
Annex 5 – The Arson Control Forum Case Study 

This paper presents the report of the Arson Control Forum case study conducted 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 relevant officials in ODPM as well as stakeholders including members of the Forum. 

The narrative for the Arson Control Forum Case Study is presented as follows: an introduction; a short description of the policy background; the context to the evaluation; and the review against the ten science review criteria.

Introduction
1.
The aim of this case study is to report on ODPM’s management of science in relation to the “Arson Control Forum.” While it touches on all ten science review criteria the case study focuses on those that were identified by the Steering Panel as most applicable to the Arson Control Forum, namely:

· 3   - Reviews and harnesses existing science and identifies gaps and  opportunities for future science.

· 4   - Commissions and manages new science.

· 5   - Ensures the quality and relevance of the science it carries out and   sponsors.

· 10 - Uses, maintains and develops scientific expertise (including both capacity and capacity building)

2.
In addition it was found from the interviews and literature survey that there was also important evidence to be gathered under the other criteria. The case study therefore viewed these criteria in more detail where appropriate:

· 6 – Uses science and scientific advice, for example in formulating policy.

· 8 – Shares, transfers and manages knowledge.

3.
To ensure a complete picture of policy and research interactions the anti-arson implementation initiatives of Arson Control were also considered in this case study.

4.
Note on terminology – Through the interviews and literature review it became clear that ODPM’s use the term Arson Control Forum as a ‘catch-all’ term to refer to the research and implementation work funded directly by ODPM under the guidance of the group of stakeholders who actually made up the Forum and attended the meetings. In order to differentiate between ODPM’s arson related work and the influence of the Forum, the following terminology is used throughout this case study:

· Arson Control - This term has been used to refer to government arson policy and research which funded both research and anti-arson implementation projects.

· The Forum - this term has been used to refer specifically to the group of stakeholders who attended the meetings and their influence.
5.
The emphasis of this case study is on the influence that the Forum had on the use of science by Arson Control through its advice and expertise. The case study does not specifically concentrate on how science was used by Arson Control within ODPM although reference to this is made where it is relevant to the interaction between Arson Control and the Forum.

6.
Interviews were carried out with: internal ODPM staff who worked on Arson Control and external representatives who were members of the Forum.

7.

The following literature was reviewed:

· Safer Communities: Towards Effective Arson Control: The Report of the Arson Scoping Study.

· Leading the Fight Against Arson: The First Annual Report of the Arson Control Forum. - January 2002.

· Arson Control Forum -Annual Report – June 2003.

· Arson Control Forum -Annual Report 2004.

· Arson Control Forum - Annual Report 2005.

· Arson Control Forum - Research Bulletin no. 1: Arson: From Reporting to Conviction.

· Arson Control Forum - Research Bulletin no.2:Implementing Arson Reduction Projects: Findings from the Arson Control Forum’s New Projects Initiative.

· Arson Control Forum - Research Bulletin no.3: Tackling Vehicle Arson; Vehicle Removal Schemes.

· Arson Control Forum - Research Bulletin no.4: Social Exclusion and the Risk of Fire.
 

· Arson Control Forum - Research Bulletin no.5: Arson Terminology: Research Findings.

· Arson Control Forum - Research Bulletin no.6: Interventions with Arsonists and Young Fire setters.

· Arson Control Forum - Research Bulletin no.7: Evaluation of the Arson Control Forum Implementation Fund: Emerging Findings.

· Arson Control Forum - Research Bulletin no. 8: Youth Training and Diversion Schemes.

· Meeting minutes and papers presented to recent meetings of the Forum and The Forum Council.

· Working Together: How to set up an Arson Task Force

· A Special Report from the Arson Control Forum Good Practice Conference 2004.

· A Special Report from the Arson Control Forum Good Practice Conference 2005.

· Measuring the Impact of MVRIB Initiatives on Abandoned Vehicles - Jill Dando Institute of Crime Science, University College London – March 2003.
 

· Evaluation of the Arson Control Forum’s New Projects Initiative – Summary of Findings- November 2004.

8.
The Interviews took place between 23rd February and 16th May 2006 and were based on the questions developed with members of the Review’s Expert Steering Panel.

9.
A project commissioned by Arson Control in ODPM, “Evaluation of the Arson Control Forum’s New Projects Initiative” was included among the ten projects identified for the peer review element of the science review of ODPM. 
Policy Background
10.
The Forum was created in April 2001 as a Government-led national body seeking to reduce arson-related deaths, injuries and damage. It brought together stakeholders such as the Fire and Rescue Service, local authorities, the police service, insurance companies and Government. 
11.
The Forum was established following a recommendation made in the Home Office report “Safer Communities Towards Effective Arson Control: The report of the Arson Scoping Study” which was published in 1999. The purpose of the Arson Scoping Study was:

· To provide Home Office ministers with a snapshot of the arson problem in England and Wales; 

· To shed light on concerns about the arrangements to control the arson problem; and 

· To point to current examples of success to inform future approaches. 

12.
The study was established against a background of a rapidly increasing number of deliberately-started fires but a falling number of police prosecutions and cautions.

 13.
 The Arson Scoping Study described the arson problem in the following terms:

“… the cost of arson fires to society has now reached over £1.3 billion a year. In the last ten years, there have been around 1.7 million arson fires, resulting in 22,000 injuries and 1,100 deaths. Between 1986 and 1996 the number of deliberately started fires increased every year. This now means that in an average week, arson results in:

· 3,500 deliberately started fires;

· 50 injuries;

· 2 deaths;

· And a cost to society of at least £25 million”19
14.
It identified key issues, which needed to be addressed in the fight against arson. These were grouped into three main areas:

· Leadership - the need for a greater direction of arson control prevention by central Government.

· Ownership - Arson is not a crime that can just be disregarded as a very low priority, and others, apart from the Fire and Rescue Service have vital roles to play.

