Annex 7 - Methodology for the Science Review of HO / MoJ
Summary
1.
This annex describes how the review of science in the Home Office (HO) and Ministry of Justice (MoJ) has been carried out. The overall review process as originally planned is depicted in the ‘Schematic of the HO Science Review Process’ below. In practice, the majority of the written consultation was completed in the first stage. Also, to coincide with the timing of HO’s reform programme, it was decided that a first stage report would be published. Apart from this, all the elements of the review were carried out as planned. 
2.
Following agreement to proceed with the review of HO (and subsequently parts of MoJ),
 the Government’s Chief Scientific Adviser invited a Steering Panel of experts drawn from fields relevant to HO’s use of science (see Annex 8) to oversee the work of the review team.

3.
The main report and annexes were drafted by the review team in consultation with the Steering Panel, which has approved the final text. The evidence presented in Annexes 3-5 has been checked for factual accuracy by HO and MoJ staff and the main report was passed to HO and MoJ for comment prior to publication.

Written Consultation

4.
Based on HO’s extensive lists of consultees,
 a list of over 240 organisations was used to invite written comments from external stakeholders in December 2006 against the ten review criteria. The consultation letter was also placed on the OSI web-site.
 Over the course of the review, 49 organisations and individuals provided written responses and these are summarised in Annex 2. Twenty organisations declined to respond.

Interviews

5.
In total, the review team conducted interviews with 93 staff from HO, MoJ, its Agencies and other key external stakeholders and the findings from all the interviews are summarised in Annex 1. To encourage interviewees to speak freely, all of the interviews were conducted unattributably, at a time convenient to them, and mostly at the interviewees’ place of work. All but four of the interviews were carried out face-to-face.

6.
In the first phase, 40 interviews were carried out, primarily with senior HO and MoJ science staff and external stakeholders. The main issues to emerge from these were set out in the review’s first stage report.
 A further 53 people were interviewed to complete the review, including a greater proportion of policy staff and people with particular knowledge of one of the case study areas (: see Annexes 3 to 5).

7.
Interviews were preceded by telephone discussions with or e-mails to potential interviewees. This was found to be helpful to the interviewees as, whilst there was a reasonable awareness of the Science Review in broad terms, there was often insufficient understanding of the scope and aims of the Review and this was addressed during such introductory contacts. To ensure consistency of interviewing technique and the interpretation of responses, most of the face-to-face interviews were conducted in the presence of at least two members of the review team. (See Appendix below 1 for a ‘typical’ interview outline.)

Documentary Evidence

8.
To supplement the evidence gathered in interviews or via the survey, a considerable number of documents was provided by interviewees or their colleagues. A significant amount of web- and paper-based publications was also obtained by the review team and used to inform the review, for example the recently completed Cabinet Office Capability Review of HO
 and the 2006 Independent Review of HO crime statistics.
 

Case Studies

9.
Case studies were carried out to look at detailed examples of how HO and MoJ use science, against all ten review criteria. The case study topics were chosen in consultation with the Steering Panel and HO, MoJ. Further information on the conduct of the case studies is provided in the Introduction to Annexes 3 to 5 and the findings are described in the individual Annexes 3 to 5.

Peer Reviews

10.
As for the case studies, peer reviews were used to provide detailed examples of HO and MoJ science, this time with an emphasis on the quality and fitness for purpose of the science. Twelve projects were selected to cover a range of areas of HO and MoJ science and various sizes and types of project. These included an example from each of the case study areas. For details of the peer review process and responses, see Annex 6.

Schematic of the HO, MoJ Science Review process

PLANNING & PREPARATION===============================================










DATA COLLECTION 

& ANALYSIS =============================================================










REPORTING===========================================================





Appendix 1

Interview Aide-Mémoire

A.1
Interviews were tailored to each interviewee’s expected areas of expertise and allowed for information provided beforehand, for example via the written consultation exercise or other documentary evidence supplied. The nature of the interviews also differed somewhat between, for example, HO staff, Agency staff or other external stakeholders but the key features were largely the same and a ‘typical’ external stakeholder interview outline is enclosed below as an example.

	External Stakeholder Interview Aide Mémoire

Introduction

· Explain aims of the science review     (10 main areas, includes social and economic research)

· Main focus today is on science & research in ... & interactions with HO / OGDs / others

· Could you start by spending a few minutes telling us about your role ...? 

Section 1.  Science and/or research strategies 

1.
To what extent are you familiar with HO's science strategy?

2.
How do you contribute to or influence HO's strategy, objectives and priorities?

For HO Agencies:

3.          

a) How has your organisation established its science strategy?, 

b) What is the role of HO, OGDs, academia or industry?

c) How does science in your organisation align with HO's strategies and objectives?

d) What are the advantages or disadvantages associated with any such alignment?

