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1.
Review Terms of Reference

1.1

The Government’s Chief Scientific Adviser (GCSA), Sir David King, has set up a rolling programme of reviews to assess the quality and use of science by Government departments.
 For the purposes of the reviews a broad definition of ‘science’ is used, which includes natural sciences, social science, economics and statistics – see Glossary.

1.2

The overall aims of the review programme are to:

a) Maintain and improve the quality and use of science in government;
b) Review existing departmental systems for assuring the quality, management and use of their science;

c) Disseminate examples of good practice from within the UK and abroad; and
d) Inform and support the Government’s GCSA in his role of “advising the Prime Minister and the Cabinet on the overall health of science and scientific research funded by Government departments”.

1.3

To formulate a view on the quality and use of science in the Home Office (HO) and those parts of the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) formerly within HO,
 the review focused on ten success criteria that underpin good practice in the use of science by Government departments (see Table 1 in the Introduction, pages 4-5), to identify areas of good practice, especially those that could be adopted elsewhere, as well as areas for improvement.

1.4

This review of HO and MoJ constitutes the fifth in the series, after the Department for Culture, Media and Sport, the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, the Health and Safety Executive, and Communities and Local Government. The review of HO, MoJ was carried out in the period December 2006 to November 2007.

2.
HO and MoJ and their use of Science

Departmental Structures

2.1

HO’s two main core groups
 are the:

· Office for Security and Counter-Terrorism (OSCT); and

· Crime Reduction and Community Safety Group (CRCSG).
2.2

Those parts of MoJ
 formerly in HO that have been included in the review are the:

· National Offender Management Service (NOMS); and

· Office for Criminal Justice Reform (OCJR).

2.3

HO also has overall responsibility for agencies and bodies
 whose remit includes science, such as the:

· Borders and Immigration Agency (BIA)

· Identity and Passport Service

· Criminal Records Bureau

· Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Police

· National Policing Improvement Agency

· Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs
· Animal Procedures Committee 

- the latter two, ACMD and APC, do not fund science research. Other non-departmental bodies or agencies whose work includes elements of (primarily social) science and whose sponsorship has moved from HO to MoJ include:
· Her Majesty's Inspectorates of Prisons and Probation; and the
· Youth Justice Board 

Although the review has sought and obtained evidence from and relating to such bodies, with the exception of BIA, the review has tended to focus on their relationship with the central HO or MoJ rather than the work of such organisations themselves.
Science Spend

2.4

In 2005/06 the Home Office spent £56.9M on science and research. This figure excludes: £7.2M of communities social research and statistics that has since been transferred to Communities and Local Government; and two major statistical surveys – the British Crime Survey (BCS) and the Offenders of Justice and Crime Survey (OJCS).

2.5

The break-down of the £56.9M spend on science was as follows:
· £19.1M (33.6%) was spent on physical science R&D, primarily at the Home Office Scientific Development Branch;

· £16.2M (28.5%) spent on social research and analysis (with CRCSG spending over half of this);

· £14M (24.6%) was designated to the CBRN R&D programme; and
· £7.6M (13.4%) on statistics (excluding BCS, OJCS costs).

Scientific Advice

2.6

HO has an overall Science Advisory Committee,
 which includes several external members (among them the Chairs of sectoral advisory groups such the Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs and the Animal Procedures Committee, the CBRN working group and the Biometrics advisory group).
Delivery of Science

2.7

Science in HO (and, for the time being at least, MoJ) is organised around three primary structures – the Home Office Scientific Development Branch (HOSDB), the embedded teams of the Research Development and Statistics (RDS) group and a ‘corporate centre’ that provide a range of centralised services.

2.8

HOSDB (formerly the Police Scientific Development Branch) undertakes the majority of the physical science for the department. It is part of the core department, with sites in Hertfordshire and West Sussex, and provides operational, technical and policy support to all areas of the Home Office, the police, the Security Services and other Government departments.