· Co-operation - approaches to preventing and investigating arson at the local level are fragmented and often hampered by misunderstandings and a lack of information sharing by the many agencies involved.19
15.
These issues about the fight against arson led to Recommendation number 7 of the Scoping Study:

 “No national Governmental Forum exists for highlighting and resolving the tensions and issues which are referred to in this report. The report proposes the creation of a new Arson Control Forum to encourage partnership and multi-agency resolution of issues, which can be tackled at the national level.”

16.
The Forum was first managed through the Home Office (2001), and moved with the other Fire functions to ODPM in 2001.  The first annual report of the Forum outlines its beginnings stating: 

“Written comments were invited on the report’s
 findings and recommendations. In addition a series of regional seminars were undertaken in order to explain these to key stakeholders and to elicit responses.”

17.
It continued:

“The general tenor of the responses to the Scoping Study received was very supportive and in April 2000, Ministers decided to accept the report in full. In particular they agreed to establish the Arson Control Forum. Membership of the Forum is at a senior level so that members are able to commit their organisations to the delivery of the Forum’s objectives. The Forum includes representatives from all the key stakeholders including the police and fire services, the insurance sector and, central and local government, industry and staff representative bodies.”21
18.
The Forum met for the first time in October 2000 under the chairmanship of the Chief Inspector of Fire Services. Its structure and sub-groups were set up at this meeting and the work of the Forum began in April 2001.

Context

19.
The initial aim of Arson Control and the Forum was to produce a reduction in the incidence of arson of 30% by the year 2009. In the shorter term the aim was to halt the upward trend by 2004.
 

20.
To support their work towards this aim, the Forum summarised its terms of reference as follows:

· To work towards a reduction in the number of deliberate fires and related deaths injuries and damage.

· To maintain a strategic overview of all general arson prevention/ investigation matters.

· To develop, monitor and support initiatives aimed at improving standards of arson prevention and detection and raising public awareness of arson prevention/investigation issues. 

· To promote partnership and co-ordination of effort in order to allow all stakeholders to contribute to the development of arson prevention/investigation policy. 

· To monitor and contribute to improvements in the recording and detection of arson in the United Kingdom.

· To monitor and contribute to, arson prevention work conducted by European and International bodies.
  

Structure

21.
Initially the Forum was structured around a central forum, supported by four sub-groups, each with a different responsibility. These subgroups were as follows: 

· The Intervention Subgroup 

· The Research and Data Collection Subgroup

· The Legislation Subgroup

· The New Projects Subgroup

22.
At the beginning, the inner core of the Forum, consisting of the chairs and joint chairs of the subgroups, met four times per year and the entire membership of the Forum, once or twice per year.

23.
The Intervention and Legislation subgroups were set up on a task-and-finish basis. They ceased to exist when the following work was completed: 

· The Intervention Subgroup had identified good practice and produced good practice guides as well as having introduced the National Occupational Standards for Fire Investigation.

· The Legislation Subgroup had succeeded in securing legal powers for Fire Services to undertake fire investigations.

24.
Research was thought to be more effectively considered by the Forum as a whole. This subgroup was therefore wound up with subsequent research papers presented to the Forum as a whole rather than solely to the research subgroup. 

25.
These subgroups were formally wound up when the original chairman of the Forum stepped down in 2004.

26.
At the same time, the Forum was reorganised into two groups because its existing structure was considered to be too unwieldy to take a strategic view of arson. These were: the Forum Council, consisting of primary stakeholders, and the Forum, which also included other interested parties. A total of four meetings per year were held, two of which were attended solely by the Forum Council and the other two attended by the entire membership of the Forum.
	Box 1 – Constituent organisations of the Forum.

The Council 

· The Chief Fire Officers Association
· The Association of British Insurers
· The Youth Justice Board
· The National Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders 
· The Home Office
· The Forensic Science Service
· The Crown Prosecution Service
· The Fire Protection Association
· The Confederation of British Industry
· The Department for Education and Skills
· The Local Government Association
· The Association of Chief Police Officers
The Complete Forum (Consists of the Council and the following additional organisations)

· The Superintendents’ Association
· The Fire Industry Confederation
· Her Majesty’s Fire Inspectorate for Scotland
· Zurich Municipal Insurance
· The Institution of Fire Engineers
· Davies, Arnold and Coopers
· AXA Insurance
· The Fire Brigade’s Union
· Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary
· Her Majesty’s Fire Service Inspectorate
· The Scottish Executive Justice Department
· Building Research Establishment



Role and Funding

27.
In the period from April 2001 to March 2006 ODPM secured a total budget of £11.3 million from Government for arson control activities. This money was used for the dual purposes of funding Arson Control’s local arson reduction projects, through Arson Control’s ‘new projects’ and ‘implementation’ funds and commissioning research about arson to inform these projects and the wider fight against arson.
28.
Since its move to ODPM in 2001 Arson Control had become more integrated into the wider policy context of the department and the Government as a whole. As an example, the Forum considered The Fire and Rescue Service’s Youth Strategy. At the September 2005 Forum Council meeting and with reference to future funding for Arson Control for the period 2006-2008 it was stated that:

“Future funding options for the Forum were not about rewarding success but rather about what the Forum could deliver for the cash investment and how its work programme linked into the Government’s wider agenda regarding social exclusion and anti-social behaviour.”

29.
The Government announced changes to the distribution of funds to Fire and Rescue Services on 23rd January 2006. In total £11.4 million would be distributed in Fire prevention grants to Fire and Rescue services on a formula basis for the period 2006-2008.
 These grants replaced grants paid under Arson Control’s implementation fund from April 2006.

30.
These changes to the funding of the work of Arson Control were discussed at the Forum meeting of March 2006.  The acting chair of the Forum was tasked with writing a discussion paper about the future role of the Forum as Arson Control but did not have any money to distribute to Fire Services specifically for anti-arson initiatives as it had in the past. The paper was in the process of being produced.
  

