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ESF Co-Financing Programme (2011-13) Youth - Final Evaluation 

THIS CALL-OFF CONTRACT is made the

day of


2015
BETWEEN:

(1)
THE GREATER LONDON AUTHORITY of City Hall, Queen’s Walk, London SE1 2AA (“the Contracting Authority”); and

(2)
Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion, a company registered in England and Wales (Company Registration Number 02458694 whose registered office is 3rd Floor, 89 Albert Embankment, London, SE1 7TP 

(“the Service Provider”).
RECITALS:

A.
The Contracting Authority and the Service Provider have entered into an agreement dated 01 May 2014 which sets out the framework for the Service Provider to provide certain Services to the Contracting Authority or the Authority (“the Agreement”).
B. 
The Authority wishes the Service Provider to provide the specific Services described in this Call-Off Contract pursuant to the terms of the Agreement and this Call-Off Contract and the Service Provider has agreed to provide such Services on those terms and conditions set out in the Call-Off Contract.

THE PARTIES AGREE THAT:

1.
CALL-OFF CONTRACT 

1.1
The terms and conditions of this Agreement shall be incorporated into this Call-Off Contract.

1.2
In this Call-Off Contract the words and expressions defined in this Agreement shall, except where the context requires otherwise, have the meanings given in this Agreement.  In this Call-Off Contract references to Attachments are, unless otherwise provided, references to attachments of this Call-Off Contract.

2.
SERVICES

2.1
The Services to be performed by the Service Provider pursuant to this Call-Off Contract are set out in Attachment 1 and detailed in the offer made in the Tender document supplied by the Service Provider (included at Appendix 1), and the agreed amendments (which take precedence – included at Appendix 5).
2.2
The Service Provider acknowledges that it has been supplied with sufficient information about this Agreement and the Services to be provided and that it has made all appropriate and necessary enquiries to enable it to perform the Services under this Call-Off Contract.  The Service Provider shall neither be entitled to any additional payment nor excused from any obligation or liability under this Call-Off Contract or this Agreement due to any misinterpretation or misunderstanding by the Service Provider of any fact relating to the Services to be provided.  The Service Provider shall promptly bring to the attention of the Call-Off Co-ordinator any matter that is not adequately specified or defined in the Call-Off Contract or any other relevant document.

2.3
The timetable for any Services to be provided by the Service Provider and the corresponding Milestones (if any) and Project Plan (if any) are set out in Annex 5.  The Service Provider must provide the Services in respect of this Call-Off Contract in accordance with such timing and the Service Provider must pay liquidated damages in accordance with this Agreement of such an amount as may be specified in Attachment 1. The Service Provider shall be liable for the ongoing costs of providing Services in order to meet a Milestone.

2.4
The Service Provider acknowledges and agrees that as at the commencement date of this Call-Off Contract it does not have an interest in any matter where there is or is reasonably likely to be a conflict of interest with the Services provided to the Authority under this Call-Off Contract.

3.
CALL-OFF TERM


This Call-Off Contract commences on the date of this Call-Off Contract or such other date as may be specified in Attachment 1 and subject to Clause 4.2 of this Agreement, shall continue in force for the Call-Off Term stated in Attachment 1 unless terminated earlier in whole or in part in accordance with this Agreement.

4.
CHARGES

Attachment 2 specifies the Charges payable in respect of the Services provided under this Call-Off Contract, or where there is an agreed amendment which takes precedence, specified in Appendix 5). The Charges shall not increase during the duration of this Call-Off Contract unless varied in accordance with this Agreement.  The Service Provider shall submit invoices in accordance with this Agreement and the Charges shall be paid in accordance with this Agreement. Invoices must confirm that volume of equivalent interviews conducted for the period covered by the invoice.
5.
CALL-OFF CO-ORDINATOR AND KEY PERSONNEL

The Authority’s Call-Off Co-ordinator in respect of this Call-Off Contract is named in Attachment 1 and the Service Provider’s Key Personnel in respect of this Call-Off Contract are named in Attachment 2.

6.
PROFESSIONAL INDEMNITY INSURANCE

Professional indemnity insurance to be £5,000,000 in the aggregate per annum for the duration of the Call-Off Contract and for 6 years after expiry or termination of the Call-Off Contract.

This Call-Off Contract has been signed by duly authorised representatives of each of the Parties.

	SIGNED

For and on behalf of the [Authority]

Signature:









Name: 








Title:









Date:











	SIGNED

For and on behalf of [the Service Provider]

Signature:








Name: 







Title:









Date:












Attachment 1

1. Services to be provided

Please see the Specification issued in our Request for Quotation for details of this commission.

2. Acceptance Criteria

As detailed in the Specification

3. Timetable

Commencement date:
23rd June 2015

Call-Off Term: complete no later than 23 October 2015.

4. Authority Account Details

To be stated in the Purchase Order

5. Authority Call-Off Co-ordinator

Name: Natalie Nolan


Phone: 0203 054 7761

Email: Natalie.Nolan@tfl.gov.uk
6. Professional Indemnity Insurance 


As stated in the Agreement

7. Additional insurance (if any) to be held by Service Provider

None, insurance levels to be stated in the Agreement

Attachment 2
1. Charges
PRICING SCHEDULE.

	Contract Reference Number:


	GLA 80405 – 0004 - ESF Co-Financing Programme (2011-13): Youth - Final Evaluation


	Name of Contractor:


	Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion


	3a)

Item Description / Deliverable
	3b)

Cost of that Item / Deliverable

£
	3c)

Estimate of time taken to complete that Item / Deliverable

	1
	Scoping stage


	
	

	2
	Process analysis


	
	

	3
	Impact and VFM analysis


	REDACTED
	

	4
	Reporting, oversight and management
	
	

	5
	Non-staff (transcription and vouchers)
	
	

	
	Total 


	£75,174 plus VAT


Breakdown of the total cost

	Personnel
	*Day Rate

£
	Estimated no. days
	Total Cost

£

	
	Tony Wilson


	
	
	

	
	Jane Colechin


	
	
	

	
	Duncan Melville


	
	
	

	
	Paul Bivand


	REDACTED
	
	

	
	Lovedeep Vaid


	
	
	

	
	Afzal Rahman/ Ruth Rajkumar


	
	
	

	
	Lauren Bennett/ Carmen Hoya


	
	
	

	
	Graham Thom


	
	
	

	
	Robert Willis


	
	
	

	
	Christopher Carr


	
	
	

	
	Farai Chipato


	REDACTED
	
	

	
	Jade Yapp


	
	
	

	
	Total


	
	
	


Revised price

For all agreed activity, and for the first 140 interviews, the GLA will pay £75,174.00 in three equal instalments (see Revised Timetable below for payment points). For every interview delivered over the initial 140, the GLA will make a payment of £150 + VAT to a maximum contract value of £93,174.00.

2. Key Personnel

The Service Provider’s Key Personnel:

	Tony Wilson

	Jane Colechin

	Duncan Melville

	Paul Bivand

	Lovedeep Vaid

	Afzal Rahman

Ruth Rajkumar

	Lauren Bennett

Carmen Hoya

	Graham Thom

	Robert Willis

	Christopher Carr

	Farai Chipato

	Jade Yapp




3. Proposed sub-contractors (if any)

    SQW

Attachment 3

Special Conditions for Call-Off

None

List of Appendixes

1. The Service Provider / SQW response to the ITT (Tender and CVs)
2. The Authority clarification questions

3. The Service Provider response to GLA clarification questions
4. Note of the pre-Contract meeting held between The Authority, The Service Provider and SQW on 4 June 2015

5. List of agreed amendments to The Service Provider / SQW response to ITT (Appendix 1)
Appendix 1 - The Service Provider / SQW response to the ITT (Tender and CVs)
Executive Summary

The Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion (‘Inclusion’) and SQW are delighted to submit this proposal to conduct the final evaluation of the GLA’s co-financing programme for youth.  

Proposed approach

We understand that the key aims of the project are to evaluate the youth programme and each of its three themes, to evaluate the net impact and value for money of the programme and themes (through cost-benefit analysis), and to review specifically the payment methodologies used.  Importantly, the research must provide both a robust evaluation of the 2011-13 programme and real and useful insights into design, commissioning, funding and delivery for future ESF and GLA programmes.  We believe that we are uniquely well placed to do both.

We propose to address the research objectives through six, linked stages:

1. Scoping – a rapid assessment and analysis of MI and programme materials, plus follow-up interviews, leading to a Project Initiation Document

2. Data collection and analysis – assessing outcomes against plans, with a particular focus on EET outcomes, and benchmarking against other programmes

3. Impact assessment – in line with the Green Book, using a range of innovative approaches that build on the options identified in our feasibility work for the GLA

4. Cost-benefit analysis – in line with the Green Book, and drawing on a range of sources to capture costs and benefits and to estimate additionality

5. Process evaluation – building on our interim evaluations, with a focus both on formal evaluation and learning key lessons for future programmes (with an emphasis on what works, what is scalable, and where can GLA add most value).  This will include specific modules on payment by results, commissioning and delivery.

6. Reporting – drawing together findings in a way that meets the needs of the diverse audiences and the tight timescales for this work.

Adding value

We are uniquely well placed to undertake this evaluation, having delivered the interim evaluations for the youth programmes, and already conducted feasibility assessments for the impact analysis stage.  
Inclusion has considerable experience of working with and designing research and evaluation projects for young people at risk of becoming NEET or NEET, including young people at risk of becoming excluded from school or offending. Inclusion also has significant policy and practice-based knowledge of the drivers of (and barriers to) youth engagement in EET.  This includes the interim evaluation of this programme – which has explored how effectively it was being delivered, the experience of beneficiaries to date and whether it was achieving its aim of reaching the hardest to help by identifying and targeting workless Londoners – as well as evaluations of “The Youth Offer” for the City of London Corporation’s Charity, City Bridge Trust, and of the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme for the GLA. 

Inclusion also has extensive experience of conducting impact assessments and cost benefit analyses, including in the evaluations of Want to Work European Social Fund employment programme in Wales, StepUP for DWP, and the Brent Employment Navigator Pilot.

SQW will lead on the learning difficulties and disabilities (LDD) theme, and brings considerable expertise in this area.  In particular from 2008-12 they scoped and then evaluated the Department for Education’s individual budgets for families with disabled children programme, and has since been evaluating the progress of the SEND Pathfinders since 2011.  Building on this experience, in 2014/15, SQW undertook the Interim Evaluation of the 2011 – 13 Youth Programme: Theme 1 Young People with Learning Difficulties and Disabilities.  SQW also has extensive wider experience of working with the then LDA and the GLA on the evaluation of its major employment and skills programmes.  

We have assembled a strong team for this bid, drawing together expertise in qualitative and quantitative research, impact assessment, cost-benefit analysis, data analysis and employment and skills policy.  

Given our strong relationship with the GLA and our interest in these fields, we are again offering discounted day rates across our team for this project. As a London-based organisation, we will not charge for travel costs for attendance at project meetings.

Statement of Proposed Methodology

The Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion (‘Inclusion’) and SQW are delighted to submit this proposal to conduct the final evaluation of the Greater London Authority’s 2011-2013 co-financing programme for youth.  This proposal is a partnership between Inclusion and SQW, bringing together our unique strengths and expertise.  Inclusion will be the lead organisation for the project.

Aims and objectives

We understand that the key aims of the project are threefold:

· To evaluate the delivery of the GLA’s Youth Programme, and each of its three themes (those with Learning Difficulties and Disabilities, Young Offenders and those Excluded From School) – including what has worked well, what lessons have been learnt, and how could outcomes have been improved;

· To evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the programme as a whole and of the three themes, through impact assessment and cost-benefit analysis; and

· To review specifically the payment methodologies used by the GLA and by Lead Delivery Partners.

Beneath this, the Invitation to Tender identifies ten key research objectives.  These are set out in the table below.  In order to address these objectives, we have proposed a six-stage approach to our research as follows.  The table below therefore also shows how these stages will meet the key research objectives.

1. Scoping

2. Data collection and analysis

3. Impact assessment

4. Cost-benefit analysis

5. Process evaluation

6. Reporting
	Key Research Objective
	Research stage

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1
	Conduct robust quantitative process and impact evaluation
	
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	

	2
	Inform and provide inputs for future ESF projects and GLA activities
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	3
	Identify and assess rationale of programme and its current validity
	Y
	
	
	
	Y
	

	4
	Assess effectiveness of delivery process
	Y
	Y
	
	
	Y
	

	5
	Assess sustained outcomes in education, employment and training
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Conduct a robust value for money and cost-benefit analysis
	
	
	Y
	Y
	
	

	7
	Undertake primary research to collect feedback on success, challenges and recommendations
	Y
	
	
	
	Y
	

	8
	Identify key lessons learnt
	Y
	
	
	
	Y
	Y

	9
	Assess improvements in the behaviour of participants in EFS projects
	
	
	
	
	Y
	

	10
	Explore the effects of YO projects on reoffending rates
	
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	


These five stages are taken in turn below, as well as how these stages of research will be pulled together through the reporting process.

