the key issues examined shown below (box 2):

	Box 2: Key Issues of the Defra Study5

· the potential effects on greenbelt and other protected land, and high-quality agricultural land;

· natural resource implications – such as demands on water and energy use, and biodiversity considerations (habitats and species), and the potential effects on climate change;

· the impacts of the construction process in terms of waste generated and the demand for aggregates;

· the impacts on local environment quality and access to countryside;

· the impact on rural areas, including rural housing affordability, landscape conservation, sustainable rural communities and the balance of housing provision between rural and urban areas; and

· the eco-efficiency standards of new housing, for example in terms of energy and water efficiency standards.


10. The study set out a number of recommendations indicating that: “further work should be undertaken to understand more fully the environmental and sustainability implications and regional impacts of the different levels of growth postulated in the Barker Review and the assumptions on which they are based.”

11. Published in January 2005, the Deputy Prime Minister’s five-year plan Sustainable Communities: Homes for All, set out a fundamental principle of sustainable communities that everyone should be able to live in an area where they want to live and work, in decent and affordable housing.  

12.
In response to the findings of the Barker Review and the associated Defra study5, ODPM commissioned two further studies in order to address two of the issues raised.  These studies were:

· Affordability Targets: Implications for Housing Supply (The ‘Affordability Study’), and 

· A Sustainability Impact Study of Additional Housing Scenarios in England (The ‘Sustainability Study’).

Context

13.
As stated in the Government’s response to the Barker Review, between 1971 and 2001 the number of households in England rose by 30%.  Reasons for this rise included factors such as increasing numbers of people choosing to live alone. 

14.
Contrary to this increase in households, the rate of new house builds did not increase with a resultant upward trend in UK house prices impacting on the affordability of housing.  At present 54% of 30-34 year old couples are able to buy their own home.  If the disparity between the number of households and the failure to build new houses continues impacting on affordability, it has been estimated that in 2026 only 35% of such couples will be able to afford their own home. 

15.
As such, as part of the Sustainable Communities Plan to address the demand for housing and with signs of continuing demand, the Chancellor and Deputy Prime Minister commissioned a Review of Housing Supply in the UK, which was led by Kate Barker of the Bank of England.  The Review had the following Terms of Reference: 

“conduct a review of issues underlying the lack of supply and responsiveness of housing in the UK”.

16.
The Review was asked to take into consideration the following:

· the role of competition, capacity, technology and finance of the house building industry; and 

· the interaction of these factors with the planning system and the Government’s sustainable development objectives.  

17.
The Barker Review set out its recommendations as summarised in Box 1.  In order to respond to these recommendations the Government recognised that it needed a strong evidence base of the highest quality and that in order to make decisions on future housing supply, Ministers needed to be advised of costs and benefits.  To provide this evidence base, ODPM commissioned two major studies: 

· Affordability Targets: Implications for Housing Supply (The Affordability Study), and 

· A Sustainability Impact Study of Additional Housing Scenarios in England (The Sustainability Study).

18.
To assist in the set up and delivery of the two studies, separate Advisory Panels and Steering Groups were established for each study.

19.
The Steering Groups for both of the studies comprised policy makers, representatives of Other Government Departments (OGDs) and leading figures from the organisations listed below:

· Her Majesty’s Treasury

· Government Office for the South East

· Government Office for the South West

· Defra

· Department for Transport
20.
The Advisory Panels were established from the outset of the studies and operated throughout the course of the projects.  The range of panel members was also made up of academics, representatives of OGDs and leading industry figures.  The list below indicates organisations represented on the Advisory Panels:
· Defra

· DTI

· Her Majesty’s Treasury

· National Assembly for Wales

· Scottish Executive

· West Midlands Regional Planning Body

· West Midlands Regional Assembly

· Greater London Authority

· National Housing Federation

· FPD Savills

· House Builders Federation

· Council of Mortgage Lenders
· Exeter University
· Yorkshire and Humberside Regional Assembly
· Environment Agency
· English Nature
· Institute for Public Policy Research
· King’s College London
· Hometrack
· York University
· Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research
The Affordability Study

21.
The Affordability study was awarded to and directed by Professor Geoff Meen of the University of Reading.  The project team included 15 individuals from nine organisations, as listed below:

· Philip Allmendinger, Mark Andrew, Michael Ball and Alan Evans: University of Reading

· Gavin Cameron and John Muellbauer: University of Oxford

· Kenneth Gibb: University of Glasgow

· Jennifer Goody: Peter Brown Partnership

· Alan Holmans and Sarah Monk: University of Cambridge

· Diana Kasparova: Policy Studies Institute

· Anthony Murphy: University College Dublin

· Christine Whitehead: London School of Economics

· Alan Wilson: Oxford Economic Forecasting

22.
The aim of the Affordability study was to produce a working model that would run on Excel 97.  In this way it would be clear and easy to run and be usable on Government systems.  The intention was that the model would be used to assess the relationship between housing supply and affordability at a national and regional level.
23.
As stated in the project specification for this work, the aims of the Affordability study were to:

· help inform Ministers’ decisions on the levels of national and indicative regional affordability targets;

· provide initial guidance to the new National Advice Unit (NAU) on the methodology that they should adopt when providing independent technical advice to the regions.