31.
This change in the distribution of funding had led the Forum to reassess its role. The emphasis on car clearance and vehicle arson had been very successful and the schemes had

become self-sustaining. The move to formula funding was therefore seen as a chance to look at the wider context of arson. 

32.
The Forum had identified three possible areas for future focus as being: youth crime; large scale arson
 and the need for improved data sharing between all of the stakeholders concerned with arson.

33.
The Forum aimed to ensure better knowledge and data sharing across all areas of arson.  Their view was that this should be done centrally and the Forum was ideally placed to do this. The Forum was viewed as being the ideal group to debate these issues, develop good practice and roll this out around the three new areas of interest. In particular the Forum recognises the importance of engaging the stakeholders who were interested in these areas. 

34.
The role of the Forum had always been to advise and influence how government’s money was spent in the fight against arson. It was used as an advisory group and had never had control over the budget associated with its work. Budget control was held by ODPM.

Analysis of Evidence
35.
This section presents the evidence collected about Arson Control and the Forum under the 10 success criteria of the science review.
1. DCLG Science and Research Strategies
36.
Arson Control had terms of reference to support the reduction of arson
 and an overarching PSA target of reducing deliberate fires by 10%. The role of the Forum was to advise Arson Control on its research and priority setting.

General Research Strategy
37.
When the Forum was managed through the Home Office, the research agenda was agreed between the Forum and the Home Office Arson Control group

38.
When ODPM took over the management of the Forum, the Arson Control research agenda became a part of the full process for agenda setting across ODPM as a whole. Through this process the Grade 7s throughout ODPM prioritised research projects for the financial year. This list of projects was closely adhered to and it was difficult to add projects to the agenda once it had been set. This necessitated planning ahead for one to two years when drawing up research priorities. 

39.
When the Forum started, the membership viewed itself  as having a clear role and programme of work. Following transfer to ODPM, the Forum maintained that it was less clear of its role. Their hope was that the re-evaluation of their role which followed changes to the funding of Fire and Rescue Services would lead to a clear remit for them in the future.  
Ten Percent Target

40.
The work of Arson Control and the Forum was key to the ODPM’s Public Service Agreement (PSA) Target Number 3, which stated that, by 2010 there should be a reduction in the number of accidental fire related deaths in the home of 20% and a 10% reduction in the number of deliberate fires from the 2001/02 baseline figures. Arson Control had taken this target for the reduction in deliberate fires as its goal.

41.
Originally the target was to reduce the number of deliberate fires by 30% from the 1998/99 baseline figures.
 However, based on the 2002 data, by 2003 it was concluded that the target could not be met. The 10% target was viewed as being more realistic, taking into account analysis of the Fire Statistics, car abandonment figures
 and assessments of the anti-arson projects funded by Arson Control. 

42.
The PSA was an ODPM target and had not been set by the Forum. However the Forum did take account of the target when advising on the work of Arson Control.

43.
In the Foreword to the 2005 Annual report the early achievement of this target was announced as follows:

“This year we have an outstanding achievement to celebrate. In the year ending December 2004, deliberate fires causing death, injury or damage to property in the UK fell by 21% to 75,800. This figure which included a decrease of 25% in the number of deliberate vehicle fires to 46,400. This is 19% better than our baseline target of achieving a 10% reduction in the overall number of deliberate fires by 2010. But we must not rest on our laurels.”

44.
Despite having exceeded this target early it was said that they were not necessarily going to revise it to give a new target. This was because the ten percent target was described as a subset of the wider aims of Arson Control. Any revision of the targets and aims would be informed by research. 

45.
It was pointed out that the target was to be delivered in 2010. Even though it had already been exceeded, the aim was to ensure that the reduction would be maintained in 2010. 

46.
This target of reducing the number of incidents of arson led to concentration on certain aspects of arson at the expense of others. The majority of arson incidents were vehicle related so these incidents were targeted more closely than arson attacks on homes and business premises.  It was said that this emphasis was the main reason why the ten percent target was passed. The reduction in vehicle arson incidents had a great influence on reducing the overall numbers to exceed the overall target, but concern was expressed that other types of arson increased over the same period. Although the number of arson incidents had been reduced, it was suggested that if an alternative measure such as the cost of arson were examined over the same period then the reduction would be less pronounced.

47.
The focus on vehicle arson and its role in passing the 10% target was connected with the need for evaluation of Arson Task Forces and other implementation projects funded by Arson Control. It was argued that the incidence of arson was closely related to the price of scrap metal and that the reduction of arson could, to a significant extent, be attributed to the Chinese demand for scrap metal. Equally, a rise in vehicle arson could be observed during a period when low scrap metal prices prevailed. This meant that unroadworthy cars were worthless as scrap and therefore more likely to be dumped and become targets for arson
. As the Chinese had sought to buy scrap metal they had driven up the scrap metal price. Unroadworthy cars were attracting higher prices in the market and as a result were being sold rather than dumped to become targets of Arson attacks. With reference to this it was said that “there is an extent to which the situation that stimulated the need to understand arson better had run its course naturally before research that was commissioned actually delivered the answer- but at least now the interactions are understood much better.”

48.
Arson Control reviewed the target on a regular basis in line with wider Government and Treasury reviews of PSA targets. A paper was in the process of being produced which would inform the Minister of what could be an achievable target for the future.
2. Horizon Scanning
49.
Arson Control did not use ODPM’s central New Horizons programme
 to Horizon Scan. This was because Arson was viewed as a narrow area and that future issues could be more usefully addressed through the meetings of the Forum itself.

50.
It was questioned whether the Forum looked ahead sufficiently as it was said that it tended to focus upon immediate problems. The view was held that, given the recent changes to the Forum, in future it should be able to do more Horizon Scanning within its remit. 
3.
Reviewing and Harnessing Existing Research and Identifying Gaps and Opportunities.
51.
The reviewing and harnessing of existing science was carried out by ODPM which drew up a list of potential research projects to be presented to meetings of the Forum. Discussions were then held around the proposed research projects and decisions were then made as to which projects would be commissioned. 