1. Scoping – April-May

In line with the ITT, we would propose to conduct the inception meeting in the final week of April.  We would propose at this meeting to discuss the proposed methodology below, and to discuss and agree any changes.  We would also want to discuss in more depth the key research questions and critical success factors for the evaluation.  We concur with the research questions set out in the ITT, and have suggested further areas of focus within the approach described below.  Following this meeting, we will produce a short Project Initiation Document, that updates and finalises the agreed methodology, timetable and key milestones.

In this stage we also propose to conduct a rapid assessment and analysis of management information and programme materials so as to understand in more depth programme expectations, data quality and availability, performance against profile, key indicators of good or lower than anticipated performance, and potential drivers of performance.  We will follow this up with a small number of telephone discussions with GLA staff to test and validate findings.

This initial rapid assessment will provide us with baseline information to inform the delivery and analysis of subsequent research stages.

2. Data collection and analysis – May-June

We will conduct an assessment of outcomes to date against anticipated outcomes and in comparison to other programmes. For this, we will use management information on anticipated and actual numbers of young people who: 

· Start on the programme; 

· Move into employment, education or training (EET);

· Achieve the 26 week EET sustainment outcome; and

· Achieve the 52 week EET sustainment outcome.

The analysis will profile the conversion rates for each of the three themes, the eight projects under these themes, and the programme overall; forecasting where necessary. Conversion rates from starts to 26 and 52 weeks sustainment will be assessed in comparison to expectations set out by the GLA pre-procurement. Reasons for high or lower than expected performance will be subsequently explored in the process evaluation stage.

We will also compare conversion rates against outcomes achieved by other payment by results projects. Although beneficiaries may not be directly comparable, this will contextualise the achievements of this programme against previous interventions. We propose looking at Work Programme outcomes, other ESF funded programmes, previous LDA and GLA funded projects and the Future Jobs Fund (which has been independently evaluated by Inclusion).

Both the data analysis and benchmarking against other programmes will help inform the development of future programmes, especially when supported by findings from the process evaluation stage.

3. Impact assessment – June-July 

A robust impact analysis is a critical element of this project.  One of our key strengths is our commitment to and experience in conducting robust impact and cost benefit analysis according to Treasury Green Book principles.  We have carried out impact analyses using randomised control trials (RCTs) and control groups selected by propensity score matching (see experience section for more information). We are also able to conduct accurate impact analysis with small budgets and limited information. For example, in our independent evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund (funded by a group of local authorities) our impact and costs benefit analysis, drawing on the limited data available, provided very similar results to a separate analysis conducted by the DWP with full access to restricted benefit records.

Young Offender (YO) strand

In Inclusion’s feasibility study we identified that assembling a control group for the YO strand for EET outcomes for the impact assessment would be difficult. This is because DfE are not legally able to release the only combined (employment and education) dataset covering the relevant age-group (the NCCIS dataset). 

Therefore, we propose to use a range of different methods to assess impact.

The employment impact

We would compare the progress of YO programme participants against DWP statistics for Work Programme participants in Payment Group 9 for JSA Prison Leavers. This group is over 18, but is young (72% under 35) and therefore provides a benchmark. The Work Programme is also a PBR programme, so compares in more than one way.

Impact on Learning Participation

We propose to triangulate evidence on learning participation for the YO strand between information on learning participation from published BIS sources and research, in London where feasible, and research resources using datasets such as the Longitudinal Study of Young People in England, identifying groups comparable to the YO group through examining information on young people who were previously persistent truants, or excluded as there is evidence of both relating to offending behaviour. Other indicators of disadvantage can also be used.

Impact on reoffending

We propose to use the Ministry of Justice's (MoJ) Justice Data Lab to assess whether the YO strand reduced reoffending by participants. This is a free service provided by MoJ, and requires information so that MoJ can identify participants in the Police National Computer and MoJ's OASYS system.

MoJ assemble a control group by propensity score matching, in the same way as we have proposed for the EfS strand. They do this themselves as the MoJ datasets are not research datasets.

The MoJ report identifies whether or not an initiative makes a significant reduction (or increase) in reoffending. MoJ publish the report on their findings when they have finished their analysis. We will integrate the MoJ results into our final report, and use their estimate of impact in the cost-benefit analysis.

The Justice Data Lab is a free service so our costs for using it are those of assembling the personal information in the required form, ensuring that consents for research are appropriate, and then integrating the findings into our subsequent Cost-Benefit Analysis and reporting.

Excluded From School (EFS) strand

As discussed in our feasibility study, we propose creating a control group by selecting similar individuals to those on the EFS projects from the National Pupil Database, comparing control and treatment group outcomes after a set period of time. We will match individuals in the control group dataset with project participants using propensity score matching, a statistical technique which creates a control group by selecting and weighting individuals from a data set who have similar characteristics to those who are using a programme. Inclusion have successfully used an 'optimal matching' method of propensity score matching in an evaluation of the Want to Work European Social Fund employment programme in Wales and StepUP for DWP. 

The outcome target for the EFS project is sustainment in mainstream (non-PRU) education for 26 of the 32 weeks, and then 52 out of 64 weeks. This can be measured by looking at NPD exclusion records of pupils. For the outcomes to be recorded the entry must be into non-PRU education. This can be tracked through the NDP which has details of where pupils are enrolled in the ‘school census’ and ‘PRU census’ both contained within it.

Learning Difficulties and Disability (LDD) strand

As with the YO strand, a key challenge on the impact side will be the counterfactual, i.e. taking account of what would have happened in any case. The strongest means of doing this, as identified in the Magenta Book, through a formal control group is not viable. Instead, we will triangulate different pieces of evidence comparing progress of participants on the LDD strand to:

· Secondary data on sustained employment amongst learners with LDD

· Feedback from delivery partners and employers

· Evidence from the survey of beneficiaries on the importance of support for them in achieving outcomes

Given that the objectives of the programme are London-focussed, we propose to net outcomes (i.e. in terms of taking account of additionality) at the London level.

4. Cost benefit analysis – June-July 

We will produce a cost-benefit analysis that is compliant with Green Book guidance and quantify total economic costs and economic benefits over time to produce a net present value and benefit-cost ratio, using the standard Green Book discount rate of 3.5%. This will be done for each individual strand and the programme overall. Financial and fiscal implications of the project will be separately identified.

Costs 

We will utilise the following information (if available):

· Staff and Revenue costs – costs which tend to fluctuate in relation to the amount of activity being undertaken, including:

· Staff salaries (pro-rated for the amount of time spent on one case);

· Staff travel and subsistence expenses – especially important for those staff whose role involves outreach activities.

· Management and support costs – the costs of organisational support (such as IT, office management, HR) and management / supervisory time (pro-rated to take into account the proportion of their time spent supporting/managing front line staff). This should take into account salaries / pension contributions / national insurance.

· Universal or Capital costs, including

· One off investments such as new/refurbished buildings and facilities

· Overhead costs – to account for rent and utility costs: ask finance teams for an average percentage addition to staff costs and pro rate as above;

With the above information, we would be able to produce a detailed profile of costs.  The above is an ideal list. To the extent that any of the above information is not available we could adjust our method, for example, using standard rules of thumb for overhead costs. 

Costs will reflect the costs of programme delivery and given the PbR model, the unit costs of outcomes are relatively fixed. Following formal cost-benefit analysis principles the assessment ought to account for provider costs that may not have been covered by the programme (e.g. due to underachievement of outcomes). 

However, as noted in the Interim Evaluation, the unit costs arising through the GLA’s re-profiling process in Spring of 2014 can be seen as being reflective/inclusive of these wider provider costs (i.e. as they represent a more accurate reflection of the cost of delivery). 

Capturing the benefits

While estimating the costs of the programmes should be a relatively simple exercise based on management information held by the GLA, estimating the benefits is a considerably more difficult exercise.

The benefits will include wages and exchequer savings (e.g. from reduced benefit payments), and estimated benefits of training/education based on previously commissioned research.  We will draw on benchmarks from wider evidence available to give an indication of the relative value for money of the programme.  This will need to take into account specific target groups and the underlying employment and education participation context. 

Different benefits will arise from the three strands and we have detailed some of these below in more detail. 

Learning Difficulties and Disability strand

Benefits will be assessed based on assumptions used to monetise additional wages to individuals and exchequer savings, and will need to take account of additionality, including possible substitution effects, which we discuss in the next subsection below. Whilst we expect that the focus will be on employment outcomes given the target outcomes, for monetisation of education/training outcomes we will combine the evidence from consultations with beneficiaries that went into education or training with  existing research that has been undertaken to monetise the benefits of completing learning
. However this strand of the CBA, which was not included as part of the Interim Evaluation as a result of the lack of evidence regarding the outcomes for beneficiaries entering education or training, will be reported in a separate financial line to the employment based CBA. 

There are also wider benefits to be gained around this group.  The findings of the National Audit Office on the costs and benefits (short term and long term) of supporting young people with SEN
 will be considered to set out the wider benefits to the exchequer in the long term.

Excluded from schools strand

To establish the benefits of keeping participants in school we will adapt modelling we have previously used based on levels of persistent truancy from Department for Education data. We applied this modelling in a cost benefit analysis of West London Working looking at savings to the police, education system, NHS and individual.

Data about the savings from reducing truancy, time in PRUs, exclusions from school and education under attainment are available in the cost benefit tool and guidance developed by New Economy Manchester and adopted by the Cabinet Office and the Department for Communities and Local Government. The Department for Education’s Family Savings Calculator provides another source.

A sample of the savings figures pulled together by New Economy Manchester are detailed in the table below. Inclusion has successfully adapted this model for use in projects in Sheffield and in Lambeth, and would build on this work.
	Cost / saving detail
	Agency bearing the cost / making the saving
	Unit
	 
	Original source

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Year
	Updated cost/saving
	

	Permanent exclusion from school - total fiscal cost
	Multiple
	 
	Per person per year
	 £            9,219 
	2005/06
	Misspent Youth (2007)

	Provision of alternative education (e.g. in a pupil referral unit), per individual per effective year (see comments)
	Local Authority
	 
	Per person per year
	 £            7,181 
	2005/06
	Misspent Youth (2007)

	Permanent exclusion from school - health, per individual per effective year (see comments)
	NHS
	 
	Per person per year
	 £                64 
	2005/06
	Misspent Youth (2007)

	Permanent exclusion from school - crime, per individual per effective year (see comments)
	Criminal Justice System
	Police
	Per person per year
	 £              970 
	2005/06
	Permanent exclusion from school - crime, per individual per effective year (see comments)

	Permanent exclusion from school - Social Services, per individual per effective year (see comments)
	Local Authority
	 
	Per person per year
	 £            1,004 
	2005/06
	Permanent exclusion from school - Social Services, per individual per effective year (see comments)

	Permanent exclusion from school - crime, per individual per effective year (see comments)
	Criminal Justice System
	Police
	Per person per year
	 £              970 
	2005/06
	Permanent exclusion from school - crime, per individual per effective year (see comments)


In addition to the savings from preventing exclusion, the tool has figures which can be used to model lifetime earnings and associated benefits based on level of qualification. We will use NPD and other available data to model the attainment levels of young people against exclusion from schools in order to quantify qualification and lifetime earning benefits.

Young Offender strand
Short term benefits will come principally from the reduction in crime, improvements in liveability of the local areas, and improvements in health outcomes. Education benefits are more of the nature of intermediate outcomes, whose final outcome is related to the impact on lifetime earnings (or some reasonable proxy for 'lifetime').

The report to the ODPM by the Social Exclusion Unit (“Reducing Re-Offending by Ex-Prisoners” 2002) remains the most quoted reference regarding the cost of re-offending (and therefore the potential savings if there is a reduction in re-offending). At that time, the report found that “a re-offending ex-prisoner is likely to be responsible for crime costing the criminal justice system an average of £65,000”. Prolific offenders will cost even more. When re-offending leads to a further prison sentence, the costs soar: the average cost of a prison sentence imposed at a crown court is roughly £30,000, made up of courts and legal costs. The costs of actually keeping prisoners within prison average £37,000 per year.”

These figures cover financial or fiscal costs to Government.  They do not include the cost of the crime to victims, the costs of supporting families (state benefits, health, foster care, education support) whilst an offender is in custody, or costs to the state in supporting ex-offenders’ with unemployment rates 13 times higher than the general population, high levels of substance misuse (70% of offenders) or homelessness (32%). Therefore, a conservative estimate has been set at £100,000 pa per offender. 

According to Social Exclusion Unit, having a job is given as the most effective means of reducing re-offending, by between a third and a half, whilst having stable accommodation reduces the risk by a fifth.