24.
The model used 2003 population estimates as a starting point and is solvable to 2031.  However, it would require updating as new data became available.

25.
In order to meet the requirements of the study the model had three interconnected modules,

i. a housing module

ii. a labour market module

iii. a demographic module

26.
The modules were constructed for each of the nine English Regions, which were linked through migration flows and relative house price movements.

27.
The key findings of the Affordability study were that:

· large increases in construction have significant effects on affordability;

· the effects on affordability are permanent, reflecting the increase in supply;

· there will be practical problems with spatial targeting, as some regions may be considered too large as they contain areas of both high and low demand; and

· it was inappropriate to use a single year (e.g. 2016) as a target as affordability is unreliable and changeable.

The Sustainability Study

28.
The Sustainability study was jointly funded by ODPM and Defra to examine the relative impacts of additional house building taking into account the national affordability goals.  

29.
The study was awarded to and directed by Entec UK Ltd, although the project team also comprised the following representatives: 

· Tom van Vuren: Mott MacDonald; 

· Richard Hodkinson, Max Figueiredo and Malcolm Maclean; Richard Hodkinson Consultancy;

· Sarah Monk and Christina Short: Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research;

· Jodi Newcombe and Allan Provins: Eftec UK Ltd;

· Christine Whitehead: London School of Economics and Political Science; and

· Stephen Smith, University College London.
30.
The Sustainability study was intended to build on the information from the previous Defra study into the environmental impacts of increasing the supply of housing in the UK5.  It was intended to advise on social, economic and environmental factors that were not covered in the earlier study.

31.
The principal aim of the Sustainability study was: 

“to contribute to the evidence base which the government will use when deciding on a national affordability goal, by considering a range of house building scenarios and associated impacts”.

32.
In order to address this aim, the study examined pressures, shown below, relating to the baseline planned growth (set out in Regional Planning Guidance and the Sustainable Communities Plan) and additional growth scenarios, namely:

· requirement for land;

· demand for construction materials;

· generation of construction and household waste;

· demand for energy use including embodied energy;

· demand for water;

· demand for transport;

· implications for regional and local economies; and

· implications for communities.

33.
The findings of the study2 highlighted that the key impacts were highly location specific and that the environmental impacts were created as a result of the behaviour of people living in the houses and not by the construction of houses themselves.

34.
The key impacts ascertained from the research were as follows:

· land take – analysis indicated that the Government’s national target for providing 60% of additional housing on previously developed land or by converting buildings by 2008 could be met.

· domestic CO2 emissions – emissions up to 2016, based on current design standards and dwelling performance would create an additional 6.4 million tonnes of carbon (4.2% above current domestic emissions).

· household waste – the amount of waste produced was set to go up by 12.9% using the baseline scenario.

· water use – using the baseline scenario and research, the demand for water was anticipated to increase by 6.1%. 

The Government’s Response

35.
Taking into account the recommendations from the Barker Review and the findings of the Affordability and Sustainability studies, the Government produced their response, which set out how they proposed to respond to the need for increased housing supply.

36.
As stated in the Government’s response, the aims of the Government’s housing policy are set out below:

· a step on the housing ladder for future generations of homeowners;

· quality and choice for those who rent; and

· mixed, sustainable communities.

37.
In order to meet their policy aims, the Government recognised that they would have to address issues such as removing barriers to development, supporting local communities and providing for those unable to access the housing market.

38.
To address these issues the Government recognised the need for:

· more homes, but in areas where they are needed most; 

· necessary investment in social, transport and environmental infrastructure;

· a well-functioning planning system;

· new standards in resource-efficient, high quality homes;

· improved quality of what is being built and how;

· a dynamic, successful and customer focused house building industry changing how housing supply is delivered; and

· that genuinely sustainable communities are built.

Analysis of Evidence 
39.
This section presents the evidence collected from the Affordability and Sustainability studies under the ten criteria. Where appropriate, for example with respect to criterion 4 – commissioning  and managing new research, the two studies are addressed separately but  otherwise they are considered together.