52.
The ODPM contact responsible for Arson Control research was aware of relevant conferences and read the research relating to the area when it was published.  He was also kept aware through publications by other government departments, specifically the Home Office, and through the literature reviews conducted via commissioned arson research.

53.
Through such reviews, Arson Control drew up a list of potential ideas for research, based on this analysis. The Forum debated these ideas and agreed recommendations regarding which projects should receive funding. Certain subject areas, such as the need for evaluation, were put forward by Arson Control as priorities to receive funding. These were debated to agree what could be funded in order to ensure priorities had been covered. 
54.
The Forum was described as “not being well plugged into wider research”. This was attributed to the membership being mainly full time practitioners rather than researchers. While they are aware of some of the emerging work they did not actively look for and find gaps as they were generally not aware of the wider academic work happening around issues relating to arson.    

55.
The Forum commented that their influence was not strong and their view was that Arson Control normally presented them with a list of the work which they decided should be undertaken and then requested support for the proposed research.
56.
When appraising the ideas for research the Forum was asked to bear in mind that work was more likely to be funded if it struck a chord with Government priorities as Arson Control were seeking to influence the distribution of Government money.
 This meant that gaps and opportunities for new science had to be viewed with this in mind. 
57.
It was pointed out that individual members of the Forum did bring forward ideas, which they felt the Forum should have been aware of, and informed about. This was not a systematic process and was attributed to the interests of the individual members. For example, homicide was suggested as an appropriate area for research through a representative of the Metropolitan Police who was chairman of the Forum at the time.  This suggestion led to the issue being scoped, but it was not pursued further as it was shown not to be a priority.  A change in the chair of the Forum had meant that there was no longer the same impetus behind the call for research. 

58.
An example of where the Forum had had influence over research was school fires. Insurers on the Forum influenced the agenda to have the research commissioned. The desire to look at this issue also matched the interests of Ministers who had seen the effects of school fires in their constituencies. 

4. Commissions and Manages New Research
59.
Arson Control in ODPM was responsible for the commissioning and management of Government research concerned with arson. The role of the Forum was to advise where necessary on the potential research projects that were being considered for commissioning.

Budget 

60.
The Forum did not have its own ‘ring fenced’ budget for research. Its role was to act in an advisory capacity in relation to Arson Control and advise them how to spend their budget. 

61.
Up until March 2006, the budget for Arson Control’s implementation funding for such schemes as Arson task forces was approximately £4 million (in 2005). For the financial year’05/’06, however, a formula had been put in place to distribute £11.4 million to fire services in the form of fire prevention grants for the period 2006-2008.  The Chief Fire Officer of each Fire and Rescue Service was empowered to spend their share of this budget as they saw fit.  

62.
There was no specific requirement to use this money for arson prevention work. As the budget was distributed through a formula by ODPM based on advice from Arson Control, the Forum had no influence over it. 

63.
This formula for distributing money to Fire and Rescue Services was discussed at the March 2006 meeting of the Forum Council.  At this time, the Forum noted that “the budget is not ring fenced and is not specifically assigned to Arson prevention work” and that “it is weighted towards deprived areas so FRAs which had previously put together convincing cases for Arson funding will do less well under the new system”.

64.
The Formula for distribution of funds was preferred to a continuation of the previous bidding process for two main reasons.
 Firstly, the purpose of the grants was to reduce the risk of death from fire. Formula funding was therefore recommended to specifically target the 26 Fire and Rescue Authorities with above average fire deaths over the last three years. The formula provided clarity and certainty to the distribution of funds and the purpose of the grants. Secondly, whilst it was acknowledged that a continuation of the previous bidding process would allow gaps in good practice to be addressed, the bidding process was said to be demanding in terms of resources and time in Fire and Rescue Authorities and also in the Department. The formula would allow the funding to be distributed more quickly without using time and resources needed to submit and assess bids.   
65.
The Forum recognised that they would have no influence over how the budget was spent.  

66.
Taking these budget changes into account led to Arson Control having a budget of around £600,000 solely for research and administration in the new area of Arson and Community Fire Safety. Around £100k of this budget was spent on annual conferences
. It had also been agreed that evaluation of ongoing anti-arson work was necessary, leaving Arson Control with limited funds for research. The Forum therefore received a steer from Arson Control as to what research was viable with the remainder of the budget.  

Research Commissioning Process

67.
Arson Control’s in-house analysis was represented by an individual researcher.  As such, he tended to commission research externally and acted as the intelligent customer. Analysis completed in-house focused mainly on surveying existing science concerned with arson. 

68.
Research was procured following the government’s procurement guidelines.

69.
The following process was used:

· A statement of requirements was drawn up and agreed with policy colleagues and the Forum. 

· The specification was then written and commented upon by colleagues. 

· A list of potential consultants to be invited to tender was then drawn up. This list was normally based on Arson Control’s knowledge of potential bidders, as there was no central list of potential organisations that might have been interested in tendering. Expressions of Interest would be invited from as many potential bidders as possible from which, around 6 organisations would be invited to tender. 

· The bidders were selected following a standard government social research procurement process and the six tenders typically submitted would be of varying quality.  Two or three organisations would then be invited to interview and the contract awarded. The selection criteria included value for money but the absolute cheapest tender had never been selected. 

 70.
Arson Control tended to commission research to support the Arson reduction initiatives. An example of this was the New Projects Initiative Evaluation
.This evaluation was commissioned because between 2001-2004, Arson Control invested £2.1 million in 60 anti- arson partnerships
. The magnitude of this investment necessitated an evaluation being put into place to gauge the results of these partnership projects.
Implementation projects

71.
Arson Control was committed to partnership funding when funding implementation projects. This is noted in the tables of the Annual report when it says “. . . we fully fund few projects- most also use resources committed by partnership agencies.”
 The success of this ‘seed-corn funding’ approach was demonstrated by the fact that the framework for such projects as Arson Task Forces had become self-sustaining and did not need to rely on Arson Control funding to continue to operate.