More up to date figures have been collected by Manchester New Economy for their cost benefit model. These use figures from the National Offender Management Service (NOMS) and analysis conducted by the National Audit Office (NAO) and have been adjusted to present values. The table below presents overall figures and those for young offenders.
	Cost / saving detail
	Agency bearing the cost / making the saving
	Unit
	 
	Original source

	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Year
	Updated cost/saving
	

	Offender, Prison 
All prisons, including some central costs 
(costs per prisoner per annum)
	Criminal Justice System
	Prison
	Per person per year
	2010/11
	£39,472
	NOMS data, the costs incurred during 2010/2011 (See note 1)

	Youth offender, yearly average cost of a first time entrant (under 18) to the Criminal Justice System 
(SC)
	Criminal Justice System
	Young Offenders Institute
	Per year
	2010/11
	£21,268
	NAO Analysis, based on CIPFA, Home Office, Ministry of Justice and Youth Justice Board Data. Cited in NAO 2011 - The cost of a cohort of offenders to the criminal justice system  (See note 2)

	Unit cost of custody served in prison (under 18): (per person per month)
	Criminal Justice System
	Court
	Per month
	2008/09
	£5,485
	NAO Analysis, based on CIPFA, Home Office, Ministry of Justice and Youth Justice Board Data. Cited in NAO 2011 - The cost of a cohort of offenders to the criminal justice system 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note 1: These figures represent the overall average cost per prisoner and comprise ‘public sector establishments’ direct resource expenditure’ plus ‘an apportionment of costs borne centrally by HMPS and the National Offender Management Service’ and the ‘resource expenditure of contracted-out prisons, also increased by certain costs borne centrally.’ Note 2: This figure refers to the 5,650 first-time entrants in 2000, who were under 18 and reoffended in 2005. Of these cases, 4,936 were dealt with at court and 1,201 received a custodial sentence. 


Moving from gross to net impact

For cost benefit analyses, it is essential to calculate the net additional impacts of an intervention rather than the gross effects.  Gross effects are normally what is captured by programme monitoring information, for example the number of participants who moved into employment or entered learning.  Net impacts measure the additional impact of the programme compared to what it is estimated would have happened in its absence.  The net additional impacts will be less than the gross impacts for a number of reasons.  These are potentially:

· The counterfactual / deadweight – what would have happened to the participants in the absence of the programme. 

· Substitution – when a firm substitutes a supported person in place of another worker to take advantage of the public sector assistance.

· Displacement – the proportion of programme outputs that reduce outputs elsewhere in the economy.  Businesses in receipt of support directly or indirectly (e.g. lower costs due to the use of subsidised workers) are able to take market share from non-assisted businesses who in consequence have to reduce employment

· Leakage – the proportion of outputs that accrue to those outside the intervention’s target group or area

Differential adjustment

It should be recognised that different adjustments from gross to net are appropriate for different outputs.  Deadweight or the counterfactual is relevant for all outcomes.  Substitution is only relevant for work related outcomes.  For example, it is unlikely that that an individual undertaking a training course does so in place of (as a substitute for) another individual outside of the programme.  Displacement operates through markets and so only applies to job and work experience outcomes where the indirect support offered to the employer who provides work or work experience to participants may displace similar outcomes in unsupported companies.  Hence not all of the above adjustments would need to be applied to all gross programme impacts.  How we would apply these adjustments is set out below.
The Counterfactual
This will come from the Impact Assessment which estimates how the impact on individuals assisted by the ESF funded youth provision compares to what would have happened in the absence of this assistance.  

Substitution

The DWP Cost Benefit Analysis Framework outlines the evidence from past studies of employment programmes.  This evidence suggests that for demand side policies (e.g. wage subsidies) substitution ranges from 30% to 60%; while for supply side policies the range is 0-20%.  Hence our estimates of substitution would be based on the evidence provided by DWP and for demand side policies we assume a central estimate of 45% with a low estimate of 30% and a high estimate of 60%.  

Displacement

A literature survey undertaken for the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) included data from over 280 evaluations covering a range of economic development and regeneration interventions across the UK.  For displacement (via the product market), this study provides evidence on the range of values for displacement found for past programmes.  

The DWP Cost Benefit Analysis Framework argues that it is also likely that displacement impacts are included in the estimates of demand-side substitution effects, as the two would be very difficult to distinguish empirically.  Hence we would not adjust for displacement in addition to substitution for demand side interventions but would do so for supply side interventions. 

Leakage  

A 2009 literature survey undertaken for BIS also provides evidence on the magnitude of leakage for interventions which match people to jobs and for workforce / skills development.  Hence we would base our estimates of leakage on this evidence.

Multipliers

The DWP’s cost benefit analysis framework does not recommend including multiplier effects in the calculation of programme impacts. A number of arguments are deployed and in particular it is argued that in the absence of detailed information on spending patterns it is difficult to conclude whether or not the multiplier impacts of policies have a positive or negative impact on the economy.  For example, if the additional spending consequent on higher employment and incomes has negative wider social impacts (negative externalities) such as spending on tobacco or products whose production involves pollution.  There are arguments in principle both for and against the use of multipliers within our impact analysis.  We take the naturally intuitive position that more spending as a result of higher employment and incomes is more likely to be beneficial rather than disadvantageous and so include multipliers.  For transparency, we would report our results with and without multiplier effects.  The 2009 survey undertaken for BIS again provides evidence on the magnitude of multiplier effects for interventions.

5. Process evaluation – May-July 2015

The process evaluation strand will complement the quantitative impact strand and explore the key operational lessons learnt, models of good practice for each strand and draw these together to produce evidence-based recommendations for future commissioning of youth programmes.   

Process strand topics and aims

Our approach will build on what is known from the interim evaluation findings and develop the research on the following key areas: 

· The opportunity context in which delivery has taken place, including the impact of broad policy and ongoing legislative changes on GLA funding activity and  its impacts on front line delivery  

· The operation of different payment models and milestones on delivery design and operation and the ways in which managing agents and frontline providers have responded to these opportunities and challenges

· Refine understandings of different delivery models and understand which interventions have – or could have – worked most effectively in practice in order to meet project objectives, meet participant needs and complement broader statutory and non-statutory support services.  

· The impacts of different delivery models on different beneficiary cohorts and understand the specific aspects of interventions that facilitate immediate and sustained EET outcomes for groups of project beneficiaries and the contribution that these outcomes make for statutory institutions and other support services.   

Overall, this strand of the research will seek to define: 

· Where GLA investment can add most value; 

· Understand what presently works best to support London EET outcomes;

· Which models or activities are scaleable and which areas or models could be further refined for the future.  

Research design and methodology

In order to meet these aims, the research will adopt a mixed methods approach and sequence the research in the following stages and adopt the following methodology.

Review of delivery models  

We will firstly review the performance of the different Lead Delivery Partners and subcontractors using the most current management information to identify performance at 26 and 52 weeks at the Lead Delivery Partner and subcontractor level, conducting some sub group analysis to identify trends for different demographic groups.   

Secondly we will review the qualitative analysis conducted across the three Youth Programme strands comparing these to their overall performance over time to capture emerging areas of good practice – and for which groups.  

Building on the theories of change and logic models developed in the interim evaluations, the final evaluation will sketch out the typologies of delivery models for each programme strand in terms of their inputs, intervention activities and intended short and longer term outcomes and use these frameworks in the subsequent stages of qualitative and quantitative research.   

Understanding good practice models in the delivery context

A key aim of the final evaluation will be to understand how delivery models have operated in practice and understand the reasons behind good or lower than anticipated performance.   Initial learning from the interim evaluations found that delivery across three strands were impacted by changes in the policy and legislative landscape and that certain delivery models and interventions had a better fit with existing statutory and non-statutory support services.  

As such, SQW and Inclusion propose to conduct the following research to be conducted for each Youth Programme strand: 

· 30 telephone interviews (up to 10 per strand) with strategic and delivery stakeholders relevant to each Youth Programme strand.  For the LDD strand these will include a mix of Local authority cluster contacts, college and training providers.  For the ESF strand, these will include a mix of educators such as strategic school, alternative education and local authority representatives and other behavioural support services.  For the YO strand, this will include a mix of Youth Offending Teams (YOTs) and secure estates (SE) staff and probation officers.  

The interviews will cover the relevant changes the policy and legislative landscape and which types of services best fit in this context, how youth programme initiatives have responded over the delivery period and capture indictors of good delivery practice, innovative approaches or partnership working and those which require refinement or improvement. 

· 20 telephone interviews (6-7 per strand) with delivery subcontractors.   Using the typology-based framework, these interviews will uncover the reasons behind different levels of performance and/or challenges of working with different participant groups, explore the barriers/successes in tailoring support to different needs, referral and engagement mechanisms and partnerships.  They will capture refinements to practice and delivery in light of ongoing contextual and other delivery challenges and to benchmark practice against stakeholder evidence of best practice methodologies for different groups.   
In addition to research conducted across strands, we propose the following research for each individual strand: 

· LDD strand: 18-20 telephone interviews with employers.  SQW will deliver 18-20 telephone interviews with employers (c 10 per provider) to be agreed with the GLA in advance.  These interviews will cover levels of satisfaction with LDP’s employer engagement; types of roles that participants have secured and whether these roles are additional; perspectives on how young people have settled into jobs, including any challenges and remedial measures; views on which aspects of support contribute most to outcomes; changes in employer attitudes towards employing young people with LDD.  
· EFS strand: 6-7 face-to-face interviews with school/college/alternative education provider representatives.  These interviews will capture the experience of the educators who have received support from subcontracting delivery partners, capture views on what interventions work for participants with different levels of need. 
· YO strand: 6-7 face-to-face/telephone interviews with secure estate workers and caseworkers.  As above, these interviews will capture the perspectives of statutory support workers in secure estates and the community, in order to understand how delivery partners have sought to improve their working practices and interventions.  
Understanding beneficiary outcomes 

Across each programme strand we propose to conduct beneficiary research to capture ‘soft outcome’ changes such as managing emotions, taking alternative perspectives on negative events and changes in confidence and self-belief to beneficiaries EET outcomes.  

Both SQW and Inclusion will construct a sample frame which includes a variety of different support initiatives provided for different demographic groups and – with support recruitment support from subcontractors – different levels of need (and in the case of LDD strand types of physical, learning disability or mental health impairments).  

We will aim to target participants at a range of stages in the support journey with those coming toward the end of their 52 week support and potentially post-support being of particular important to add to the interim qualitative findings and to find those who have fully engaged and those not engaged to explore reasons behind success or challenges with different types of approaches:

· LDD strand – 15 face-to-face beneficiary interviews.  Led by SQW, these interviews will capture individual experiences of the support journey and individual impacts on emotional resilience and behaviour, using simple questions, statements and visual tools.  
· ESF strand – 15 face-to-face beneficiary interviews. Led by Inclusion, these interviews will use a variety of visual and participatory methods to capture changes at the emotional, academic and behavioural levels.  The research will seek to capture those who have both engaged and not fully engaged 
· YO strand – 15 face-to-face beneficiary interviews.  Also led by Inclusion, these interviews will also capture beneficiaries emotional, academic and behavioural changes, but also seek to capture instances of re-offending behaviour or capacity to maintain positive behaviours.
All interviews will be conducted by skilled interviewers who hold relevant disclosure and barring certificates.  Interviewees will be incentivised to participate with a £10 love-to-shop voucher. 

Managing risk and reward in the PBR model

In order to facilitate an understanding of the operation of the management structures, the operation of the PBR model and other strategic issues, we propose the following interviews: 

· Up to 7 face-to-face interviews with GLA staff. 

· Face-to-face interviews with each lead delivery partner (6 interviews)

These interviews will cover the extent to which  the programme matches the original specification set out, its rationale, the operation of the PBR model, approaches to performance management and any ways in which lead staff have supported programme and subcontractor performance.  The interviews will also consider the strategic added value of the Youth Programmes, stakeholder learning, partnerships etc. 

Making delivery and commissioning recommendations

In order to make good practice recommendations, we propose 3 workshops (1 per strand) with strategic stakeholders to consider practice and future commissioning recommendations.  Led by Inclusion’s Director of Policy and Research and senior researchers these sessions will bring together strategic leads to consider good practice themes (referral mechanisms, delivery, partnerships and innovative practices), additionality of Youth Programme initiatives and evidence-based recommendations about future commissioning, performance monitoring and outcome measures.  
Inclusion  have successfully used this ‘action research’ approach in current DWP evaluations of Universal Support Delivered Locally, an evaluation of in-work progression strategies for DWP and Timewise Foundation and currently advising Trust for London and the Walcott Foundation in developing a consistent monitoring and evaluation framework  

Analysis process

With the respondent’s permission all the interviews would be recorded and we will then make detailed notes of the interview and relevant quotations. Listening back to recordings ensures that researchers accurately capture what was said, and allows us to use verbatim quotes in our reporting to illustrate findings. The notes and quotations would then be assessed using an analysis grid. The grid sets out key themes, which will reflect topics covered in the discussion guide and the key research questions.

Through our analysis of interviews we will then be able to draw comparisons across beneficiaries in order to explore the cross cutting themes in successfully delivering support to this client group and determine what works best in addressing specific needs.  We would review the data against the key themes such as the through the gate support, transitioning and transition planning, support planning and access to bespoke support.