1. Science Strategies

40.
The ways in which ODPM set out to undertake research, support innovation, and how this research supported policy to help meet Public Service Agreements (PSAs) were set out in its Evidence and Innovation Strategy 2003-2005
.

41.
In order to produce an evidence base that was consistent and joined up, ODPM had eight cross-cutting PSAs.  For example the Sustainable Communities agenda cut across areas including planning, housing, local government, homelessness and regeneration all of which were included in the PSAs.

42.
The Affordability and Sustainability studies and the Government’s response to the Barker Review were commissioned after the publication of the Evidence and Innovation Strategy 2003-05.  The requirement for future evidence based research was contained in the strategy, demonstrating that ODPM had taken a forward look to research activities in this area.  The requirement for the two studies was covered under PSA5
 – Housing Supply and Demand.

43.
The provision of new housing is a highly sensitive issue and ODPM was well aware of the requirement for any report or policy arising, to be founded on the basis of strong scientific evidence.  Interviewees reported that:

“it was vital that ‘ODPM’ produced a strong evidence base, one that was both useful and necessary”.  

44.
The aim of PSA5 is to: 

“achieve a better balance between housing availability and the demand for housing, including improving affordability, in all English regions while protecting valuable countryside around our towns, cities and in the greenbelt and the sustainability of existing towns and cities”.

45.
The performance targets for the spending period 2005 – 2008 were published in the PSA White Paper on 12 July 2004. The targets were supported by the publication of technical notes in January 2005 describing how progress would be measured.  This publication outlined what was needed to be achieved such that the PSA targets were met. 

46.
The Evidence and Innovation Strategy (2005 – 2008) had been put out for consultation, with the expectation that the final version would be published in the summer of 2006.  Interviewees reported that the requirement for further research following on from the Government’s response to the Barker Review was set out under Strategic Priority 1: Balancing housing supply and demand
.

47.
The specific aims of  ODPM’s Strategic Priority 1 were set out as follows: 
· build more homes where they are needed most. We also need to provide jobs, infrastructure and public services, and to protect the countryside and our historic towns and cities;

· offer as many people as possible the opportunity to own a home – a step on the housing ladder – provided they can sustain the commitments that go with it;

· offer greater quality, flexibility and choice to those who rent, whether from a local authority, housing association of private landlord focusing on flexibility and choice;

· revive failing house markets; and

· enhance the environment.

2. Horizon Scanning

48.
Horizon scanning was a key component of the evidence gathering activities in ODPM.  The affordability study was specifically designed to provide evidence based information for future scenarios by developing a forecasting tool to model the impact of changing housing supply on affordability, and sustainability, for the next 30 years.

49.
Within ODPM, the New Horizons programme
 was a tool to enable the Department to explore issues that were beyond the scope of its main research programmes and therefore become aware of and prepare for future risks and opportunities.

50.
In general, horizon scanning within ODPM was the responsibility of the New Horizons Unit
.  However, the work carried out in relation to these two studies and the Government’s response was not part of the New Horizons Unit programme of work.  There was no evidence from the interviews that any other horizon scanning activity within ODPM in the areas of sustainability and affordability were included in the development of the specification of the two studies.  However, these studies were to provide an evidence base to build a forecasting tool to model the impact of changing housing supply on affordability and sustainability for the next 30 years.

51.
The Government’s Sustainable Communities Plan set out that over a ten-year period to 2016, housing delivery would increase by 200,000 homes.  The specification of the Affordability study states that there should be a focus on 2016 as a milestone in delivering figures within the Sustainable Communities Plan.  In addition, the affordability model was set up to be able to provide outputs on an annual basis for at least 30 years.
52.
While the Affordability study produced a model to fit these requirements, it was recommended by the contractors that there should not be a target year as affordability was unpredictable.  As such a single target year would not be reliable.

53.
The requirements of the Sustainability study were to address the impacts of additional house building associated with the outputs from the Affordability study taking into consideration the impacts over time and at different spatial levels.  Moreover, the findings from this study were intended to be used over the next 30 years.

54.
On the evidence of both of these studies, ODPM, in commissioning this work had recognised the importance of research into future issues and had sought to develop methodologies for modelling into the future.  The evidence suggested a lack of internal and external consultation to identify and benefit from other horizon scanning activities in this area.

3. Reviewing and Harnessing Existing Research and Identifying Gaps and Opportunities
55.
Steering Groups and Advisory Panels were used throughout the two studies in order to identify existing methodology, gaps and opportunities relating to the work that was to provide the evidence base for the Government’s response to the Barker review.  Members of the Panels were drawn from known contacts within the area under investigation.  This resulted in many members having specific areas of interest rather than a generic appreciation of the aims and objectives of the reviews.