72.
The main benefit of partnership funding was that it allowed ideas to get started and demonstrate their effect. Without initial funding, convincing others of the usefulness of the project would have been difficult. The funding from Arson Control allowed organisations to demonstrate the use of the project and thereby gain support from other parties to fund them in the future. Once they had proved that the approach was effective then they were able to persuade others that resources should be diverted to support the project.  

73.
In terms of funding arson reduction projects, Arson Control allowed the Fire and Rescue Services to come up with their own ideas. They bid on an equal footing for funding regardless of their size. For example, the London Fire Service was said to account for roughly 40% of the entire national Fire and Rescue Service whereas the Bedfordshire Fire and Rescue Service was said to number around 150 people. These two forces stood an equal chance of securing funding for their projects. Arson Control also had the remit to award funding with a geographic spread across Metropolitan areas, shires and counties which all held different challenges. Awarding projects in this way allowed good ideas from small forces to be demonstrated.

Influence of the Forum

74.
The process for involving the members of the Forum in the commissioning and managing process was described as giving approval through the discussions they had about the list of potential research projects. In discussing these projects the Forum was given a strong steer that there was funding available for perhaps two or three projects from the list. Once this discussion had been held, members of the Forum lost sight of the piece of work until emerging findings were presented to a meeting of the Forum.

75.
As mentioned previously, the commissioning and managing process was done using standard government procedures and the Forum was not expected to be involved in the process at a more detailed level.

76.
Officials from Arson Control and ODPM more widely attended the Forum meetings and were prominent in the discussions surrounding the proposed research projects. It was commented that due to this the business element of the Forum was becoming less engaged.

77.
The Forum was generally not asked to consider draft specifications for research projects, but they were informed about research through summary papers presented to them at the meetings. Members of the Forum did not sit on the selection panels when considering tender submissions for research projects. These panels which consisted of Arson Control policy and analytical staff were run in line with standard procedures but the inclusion of Forum members was considered impractical. The Forum was said to have had more influence over the selection of the projects when the responsibility for Arson Control and the Forum lay with the Home Office. As stated previously, however, there was little research commissioned in the period prior to Arson Control’s move to ODPM in May 2001. 

78.
Normally a paper to update The Forum on the progress of Arson Control’s research and also possible research for the future was presented at its meetings. Members of the Forum were  invited to discuss the research around the following questions:

“Are there other topics on which the Forum (Arson Control) should commission research?  What further research will be required?”
“Is there other relevant research by others in progress or recently completed?”

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

79.
Quality Assurance of research work was the responsibility of Arson Control researchers and policy staff within ODPM. To assess the effectiveness of the anti-arson projects that they had funded they had commissioned separate evaluation studies.

Research

80.
There was some difficulty in deciding on tenders submitted for Arson Control research projects as the number of organisations interested in and capable of working on Government social research was limited. This was the case with research on crime and even more so with fire related research. The number of people available to do the work was decreasing and this led to difficulties in choosing tenders. These factors increased the risk associated wit the awarding of a contract.
81.
As an example, this difficulty had, in the past, resulted in a failure of the quality assurance process. One project encountered difficulties and was submitted late.  The work was still useful but it was poorly written and not analysed sufficiently.  The previous work of the contractor had been very good and they made a good presentation and a good impression on the Minister. These problems were dealt with using standard contract management procedures.

82.
Learning from this example, project management protocols were modified to form part of the tender stage of work and specific attention was paid by the Arson Control research manager to the contractors' local project management arrangements.

83.
 The work commissioned for Arson Control was not peer reviewed prior to its publication largely due to the difficulty of identifying suitable academics for reviewing the work from the small arson research community. 

84.
Each project had an advisory group, which oversaw the work throughout its process and signed off the final report at the end of the work. This continuous involvement mitigated the risk of there being significant problems with a piece of work, which a peer review may have been expected to identify. 

85.
The ODPM contact responsible for Arson Control also acteds as an ‘intelligent customer’ using his experience and knowledge to critically assess the work which further reduced the need for peer review.
Implementation Projects
86.
Much of the formal research that had been commissioned was concerned with evaluation of the Arson reduction projects that were funded by Arson Control. This research was driven by the need to know which approaches were effective rather than “just throwing money at the problem”. The evaluation was carried out externally because it was pointed out that there was generally no capacity within the Fire Service to evaluate projects
. As was shown through the argument that arson declined due to increasing scrap metal prices, a formal evaluation was deemed necessary to understand the real reasons behind any change in the incidence of arson.   

Influence of the Forum
87.
Prior to it being finalised, the draft research programme drawn up each year for Arson Control is sent to the Forum
 as well as policy members of staff for comment. Taking into account these comments, the proposed programme is agreed and then sent on to Ministers for approval

88.
At the meetings of the Forum discussions were held around emerging findings and whether further work was needed, for example, to get stakeholder input into the work. This was only appropriate when the project was at the right stage and such discussions were only possible when the meetings coincided with the project at this appropriate stage.

89.
It was pointed out that the members of the Forum had not asserted a wish to be more involved in the quality assurance of scientific research and they did not know whether they should be more involved. They trusted Arson Control to deal with quality assurance issues. The Forum was described as providing a reality check on issues which appeared to be surprising.

90.
The influence that the Forum had was attributed to personalities. A couple of members were mentioned as having particularly strong personalities who would “hold people to account.”

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

91.
The relationship between policy and research around arson was close because of Arson Control’s
 dual role (prior to April 2006) of distributing money to local anti arson initiatives and also commissioning research. Two specific examples of this relationship are given in the boxes below.   

92.
This close relationship was demonstrated by Arson Control research being used by the panel that assessed the bids for funding of Arson reduction implementation projects. This panel was made up of representatives from ODPM, the Home Office and insurers. Owing to the evaluation of Arson Control’s ‘New Projects Initiative, arson task forces and car related schemes were given favourable weighting because research
 had shown these schemes to have the most effect in reducing the incidence of arson.