6. Reporting – July-August

In line with the requirement in the ITT, the first draft of the final evaluation report will be submitted in early August (we propose Thursday 6 August).  The report will draw together all of the research strands and present assessments of the delivery, impact and value for money of the youth programme as a whole and of each of the three themes.  This will compare performance against intended objectives and outcomes, and against the Beneficiary Agreement between the GLA and the Secretary of State.

We propose that the structure follows broadly the recommendation in the ITT, but perhaps simplified into seven key sections or chapters:

· A headline executive summary; 

· Section(s) describing the project background, context and rationale and the evaluation approach; 

· Profiles of funding/ expenditure, outputs and outcomes, and analysis of EET outcomes; 

· An assessment of how projects were designed and delivered, with recommendations for the future; 

· An assessment of the commissioning, funding and management of the programme, with a particular focus on payment by results – again with recommendations for the future;

· An assessment of the added value of the programme as a whole and of individual themes, key conclusions and recommendations; and

· Annexes describing changes in behaviour (EFS strand) and impacts on reoffending (YO strand).

Given the breadth of potential audiences for the work, and particularly the different needs of ESF oversight/ management compared with those involved in the delivery of services, we are keenly aware of the need to ensure that the report ‘speaks to’ the diverse needs of different groups.  We have extensive experience of writing formal reports that are also practitioner-focused, and would intend to apply that learning here too.  In particular, that means ensuring: that writing is clear and accessible to a range of audiences; that the executive summary in particular is clear, concise and engaging; and that key findings that have practice relevance are clearly explained and are grounded in an understanding of the commissioning and delivery landscape.

Following submission of the first draft, we would propose to receive comments by Monday 17 August and to submit a final draft on 27 August.  

Following this, we will prepare and agree the presentation that will be used for presenting findings to stakeholders in September 2015.

Dissemination

In addition to our reporting commitments we are happy to discuss dissemination opportunities at Inclusion events. Inclusion has extensive experience in the dissemination of research and practice reports to key audiences in appropriate formats.  For example, we run an extensive programme of events and conventions including our annual Youth Employment Convention (in partnership with the AELP and City and Guilds), which attracts around 300 delegates, and an annual London Employment and Skills Convention. We run a popular weekly news bulletin service on employment, skills and welfare with over 8,000 unique subscribers and have a strong online presence. We have excellent links with central government departments, London Councils, the LGA and key media in the fields of employment, education and skills. 

Understanding and expertise

Inclusion is the leading non-profit research organisation dedicated to tackling labour market disadvantage and improving how evidence is understood, used and shared in the design and delivery of support.  SQW brings considerable expertise around the support available for young people with learning difficulties and disabilities (LDD). SQW has been evaluating the progress of the SEND Pathfinders since 2011. 
Together we bring a deep expertise in programme evaluation, and specifically in in-depth research and evaluation of youth programmes.   We are uniquely well placed to undertake this evaluation, having delivered the interim evaluations for the youth programmes, and already conducted feasibility assessments for the impact analysis stage.

Working in partnership, we will seek to develop a coherent and consistent evaluation design which will report on lessons learned and make recommendations for future delivery and commissioning at the whole programme level.  With Inclusion’s overall management and oversight, we intend to work in partnership and thereby add value to the expertise gained from the evaluation of individual strands.  Where possible we intend to de-brief together so that we may cross reference findings and use the logic of comparison to draw out broad trends and patterns in outcomes, good practices and/or challenges.  

The interim research has made clear that across the different strands there are a number of key issues in addition to those identified by the GLA that this final evaluation will seek to address and take forward through forward thinking findings and recommendations.  The interim evaluations have found a number of instances of where educative policy and national legislative changes impacted local operational delivery and the overall ‘support market’ in which GLA funded support was seeking to deliver. 

Specifically for LDD strand the Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) bill which came into force in September 2014, the replacement of schools statements and Learning and Disability Assessments (S139a) with the Education Health and Care Plans may have reduced levels of engagement with the GLA programme as educators sought to deal with these reforms. 

In the case of the YO programme there has been an overall trend from 2008 onwards to policy seeking to intervene with community sentencing and rehabilitation of young offenders which has reduced the available cohort for the GLA programme and meant that the cohort worked with have overall higher needs than would be anticipated in a wider group.  

In the case of the ESF strand and YO strands, the ‘market’ of support interventions has been crowded by the introduction of the Pupil Premium which has seen a variety of providers seek school based funding to provide a variety of behavioural and educationally focused support services,  Moreover, changing external exclusion policies towards conducting ‘managed moves’ and/or exclusion points to manage pupil’s behaviour and the national initiative to raise the education participation age form 16-18 has renewed a school focus on keeping young people in education and supporting traditional academic qualifications over vocational routes.  In this way providers must compete with educative and academic imperatives and provide services that complement rather than detract from these overall aims in order to achieve volumes.  

As is explained more fully in the Methodology above, our evaluation approach is intended to contextualise findings with reference to these changes and by working with key stakeholders to consider future direction of change and the ways in which delivery providers can add most value to the statutory and non-statutory market of support.  

Inclusion Experience
Inclusion has considerable experience of working with and designing research and evaluation projects for young people at risk of becoming NEET or NEET, including young people at risk of becoming excluded from school or offending. Inclusion also has significant policy and practice-based knowledge of the drivers of (and barriers to) youth engagement in EET.
We are in the final stages of work for Leonard Cheshire Disability looking at education participation and employment for young disabled people, and providing policy recommendations on how to better support the transitions. Our report, Youth Unemployment: A million reasons to act,
 has been highly influential, and Tony Wilson of Inclusion has given expert on youth participation to the Work and Pensions Select Committee.
 Tony will be directing this work, and was previously Head of youth employment policy and programmes in the Department for Work and Pensions (after which he was appointed Head of Employment Policy at HM Treasury).

We have a great deal of expertise in research focusing on young people. Some recent examples that have directly involved staff that will be working on this project are detailed below.

Inclusion conducted the interim evaluation of the European Social Fund (ESF) Co-financed Youth Programme 2011-13 for the GLA. This final evaluation will build on this work. The interim evaluation is informing the development of the 2014-2020 ESF programme and GLA co-financing plan; and the research explored how effectively the programme was being delivered, the experience of beneficiaries to date and whether it was achieving its aim of reaching the hardest to help by identifying and targeting workless Londoners. It also assessed the added value of the programme (in terms of ‘additional’ outcomes and value for money) to provide timely evidence to inform the development of the 2014-2020 ESF programme and the next GLA co-financing plan.

Inclusion has extensive experience of using propensity score matching in evaluations of employment programmes. Recent projects include evaluations of Want to Work European Social Fund employment programme in Wales, StepUP for DWP, and the Brent Employment Navigator Pilot.

We completed the Want2Work Evaluation on behalf of Jobcentre Plus Wales
; a study which involved qualitative work with stakeholders and participants to explore delivery of this ESF-funded employment programme for jobseekers and inactive people in Wales.
 We used management information and online survey data to calculate additional employment outcomes resulting from the programme, using a propensity-score matching approach. From this we developed policy recommendations to inform ongoing delivery of programme. We are also using the same methodology to undertake an impact evaluation of the South West Workways employment programme for Neath Port Talbot Council.

We are evaluating “Get Young People Working – The Youth Offer” for the City of London Corporation’s Charity, City Bridge Trust. The two-year programme aims to help 1,000 young people across the Capital gain employment, an apprenticeship or vocational training through grants to local authorities in London who are working in partnership with voluntary and community sector (VCS) organisations. The evaluation involves two waves of fieldwork; comprising an online survey of young people participating in the programme, analysis of partnerships’ management information data, telephone interviews with the local authority and VCS partners, and case studies of the progress in certain boroughs. 

We also have experience of projects that involve a strong action research element to explore the impact of policy and to inform delivery. For example, Inclusion is currently evaluating a Universal Credit (UC) pilot of in-work progression support, conducted by Timewise for the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP).  This supports a pilot cohort of low-income parents in South London District who will come under UC conditionality thresholds.  
Inclusion conducted the only independent Evaluation of the Future Jobs Fund. Inclusion produced a national and independent record of the impact of Future Jobs Fund (FJF), as an intervention that created paid, short term employment specifically for long term unemployed young people.
 The research summarised the Future Jobs Fund’s benefits, its areas for improvement, its impact and its value for money. It consisted of: a meta-evaluation of the individual evaluations that local lead accountable bodies had already conducted; face to face interviews with staff and young people; and the development of a value for money model to provide a realistic assessment of the costs and benefits of the fund and comparisons to other programmes.

Inclusion is currently conducting a programme evaluation of the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme for the Greater London Authority (GLA). The Programme will provide adult volunteer mentors for 1,000 black boys aged 10-16 and employs an outcome-based delivery model. The two year evaluation will include a programme evaluation, including interviews with providers, mentors, mentees and their families, and other stakeholders. In addition, we will conduct impact analysis using propensity score matching and cost benefit analysis.

SQW experience

SQW brings considerable expertise around the support available for young people with learning difficulties and disabilities (LDD).  From 2008-12 we scoped and then evaluated the Department for Education’s individual budgets for families with disabled children programme.  This was superseded by the proposals in the Special Education Needs and Disabilities (SEND) Green paper, and 31 local authority Pathfinders to trial its concepts.  SQW has been evaluating the progress of the SEND Pathfinders since 2011.  The Pathfinders cover young people aged 0-25.  As part of this work we have:

· Engaged with a wide range of national and local stakeholders

· Surveyed and consulted with over 1,500 families

· Developed a series of programme and thematic reports, including specific outputs on post-16 transition and another on provision for 19-25 year olds.

In addition to this major national work we have also undertaken related studies for the SE7 group of local authorities and third sector organisations In Control and Kids, who are leading support projects to help local authorities and other stakeholders to implement the reforms, which became law in September 2014. 

Building on this experience, in 2014/15, SQW undertook the Interim Evaluation of the 2011 – 13 Youth Programme: Theme 1 Young People with Learning Difficulties and Disabilities.

SQW also has extensive wider experience of working with the then LDA and the GLA on the evaluation of its major employment and skills programmes:  

· Between 2009 and 2011, working for the then LDA, SQW completed the Interim Impact Assessment of the London Employment and Skills Taskforce for London 2012 (LEST 2012). This a survey of 2,000 beneficiaries supported by employment and skills investment.  

· In 2011, SQW evaluated the LDA’s ESF 2007 – 2010 programme, including Personal Best, the flagship Olympics volunteering programme, and the LDA’s first large scale pilot of the Black Box commissioning approach (the LDA funded five £2m projects across London).    

· In 2012/13, SQW prepared the Olympic Jobs Report. As well as providing a high level overall assessment of LEST, this also provided an interim impact and process evaluation of the Greater London Authority’s (GLA) three Employment and Skills Legacy projects.  Following this, in 2014/15 SQW undertook the Final Evaluation of the Host Borough Employment and Skills Programme. 

· SQW is currently undertaking independent evaluations of three elements of the Mayor’s Education Plan: The London Curriculum, The London Schools Gold Club, and a Knowledge Mobilisation Project
Outside of London we are undertaking the evaluation of Greater Manchester’s Working Well programme, which is delivered across 10 local authorities and co-funded by the Department for Work and Pensions.  The success of the programme led to it being referenced in the recent Devolution Agreement, which set out a target of increasing it from 5,000 to 50,000 clients. In Scotland we completed an evaluation of the New College Learning Programme in 2013, and are just completing the formative evaluation of the successor Employability Fund.  The Fund is targeted at 16-25 year olds and delivered across Scotland, with clients referred in to different levels of support and provision based on three levels of need.

Team Pen Pictures

We have assembled a strong team for this bid, drawing together expertise in qualitative and quantitative research, impact assessment, cost-benefit analysis, data analysis and employment and skills policy.  Pen pictures are set out below.

Tony Wilson will be the Project Director. Tony is the Policy and Research Director and Inclusion and he has more than ten years’ experience of policy and research, project management and delivery across a range of roles in HM Treasury, the Department for Work and Pensions and Jobcentre Plus. Since joining Inclusion Tony has led on a range of research and policy projects, including directing large scale mixed methods evaluations.  He has particular expertise in youth policy, including assessing approaches to tackling youth unemployment (where he authored a recent research report for the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills), and leading research with the Northern Ireland Government to evaluate their employment and skills programmes for young people (Pathways to Success).

Jane Colechin will be the Project Manager. Jane is an experienced qualitative researcher who has a wealth of experience in participatory approaches in research methods and developing innovative research tools and materials. Since joining Inclusion, Jane has applied her research skills to design and conduct research for a number of evaluations and studies. These include the evaluation of the Work Programme for the Department of Work and Pensions, a process evaluation of the ESF Youth Programmes for the Greater London Authority, the evaluation of Northern Ireland’s Pathways to Success strategy and studies of employment support for national charities, Age UK and the Shaw Trust. She is currently project managing the evaluation of the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme for the GLA and the evaluation of the City Bridge Trust’s Youth Offer grant programme.

