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Annex 6 – External Stakeholder Consultation

1.
In August 2005, a consultation document (Appendix 1) was sent to over 300 ODPM stakeholder organisations, which included local government, non-departmental public bodies, other government departments and members of the research community.

2.
In total, written evidence was received from 18 organisations, shown overleaf in

Table 1, and a further 83 organisations replied that they were unable to contribute to the Review. As the number of organisations which provided written evidence was lower than expected, face-to-face interviews were also conducted with senior staff of  22 organisations, 
(Table 2) covering the broad range of ODPM’s stakeholders, which had been invited to contribute but had not responded.
3.
On completion of the Review, submissions of evidence from those organisations that have not requested that their responses be kept confidential will be posted on OSI’s website at:

http://www.dti.gov.uk/science/science-in-govt/works/science-reviews/review/clg/page24794.html
4.
The main issues identified through the written consultation and interviews with external stakeholders are summarised in Appendix 2 

Table 1
	Organisations providing written evidence to the ODPM Science Review

	British Geological Survey

Building Research Establishment

Building Research Establishment (BRE) Certification Ltd

Centre for Local Economic Strategies

City of Bradford

Commission for the Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE)

DTZ Pieda Consulting

Government Office for the North West

Government Office for the South West

Leeds Metropolitan University

Middlesex University Business School

Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA)

Royal Society for the Encouragement of Arts, Manufactures and Commerce (RSA)

Scottish Executive

The Chartered Institute of Wastes Management

The Fire Brigades Union

University of Liverpool

University of Salford













Table 2

	Organisations interviewed

	Building Research Establishment (BRE)

Construction Industry Research and Information Association

Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA)

Department for Work and Pensions (DWP)

Department of Trade and Industry (DTI)

Department of Transport (DfT)

Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC)

Engineering and Physical Science Research Council (EPSRC)

English Partnerships

Government Office for London

Home Office (HO)

Joseph Rowntree Foundation

Local Government Association

National Community Forum

ODPM Research Networks – Housing 


Local and Regional Governance


Planning


Urban and Neighbourhood Studies

Shelter

University of Durham (Centre for Study of Cities and Regions)

University of Newcastle (Centre for Urban and Regional Development Studies)

University of Salford (Sustainable Urban and Regional Futures – SURF)
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	Arup Kar

Science Review Team

Office of Science and Technology

1 Victoria Street

London

SW1H 0ET

Tel: 0207 215 3969

Fax: 0207 215 0313

	
	e-mail: arup.kar@dti.gsi.gov.uk
Ref: FFCP/002/00020C

25 August 2005


OST REVIEW OF SCIENCE IN ODPM

The Science Review team in the Office of Science and Technology (OST) is starting a review of science in the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM). The purpose of my letter is to invite your views on the quality, management and use of science in ODPM, with particular regard to some or all of the 10 review criteria identified overleaf.

The accompanying notes set out:

· background information about the review

· the terms of reference for the review;

· advice on how to send in evidence; and

· a list of those we are consulting.

Both we and ODPM are seeking to carry out a constructive review which will lead to improvements in performance and benefit those who have dealings with ODPM. Therefore, while I appreciate that responding to such requests is demanding of your time and resources, I hope you will be able to respond. You may wish to consider making a joint submission with another organisation.
Having read the enclosed notes (A1, A2) if you wish to send in your views, please note that the deadline for submissions is 18 November 2005. However, if possible it would be helpful to have at least your initial thoughts before then, to ensure that your contribution can be drawn to the attention of our review Steering Panel’s first meeting. If you do not feel able to contribute evidence to the review, I would be grateful if you would let me know.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely,
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Arup Kar

Science Review Team

Background Information on the Science Reviews                                                 A2
Each year, UK Government spends around £1.5 billion on civil R&D to support delivery of departments’ objectives.
  The Chief Scientific Adviser, Sir David King, has set up a rolling programme of reviews of Government science to assess its quality and use.

Building on the work of the Government’s published strategy for science, engineering and technology ‘Investing in Innovation’
, OST is reviewing the way Government departments identify their research requirements, commission, quality assure and use science and scientific advice.  The intention is to review all of the main science-using departments over the next three-to-four years.