56.
The groups and panels initially provided advice on what was needed to set up the studies and to advise on the required format of the outputs of the work.  The panels and groups were used throughout the course of the projects to provide further expertise in areas, to provide advice and guidance, and as a sounding board for the work.  It was unclear how actively members of the Steering panel were engaged in providing a strategic steer to the research.

57.
The diverse group of people on the Advisory Panels provided a wide range of experts, as well as practitioners able to comment on specific aspects of technical issues.  With their expertise, many on the panel and the steering groups were also active in undertaking work for ODPM and for Defra within this area.  Due to the limited number of such experts, there was a risk that this could lead to a lack of critical review of the strategic requirements for future research.

58.
Initially the Steering Groups and Advisory Panels reviewed the Barker Review to determine the gaps that needed to be addressed.  The findings were input into the specification of the Affordability study, which took into account the recommendations from the Barker Review.  
59.
Historic data underpinning the affordability indicator in the PSA framework was available to ODPM.  As a result, there was no need for a scoping study on affordability.

60.
In contrast, ODPM’s knowledge of the issues surrounding sustainability was not fully developed.  There was no evidence of an independent review of the findings from the previous Defra study or the use of this information in the definition of future research requirements.  The approach used was to include an initial scoping study in the specification for the Sustainability study.  It was also expected that the successful contractors would draw on the existing work from the previous Defra Report5.  Whilst the scoping study was part of the main contract, it was agreed at the inception meeting that the full contract for the main study would not be issued until the scoping study had been reviewed by ODPM.
61.
Hence, the lead responsibility for the specification of the study would have been with the contractor appointed to undertake the work.  It is a reasonable assumption that the panel and steering group would have had opportunity to comment and advise on the delivery of the work, however as experts within their own particular fields it was unclear how ODPM ensured that this input would be considered as independent and not closely aligned with their own specific interests.

62.
Whilst DTI were represented on the advisory panels for both studies, there was no evidence of strategic collaboration or sharing of knowledge between ODPM and DTI in the development of the specification for these studies.

4.
Commissions and Manages New Research

63.
As a key project for both the Deputy Prime Minister and Treasury, the project specifications for the Affordability and Sustainability studies required ministerial approval.  There was also a strong two-way relationship with the Minister resulting in: 

“interactions that helped to shape the requirements and subsequent changes to the requirements”.  

64.
In addition, as externally commissioned pieces of work ODPM recognised that they would be subject to the Freedom of Information Act and that there would be a requirement for the results of the work to be published. 

65.
The process for agreeing the project specification and for achieving the appropriate evidence base involved both policy makers and analysts.  Led by ODPM, development of the specification involved input internally and from other Government Department representatives on the advisory panel.

66.
Analysts and policy makers worked closely together to produce the draft specifications.  These included the background to the work, the context within which it would be done, and the issues and requirements of the studies. The Advisory Panels were used to test the ideas and views of the draft specifications. The Advisory Panels and Steering Groups recommended that the key outputs would be the models to show the impact of housing on affordability and sustainability.

67.
The Sustainability and Affordability studies were commissioned in parallel via the central procurement division.  They were procured via an Expression of Interest (EoI) and then a full Invitation to Tender (ITT). 

Commissioning and monitoring of the Affordability Study

68.
As ODPM identified both the Sustainability and Affordability studies as research projects, the advice from Central Procurement was that they were exempt from the requirement to be advertised within the Official Journal of the European Union (OJEU).  It was normal practice within ODPM for this type of project to be considered as research.  There was no evidence of an understanding within ODPM of the definition of research from a procurement point of view, and there was certainly no evidence that the work was classed as research following a specific assessment of the proposed work against set criteria.  It is possible that the classification was chosen to avoid the requirement to advertise the tender through the OJEU.

69.
The budget for the Affordability study was approved for an estimated cost of £150,000 by the Analytical Services Division (ASD).  

70.
The project was advertised in ODPM’s Sustainable Communities Research Newsletter 2004-05.  This was a specialist publication targeted at organisations with an interest in sustainability, and hence was an appropriate route to engage with the majority of organisations with the credibility and expertise to undertake the proposed work. However, as a specialist publication, this advertisement would not have engaged with a wider environmental / sustainability community, and as a result may not have reached all those organisations able to do the work. However interviewees drew attention to the importance of targeting as a means of ensuring a manageable number of EOIs.  Following responses to the advertisement, the draft specification of the Affordability study was sent out to a list of potential contractors inviting Expression of Interests (EoIs) in August 2004.