2.9

The RDS group was embedded into the four major policy delivery areas in 2004 – the Crime Reduction and Community Safety Group (CRCSG), National Offender Management Service (NOMS), Office of Criminal Justice Reform (OJCR) and the Borders and Immigration Agency (BIA, formerly the Immigration and Nationality Directorate, IND). These embedded teams, each lead by an assistant director, undertake social research and analysis to provide information to ministers and policy makers to take evidence-based decisions and to front-line staff (for example the police, probation service, immigration officials) to carry out their jobs as effectively as possible.

2.10
The ‘corporate centre’ provides a range of specialised services, including: the development of the Home Office Science and Innovation Strategy, the Central Intelligence Hub that undertakes horizon scanning, the management of HO’s independent science advisory committees, maintaining quality and overseeing the professional development of specialist staff and the provision of shared services including research contracting and publications.

2.11
There are a number of other scientific functions that support HO and MoJ, including the Animal Scientific Procedures (ASP) Directorate, which incorporates the Animal Scientific Procedures Inspectorate. ASP develops policy on the use of living animals in testing and experimentation and the Inspectorate advises on all licence applications, monitors compliance and acts as a source of professional advice. The Forensic Science and Pathology Unit (FSPU, much of which is now part of NPIA) manages and maintains the links with the forensic science and pathology communities and the Youth Justice Board (YJB, now under MoJ) provides advice on the operation of the youth justice system which includes commissioning research to inform the delivery of its objectives.

3.
Review Methodology (see Annex 7 for details)
3.1

The review of HO and MoJ has been carried out by the GO-S team, overseen by a Steering Panel of senior officials, academics and other experts (see Annex 8 for further information).

3.2

The review consisted of an analysis of information from various sources, including: interviews with HO and MoJ staff and stakeholders (Annex 1), written external consultation (Annex 2), detailed case studies (Annexes 3-5) and a peer review exercise (Annex 6).

3.3

The report of GO-S’s findings, conclusions and recommendations has been approved in discussion with the Steering Panel and checked for factual accuracy by HO and MoJ staff.

4.
Main Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations

4.1

The main part of this report sets out the key findings, conclusions and recommendations from the review, as well as identifying a number of examples of good practice for HO, MoJ and Other Government Departments (OGDs) to consider. The main themes to have emerged are:

· the need for a strategic approach;

· effective management of science;

· joint working (both across disciplines and stakeholder groups);

· overcoming the obstacles to the use of science; 

· publication and knowledge transfer; and
· use of external scientific advice and expertise;

and are summarised below. Both the recommendations and good practice are quite numerous so, to make them more manageable, the Table at the end of this summary identifies the main intended readership for each one.
4.2

References to numbered Recommendations and paragraphs are for the Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations chapter of this report (pages 7 to 28).

Need for a Strategic Approach [to the management and use of science]

4.3

At a departmental level, HO and MoJ need to develop a strategic approach to identifying the need for new science at a sufficiently early stage (Recommendations 1 and 3), including commissioning work in areas that cuts across sectoral boundaries (Recommendation 2). This should be underpinned by a more prominent role, on the departmental Board, for the Chief Scientific Adviser (CSA, see Recommendation 17). 

4.4

At a sectoral level, we commend the fact that many (but not yet all) groups have established their own strategies (para.2), though more needs to be done to implement these to achieve the necessary longer-term approach to commissioning science that will provide good quality evidence in a timely way (Recommendation 5).

Management of Science

4.5

In general, this is an area where HO and MoJ are doing well. 


In-House Expertise

4.6

For the social sciences (RDS) and the natural sciences (HOSDB, ASP and FSPU) have the expertise needed to either carry out work in-house or act as intelligent customers for externally commissioned work (paras.15 and 60), though in some sectors there are concerns about how such expertise may be eroded (paras.62-63 and Recommendation 22).


Management

4.7

The commissioning, tendering and appraisal processes (: PQAB for HO RDS, RQA for MoJ, a framework agreement for social science providers and HOSDB’s use, for larger programmes, of a two-stage bidding process and bidders’ conferences to achieve greater stakeholder involvement) all have much to commend them (paras.17, 20-21, 23 and 26). In some respects, there is more to be done to explain the need for the processes, to policy colleagues (Recommendation 6) and external science providers (Recommendation 8) and the review would support the extension of the processes to cover the full life-cycle of a project (e.g. via ROAMEF, Recommendation 7a) and greater involvement of external sources of expertise (Recommendations 7c, 11(a), 11(c) and 16).