93.
This evaluation supported the extension of these projects to other Fire and Rescue Services and helped in securing continued funding for such projects. A cost effectiveness analysis was also done which showed that for every £1 spent on projects an average saving of £16 was achieved
. This allowed them to secure further funding from the Treasury and also demonstrated the success of the work to partner agencies.   

	Box 2 - Arson Task Forces

A large part of the implementation work supported by the Arson Control funded what are known as Arson Task Forces. Task forces were described as “targeted policing” and would typically involve a fire officer, a police officer and an analyst linked to a fire brigade arson investigation team. 

These task forces were evidence based from an approach originally piloted in Laurence, Massachusetts, USA, which had similar social problems to Newcastle where the first UK Arson Task Force was set up. 

Task Force initiatives in Newcastle included:

· Cooperative working between police and fire service to investigate every suspicious fire 

· Boarding up of empty properties

· Removal of Bulky refuse

· Removal of abandoned vehicles

· Educational and Diversionary Measures aimed at children and young people.

In the first three years of existence it achieved

· 23% reduction in property arson

· 31% reduction in secondary arson fires

· 62% reduction in hoax calls 

This Arson Task Force was evaluated by Northumbria University resulting in it being viewed as an example of good practice and leading to funding for Arson Task Forces in other areas. Good practice guidance was also produced to aid organisations in setting up an Arson Task Force.
 

Research had continued to underpin the work of Arson Task Forces.  Analysis of fire statistics highlighted the importance of tackling vehicle fires in reducing arson. Also, research which looked into the motivation of arsonists identified that the majority of arsonists were male juveniles thereby giving the Task Forces an evidence base on which to carry out their work.    


	Box 3 - Youth Strategy

ODPM published a consultation
 document seeking views on the Fire and Rescue Service’s Strategy for dealing with young people. Progressive drafts of the strategy were presented and discussed at meetings of the Forum and comments were taken into account for further drafts of the document.

The origins of this lay in ODPM not knowing how Fire Services worked with young people (e.g. work experience of young people to be fire-fighters, running schemes for those at risk of committing arson). Two pieces of research supported the strategy, work by Leicester University and work by Ecotec mentioned below. The work by Leicester University involved a literature review, examination of best practice already in place and a theoretical model of behaviour change. This fed into the Fire Service’s Strategy for Young People and has influenced the policy of the Fire Service’s work with young people

To support this Arson Control also commissioned work from ECOTEC to produce good practice guidance for Fire Services on how to work with young people
. The guide produced was described as comprehensive, giving all the information necessary to work with young people.

The combination of these two pieces of work showed how research had informed both central government policy through the strategy and the work on the ground of Fire Services through the good practice guidance. 


7. Publishes Results and Debates Their Implications Openly
94.
Arson Control published the results of its research through two main routes, full research reports and shorter research bulletins.

95.
Hard copies of Arson Control research reports
 were sent out to a mailing list of all Fire Brigades, Police Forces and other interested agencies.
 Press notices were also used and reports were also published on the Internet
. The Good Practice Conference (see criterion 8) was also used as  a useful tool to debate work.

96.
The research bulletins, which acted as short summaries of research, were branded as Arson Control Forum publications. They had produced 8 such bulletins to date which are as follows:

· Research Bulletin no.1 Arson: From reporting to Conviction - March 2003

· Research Bulletin no.2 :Implementing Arson reduction projects: Findings from the Arson Control Forum’s New Projects Initiative - April 2004

· Research Bulletin no.3: Tackling Vehicle Arson: Vehicle Removal Schemes - April 2004

· Research Bulletin no.4: Social Exclusion and the Risk of Fire - April 2004

· Research Bulletin no.5: Arson Terminology: Research Findings - May 2005, Revised October 2005

· Research Bulletin no.6: Interventions with Arsonists and Young Firesetters - May 2005

· Research Bulletin no. 7: Evaluation of the Arson Control Forum Implementation Fund: Emerging Findings - February 2006

· Research Bulletin no.8: Youth Training and Diversion Schemes - February 2006

97.
These research bulletins were described as being internally driven by Arson Control in ODPM. They were edited summaries of the longer more technical research reports.

98.
They were produced for the attendees of the good practice conference and were handed out in the delegate packs. The attendees of the conference were anti-arson practitioners who did not have the time to read the full research reports. The bulletins were there to create a general awareness of the research being done and to highlight issues for people to pursue if they were interested.  

99.
It was said that Arson Control would like to do some work to evaluate the effectiveness of its publications. The informal feedback that they did receive indicated that their work was read and the reaction was positive. 

100.
Work was communicated to the Minister through an official submission in line with standard government practice. The Minister would already have signed off the broad research programme. Policy staff would draw up a draft submission and ask for comments by analysts and the press office. This submission would then be sent to the Minister informing them that the work had been concluded and its findings highlighted. 
101.
The Forum was used as a method of dissemination itself and papers presented to the Forum meetings were concluded with the statement: “The Forum is invited to note the report and to disseminate its findings.”
8. Shares, Transfers and Manages Knowledge
102.
The main mechanism used for sharing and transferring knowledge by Arson Control and the Forum was the annual good practice conference held in June each year. This was regarded as a great success and is discussed in detail in the box below.

	Box 4 – Good Practice Conferences

Arson Control had held two good practice conferences to date on 13th May 2004 and 20th June 2005. At each of these events 250 delegates attended from Police, the Fire and Rescue service, the insurance industry, central and local Government and academia. They were due to hold a third event on 26th June 2006.

The purpose of these events was to bring arson practitioners together to share their experiences of anti-arson initiatives and transfer good practice.

In the morning, presentations were given concerning the research projects that the Arson Control had supported and case study presentations were given concerning aspects of arson control. 

Over lunch the delegates at the conference were encouraged to get together and share their own experiences and knowledge of their own involvement in arson reduction. An exhibition was also staged with display stands from projects and initiatives to tackle arson from around the country. This was described as an area where groups could come and “show off” their projects.