The overall aims of the review programme are to:

1.
Maintain and improve the quality and use of science in government;

2.
Review existing departmental systems for assuring the quality, management and use of their science;

3.
Disseminate examples of best practice from within the UK and abroad; and

4.
Inform and support the Government’s Chief Scientific Adviser in his role of “advising the PM and the Cabinet on the overall health of science and scientific research funded by Government departments”.

Broad topics to be covered 

The Chief Scientific Adviser’s Committee identified ten broad areas for the reviews to cover, relating to how effectively departments: 

1.
Have developed a clear, overall science strategy;

2.
‘Horizon scan’ to identify future science-related issues;
 

3.
Harness existing research and identify gaps and opportunities for future research;

4.
Commission and manage new research;

5.
Ensure the quality and relevance of the work they carry out and sponsor;

6.
Use research and scientific advice in formulating policy;

7.
Publish results and debate their implications openly;

8.
Share and transfer knowledge;

9.
Have implemented the guidance contained in Guidelines 2000 and the Code of Practice for Scientific Advisory Committees; and

10.
Use, maintain and develop scientific expertise.

These ten issues will be used to identify both areas of good practice, especially those that could be adopted elsewhere, as well as areas for improvement.  

List of Organisations Invited to Contribute to the Written Consultation

Action Match

Alan Caldwell Associates

Allerdale District Council

Amion Consulting

Anite

Architect's Registration Board

Article 13 

Arts and Humanities Research Council

Arup Economics and Planning

ASE Consultancy

Ashfield District Council

Association of British Insurers

Association of Building Engineers

Association of London Government

Bannock Consulting

Barking and Dagenham LBC

Barnsley MBC

Barrow-in-Furness BC

Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council

Birmingham City Council

Blackburn with Darwen BC

Blackpool BC

Bolsover DC

Bolton MBC

BRE Certification Limited

Brent LBC

Brighton & Hove City Council

British Aggregates Association

British Board of Agrement

British Ceramic Confederation

British Chambers of Commerce

British Marine Aggregate Producers' Association

British Retail Consortium

British Standards Institution

BURA (British Urban Regeneration Association)

Burnley BC

Business School,University of Glasgow

CABE

CABE Space

Cabinet Office

CAG consultants

Cambridge Economic Associates

Camden LBC

Campaign to Protect Rural England

Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion- LSE

Centre for Criminal Justice Studies – Leeds U

Centre for Economic and Enterprise Development Research – Middlesex U

Centre for Economic and Social Exclusion

Centre for Institutional Studies

Centre for Regional Economic and Social Research 

Centre for Urban and Regional Development Studies

Centrepoint

Key

BC: Borough Council          MBC: Metropolitan Borough Council          LBC:  London Borough Council        DC:   District Council

Chartered Institute of Environmental Health

Chartered Institute of Housing

Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy

Chief Fire Officers'  Association

City of Bradford Council

Civic Trust

CMG

Commission for Racial Equality

Communities Scotland

Community Development Foundation

Confederation of British Industry

Confederation of Construction Specialists

Construction Industry Research & Information Association

Council of Mortgage Lenders

Country Land and Business Association

Countryside Agency

County Surveyor's Society

Coventry City Council

Croydon LBC

DBI Consulting Ltd

DCMS

De Montford University

DEFRA

DEMOS

Dept for Transport

Dept for Work and Pensions

Dept of Health

Dept. of Geography

Derby City Council

Derwentside DC

DFES

Disability Rights Commission

Doncaster MBC

Dorset County Council

DTI

DTZ Pieda Consulting

Dudley MBC

DVLA

Ealing LBC

Easington DC

East of England Development Agency

Economic and Social Research Council

ECOTEC Research and Consulting

Educe

Ellfin Research and Consulting Ltd.