Duncan Melville is Chief Economist at Inclusion. He has nearly 30 years experience in the private and public sectors in both the UK and New Zealand, and strong economic analysis and policy making skills. He has two degrees, BA and MSc, in economics and his long experience of learning by doing over the years.  Duncan’s career has given him the opportunity to undertake economic analysis across a wide range of subjects.  As well as labour economics, he has particular expertise in macroeconomic analysis and policy, economic appraisal and evaluation techniques, economic impact studies, and spatial economics / economic geography, especially the economics of cities.  Duncan is currently directing an evaluation of the Employment Opportunities Fund for Bradford District Council and the skills conditionality pilot for the Welsh Government.
Lovedeep Vaid is a Senior Labour Market Statistician who has extensive expertise in data analysis, modelling and toolkit development.  He has worked as a Senior Statistical Analyst at the Greater London Authority, where he led on the development and analysis of social exclusion data, as well as leading specialist analysis of income, benefits and labour market statistics. At Inclusion Lovedeep manages the Data Section of the London Skills and Employment Observatory, a website commissioned by the LDA aimed to pooling the wide range of existing statistics, research and information available on the current state of the London labour market. He was also involved in the Worklessness Cost Audit project for London Councils and formulating an Evaluation Framework for the London Skills and Employment Board. 

Paul Bivand is Associate Director of Statistics and Analysis at Inclusion, with over 30 years of experience in employment and skills policy research. He is a committee member of the Labour Market Statistics User Group, which operates under the auspices of the Royal Statistical Society. Paul leads the analysis of labour market statistics and economic forecasting and on the analysis of existing survey resources and, where these are inadequate, manages specialised surveys commissioned by clients. He is an expert at analysing the Labour Force Survey and also has extensive experience of examining longitudinal surveys. 

Afzal Rahman is a Researcher at Inclusion. He works with the statistics and research teams and is proficient in both quantitative and qualitative methods. Afzal is experienced in conducting impact analysis of employment programmes and cost-benefit analysis. Examples include the use of propensity score matching in evaluations of the Brent Navigator Scheme, and the Workways programme in Wales. He also worked on a cost-benefit analysis of Lambeth Council’s local labour market interventions. Afzal has extensive experience of qualitative research with young people and vulnerable groups. For example, he recruited participants and conducted interviews at drop-in advice centres in Tower Hamlets as part of a project exploring the impacts of welfare reform. He has also done qualitative research including interviews and focus groups with young people in projects for London Youth, and as part of an evaluation of the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme.

Lauren Bennett is a Research Assistant at Inclusion who specialises in qualitative research and analysis. Lauren is experienced in conducting telephone and face-to-face interviews, analysis and report writing. At Inclusion Lauren has worked on the evaluation of employment support for young people NEET on behalf of the City Bridge Trust, undertaken interviews with mentor’s and mentee’s for the London Mayor’s Mentoring programme evaluation and supported the qualitative evaluation of programmes and provision under Pathways to Success Northern Ireland.  

Carmen Hoya is a Research Assistant at Inclusion. Since joining, Carmen has assisted with the collation, analysis and presentation of statistics on the labour market, skills and welfare to work in support of Inclusion’s research and policy work. Carmen is currently working on the quantitative assessment of the Bradford Employment Opportunities Fund, an Intermediate Labour Market aimed at tackling unemployment in the Bradford area for Bradford District Council. She is also working on the assessment of the Wales Skills Conditionality programme, en evaluation commissioned by the Welsh Government to assess the impact of sanctioning. 

Ruth Rajkumar Ruth Rajkumar is an Inclusion associate who has over 8 years of experience of managing and conducting a wide range of qualitative research projects for government clients including the Department for Work and Pensions. She also has experience of investigating labour market disadvantages and welfare to work, and she has used customer journey mapping in a number of projects.

Graham Thom (Managing Director) would lead SQW inputs to the assignment.  Graham has over 25 years of research experience, beginning in academia before moving to commercial consultancy.  He has directed all of our work for DfE around SEND, including leading the work on post-16 and -19 thematics which are of particular relevance here.  He has also led many skills and employment related assignments including on-going work in for the Department for Business Innovation and Skills (BIS) on a local labour market study (focussing on how decisions about provision are made) and the evaluation of the Manchester Work Leavers Programme for Greater Manchester Authority, which targets those who fail to find a job through the Work Programme, and the evaluation of the Six Host Borough Employment and Skills Programme for the GLA.

Robert Willis (SQW Senior Consultant and Manager of the London Office) will be the overall project manager. An Economist by training, Robert has been involved in numerous programme evaluations during his ten years at SQW and has specialised in the area of employment and skills. Robert was the project manager for the Olympics Jobs evaluation commissioned by the GLA, Host Borough Unit and LOCOG and the more recent evaluation of the London Mayor’s £13m Host Borough Employment and Skills Programme.  In 2011, Robert managed the evaluation of the London Development Agency’s (LDA) ESF programme (2007-2010) which included the evaluation of the LDA’s five £2m pilot payment by results based sustained employment projects (the Black Box projects). Working with Graham, in 2010 Robert project managed the evaluation of the LDA’s three Accord Projects, also one of 2012 Games key employment projects. More recently, Robert has been working with Crossrail Ltd to assess the impact of its employment and skills strategy with a particular focus on its apprenticeship programme and Tunnelling Underground and Construction Academy. 

In LDD related work, Robert was part of the SQW team commissioned by the Department of Health to undertake the evaluation of the Adult Common Assessment Framework Demonstrator Programme. As part of the evaluation Robert undertook the evaluation of two demonstrator areas: Camden and the Isle of Wight. Robert was also part of National Evaluation of the SEND Pathfinder Programme with specific lead case study responsibility for Surrey and Medway.  

Christopher Carr (SQW Senior Consultant) provides considerable expertise in conducting evaluations and other research projects with a focus on children and young people with special educational needs and disabilities. He has played a key role in much of SQWs work in this area including leading a number of case/thematic studies as part of the National Evaluation of the SEND Pathfinder Programme, the Direct Payments Pilot and the evaluation of the SEND Support Contracts for the Department for Education (England). Such work required extensive engagement with Local Authorities and Third Sector organisations engaged in the delivery of commissioned services for young people with learning difficulties and disabilities. In addition to his strong track-record in supporting the development and delivery of qualitative approaches, he has demonstrated a strong understanding of quantitative approaches. Most recently, working with the National Disability Authority in Ireland, he supported a cost-benefit analysis of the Support Intensity Scale (SIS) and In Control assessment instruments. Christopher also brings considerable experience of working with the GLA. He is presently managing the evaluation of the GLA Leadership Clubs Programme, and is leading the evaluation of a number of strands of the evaluation of the Mayor’s Education Programme including the Gold Clubs and London Curriculum initiatives. 

Farai Chipato (SQW Consultant) is an experienced consultant, with over five years’ experience working in research and policy across a variety of fields in local government. Since joining SQW in 2013, Farai has worked on several projects involving troubled (or complex) families and the provision of social care services. He provided research and analysis for the evaluation of the Integrated Family Support System (IFSS) programme for the Welsh Government, which examined the integration of services for families, with a specific focus on alcohol and substance abuse issues. He is also currently working on the evaluation of the Working Well Initiative in Greater Manchester, which delivers intensive support to benefit claimants coming out of the DWP Work Programme. In his previous position as an analyst at New Economy Manchester, Farai was involved in studies related to troubled families, worklessness and health related out-of-work benefits, as part of his work on the Greater Manchester Local Economic Assessment. He also contributed to the development of policies across a variety of areas, including the most recent update of the Greater Manchester Strategy.

Jade Yap (SQW Research Consultant). Jade joined SQW as a Research Consultant in 2014 after graduating from City University with a Distinction in MSc Health Economics. For her Master’s dissertation, Jade developed her quantitative skills by investigating whether missing Patient-reported Outcomes data (PROMs) are systematic by patient or provider characteristics under the supervision of the Office of Health Economics.  Prior to that, Jade gained qualitative research experience working as a Freelance Researcher on an economic appraisal of the Youngballymun initiative with the company, Just Economics.

Since joining SQW Jade has worked for a variety of clients, recently contributing to a data analysis and literature review for Developing and Delivery of Best Practice Approaches and Resources for the National Careers Service, which focuses on improving access to employment opportunities.  She is also involved in evaluations of school improvement programmes such as the National Literacy and National Numeracy programmes in Wales which aim to provide young people with a solid educational foundation before they leave for employment. 

Project and Resource Plan

Our indicative timetable for the project is set out below.  The key milestones are:
Inception meeting: 


Week commencing 27 April

Commence fieldwork: 

Week commencing 25 May

Progress meeting:


Week commencing 1 June

Complete fieldwork: 

10 July

Complete impact asst and CBA:
17 July

Submit draft report:


6 August

Submit final report:


27 August

Stakeholder presentation:

September

Indicative project timetable and milestone plan
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1. Scoping stage

Inception meeting

Rapid review

Production of Project Initiation Document

2. Data collection and MI analysis

Data collection

Data analysis

Programme benchmarking

3. Impact assessment

Conduct impact assessments

4. Cost benefit analysis

Conduct cost-benefit analyses

5. Process evaluation

Research material design

Recruitment

Stakeholder telephone interviews

Sub-contractor interviews

Strand-specific research

Beneficiary interviews

GLA staff

Analysis

Strategic workshops

6. Reporting

Final report first draft

Final report final draft

Stakeholder presentation


Quality Assurance Plan and Risk Register

Inclusion applies a management system certified under BS EN ISO 9001:2000. This ensures our business processes are of the highest quality and demonstrates our ability to consistently provide services that meet customer and regulatory requirements. We follow a detailed quality assurance policy and have developed a rigorous quality management system (QMS) which is kept up to date and continually improved in accordance with ISO 9001:2000. 

All stages of research projects including: development of research materials, data collection, data handling, data analysis and research outputs undergo quality control and assurance verification.

When conducting research with vulnerable groups, Inclusion researchers are provided with appropriate training and support to ensure all work is completed to a high standard and conducted safely. For example, Inclusion staff members have undergone training in conducting fieldwork on a face to face basis with young people.  This training included how researchers should approach all stages of the fieldwork process including: gaining informed consent, interviewing techniques, analysis and reporting. 

It is important that when working with children and young people that the highest possible ethical standards are applied and maintained and that the safety and wellbeing of children and young people is paramount. All research staff have enhanced DBS clearance, are trained in child protection and safeguarding policies and all research staff ensure that research methods adhere to the Social Research Association Ethical Guidelines and the Market Research Society Guidelines for research among children and young people. Inclusion will comply with any other client ethical requirements governing as long as these are not in conflict with SRA guidelines.  Inclusion will ensure that children and young people involved in our research projects will be protected from harm potentially arising as a consequence of taking part in the research. Where appropriate, fieldwork including interviews and focus groups will be accompanied by a careful de-briefing or signposting to suitable sources of help, particularly when discussing sensitive or difficult experiences.  

Inclusion rigorously quality assures all research materials. This includes producing drafts of discussion guides for interviews and focus groups and working with clients to ensure final versions answer research objectives. No materials can go into the field without sign off from the project director and the project manager on the client side. We always ensure research materials are developed in a way that is accessible to all. 

Inclusion project managers hold fieldwork briefings in advance of any qualitative or quantitative fieldwork to ensure the team fully understands the objectives of the research. Discussion guides and questionnaires are piloted (and questions cognitively tested) so that researchers can ascertain how questions are understood by respondents and can further develop materials as required. We also ensure that all researchers are briefed on the particular challenges they may face when conducting research with particular groups. 

Inclusion’s Data Protection Officer ensures researchers meet the requirements of the Data Protection Act 1998. As part of data audit procedures, Inclusion reviews and amends the data protection policies and procedures in line with client need and the Data Protection Act 2008.

Project update meetings are held regularly to ensure consistency, maintain quality and rigour, and keep team members focussed on timescales and budgets. All projects are discussed during monthly research meetings. Inclusion has also invested in remote working capability so that all staff can securely access files and email irrespective of their location.

1.1 Risk management

We are experienced in undertaking complex projects and place great importance on ensuring that a full appreciation of the risks is undertaken at the start of the project and reviewed on an ongoing basis. We will conduct a full review of performance and quality issues annually through a formal contract review process, quarterly through project planning and review meetings and our monthly reporting activity.  We revise and refresh our risk assessment, and through use of a traffic light system provide ‘early warning’ of any issues or concerns that may affect the delivery of the project.  This will be supported by proposals to deal with these issues for discussion and agreement with the GLA.

The table below sets out the key risks attached to the evaluation and what we will do to mitigate them. These risks will be monitored throughout the project and these will be revised if we are successful following the initial start up and scoping phase of the evaluation. The impact and likelihood of each risk occurring is scored on a scale of 0-5 where 0 is no impact or likelihood and 5 is high impact or likelihood. 

	Risk
	Risk description and cause
	Likelihood
	Impact
	Risk Management Plan 

	Accessing data from providers
	There is a risk that providers are unable to provide Inclusion with relevant data. 
	Medium
	Medium
	From the beginning of the evaluation Inclusion will outline clearly the information required from providers. We will do this by providing templates and other resources that providers can use to easily transfer data to Inclusion. 