71.
Only two EoIs were received, one of which was from a consortium involving nine organisations led by the University of Reading.  It is a reasonable assumption that the large scale of this consortium, and the fact that it included the majority of organisations considered credible for the work, restricted the number of bids that were received and hence reduced the degree of competitiveness in the appointment of the contractor. Both EoIs were sent Invitations to Tender (ITT).  

72.
The bidders were then invited to interview and the decision on who should be awarded the contract was made following the criteria set out in the project specification.  These criteria were:

a) their level of understanding of the study objectives;

b) the robustness and suitability of the proposed methodology for meeting the study requirements;

c) the relevant skills and experience of the research team;

d) their ability to explain clearly their proposed approach;

e) the adequacy of the proposed project management arrangements, including availability of key members of the team throughout the project, arrangements for managing the project alongside other commitments that team members may have and arrangements for avoiding slippage by employee stand-by resources;

f) a proven track record of delivering high quality outputs to schedule and budget; and

g) value for money

73.
After taking into account the criteria and their performance at interview it was judged that the better bid was by the consortium and therefore they were awarded the contract.  

74.
The contactors described the tendering process as:

“going as well as it could have”. 

75.
The questions in the specification were set out in a clear and transparent fashion allowing them to prepare their bid.  The evidence from the interviews showed that ODPM undertook a tender process that fully met procurement requirements, applied robust procedures to ensure that the optimum tender had been selected, and were succeeded in selecting a consortium that demonstrated the capability to undertake the work to ODPM’s requirements.

76.
It is also clear from the evidence that there was limited competition in the selection of the contractor.  Whilst the consortium had presented a methodology to deliver the required objectives, ODPM had not benefited from a competitive process allowing comparison of price and alternative approaches.

77.
Analysts within ODPM managed contractors through milestones and deliverables, which were set at the beginning of the study.  These included the production of an interim report, a draft final report and the final report.  Regular contact was maintained when ODPM and the contractors met both formally and informally.  The contractor felt that informal monitoring was more helpful and more effective than formal monitoring procedures.  Whilst clear monitoring processes were in place, such a large consortium required a high degree of control, and this restricted the options for ODPM and made it difficult to manage the strategic direction and delivery of the study.  

Commissioning and monitoring of the Sustainability Study  

78.
Prior to the co-commissioning of the Sustainability study, Defra had commissioned a study into the environmental impacts of increasing housing supply in the UK5.  This contract was awarded to Entec in collaboration with Eftec and Richard Hodkinson Consultancy.

79.
ODPM and Defra drew up the draft specification for the Sustainability study.  Subsequently ODPM invited Defra to joint fund the study.  The budget for the Sustainability study was £120,000 and was funded out of the ASD budget.

80.
The Sustainability study was co-commissioned by Defra which put approximately £50,000 towards the cost of the study.  While Defra co-commissioned the study and contributed to it through their presence on the Steering Group, ODPM held sole project management responsibilities.  

81.
The relationship between ODPM and Defra was described as “good” throughout the commissioning phase.  However, both participants stated that Defra did not have as much input as they would have liked.  In particular, Defra sometimes felt that they were excluded from some of the decision-making processes. 

82.
As with the Affordability study, the Sustainability study was advertised in the Sustainable Communities Research Newsletter 2004-05 inviting EoIs. This did not generate any interest from contractors interested in carrying out the work and as a result the draft specification for the study was sent to an existing list of potential contractors known to ODPM. Tenders were then invited on the basis of the EoIs.

83.
Two main tenders were received for the Sustainability study.  Both bidders were invited to interview and the decision on who should be awarded the contract was made following the guidelines and against criteria set out in the project specification.  These criteria were:

a) their level of understanding of the study objectives;

b) the robustness and suitability of the proposed methodology for meeting the study requirements;

c) the relevant skills and experience of the research team;

d) their ability to explain clearly their proposed approach;

e)
the adequacy of the proposed project management arrangements, including availability of key members of the team throughout the project, arrangements for managing the project alongside other commitments that team members may have and arrangements for avoiding slippage by employee stand-by resources;

e) a proven track record of delivering high quality outputs to schedule and budget; and

f) value for money

84.
Of the two bids, the more expensive was judged by the selection panel led by ODPM as being the better against the criteria and was therefore commissioned to do the work. At this stage the programme of research was to be defined within the initial scoping study, and hence the selection of the contractor had to be based upon their capability rather than upon their approach to deliver a specific programme of work.