Employers Organisation for Local Government

Empty Homes Agency

Enfield LBC

Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council

English Church's Housing Group

English Heritage

English Nature

English Partnerships

English Regions Network

Environment Agency

Environmental Services Association

ESRC Centre for Neighbourhood Research-Glasgow U

European Institute for Urban Affairs,(Liverpool JM U)

Express Networks

Fire Service College

Forestry Commission

Gateshead MBC

GFA Consulting

GHK Economics

Govt Office East

Govt. Office London

Govt. Office North East

Govt. Office North West

Govt.Office East Midlands

Govt.Office South East

Govt.Office South West

Govt.Office West Midlands

Govt.Office Yorkshire & Humberside

Great Yarmouth BC

Greater London Assembly

Greater London Authority

Greenwich LBC

Griffiths and Armour Insurance

Groundwork

Hackney LBC

Halton BC

Hammersmith & Fulham LBC

Haringey LBC

Hartlepool BC

Hastings BC

Health and Safety Executive

Herriot Watt University

HM Treasury

Home Office

Homelessness Link

House Builders Federation

Housemark Ltd

Housing Corporation

HSE

Hunt Dobson Ltd

Hyndburn FIRST

IDeA

Institute for Community Studies

Institute for Employment Studies

Institute of Local Government Studies

Institute of Revenues Rating and Valuation

Institution of Civil Engineers

IPPR 

Iris Consulting

Islington LBC

Jobcentre Plus

Joseph Rowntree Foundation

Kaolin and Ball Clay Association

Kensington & Chelsea RBC

Kerrier DC

Kingston Business School

Kingston-upon Hull City Council

Kirklees MC

Knowsley MBC

KPMG Public Sector Advisory Services

Lambeth LBC

Land Registry

Land Use Consultants

Leeds City Council

Leeds Metropolitan University

Leicester City Council

Lewisham LBC

Lincoln City Council

Liverpool City Council

Liverpool John Moores University

Local Futures Group

Local Government Association

London District Surveyors Association

Loughborough University

Luton BC

Manchester City Council

Mannheim Centre for Criminology

Mansfield DC

Martin Hamblin GfK

Matrix MHA

Merseyside County Council

Middlesbrough Council

Middlesex University Business School

MORI

Mori House

Mott Macdonald Vega Consortium

National Assembly for Wales

National Centre for Social Research

National Consumer Council

National House Building Council

National Housing Federation

National Institute for Clinical Excellence

Natural Environment Research Council

New Local Government Network

Newcastle-upon-Tyne City Council

Newham LBC

NHS Confederation

North Tyneside Council

Northern Ireland Housing Executive

Nottingham City Council

Oldham BC

Office of National Statistics

Oxford University

Parker Associates

Particle Physics and Astronomy Research Council

Pathways to Community Participation and Regeneration

Pendle BC

Penwith DC

Planning Exchange

Planning Inspectorate

Plymouth City Council

Policy Research Institute

Policy Studies Institute

Portsmouth City Council

Preston BC

Pricewaterhouse Coopers

Public and Commercial Services Union

PYV Ltd

Quarry Products Association

Redcar and Cleveland BC

Regeneris Consulting Ltd

Regional Studies Association

Research and Information Unit

Research Councils UK

RICS Foundation

Rochdale MBC

Roger Tym and Partners

ROSPA

Rotherham MBC

Royal Institute of British Architects

Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors Foundation

Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors

Royal Society for the Prevention of Accidents

Royal Town Planning Institute

Salford City Council

Salvation Army

Sandwell MBC

Scottish Executive

Sedgefield BC

Sefton MBC

Sheffield First Partnership

Shelter

Social Development Direct

Social Regeneration Consultants

SOLACE

South Tynside MBC

Southampton City Council

Southwark LBC

St Mungo's Main Office

Stockton-on-Tees BC

Stoke-on-Trent City Council

Stone Federation of Great Britain

Sunderland City Council

Sure Start (Research team)

Surrey County Council

Tameside MBC

Tavistock Institute, Tavistock House

Tenants Participation Advisory Service

Thames Reach Bondway

The centre for regional economic and social research 

The Chartered Institute of Public Finance & Accounting

The Chartered Institution of Wastes Management

The Connection at St Martin

The Depaul Trust

The Electoral Commission

The Evaluation Trust

The Geological Society

The Standards Board for England

Tower Hamlets LBC

Town and Country Planning Association 

TRADA Technology

Trends Business Research

University College London

University of Aberdeen

University of Bath

University of Birmingham

University of Bristol

University of Durham

University of Glasgow

University of Liverpool

University of London

University of Manchester

University of Salford

University of Teesside

University of the West of England

University of Westminster

University of Wolverhampton

University of York

URBED (Urban And Economic Development Group)