4.
How does your organisation decide on its science priorities? How is HO, or any other organisation, involved in the process?  Please give details.

Section 2.  Horizon scanning to identify future science-related issues

** By ‘horizon scanning’ we mean: 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. **

1.
Are you aware of any horizon scanning activities undertaken by HO? 

If yes,..........

2.
Do staff from your organisation contribute to HO's horizon scanning?

3.


a) How does your organisation horizon scan?

b) How are the results of your horizon scanning activities made available to HO and are they used?  

Section 3.  Reviewing existing science to identify gaps and opportunities

1.
How does your organisation review existing science?  What role does HO play in this?; and How is this fed into HO's science strategy and priority setting processes?  

2.
How does HO encourage you to work with other organisations (Agencies, academia, research councils, or OGDs) to identify scientific gaps and opportunities in areas of common interest?






	Section 6.  Use of your science or research

1.
Does HO have detailed information on your science in progress e.g. research or data collection activities? How and how often is this information circulated / kept up-to-date?

2.
a)
How are the results of your science activities fed into HO?  


b)
Who receives this information and how is it reviewed or used by HO?  


c)
How is your science used to inform HO policy?  (Examples please)

3.
How do you assess the usefulness of your science to your organisation, to HO, OGDs or other organisations?  Does HO play a part in this?

4.
How does your science inform policy in OGDs or other organisations, or improve practice or advice in the sector within which you operate?

5.
How might your science or research be better used by HO?

Section 7:  Publication and dissemination of scientific findings

1.
Does HO encourage you to have a policy governing the publication of your scientific findings?  If yes, please give details.

2.
What other methods do you use to disseminate science or research findings?  Does HO play a role in these activities?




	Section 8.  Sharing and transferring knowledge 

1.
How do you aim to achieve a two-way transfer of knowledge between your organisation, HO and others, including OGDs and the wider scientific community?  What role does or should HO play?

2.     What more could be done to facilitate such knowledge transfer where your science interests overlap?

3.
How do you exploit the results of the science you fund? How does HO encourage you in this?

HO Agencies:

4.
Is some or all of your science aligned more to the interests of other organisations or OGDs than it is to HO?  If so, please give details.

5.
a)
To what extent do you collaborate or share data with others.  How is this facilitated – by HO, on an ad hoc basis by you or by others?  


b)
How could more be done to improve collaborative working in areas of common interest?

Section 9.
Code of Practice for Scientific Advisory Committees

1.    How does HO use external scientific advice (whether from you or elsewhere, formally or informally)?

2.    How could HO use external expertise more effectively to advise on the science it funds?

Section 10. Use and maintenance of scientific expertise

1.
a)
How does HO obtain information on the range of external knowledge and expertise available from your organisation? 

b)    How does HO call upon your scientific staff for advice?  Please give details.  


c)
How could HO make better use of the scientific knowledge and expertise within your organisation?

2.
Do any of your scientific staff serve on HO advisory committees or on those of other organisations or government departments? 

3.
Does your organisation use external scientific expertise for advisory purposes?  Are you encouraged by HO to do so?

4.     How (if at all) does HO encourage the continuing professional development of your staff's scientific skills?

Any other points you would like to mention?
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Identify scope and timing of review





Design and implement main review








Establish Steering Panel


Agree Terms of Reference and Review Plan (based on first phase) at 1st meeting





First phase


Interviews with HO, MoJ and stakeholders


Written consultation and desk research


Identify emerging issues








Consultation with HO





Report approval, submission to HO, MoJ and publication





Identify lessons and good practice





HO / MoJ consultation





Draft report


for comment by Steering Panel





Analyse data and identify emerging issues





Consultation with Steering Panel  members





Case studies





Follow-up to written consultation 


Postal and web-based survey of  stakeholders





Desk research: literature, reports and web-sites





Peer Review


by correspondence





Consultation by interview


HO and Agency staff, OGDs and key stakeholders








� Exchange of letters between Sir David King, the Government’s Chief Scientific Adviser, and the Permanent Secretaries of HO: Sir David Normington, in October 2006 and MoJ: Alex Allan, in May to June 2007.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/about-us/haveyoursay/?version=4" ��http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/about-us/haveyoursay/?version=4� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.dti.gov.uk/science/science-in-govt/works/science-reviews/review/home_office/page35301.html" ��http://www.dti.gov.uk/science/science-in-govt/works/science-reviews/review/home_office/page35301.html� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file39419.doc" ��http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file39419.doc� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/documents/capability/pdf/Capability_Review_HO.pdf" ��http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/documents/capability/pdf/Capability_Review_HO.pdf� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs06/crime-statistics-independent-review-06.pdf" ��http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs06/crime-statistics-independent-review-06.pdf� 
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