85.
The consortium awarded the contract for the Sustainability study was the same as that which had previously completed the Defra Study.  Whilst the contractor would  have had experience of the area and would have been well aware of ODPM requirements, the reappointment of the previous contractor would  introduce perceptions around the rigour of the selection process.  However ODPM had operated a robust process that was in line with procurement requirements, it had advertised the opportunity, assessed bids and used a scoring system to select the contractor.  From the information provided at the interviews it was reasonable to conclude that the optimum tender had been selected.

86.
The initial phase of the Sustainability study was to conduct a scoping study into the requirements of the research.  As the selection process had already taken place, the contractor was effectively tasked with developing their own programme of work from the outcome of the scoping study.  A further breakpoint at the end of the study, and the opportunity to review contractor requirements may have represented an easier management option for ODPM.

87.
Analysts within ODPM managed contractors through milestones and deliverables, which were set at the beginning of the study.  These included the production of a draft scoping paper, a draft final report and the final report.  Regular contact was maintained when ODPM and the contractors met both formally and informally.

88.
The completion of the Sustainability study was dependent on the timing of the Affordability study and the associated model.  The contractors did not receive this information until later than anticipated and therefore in recognition of the problems that were encountered during the process of the Sustainability study, the deadline for the final report was extended.  The delays due to the Affordability study and the developing specification for the objectives of the sustainability work led to a period of high activity towards the end of the contract.  This will have had a negative impact upon the overall quality of the final outcome of the work.

89.
There were a number of variations to the contract for the Sustainability study, and as a result the total budget for the work was approximately £250,000.  This represented an increase of £80,000 from the original budget of £170,000.

90.
The final reports were completed in November 2005.  Whilst there were delays due to the changing specification, ODPM were clearly driven to achieve quality and specifically sought additional work to:

· assess the implications on public finances;

· test the sensitivity of assumptions affecting land use estimates;

· improve the presentation of the study findings.

91.
The final deadline for this project changed during the course of the project, with the major extension coming towards the end of the work.  If those involved had been aware of the actual final date, “the process would have been much easier to deal with”.  

5.
Ensures the Quality and Relevance of the Science it Carries Out and Sponsors

92.
Both of the studies were monitored through the use of milestones and deliverables, which were written into the contracts.  As part of the monitoring, regular reviews and meetings were held with the Steering Groups where key issues were discussed.  In these meetings action points were determined by the Steering Group thereby addressing the issues.  ODPM felt that this worked well and that the majority of the outputs were delivered on time.  Although the affordability study was delivered on time, the sustainability study was delayed due to a variety of reasons and was unable to draw on the outputs of the affordability study which became available when it was nearing completion.

93.
The Affordability study was quite straightforward and had a clear focus.  Conversely the Sustainability study was impacted on by issues surrounding environmental, transport and social impacts therefore it was considered more demanding and unfocussed.  The strategic requirements of the sustainability study were less well defined at the outset, hence the requirement for the scoping phase, and this resulted in a study requiring more management by ODPM. As a result ODPM maintained more frequent contact with the project manager on the Sustainability study and towards the end of the study contact this took place on a daily basis. 

94.
For the Sustainability study, Defra also provided comments on the draft reports, which they fed into ODPM, as well as talking to the contractors directly. Defra’s in house experts were also used to review the draft reports.

95.
Due to a decision taken by ODPM officials, draft reports of the Affordability study were not submitted to the Advisory panel until the modelling was agreed
Were the studies externally reviewed?

96.
The Affordability and Sustainability studies were peer reviewed, each by three independent experts.  ODPM stated that it was difficult to find independent experts in the UK to peer review the studies. In particular, as they had stated, many UK experts were already working on the study therefore the majority of the peer reviewers were sourced internationally.  This was a direct consequence of a work package requiring a broad range of expertise delivered through a consortium.  Whilst ensuring that the team had the correct skills, the key players in the team then had a vested interest in success and the further continuation of the work, and thus could not provide an independent, critical assessment of the quality of delivery and the requirements for further work 

97.
The shortage of appropriate peer reviewers meant that unsuccessful bidders were part of the peer review process, and whilst they were judged to have suitable technical expertise, they may not have been fully independent having developed their own views and beliefs on what was appropriate to deliver the work.

98.
Peer review was not normally carried out on ODPM projects.  The decision to peer review occurred due to the high profile of the projects.  It was also carried out in order to determine whether the process of peer review would be useful in the future.  Moreover, peer review was encouraged by Defra and by the contractors carrying out the studies.