	Conducting interviews with vulnerable /young participants
	There is a risk that young people may not want to/be able to contribute to the evaluation. 
	Medium
	Medium
	Inclusion has extensive knowledge and experience of recruiting and conducting interviews with young people. We will provide all information in an easy to read format to ensure participants and parents can clearly understand what the evaluation will entail.

	Gaining consent from parents/ guardians
	There is a risk that it will prove difficult to gain parental consent to conduct research with those aged less than 16. 
	Medium
	High
	Inclusion has scheduled beneficiary research later in the timetable than provider research, in order to build in enough time to collect appropriate consent. We will approach parents through providers, and give providers consent forms to collect consent whenever they meet with parents.

	Providers are not engaging with the evaluation 
	There is a risk that providers don’t engage with Inclusion and provide support for the evaluation. 
	Low
	High
	Inclusion will outline the importance of the evaluation from the outset to providers. We have experience of building a good rapport with providers and understand their time pressures and constraints. This knowledge will be used to engage with providers effectively. 

	Lack of data to conduct value for money analysis 
	There is a risk that interns will not have achieved outcomes at the end of the programme; therefore value for money analysis cannot be conducted.
	High
	Medium
	Inclusion will outline from the start of the evaluation our intention of measuring outcomes at the end of the programme. This will ensure any outcomes that do occur can be measured and used for value for money analysis. 

	Staff absence and lack of capacity to conduct evaluation
	The research team to immediately inform the GLA of any significant period of staff absence, and ensure that an alternative member of staff of the same or higher level of seniority takes on any necessary tasks during the period of absence.
	Low
	Medium
	Inclusion has an effective workflow system that ensures that researchers are not over-committed on projects and are utilised for a maximum of 70% of available time - this mitigates the risk and impact of staff availability due to other projects or short periods of unplanned absence.  

	Timings 
	There is a risk that activities that need completing for the evaluation are not completed in the time allocated, causing deadlines to be missed. 
	Low
	Medium
	The project manager will develop a detailed timeline of activities that will be agreed with the GLA. If any activities have not been completed or there is a risk that they won’t be, Inclusion will alert the GLA to this problem immediately and work with them to resolve any problems. 


CVs for Inclusion and SQW staff

Tony Wilson – Director

Expertise 

Tony Wilson is Policy and Research Director at Inclusion, having joined in October 2011. He has nearly fifteen years’ experience of policy and research, project management and delivery, including a decade in central government (at HM Treasury, the Department for Work and Pensions and Jobcentre Plus).  Since joining Inclusion, Tony has led on a range of projects including: feasibility studies on the design of employment programmes in Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland; analysis of the cumulative impacts of welfare reform and how these can be mitigated, as well as leading a number of studies on the local impacts of reform; major reports on how we support those trapped in low pay to progress in work, and how we support disabled people who are out of work; a number of studies on how we support young unemployed people, including through better training; and numerous programme evaluations.  

Tony has particular expertise in the design and evaluation of employment and skills programmes, support for disadvantaged groups (including young people), local partnership working and welfare reform. 

Qualifications

· MA Hons History – Selwyn College, University of Cambridge
Experience

· Oct 2011 - present

Policy and Research Director, Inclusion
· Nov 10 – Oct 11

Head of Employment Policy and Delivery, HMT

· May 09 – Nov 10

Head of Employment Projects, DWP

· Aug 08 – May 09

Senior Adviser to Director of Welfare to Work, DWP

· Sept 05 – Aug 08

Team Leader, Labour Market Policy, DWP

· Sept 01 – Sept 05
Various roles, DWP and Jobcentre Plus

Recent Inclusion projects

	Project
	Client
	Year
	Summary

	Fit for Purpose: Improving support for disabled people and those with health conditions
	N/A
	2013-14
	Research and policy project funded by 22 organisations providing services for disabled people and those with health conditions. The study will assess ‘what works’ in support, the options for improving current programmes, and the scope to fundamentally reform how we support the very large number who currently receive little or no support to prepare for and find work.

	Rebalancing Social Security
	Association of British Insurers
	2013-14
	Research and analysis to build the evidence base around income protection needs, the role of private and social insurance, and options for future reform. This research combines quantitative analysis, detailed modelling of scenarios, in-depth interviews with stakeholders and insurance providers, and appraisal of options.

	Review of National Insurance and Social Security
	Isle of Man Government
	2013-14
	Expert input into a major review of the Isle of Man’s National Insurance and social security systems. Our work focuses on the approach to supporting those out of work to move into work – drawing on in-depth consultation, document review and detailed modelling.

	Cui Bono?  Equitable full employment
	Trades Union Congress
	2013-14
	Analysis of the extent to which disadvantaged areas and groups have been adversely impacted by the recession and/ or failed to share in the emerging recovery, with assessment of policy options.  This has involved detailed analysis of Labour Force Survey micro-data, identification of key groups and areas of concern, and a review of options for improving support.

	The long-term future of the Low Pay Commission
	Resolution Foundation
	2013-14
	Policy analysis and options appraisal, setting out how the Low Pay Commission could be given a clearer and broader remit to address low pay (not just set minimum wages), the powers that it would need, how these could be used, and its place in the wider institutional framework.


Recent Publications

Purvis, A., Foster, S., Lanceley, L. and Wilson, T. (2014) Fit for Purpose: Transforming employment support for disabled people and those with health conditions, Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion

Wilson, T. and Bivand, P. (2014) Equitable Full Employment: Delivering a jobs recovery for all, Trades Union Congress

Riley,T., Bivand, P. and Wilson, T. (2014) Making the Work Programme work for ESA claimants. Analysis of minimum performance levels and payment models, Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion

Plunkett, J., Wilson, T. and D’Arcy, C. (2014) Minimum Wage Act II: Options for strengthening the UK minimum wage, Resolution Foundation

Jane Colechin– Researcher

Expertise 

Jane is a Researcher at Inclusion.  She has knowledge of qualitative and quantitative research conducted in the academic and third sector.  Jane has expertise and interest in welfare state reform in the UK and cross-nationally, particularly reforms which affect families such as early years education and childcare policy, equal opportunities and the reconciliation of work and welfare.  Jane has extensive experience of conducting literature reviews, in-depth interviews with a range of participants and qualitative data analysis.  Jane has broad experience of conducting evaluations in the field of family support, having previously worked for a major UK parenting charity and having conducted a number of internal evaluation and monitoring projects.  

Jane is currently working on to the Work Programme Evaluation, the Mayors Mentoring Programme and programme evaluations of the GLA’s ESF funded Excluded from School Programmes. 
Qualifications

· BA Political Science – The University of Birmingham. 1st Class (hons) 

· MA Political Science (Research Methods).  The University of Birmingham. Distinction. 

· PhD Political Science - The University of Birmingham. 

Experience

· May 2013 – present Researcher – Inclusion

· Apr 2012 – Mar 2013 - Policy and Research Officer, Family Lives

· Jan 2012 – Mar2012 – Consultant, Family Lives 

· Aug 2011 – Dec 2011 – Policy and Parliamentary Intern, Family Lives. 

· Mar 2010 – Sep 2011 – Research Assistant, Cardiff University.  

· Sep 2004 – Jul 2006 – Occasional Lecturer and Seminar Leader, The University of Birmingham.  
Inclusion projects

	Project
	Client
	Year
	Summary

	Pathways to Employment
	South London Tri-Boroughs
	2015
	Inclusion were commissioned by the South London Tri boroughs to evaluate their Pathways To Employment programme.  The overall aim was to capture learning to feed into subsequent phases of the programme. To achieve this aim Inclusion explored the delivery of the PTE pilot and highlighted differences between the three boroughs, identified best practice in supporting vulnerable groups to improve their employability and to enter work, identified the employment impact of the pilot overall, for the four target groups and for the three boroughs and the value for money presented by the pilot and borough approaches.

	Welfare Reform Impacts
	Brighton & Hove City Council
	2014
	Inclusion were commissioned by Brighton and Hove City Council to assess the cumulative impact of welfare reforms on residents of Brighton and Hove. The research used both quantitaive and qualitative methodology. Quantitative analysis focused on  the cumulative impact of the reforms, the scale of financial impact and the scale of future impact with no intervention. Qualitative methods included interviews and focus groups with residents across a range of circumstances and backgrounds.

	Pathways to Success 
	Department of Education and Learning (NI)
	2013 - 2014
	Inclusion were commissioned by DEL to conduct the evaluation of the NI 'Pathways to Success' youth unemployment strategy. The evaluation involved process evaluation, qualtitative programme analysis, quantitative impact analysis, and a partcipant survey

	Impact of Welfare Reform
	Oxford City Council
	2014
	Inclusion was commissioned by Oxford City Council to conduct a mixture of qualitative and quantitative research with advice agencies and residents in Oxford to explore the impacts of welfare reform. The qualitative research included 35 face to face interviews and four focus groups with residents affected by a whole range of welfare reform. It also included 14 interviews with advice agencies supporting residents affected by the reforms. 

	Work Programme Evaluation
	Department for Work and Pensions
	2011-2014
	Inclusion is working as part of a consortium led by the Institute for Employment Studies to evaluate the government's flagship Work Programme for the Department for Work and Pensions between 2011 and 2014. The evaluation will explore the delivery and success of the Work Programme by assessing claimants experiences and outcomes. Inclusion are leading the commissioning strand of the evaluation which will include three waves of in-depth interviews with successful and unsuccessful prime and subcontractors, and an online survey of providers. 


Duncan Melville – Chief Economist

Expertise 

Duncan is an economist with nearly 30 years experience in the private and public sectors in both the UK and New Zealand. Duncan has strong economic analysis and policy making skills derived from his two degrees, BA and MSc, in economics and his long experience of learning by doing over the years.  Duncan’s career has given him the opportunity to undertake economic analysis across a wide range of subjects.  As well as labour economics, he has particular expertise in macroeconomic analysis and policy, economic appraisal and evaluation techniques, economic impact studies, and spatial economics / economic geography, especially the economics of cities.  Duncan is familiar with cost benefit analysis and the detailed guidance on its use as set out in HM Treasury’s Green Book.

Duncan has many years experience of applying economic principles in support of public policy covering both macroeconomic and microeconomic policies.  This has included central government in both the UK and New Zealand, at the Greater London Authority, and projects for public sector clients as an economic consultant.  

Duncan leads on Inclusion’s economic analysis.  He has an expert knowledge of a range of economic and labour market statistics and datasets.  

Qualifications

· MSc Economics– London School of Economics

· BA Economics – University of Cambridge

Experience

· 2014 –

Chief Economist, Inclusion
· 2013 – 2014
Economist, English Heritage

· 2012 – 2013
Consultant Economist, Jacobs UK Ltd

· 2009 – 2012
Senior Associate Economist, Roger Tym and Partners 



(RTP) (merged with Peter Brett Associates in April 2011)

· 2003 – 2009
Deputy Chief Economist, GLA Economics

· 2002 – 2003
Head of the Macroeconomic Analysis Unit, HM Treasury

· 1999 – 2002
Labour Market Adviser, HM Treasury
Recent projects

	Project
	Client
	Year
	Summary

	Wales Learning and Skills Observatory
	Welsh Government
	2014
	Duncan undertakes monthly analysis of the performance of the Welsh labour market and edits the overall monthly labour market reports for the Welsh Observatory. 

	Evaluation of Northern Ireland Pathways to Success 
	Department of Education & Learning, N.I.
	2014
	Duncan has undertaken an Impact Assessment and Cost Benefit Analysis of the five different strands of the Pathways to Success programme. 

	Evaluation of South West Wales Workways 
	Group of Local Authorities led by Neath Port Talbot.
	2014
	Duncan led the Impact Assessment of Workways to assess its impact on the likelihood of moving people into employment compared to a control group, using Propensity Score Matching. 

	Economic case for the English Heritage New Model 
	English Heritage, internal client
	2014
	Duncan produced an economic appraisal of the proposed new English Heritage charity in line with Treasury Green Book guidance.  

	Value of Heritage
	English Heritage, internal client
	2014
	Duncan commissioned new research and drew together existing evidence on the economic value of heritage using both willingness to pay and wellbeing impact approaches. 

	Taxation and Heritage
	English Heritage, internal client
	2013
	Duncan undertook analysis of tax proposals designed to increase repair and maintenance spending in support of heritage conservation.

	Composition of the English Heritage workforce
	English Heritage, internal client
	2013
	Duncan analysed the composition of the English Heritage workforce by gender, age structure, ethnicity, disability status, and sexual orientation and benchmarked this against data on relevant local and national populations.  New procedures were also assessed for their impact on the success of applicants from different groups in the recruitment process. 


Publications

Melville, D (2014) Social and demographic trends and their impacts on housing, Conservation Bulletin, Issue 72. 

Melville, D (2014) Economic contribution and role of heritage, Context 133, Institute for Historic Building Conservation.

Melville, D (2012) Focus on the London Economy, in the London Labour Market Quarterly Update, London Skills and Employment Observatory, February 2012.