The afternoon sessions were devoted to a series of workshops, which were run by professional facilitators and centred on specific aspects of arson. These workshops generated recommendations and conclusions to point the way to share knowledge and work together in partnership for the future.
The good practice conference originated in the process of writing the annual reports of the Forum. The report gave information about the work of the Forum but after the second report it was decided that a mechanism was needed to engage stakeholders more actively with the work being undertaken. 

A conference was thought to be a good mechanism for engagement because the groups that Arson Control and the Forum wanted to reach, Fire and Police Officers, were “very practical people”. A day, with half workshops and half plenary sessions, was therefore thought of as a good method for engaging with them. 

The first conference was such a success that it had become an annual event and they had had to turn people away. 

 A broader range of people than just the Fire and Police Services attended with delegates from organisations such as youth groups

Delegates were invited to the conference through ODPM contacts, contacts of the Forum and stakeholders and through the fire service circular. The invitation flyer for the third conference is now available on the internet.

The outputs of the conference were not known to influence any research proposals but it was said that the conference had “debunked a few myths” held by attendees through the presentations given at the conference. 
The conferences had spawned a number of products from Fire Services. Two examples given were the West Midlands Fire Service which had produced two good practice guides and The Luton and Bedfordshire Fire Service which had produced a video on youth arson. 

Conference reports were written and placed on the Arson Control Forum website.
 They acted as summaries of the day and were written in a style which again was designed to engage with the same audience as that which attended the conference.    

The theme for the third conference on 26th June 2006 would be “ Fire Investigation - Lessons learned”

The Forum contributed by finding speakers or speaking themselves and Arson Control in their capacity as the secretariat of the Forum organised the event.  

 


103.
The meetings of the Forum were also used as a platform to share knowledge about issues that were considered of use and interest to its members.

9. Implements Guidelines 2000 and the Code of Practice for Scientific Advisory Committees.
104.
The Forum was not aware of OSI’s guidelines for scientific advisory committees. Members of the Forum had not been approached to be on Steering panels for pieces of work and this was attributed to possibly being due to the lack of expertise in the Forum (See criterion 10 below). 

105.
All research projects had an advisory group, which included people from outside agencies and ODPM.

106.
The process for drawing up the advisory groups was described as the Arson Control using their own knowledge to consider who would be interested or relevant to the work to be invited to sit on the advisory panels.

10.
Uses, Maintains, and Develops Scientific Expertise.
107.
The Forum’s membership was mainly drawn from stakeholder organisations with an interest in a reduction of arson. They therefore had little scientific expertise to bring to the Forum and developing this through the Forum meetings was difficult.

108.
When the Forum originally recruited its membership it was with the overriding intention to get the police involved in issues surrounding arson. The intention was also that members of the Forum were sufficiently senior level to be able to commit their organisations to working towards the goals of Arson Control and the Forum.
109.
When a representative of the Metropolitan Police became Chairman of the Forum in 2004 he brought with him a new focus on arsonists as criminals who could be prevented from becoming arsonists. It was therefore decided that there was a need to strengthen and refresh the membership of the Forum. Organisations such as The Youth Justice Board, the National Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders (NACRO) and the Forensic Science Service were therefore invited to join the Forum. 

110.
NACRO and the Youth Justice Board were formally invited to become members of the Forum by the ODPM ministers. They were recommended to the Ministers by Arson Control policy and research staff through an official submission. This recommendation was based on the new focus on preventing people from becoming arsonists and also the contribution that NACRO and the Youth Justice Board had made as members of the steering panel for Arson Control’s research project into offender interventions.

111.
The Forum was described as having limited scientific expertise. This was because the organisations that make up the Forum, such as the CBI
, NACRO
 and the LGA,
 had no scientific expertise to bring to the Forum.

112.
The Forum had brought in specialist knowledge to support its work. The addition of membership from the Forensic Science Service had added considerably to the scientific expertise of the Forum. They brought with them a lot of knowledge, information and scientific expertise which meant that they were better placed to scrutinise scientific work.

113.
Developing the knowledge of the members of the Forum through its meetings was considered difficult. Members’ capacity to acquire knowledge were overwhelmed by the volume of information generated by the discussions which resulted from the packed agendas of the meetings.
114.
It was said that the membership of the Forum would change when the agenda surrounding Arson changed. It was believed that the re-evaluation of its role could result in a change of membership of the Forum. 

� The Arson Control group was located within the Home Office until May 2001, then it moved to ODPM which became DCLG in May 2006


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/188/SafercommunitiestowardseffectivearsoncontrolPDF712Kb_id1125188.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/449/ArsonControlForumFirstannualreport2001PDF1208Kb_id1124449.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/448/ArsonControlForumSecondannualreport2003PDF540Kb_id1124448.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/435/ArsonControlForumThirdannualreport2004PDF235Kb_id1124435.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/433/ArsonControlForumAnnualReport2005PDF2208Kb_id1124433.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/196/ResearchBulletinNo1ArsonFromreportingtoconvictionPDF2375Kb_id1125196.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/195/ResearchBulletinNo2ImplementingArsonReductionProjectsPDF137Kb_id1125195.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/194/ResearchBulletinNo3TacklingVehicleArsonVehicleRemovalSchemesPDF141Kb_id1125194.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/192/ResearchBulletinNo4SocialExclusionandtheRiskofFirePDF96Kb_id1125192.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/191/ResearchBulletinNo5ArsonTerminologyResearchFindingsPDF111Kb_id1125191.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/190/ResearchBulletinNo6InterventionswithArsonistsandYoungFiresettersPDF301Kb_id1125190.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/463/ResearchBulletinNo7EvaluationoftheArsonControlForumImplementationFundEmergingFib_id1163463.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/861/ResearchBulletinNo8YouthTrainingandDiversionSchemesPDF127Kb_id1163861.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/462/WorkingtogetherhowtosetupanArsonTaskForceabestpracticeguidePDF980Kb_id1124462.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/451/AspecialreportfromtheArsonControlForumGoodPracticeConference2004PDF1187Kb_id1124451.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/453/AspecialreportfromtheArsonControlForumGoodPracticeConference2005PDF2243Kb_id1124453.pdf