99.
The studies were reviewed on the quality of the work, and whether the contractors used the right methods.  For example for the Affordability study comments were made in response to the headings supplied in the briefing as detailed below:

· Broad approach

· Understanding and context

· Evidence

· Argument

· Presentation

100.
The Sustainability study required a combination of ‘hard’ and ‘ soft’ science skills covering the technical issues around regulation, water and energy use and also covering issues such as population demographics, policy impact and consumer demand.  Analysis to ensure quality in these areas represented significantly different challenges to ODPM which was familiar with the social sciences but less so with the range of physical sciences involved. This resulted in a study requiring more management by ODPM which maintained more frequent contact with the project manager on the Sustainability study and towards the end of the study contact was on a daily basis. 

101.
For the Sustainability study, Defra also provided comments on the draft reports, which they fed into ODPM, as well as talking to the contractors directly. Defra’s in house experts were also used to review the draft reports.

102.
Due to a decision taken by ODPM officials, draft reports of the Affordability study were not submitted to the Advisory panel until the modelling was agreed.
103.
Achieving high quality within the research was essential to the subsequent use of the information.  A study which was not considered to be of high scientific quality would:

· not be used within the Department in future policy decisions;

· necessitate further work to deliver the required information;

· lead to issues and problems with stakeholders contesting the findings on release of the information.

104.
Policy timing and ministerial requirements meant that the peer reviews had to be carried out as quickly as possible.  In addition, Ministers did not want the findings to become too public as the Steering Groups had not seen the studies and they wanted the appropriate impact on release of the report.

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

105.
The analysts and policy makers worked closely together throughout the duration of these studies and in formulating the Government’s response.  As such they ensured that the project work resulted in the outputs required to produce the Government’s response.

106.
As a result of the 2005 election, a new ministerial team came in ODPM half way through the two studies.  The new team had a different approach to that of the previous team, which led to a change of focus and a change of project questions.  As a result, new and more questions were asked, which delayed the work being carried out by the contractors.  In addition, the analysts didn’t have as much time as they hoped to reflect on the findings of the studies.

107.
ODPM stated that the two studies provided a strong evidence base and that this was key in contributing to a strongly evidence based Government response. This clear evidence base was used at what was described as a “crunch cabinet” meeting in November 2005.  At this meeting the policy makers and analysts were able to show clear evidence of what would happen to the affordability of homes if nothing was done to increase housing supply compared to what would happen if something was done as outlined in the studies.

108.
Once the model for the Affordability study was completed and had been handed over to ODPM, it was used to generate a lot of new affordability simulations.  These simulations were then used when putting together the Government’s response.

109.
ODPM hoped that the affordability model would be used as a methodological tool for Government regional offices to advise about affordability and that it would be made available to regional Government offices and the National Advisory Units (NAUs).

110.
The Government planned to establish NAUs by autumn 2006.  These units would help to strengthen the evidence and analysis on ways of improving market affordability to regional planning bodies.

111.
Defra thought that the sustainability study provided a good information base to understand the impacts that are associated with increasing house supply, and therefore aided in providing the Government’s response.  

112.
The studies were also used in putting together the consultation paper on the new Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS3)
 on housing.  This consultation was part of the development of policy intended to make regional and local planning bodies take greater account of affordability and pressures within the housing market when drawing up plans.  They would also need to consider environmental impacts when addressing housing supply.  It also incorporated a code for sustainable homes covering six elements: energy efficiency, water efficiency, surface water management, household management, and use of materials.  The Sustainability study covered these key areas and had contributed to the development of the consultation and hence the policy.

7. Publishes Results and Debates Their Implications Openly

113.
In line with the Freedom of Information Act, the Affordability and Sustainability studies and the Government’s response to the Barker Review were published on the 5th December 2005 on the ODPM website and through the press.  Hard copies were also disseminated through to local government.  The use of the web site to make information available ensured that all research results were published and were available for comment.

114.
In addition to the two studies and the Government’s response, ODPM also published Supporting Analysis,
 which provided further information on how the Government intended to reach a level of 200,000 annual net additions of housing by 2016.  

115.
One of the recommendations of the Barker Review was to introduce a Planning-gain Supplement (PGS) to: 

“capture a portion of the land value increases or ‘uplift’ created by the planning process”.

116.
In agreement with this recommendation the Government came to the conclusion that a PGS would be more effective than other means of capturing land value increases and therefore published a consultation paper on the proposal of a PGS
.