Paul Bivand – Associate Director of Statistics and Analysis

Expertise 

Paul is Associate Director of Statistics and Analysis at Inclusion, with over 30 years of experience in employment and skills policy research. He is a committee member of the Labour Market Statistics User Group, which operates under the auspices of the Royal Statistical Society.

At Inclusion, Paul leads the analysis of labour market statistics and economic forecasting. He has led Inclusion’s policy work on the impact of the recession on flows into long-term unemployment, and the resulting impacts on the scale and nature of support needed. This has challenged DWP to improve their analyses as well as provided support to providers seeking to operate in an extremely challenging environment.

Paul leads within Inclusion on the analysis of existing survey resources, and where these are inadequate, he manages specialised surveys commissioned by clients. He is an expert at analysing the Labour Force Survey and also has extensive experience of examining longitudinal surveys. Paul manages Inclusion’s complex data analysis requirements and promotes and maintains relationships with appointed fieldwork agencies. Paul has extensive experience of using statistical packages R and SPSS.

Qualifications

· MA Hons Geography – University of Cambridge

· MBA – University of Liverpool

Experience

· 1998–present
Associate Director of Statistics and Analysis, Inclusion
· 1997–1998
Institute for Economic and Social Research, Essex 

University 

· 1996

Incomes Data Services

· 1995

NHS Trust Federation Pay Club

· 1987–1994
Senior Research Officer in Labour Relations, Royal 

College of Nursing

· 1981–1987
Research Officer in Pay and Conditions, Local Authorities
Conditions of Service Advisory Board (now Local Government Employers) 

· 1981

Researcher in Employment Conditions, International 

Transport Workers’ Federation

· 1979 – 1980
Assistant Research Officer, Merchant Navy and Airline 

Officers’ Association (now National Union of Marine, Aviation and Shipping Transport Officers)

Recent Inclusion projects

	Project
	Client
	Year
	Summary

	Welsh Learning and Skills Observatory
	Welsh Assembly Government
	2014
	Inclusion was commissioned by Welsh Government to produce monthly reports illustrating Wales’ labour market trends.  The reports blend Wales’ available labour market information (from various sources) and disseminated via a dedicated webpage on the existing Learning and Skills Observatory website (LSO) and by other formats. 

	Realising Talent: employment and skills for the future
	Local Government Association
	2014
	Inclusion was commissioned by the Local Government Association to report on the up-skilling in local areas needed to 2021-2022 to enable economic growth across diverse local authority areas, and the economic consequences of not up-skilling.

	Equitable Full Employment: Delivering a jobs recovery for all
	Trades Union Congress
	2014
	Inclusion was commissioned by the TUC to assess the extent to which disadvantaged areas and groups have been adversely impacted by the recession and/ or failed to share in the emerging recovery.  This has involved detailed analysis of Labour Force Survey micro-data, identification of key groups and areas of concern, and a review of policy options for improving employment and support.

	Totalling the Hidden Talent
	Local Government Association
	2014
	Inclusion was commissioned by the Local Government Association to produce an assessment of the ‘total hidden talent’: the number of 18–24 year olds not in employment combined with those underemployed in various ways, giving a single figure for England that is also broken down by group. This project involved statistical analysis of secondary data, including forecasting of what impact a modest return to growth might have on the total hidden talent.


Lovedeep Vaid – Senior Labour Market Statistician

Expertise 

Lovedeep joined Inclusion as a Senior Labour Market Statistician in January 2009. Before joining Inclusion, he worked as a Senior Statistical Analyst at the Greater London Authority, where he led the development and analysis of social exclusion data, as well as leading specialist analysis of income, benefits and labour market statistics. A key part of his job was to support the London Child Poverty Commission that was set up by the Mayor of London.

Prior to working at the Greater London Authority, Lovedeep was employed by the Statistics Commission, carrying out research and investigations to ensure that official statistics were trustworthy and responded to public needs. This role built on the wealth of experience he had already gained by working for the London Research Centre for 10 years.

At Inclusion Lovedeep has worked on a number of high profile statistical projects including an audit to identify the costs of worklessness in London, a project modelling the impact of Universal Credit on household income and work supporting the London Skills and Employment Observatory and the Greater Manchester Regional Development Agency with their data needs. He has also helped to set up a financial model for Work Programme providers to identify their likely cash requirements during the programme period and has produced numerous cost benefit models for the analysis of local employment interventions.

He is presently working on a project to match skills to job demand to inform Colleges, Schools, Local Authorities, Work Programme providers and LEPS.

Qualifications

· MSc Social Research Methods and Statistics – City University, London

Experience

· Jan 09 – present
Senior Labour Market Statistician, Inclusion
· Nov 04 – Dec 08
Senior Statistical Analyst, Greater London Authority

· Nov 01 – Nov 04
Senior Researcher, Statistics Commission

· Aug 90 – Nov 01
Senior Research Officer, London Research Centre
Recent Inclusion projects

	Project
	Client
	Year
	Summary

	Local Skills and Jobs matching for Birmingham
	Birmingham City University
	2014
	Matching local jobs data to local skill levels and college subject areas and University degree subjects to inform if employer skill demand is being met by education provision.

	Local Skills and Jobs matching for the  tri boroughs
	London Boroughs of Lambeth, Lewisham and Southwark
	2013-14
	Matching local jobs data to local skill levels and college subject areas to inform local colleges in terms of curriculum design and careers advice.

	The cost benefit of training lone parents to next NVQ level

Gingerbread
2013

Evaluate the costs and benefits to the Government and the individual of training lone parents with a level 2 qualification to a level 3 qualification. Savings to the government to Universal Credit payments of longer employment spells and higher earnings set against cost of training.

Cost Benefits of local employment interventions

Lambeth Council
2013

Commissioned by Lambeth Council to show the costs and benefits of local employment interventions: using the Sheffield model to highlight what works best.

Welsh Learning and Skills Observatory

Welsh Government
2013

Inclusion was commissioned by Welsh Government to produce monthly reports illustrating Wales’ labour market trends.  

The reports will blend Wales’ available labour market information (from various sources) and disseminated via a dedicated webpage on the existing Learning and Skills Observatory website (LSO) and by other formats. The reports need to be accessible to experts and non-experts and targeted at: Employers; Individuals, including young people; Policy Makers and Providers.


	
	
	


Other Publications

· Greater London Authority (2008) London Borough Poverty Profiles
· Greater London Authority (2008) Child Poverty in London

· London Child Poverty Commission (2008) Child Poverty Monitoring Indicators

· Greater London Authority (2006) Who Benefits? – An analysis of Benefits Receipt in London

Afzal Rahman, Researcher, Inclusion
Afzal is a Researcher at Inclusion. He works with the statistics and research teams and is proficient in both quantitative and qualitative methods.

Afzal is experienced in conducting impact analysis of employment programmes and cost-benefit analysis. Examples include the use of propensity score matching in evaluations of the Brent Navigator Scheme, and the Workways programme in Wales. He also worked on a cost-benefit analysis of Lambeth Council’s local labour market interventions.

Afzal has extensive experience of qualitative research with young people and vulnerable groups. For example, he recruited participants and conducted interviews at drop-in advice centres in Tower Hamlets as part of a project exploring the impacts of welfare reform. He has also done qualitative research including interviews and focus groups with young people in projects for London Youth, and as part of an evaluation of the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme.

Afzal studied Economics at the University of Bristol and has previously held roles in local government and Parliament.

Relevant Experience

	Project
	Client
	Year
	Summary

	Transitions from education to employment for young disabled people
	Leonard Cheshire Disability
	2015
	Leonard Cheshire commissioned Inclusion to explore disabled youth unemployment and employment provision for disabled young people. The research comprised three key strands: a quantitative review of trends and current outcome gaps between disabled and non-disabled young people, a review of the employment service provision for young disabled people, and suggestions for innovative service delivery models for this group.

	Evaluation of South West Workways
	Neath Port Talbot Council
	2014
	Inclusion was commissioned to evaluate South West Workways, an ESF funded employment programme for jobseekers and inactive people in Wales. The programme provides individual mentor support to clients, as well as supported employment for up to a year. Afzal conducted a quantitative assessment of the impact of the programme on participants’ job outcomes.

	Impacts of welfare reform on Tower Hamlets residents
	Tower Hamlets Council
	2014
	Inclusion was commissioned by Tower Hamlets Council to conduct interviews with 35 residents affected by welfare reform, and various stakeholders in the borough. The research looked residents’ experiences of claiming benefit, the impact of changes and changing support needs as a result.

	Evaluation of the Brent Navigator Pilot
	Brent Council


	2014
	Inclusion evaluated the Brent Navigator Pilot which set out to engage some of the most excluded residents in Brent, enabling them to overcome barriers to employment and get into work. The evaluation involved qualitative interviews with staff and participants, a quantitative assessment of outcomes achieved, and an analysis of costs and savings.

	Cost benefit analysis of local employment interventions
	Lambeth Council
	2013
	Inclusion modelled costs and benefits of Lambeth Council’s local employment interventions for different target groups. This involved calculating the financial impact that getting individuals into employment has on government spending, the local authority and the individual.

	Talent Match London


	London Youth
	2013
	Inclusion advised London Youth on how best to target £1bn of funding aimed at supporting unemployed Londoners aged 18-24 into employment. We analysed the characteristics of young unemployed Londoners and the wards in which unemployment levels were highest. We also conducted interviews and focus groups with young people to explore the barriers they faced and how they felt provision should be delivered.

	Impact of Universal Credit on lone parents and mothers in Camden
	Camden Council
	2013
	Inclusion was commissioned by Camden Council to look at the impact on disposable incomes, of lone parents and mothers in couples entering work for various hours and for various salaries under Universal Credit. Inclusion also did an in-depth analysis of the qualification levels and labour market position of mothers in Camden.


Qualifications

BSc Economics – University of Bristol

Employment History

Feb 15 – Present
Researcher, Inclusion

Jan 13 – Feb 15
Research Assistant, Inclusion
Mar 13 – Dec 13
Labour Market Research and Policy Intern, Inclusion 
Oct 11 – March 13
Graduate Management Trainee, Basildon Council 

Jun 11 – Oct 11
Parliamentary and Constituency Intern, Office of Rushanara Ali MP

Ruth Rajkumar – Inclusion Associate 

Expertise 

Ruth has over 8 years of experience of managing  and conducting  a wide range of qualitative research projects for government clients : Financial Services Authority, Department for Work and Pensions, Home Office, DfES, COI Communication, Teenage pregnancy unit, NHS, Food Standards Agency, Department for Transport. 

Ruth has extensive experience in conducting research for DWP and investigating labour market disadvantages and welfare to work. She has also used customer journey mapping in a number of the following projects to explore people’s experiences in-depth:

· A study with explored the key divers underpinning customers experience in relation to contracted out employment programmes- DWP 09

· Exploring the triggers and barriers to claiming WTC among those without children- HMRC 09

· Explored the needs and expectations of individuals who have sight loss and vision impairment.  The research identified ways in which services can meet the specific requirements of a wide range of potential customers/clients of RNIB and other agencies – RNIB 09

· An evaluation of vulnerable workers pilot: views and experiences of employees, employers and key stakeholders - BERR (08)

· A study which explored customers’ experiences of applying for and claiming jobseeker’s allowance (JSA) in an aim to assess burdens- DWP (08)

· A project exploring awareness, experience, views, impacts and outcomes of the Adult Learning Option (ALO) - DWP( 07/ 08) 

· Investigated the  engagement of national boards and organisations with Jobcentre Plus, and explored their views of working alongside Jobcentre Plus –DWP  (08)

· A study which explored the low take up of working tax credits-HMRC 08

· A project which explored people’s views on what the government should provide in healthcare, pensions and benefits for unemployed people and other groups- The University of Kent -08

· A study which explored the difficulties and barriers experienced by disabled people when applying for DWE allowance (disability worker element of working tax credits)- HMRC -08
Qualifications

· MSc Social Research Methods (University of Surrey) 2001

· BSc Sociology (University of Surrey) 2.1 – 2000

Experience

· 2006 onwards - Freelance qualitative research consultant 

· 2002- 2006 - BMRB Social Qualitative Research 

· 2001- 2002 - Plus 4 Market Research 

· 2001 summer placement -  Hauck Research

Publications

· Consumers and Mortgage disclosure documents – Financial Services Authority (FSA) 2006.

· Employment Engagement in Jobcentre Plus: Qualitative research of the employer engagement strategy – DWP-2006.

· Qualitative research into small business services – Small Business Service 2004.

· Individual donations to charity and use of tax relief – HMRC 2004.

· Qualitative research into small business experiences of using government services- Small Business services 2004. (Published article in ‘Putting the customer First’ )
· Presented paper at ISBA2004 Conference with Andrew Thomas .

Lauren Bennett – Research Assistant

Expertise 

Lauren is a Research Assistant at Inclusion that specialises in qualitative research and analysis. She is experienced in conducting both telephone and face-to-face interviews and undertaking desk research.