Quality and Relevance

4.8

Science commissioned by HO and MoJ is consistently relevant, even though policy customers may sometimes need to be persuaded of this. The review supports the enforcement of PQAB or similar approaches to ensure quality from the outset (Recommendations 6 and 7), though more could be done to engage with external sources of expertise, for example at the outset to advise on methodology and for ex-post evaluation (Recommendations 7(c) and 11). Peer review is the norm for work that is to be published (para.32).

Joint Working

4.9

There is a need for consistently effective cross-disciplinary working within HO, MoJ and with OGDs, especially between the natural and social sciences. There are [isolated] examples of good practice (paras.29 and 59) and we identify how more should be achieved (Recommendations 7(b), 10, 11(a), 15 and 21).

Overcoming the obstacles to the use of science

4.10
No amount of good scientific evidence will be worthwhile if it is not used and, as in most Government departments, an undoubted obstacle is the interface between policy makers and analysts or scientists (para.39). However, we have also found examples illustrating where and how the barriers are being broken down (paras.39 and 58 and Recommendation 20).

Publication and Knowledge Transfer

4.11
The review commends the RDS approach to publication of reports that are accessible (paras.32 and 43) provided that delays are avoided (Recommendation 13) and problems relating to accessibility of data are overcome (para.43 and Recommendation 14). The use of police secondees is supported (paras.40 and 64) but there is more to be done to further improve relations (Recommendations 16 and 23(a)) and, as indicated above, to improve knowledge sharing between scientific disciplines (Recommendation 15).

Use of External Scientific Advice and Expertise

4.12
At an operational level, there are good examples of contacts with external expertise in some sectors (para.12) and with OGDs (para.13). Still more could be done in collaboration with the Research Councils and more widely (Recommendation 4), including for peer review, (see para.32 and Recommendation 11).

4.13
Use is being made of formal advisory groups but these could play a still greater role (para.52 and Recommendations 18 and 19). 

4.14
There are concerns that in a few specific areas there is a need for Government to encourage the supply of scientific expertise that is needed now and will be needed in future, for example in the forensic science and migration research areas, as well as the physical sciences that HOSDB requires (Recommendation 24). This was also an issue raised in our review of Defra, albeit for other scientific disciplines.
4.15
The current use of secondees is supported (paras.40 and 64) and should be extended, in particular across disciplines and departments (Recommendations 12, 16, 21 and 23).
4.16
The table overleaf signposts which recommendations and examples of good practice are aimed at given individuals or groups.
	Key:

Perm. Sec. 

DG              

NPIA          

SRGS         

OGD            

HoP
GSR

 (
(()


	Permanent Secretary (at HO and MoJ) 

Director General (although most apply to other Directors too)

National Policing Improvement Agency (and the police in general)

HO central science team

Other Government Departments

Head of Profession

Government Social Research

this point is addressed to a given person or group
this point is also relevant to a person or group
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� The reviews build on the work of the Government’s published strategy for science, engineering and technology, Investing in Innovation, July 2002 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spending_review/spend_sr02/spend_sr02_science.cfm" ��http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spending_review/spend_sr02/spend_sr02_science.cfm�) and the Cross Cutting Review of Science and Research, March 2002 �(� HYPERLINK "http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/media/E/7/science_crosscutter.pdf" ��http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/media/E/7/science_crosscutter.pdf�). 


� The review has not included in its remit the science undertaken in MoJ that was formerly part of the Department for Constitutional Affairs.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/about-us/organisation/home-office-structure/?view=Standard" ��http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/about-us/organisation/home-office-structure/?view=Standard� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.justice.gov.uk/about/whoweare.htm" ��http://www.justice.gov.uk/about/whoweare.htm� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/about-us/organisation/agencies-non-departmental-bodies/" ��http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/about-us/organisation/agencies-non-departmental-bodies/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/documents/science-advisory-committee/HOSAC-members-terms?view=Binary" ��http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/documents/science-advisory-committee/HOSAC-members-terms?view=Binary� 


� Based on information provided by HO.
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