117.
Factsheets
 were also made available on the ODPM website outlining and summarising the key issues in the Government’s response.  The factsheets covered:

· Factsheet 1 – Summary outlining the Barker Review

· Factsheet 2 – Planning-gain supplement: The Facts

· Factsheet 3 – Draft Policy Planning Statement 3: Housing

· Factsheet 4 – Environmental sustainability

· Factsheet 5 – Meeting local needs, responding to national challenges  

118.
Three case studies
 giving examples of how the issue of housing supply affects people and places were also published.  The case studies are described below:

· Case study 1 – The Chapel Site – A well designed, affordable, sustainable development, Southampton

· Case study 2 – The How Family, Shared owners from Witney, Oxfordshire

· Case study 3 – Gemma Thorpe, Resident of St. Albans, Hertfordshire.

119.
On the same day, ODPM published case studies
, which were used as a ‘lessons learnt’ exercise examining sites in London and the South East, which had delivered significant levels of housing and sites that had potential but were failing to deliver housing.  The case studies were commissioned by ODPM and were used to inform the Joint Action Programme
 with the Prime Minister’s Delivery Unit
. 

8. Shares, Transfers and Manages Knowledge

120.
On the Sustainability study, Defra recognised that they should have had greater involvement in decisions on issues, particularly in areas where they had in-depth experience such as waste and land take.  There were many related ODPM and Defra studies within this area and there appeared to have been minimal cross fertilisation and sharing of information with for example the Eco- footprint work.  This lack of input was put down to the short timescales surrounding the work.

121.
Following the publication of the Government’s response to the Barker review and the associated documents, the advisory groups received information about the projects and a study into the process summing up what had been done.  

122.
ODPM delivered presentations to members of the Advisory groups on 3rd February 2006 describing the background to the studies, the models involved and a summary of the key findings.  ODPM also presented what steps were being taken in carrying the work forward.  As the advisory groups were selected to cover the key issues, communication with these groups represented an effective mechanism for sharing information with the key players in the market. 

123.
ODPM recognised that there were pros and cons in having such large advisory groups of between 20 – 30 people.  On occasions it was difficult to distinguish between those who were part of the consortium carrying out the work and the members of the Advisory Panel or Steering Group.  Having said that the groups were able to do a lot of brainstorming, which worked well and kept everyone involved.

124.
ODPM had planned for the Advisory Panels to continue to meet as the work from the reports were taken forward, although it was not known how this would be carried out in the light of the impending re-structuring of the Department.  

125.
ODPM were committed to improving the outputs of the affordability and sustainability studies by carrying out further research, which would most likely be contracted out via open tender in the form of another big contract.

126.
The contractor on the Affordability study said that better use was made of the Advisory panel on the Affordability study. One reason for this was that the panel was comprised of people from regional Government offices and academics who were potential end users of the model and therefore had a specific interest in ensuring the success of the model and the practicality of its subsequent use.

127.
ODPM stated that the presentation of the findings of the Sustainability study in the final report was not as strong as they would have liked.  This was as a result of the contractors on the Sustainability study rushing the end part of the project and therefore not producing the report to the quality standards that could have been achieved if they had had more time.  The question mark over the quality of the research had a major impact upon its subsequent use.  

9. Implements Guidelines 2000 and the Code of Practice for Scientific Advisory Committee

128.
The Advisory Groups and Steering Panels were not set up using the OSI Guidelines 2000 and the Code of Practice for Scientific Advisory Committees, however they were managed via recognised project management methods as outlined by the Analytical Co-ordination Team.
129.
The Affordability and Sustainability studies had both Advisory Groups and Steering Panels, which were used throughout the conduct of the two studies.  The Advisory Panels included many of the country’s leading experts in the research areas concerned. They were formed before the onset of the work to decide on how the work should be set up, what form the outputs should be presented and to provide expert advice throughout the course of the studies.

130.
ODPM would have liked the Advisory Groups to be used on future work so that they could maintain the requisite level of expertise for the work that would be needed for the Government’s response to the Barker Review.

10.
Uses, Maintains, and Develops Scientific Expertise
131.
Following the publication of the two studies and the Government’s response to the Barker Review, ODPM had asked the contractors who worked on the studies to provide details on what further work should be followed up on in future studies as they had the expertise in the areas of affordability and sustainability.  

132.
The University of Reading put together a short paper outlining ideas that they thought should be carried forward from the Affordability study.  They said that they felt they had built up a good relationship with the housing people at ODPM and that their ideas would be suitably considered.

133.
Entec had also provided ideas on what future work should be done on sustainability and had said that they would like to carry out any follow up work but only on the strength of using the consortium again.

134.
ODPM had said that they were committed to research and improving the models by ensuring that they could be applied to regional circumstances. It was therefore likely ODPM would  commission another contract, which would go out to open tender.
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� Key aim of the programme has been to identify and implement incentives and support to encourage better performance by local authorities in relation to housing delivery 
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