�http://www.jdi.ucl.ac.uk/downloads/publications/research_reports/final_av_paper.pdf





�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/177/EvaluationoftheArsonControlForumsNewProjectsInitiativePDF666Kb_id1125177.pdf


�“Safer Communities Towards Effective Arson Control: The report of the Arson Scoping Study”p4








�Safer Communities Towards Effective Arson Control: The report of the Arson Scoping Studyp19


� The Arson Scoping study


� Leading the Fight Against Arson: The First Annual Report of the Arson Control Forum- January 2002 p4





�Leading the Fight Against Arson: The First Annual Report of the Arson Control Forum - January 2002 p7 This target was subsequently changed to be a 10% reduction. Please refer to science review criterion one for more details of this change.


� Leading the Fight Against Arson: The First Annual Report of the Arson Control Forum - January 2002 p5


� Meeting of Arson Control Forum Council - September 2005


�  Arson Control Forum - Research Bulletin no.7: Evaluation of the Arson Control Forum Implementation Fund: Emerging Findings. P8


� For more details about this and its effects please refer to the Criterion 4 of the science review criteria “Commissioning and managing science.”


� Meeting of Arson Control Forum Council March 2006


� Buildings and premises as opposed to vehicle fires.


� As stated in the context section of this case study.


�  It needs to be noted that as the arson policy group moved from the Home Office to the then ODPM in May 2001, after the general election, then there was not much research published or commissioned in the short period when the Forum was managed by the Home Office.


� This 30% target was informed by the evaluation of the work of the Tyne and Wear Task force. 


� From the Jill Dando Institute -– “Measuring the Impact of MVRIB Initiatives on Abandoned Vehicles”- Jill Dando institute of Crime Science – March 2003 http://www.jdi.ucl.ac.uk/downloads/publications/research_reports/final_av_paper.pdf


�Arson Control Forum - Annual Report 2005 p5


� Research looking at the statistics regarding abandoned cars undertaken by the Jill Dando institute supported this. Writing in 2003 it was said that car abandonment had increased nearly ten fold between 1998 and 2002. A “dramatic decrease in the price of scrap metal” was cited as a factor behind this. It also pointed to it being likely that some owners may set fire to their abandoned cars to prevent them being traced. – “Measuring the Impact of MVRIB Initiatives on Abandoned Vehicles”- Jill Dando institute of Crime Science – March 2003 http://www.jdi.ucl.ac.uk/downloads/publications/research_reports/final_av_paper.pdf 


� The New Horizons programme assists DCLG’s horizon scanning capabilities by seeking proposals from outside researchers to explore issues beyond the scope of its main research programmes. http://www.DCLG.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1141808


� For example, if it helped ODPM progress towards the 10% PSA target.


� Meeting of Arson Control Forum Council - March 2006 


� These reasons were explained in an internal document prepared by arson and community fire safety policy staff. This informed the then ODPM ministers who took the decision to distribute funds through a formula.


� The Arson Control Forum good practice conference- see section 8


� Available on the DCLG Intranet. 


� This project has been selected to be examined for the peer review part of the overall science review process.


� Arson task forces, Vehicle removal schemes


� Arson Control Forum - Annual Report 2005 p21





� “Evaluation of the Arson Control’s Forum New Projects Initiative” and “Evaluation of the Arson Control Forum Implementation Fund.” 


� A clear timetable of deliverables and outputs along with project management requirements forms part of the specification for projects.


� some of the larger FRS could have local evaluations - the external evaluation looked at the scheme as a whole


� The papers presented to the Forum detail research commitments and other possibilities. These possibilities are grouped thematically with details of how they would build on existing research and contribute to working towards the aims of the Forum. Estimated costs are given to help the Forum in prioritising research from the list. 


� 'Arson Control' as defined in this study comprising policy and analytical civil servants.


�  “Evaluation of the Arson Control Forum’s New Projects Initiative” done by Morgan Harris Burrows, Evidence-led solutions and CRG..� HYPERLINK "http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/177/EvaluationoftheArsonControlForumsNewProjectsInitiativePDF666Kb_id1125177.pdf" ��http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/177/EvaluationoftheArsonControlForumsNewProjectsInitiativePDF666Kb_id1125177.pdf�


� In more detail, It was found that for the four out of ten case studies where a reduction in deliberate primary fires was attributed to the projects, between £2.40 and £33.20 was saved for every £1 invested.- � HYPERLINK "http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/177/EvaluationoftheArsonControlForumsNewProjectsInitiativePDF666Kb_id1125177.pdf" ��http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/177/EvaluationoftheArsonControlForumsNewProjectsInitiativePDF666Kb_id1125177.pdf� p27


� Working Together: How to set up an Arson Task Force.-http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/462/WorkingtogetherhowtosetupanArsonTaskForceabestpracticeguidePDF980Kb_id1124462.pdf


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/625/StrategyforChildrenandYoungPeople20062010PDF215Kb_id1161625.pdf


� This was due to be released in Spring 2006 but has not yet been published.


� Often this is the full research report but sometimes only the research bulletin is sent out in hard copy


� Work is published in consultation with the DCLG’s directorate of communications  (press office). 


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1125171


� http://www.odpm.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1125189


�http://www.odpm.gov.uk/pub/165/ArsonControlForumconference2006invitationandconferencedetails_id1500165.pdf


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.odpm.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1124450" ��http://www.odpm.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1124450� and http://www.odpm.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1124452


� Research Bulletin no.6: Interventions with Arsonists and Young Firesetters - May 2005


�The Confederation of British Industry


� The National Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders


� The Local Government Association
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