Wakefield MBC

Walsall MBC

Waltham Forest LBC

Wandsworth LBC

Wansbeck DC

Warwick Business School

Wear Valley DC

Welsh Assembly Government

Westminster City Council

Wigan MBC

Wildlife and Countryside Link

Wirral Council

Wolverhampton Strategic Partnership

WS Atkins Management

Yale Consultancy

York Consulting Ltd

Zurich Assurance Ltd

Summary of Main Issues Raised by Respondents to the Written Consultation and by External Stakeholder Interviewees
Develop a clear overall science strategy

· ODPM has developed a clear position on how it will obtain and use science through its Strategy
· the framework is understandably driven by policy priorities rather than a scientific strategy – hence ODPM referring to it as a ‘framework’.
· ODPM does not appear to have an overall science strategy.  Its science appears to be driven by various policy objectives
· There was a low level of awareness of the Evidence and Innovation Strategy
· Most of those interviewed stated that, when consulted, the Department had sent documents too close to the deadline for responses. This made it difficult for stakeholders to provide a considered response.
Horizon Scan – to identify future science-related issues 
· Awareness of ODPM’s horizon scanning activities varied considerably between those who were very aware of it to those who were not sure of the extent to which ODPM engaged in horizon scanning.
· Science organisations and ODPM’s own research networks in particular were aware of the Department’s horizon scanning activities and expressed interest in feeding into it.
· Our understanding is that ODPM's Analytical Strategy Board drives the overall horizon scanning
· There are a large number of projects in the research programme that are not based on ‘horizon scan’, but designed to address more immediate policy needs.
· ODPM’s Research Networks expressed some disappointment about the programme which they perceived as a ‘tick in the box’ exercise
Review and harness existing science and identify gaps and opportunities for future research
· ODPM identifies gaps and opportunities for future research by a variety of means
· Stakeholders would like to see more co-ordination between Government departments to avoid overlaps or duplication of research.
· In the past few years ODPM seems to have made a conscious effort to become more outwardly focused.
· Some researchers said that they had no knowledge of the extent to which their work had been referenced or how different parts of the policy community within ODPM viewed it
· ODPM’s Research Networks and other academic centres with interests in its areas of work could potentially help it review existing science. To date, in some cases these stakeholders have been able to make a positive contribution.
· The effectiveness of these stakeholders’ involvement is dependent on the level of interaction between the individual network co-ordinators and their policy counterparts.
· The opportunities for using the networks for reviewing science have not been systematically exploited.
· Most stakeholders felt that on the whole OGDs contributed to the review of science in areas of mutual interest.
Commission and manage new research and Ensure the quality and relevance of science
· Many respondents felt that ODPM had a systematic approach to commissioning and managing new research, and recognised this as a strength.
· Several respondents found the ODPM web site too complicated and this made it difficult to locate information on tenders and risked the loss of transparency.
· Some felt that listing tenders in the Research Newsletter, for the next year, was not an ideal way of making relevant organisations aware of forthcoming contracts.
· Effort and expenditure by ODPM and its contractors could be minimised if ODPM could improve the clarity of specifications for research contracts
· ODPM did carry out collaborative research but this was not common
· Level of engagement with OGDs on areas of potential overlap in research commissioning could be improved.
· ODPM’s concern about not contravening procurement procedures can act as a deterrent to potential bidders.
· The use of framework contracts in some parts of ODPM was often cited as an excellent mechanism for procurement which provided contractors with continuity and provided them with the opportunity to better understand issues relevant to ODPM. 
· Several organisations questioned the methodological approaches used by ODPM to underpin areas of its analytical work.
· The high quality and relevance of some of ODPM’s was recognised but a significant number felt ODPM could further develop mechanisms to improve the quality of research that it carried out and sponsors”

· Over reliance on the achievement of floor targets and PSA targets as a measure of the impact of research.
· Information from lobbying, pressure groups and focus groups are sometimes used as substitutes for sound evidence although this was not specific to ODPM
· Quality assurance, which was very dependent on the quality of ODPM’s project management staff, had been affected by the high turnover of staff in some parts of ODPM. 
Uses research and scientific advice e.g. in formulating policy

· The extent to which ODPM used science to inform policy varied depending on stakeholders’ knowledge and interaction with specific parts of ODPM.
· When the policy agenda had shifted, it was difficult to say whether the research would be of use to anyone, partly because the policy client/champion of the ODPM has moved on
· The website should detail the processes by which scientific research feeds into policy
· Network coordinators suggested that the relationship between external researchers, ODPM analysts and policy makers needed to be better planned and more systematic, as was originally intended when the networks were established.
· Research network co-ordinators felt that not enough use was made ODPM of their expertise in specific policy areas and that links between analysts and policy makers was not consistently strong and effective across the Department
Publishes results and debates their findings and implications openly

· ODPM were viewed as being very open about publishing their findings however there was some concern that the extent to which results were openly debated was limited.
· ODPM’s research on core cities which was launched at the Sustainable Communities Conference in 2005 was presented as a completed debate, but if was felt that it could have benefited from wider scrutiny and discussion.
· There is scope for improving the communication channels by which the research can be debated by the public.
· In general, OGDs were not highly aware of ODPM research publications, although the collaborative projects which were discussed had been or were intended to be published by ODPM, on the website and in hard copy.
· ODPM needed to ensure that it’s the results of its research were disseminated systematically across the Department.
· ODPM Research Networks have found that academic publications could be delayed by up to a year by the need to obtain clearance at Ministerial level.  
Share, transfer and manage knowledge

· Efforts to share and transfer knowledge through the establishment of Research Networks and joint research schemes with ESRC was well recognised.

· There has been significant investment into making other data and resources available through on-line sources such as Neighbourhood Statistics, Floor Target Interactive and Renewal.net.
· Knowledge transfer activities varied across the Department. Building Regulations was described as exemplary both in formal sharing of knowledge as part of the framework agreements, and in the opportunities available for informal discussion.
· Successes experienced with a programme are not necessarily shared with programmes operated by other parts of the Department.
· Knowledge sharing between ODPM and OGDs / science organisations was thought not to happen, partly because ODPM was perceived to be a funder of external research rather than having any scientific capacity of its own.  
Use, maintain and develop scientific expertise (including both capacity and capacity building)
· Despite some positive views, several respondents indicated that this is an area that ODPM needed to improve and build on in order to develop scientific expertise.

· Much of the research material that originated from ODPM was of a high academic standard, indicating that ODPM did maintain and develop scientific expertise.
· Via its Joint Minerals Programme and other contracts, ODPM had provided considerable assistance in building the capacity of British Geological Survey as the major national provider of information and advice on issues relating to mineral resources.
· ODPM could benefit from encouraging secondments of its staff to external organisations
in addition to the normal inward flow of secondments.

· Secondments between departments should continue to be encouraged to help develop and maintain its scientific and analytical expertise.

· Links between ODPM and academic research organisations was felt by the latter to be uncertain, tenuous and vulnerable.
· Unless more effort is devoted to the codification and storage of information, the Department could be vulnerable to the loss of knowledge arising from the turnover of staff particularly in statistical fields.
.�.�.�.�.�..�.�.�.











� This does not include routine scientific testing and surveillance, or funding via the Research Councils.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ost.gov.uk/policy/sciencereview/background.htm" ��http://www.ost.gov.uk/policy/sciencereview/background.htm�.


� HM Treasury. Investing in Innovation: A strategy for science, engineering and technology, July 2002 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk" ��http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk�). 


� Defined as the systematic examination of potential threats, opportunities and likely future developments, which are at the margins of current thinking and planning.  Horizon scanning may explore novel and unexpected issues, as well as persistent problems or trends.


� Including exploitation of intellectual property where appropriate.