Lauren graduated with a History and Politics degree from the University of Sheffield in 2013. After graduating she began writing reports for the digital journal, The Global Summitry Project, which led to her attending the G20 Summit in St. Petersburg as a Press Correspondent. Between October 2013 and January 2014, Lauren completed a Public Affairs Internship at a leading Communications Consultancy. She also writes blogs for the think tank Future Foreign Policy, and was chosen to speak about the UK’s Foreign Policy Priorities at their launch event. 

Since joining Inclusion, Lauren has built on both her knowledge of public policy and qualitative research skills. She is particularly interested in employment provision for disadvantaged groups as well the impacts of welfare reform. During her internship Lauren undertook analysis of the affect of the income and benefit changes on residents for three local councils. She also produced case studies of good practice in disability employment provision for Inclusion’s Fit for Purpose report.

Qualifications

· BA (Hons) History and Politics – University of Sheffield

Experience

· July 2013- September 2013     Global Summitry Analyst, Global Summitry Project

· October 2013 – January 2014 
Public Affairs Intern, MHP Communications

· February 2014 – June 2014 
Research and Communications Intern, Inclusion
· September 2014 – present       Research Assistant, Inclusion
Inclusion projects

	Project
	Client
	Year
	Summary

	Disabled Youth Employment
	Leonard Cheshire Disability Trust
	2014
	Leonard Cheshire commissioned Inclusion to explore disabled youth unemployment and employment provision for disabled young people. The research comprised three key strands: a review of trends and current outcome gaps between disabled and non-disabled young people, a review of the employment service provision for young disabled people, and suggestions for innovative service delivery models for this group.

	Welfare Reform Impacts
	Brighton & Hove City Council
	2014
	Inclusion were commissioned by Brighton and Hove City Council to assess the cumulative impact of welfare reforms on residents of Brighton and Hove. The research used both quantitaive and qualitative methodology. 

	Pathways to Success 
	Department of Education and Learning (NI)
	2013 - 2014
	Inclusion were commissioned by DEL to conduct the evaluation of the NI 'Pathways to Success' youth unemployment strategy. The evaluation involved process evaluation, qualtitative programme analysis, quantitative impact analysis, and a partcipant survey.

	Work Programme Evaluation
	Department for Work and Pensions
	Ongoing
	Inclusion is working as part of a consortium to evaluate the government's flagship Work Programme for the Department for Work and Pensions between 2011 and 2014. The evaluation will explore the delivery and success of the Work Programme by assessing claimants experiences and outcomes. 

	Impact of changes to welfare benefits on Tower Hamlets residents
	Tower Hamlets Council
	2014
	Inclusion was commissioned by Tower Hamlets Council to conduct qualitative research with delivery organisations and residents of Tower Hamlets in order to understand: how residents, delivery organisations and other stakeholders are affected by welfare reform, the range and scale of possible future impacts and to make proposals for how services and support could be delivered in future.

	Fit for Purpose
	Crowd funding
	2014
	Fit for Purpose aims to examine what the future of employment support for people with health conditions and disabilities should look like. More specifically it aims to develop the evidence-base on ‘what works’ to support disabled people and those with long term health conditions move into work and encourage learning about commissioning and delivery models (including internationally) that appear to be effective and to explore the options for extending access to employment support to all workless disabled people. 

	Evaluation of the Mayor’s Mentoring Fund
	GLA
	2013 – 2015
	Inclusion has been commissioned to evaluate the Mayor's Mentoring Programme for the GLA. The Mayor's Mentoring Programme will provide adult volunteer mentors for 1,000 black boys aged 10-16. The two year evaluation will include a programme evaluation, with interviews with providers, mentors, mentees and their families, and other stakeholders. In addition, we will conduct impact analysis, using propensity score matching, and cost benefit analysis.


Carmen Hoya Quecedo, Research Assistant, Inclusion
Carmen is a Research Assistant at Inclusion. Her role there is to assist with the collation, analysis and presentation of statistics on the labour market, skills and welfare to work in support of Inclusion’s research and policy work. Her academic background gives her experience on quantitative research and analysis but she has also undertaken qualitative research at Inclusion. 

Carmen is currently working on the quantitative assessment of the Bradford Employment Opportunities Fund, an Intermediate Labour Market aimed at tackling unemployment in the Bradford area. The evaluation has been commissioned by Bradford City Council. She is also working on the assessment of the Wales Skills Conditionality programme, en evaluation commissioned by the Welsh Government to assess the impact of sanctioning. 

Carmen studied Economics at Carlos III University in Madrid and Utrecht University in the Netherlands and she holds a Master in Public Administration, specialising in Public and Economic Policy, from the London School of Economics. She used to work at FEDEA, the Economics think tank in Spain. Carmen is highly proficient in data analysis using Excel, and specialist econometric software, including STATA and E-views.

  Relevant Experience

	Project
	Client
	Year
	Summary

	Employment Opportunities Fund
	Bradford City Council and In communities
	2015
	Inclusion has been commissioned to evaluate the Employment Opportunities Fund (EOF) Intermediate Labour Market (ILM) programme. It is a partnership initiative between the City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council (Bradford City Council), In communities, Job centre Plus and local Work Programme and Work Choice providers.  The overall objective is to directly support individuals to take up supported temporary jobs lasting for up to 52 weeks via the EOF ILM with a range of local employers over a 2 year period.   

	Wales Skills conditionality
	Welsh Government
	2015
	Inclusion was commissioned to evaluate the Wales Skills Conditionality project. The aim of the project is to test elements of Skills Conditionality within the Welsh Employment and Skills context in order to provide Welsh Ministers with the necessary evidence to make an informed decision on whether they would support full implementation of the policy in Wales or not. 

	Mayors’ Mentoring Programme
	Greater London Authority
	2015
	Inclusion was commissioned by the Greater London Authority to evaluate the impact of the Mayors’ Mentoring Programme. The programme, funded by the Greater London Authority, targets young black boys in risk of social exclusion and provides them with a mentor to help them stay in education and help them with any personal issues. 

	Social housing and welfare dependency 
	National Housing Federation 
	2015
	Inclusion has been commissioned by the National Housing federation to Profile and segment the social housing population, map what support is available to them, identify what works, develop proposals, and model the costs and benefits. 


Qualifications

2012 – 2014     Master in Public Administration, Public and Economic Policy – London         School of Economics. 

2009 – 2011     BSc Economics – Universidad Carlos III de Madrid and Universities Utrecht. 

Employment History

Nov 14 – Present
Research Assistant, Inclusion

Jul 14 – Nov 14
Research Assistant, FEDEA
Jul 13 – Aug 13 
Analyst, Foundation Promotion Social de la Culture
Feb 12 – Aug 12
Graduate Programme Trainee, Engages 

Jul 11 – Aug 11
summer intern, Analysts Financiers Internationals
	Graham Thom
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	Position:
	Managing Director

SQW
	

	Qualifications:
	M Phil (industrial Relations)

University of Glasgow

MA (Hons) Political Economy

University of Glasgow
	


Profile

Graham Thom re-joined SQW in January 2008, having spent the previous three years as a director of GEN Consulting.  He is an experienced consultant, with an impressive track record in projects covering education and skills development across a range of age groups. He has also focused on strategy development, and reviews of programmes and initiatives, often based either on socially excluded groups or key sectors.  He has worked for a wide range of clients including national government and its agencies, and regional and local development organisations.

Examples of SQW experience

2008 to date

	Client
	Project
	Role

	London Borough of Hackney
	Evaluation of the six Olympics host borough employment and skills programme
	Project Director

	Manchester City Council
	Development of an outcomes framework for children and young peoples directorate
	Project Director

	Skills Development Scotland
	Evaluation of the Employability Fund
	Project Director

	Manchester City Council
	Evaluation of Working Well (a post-work programme employability programme)
	Project Director

	Skills Development Scotland
	Production of eleven regional skills assessments
	Project Director

	Highlands and Islands Council
	Development of a skills investment plan for the Highlands and Islands
	Project Director

	Skills development Scotland
	Development of an updated skills investment plan for the energy sector (2013)
	Project Director

	Skills Development Scotland
	Development of an action plan for the engineering sector
	Project Director

	Skills Development Scotland
	Evaluation of the College Learning Programme
	Project Director

	Skills Development Scotland
	Reviewing the Skills Investment Plan for the energy sector (2011)
	Project Director

	Department for Education
	Evaluation of the SEN Direct Payments Pilot Programme
	Project Director

	National Disability Authority
	Assessment of resource allocation tools
	Project Director

	KIDS
	Evaluation of the personalization support programme
	Project Director

	Skills Development Scotland
	Assessment of the skills needs of a low carbon economy
	Project Director

	Department for Education
	Evaluation of the SEND Pathfinder programme
	Project Director

	East Sussex Council
	Development of integrated and personalised support for LDD young people
	Project Director

	Department for Children, Families and Schools
	Evaluation of pilot programme of individual budgets for families with disabled children
	Project Director

	Welsh Assembly Government
	Evaluation of Integrated Family Support Service
	Project Director

	Department of Health
	National evaluation of the common assessment framework for adults demonstrator sites
	Project Director

	Welsh Assembly Government
	Evaluation of Genesis Wales 2 Programme
	Project Director

	Department for Education
	Evaluation of the Mathematics Specialist Teacher programme
	Director of vim element

	Scottish Qualifications Authority
	Review of Accreditation Unit
	Project Director

	Welcome Trust / Department for Children, Families and Schools
	Evaluation of Science Learning Centres
	Project Director

	North West Development Agency
	Economic impact assessment of the FE sector
	Project Director

	Yorkshire Forward
	Assessment of priorities areas for the expansion of HE provision
	Project Director

	Department for Children, Families and Schools 
	Scoping study to inform the development of pilots for individual budget s for families with disabled children
	Project Director

	Careers Scotland 
	Evaluation of the Activate programme, which targets at risk school leavers
	Project Director

	Previous consultancy experience when at Ekosgen 2004-07

	Careers Scotland 
	Evaluation of the space school programme 
	Project Director

	Careers Scotland 
	Evaluation of the WorkNet programme for young people who are NEET
	Project Director

	Scottish Executive 
	Evaluation of the Enhanced Careers Pilot programme 2006-2008 
	Project Director

	Big Lottery Fund
	Evaluation of the Young Peoples Fund in each of the four nations of the UK
	Project Director

	Higher Education Funding Council
	Qualitative evaluation of the Aimhigher programme 
	Project Director

	Big Lottery Fund
	Evaluation over three years of the Get REAL programme, which aims to develop 11-16 year olds 
	Project Director

	Key assignments while at SQW Limited pre 2004

	Department for Education and Skills
	Consultation process on a replacement Individual Learning Account type programme 
	Project Director

	Department for Work and Pensions and Jobcentre Plus
	Assessment of London labour market to inform an employer engagement strategy
	Project Director

	Sector Skills Development Agency
	First full evaluation of the Skills for Business network, covering the SSDA and SSCs  
	Project Manager


	Robert Willis
	[image: image3.jpg]




	Position:
	Senior Consultant 

SQW
	

	Qualifications:
	MSc Local Economic Development 

The University of Glasgow

BSc (Hons) Economics (Major) and Statistics (Minor) 

The University of Leeds
	


Profile

Robert is a Senior Consultant and Manager of SQW’s London’s office. His professional experience covers a wide range of economic development disciplines including: strategy development and action planning; economic impact assessments and appraisals; national, regional and local evaluations and economic and skills assessments for Government departments and local authorities; and the design and implementation of evaluation frameworks for a range of regeneration partnerships, programmes and organisations.  

Examples of SQW experience

2004 to date

	Client
	Project
	Role

	Greater London Authority
	Evaluation of the HOST Employment and Skills Programme (including assessment of six Growth borough brokerages) 
	Project Manager

	Greater London Authority & LOCOG 
	Olympic Jobs Evaluation and Impact Study   
	Project Manager 

	London Borough of Hounslow 
	Local Economic Assessment (involving ‘root and branch’ socio-economic and business data assessment)    
	Project Manager

	Crossrail Ltd  
	Skills and Employment Economic Impact Study  
	Project Manager 

	Learning and Skills Council for Hampshire and Isle of Wight
	Adult learning and skills strategy and action plan for the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) area
	Project Manager 

	Thames Valley Berkshire Local Enterprise Partnership 
	Support to develop the Strategic Economic Plan 
	Lead for Skills and Employment 

	Northamptonshire Local Enterprise Partnership
	Support to develop an evaluation and monitoring framework for BIS 
	Project Manager

	London Development Agency
	Programme Impact Evaluation: Park Royal/Wembley (£87m of investment evaluated) 
	Project Manager 

	London Development Agency 
	LDA 2012 Games Legacy Impact Evaluation  
	Project Manager for Employment & Skills Strand   

	London Thames Gateway Development Corporation 
	Green Book Appraisal of Rainham Library and Learning Centre
	Project Manager 

	Northamptonshire Enterprise Ltd 
	Economic impact assessment of the F1 British Grand Prix
	Project Manager 

	Advantage West Midlands 
	Programme Impact Evaluation: AWM Skills (£49m of investment evaluated) 
	Project Manager 

	South East England Development Agency
	Mid-term Evaluation of the South East ERDF Competitiveness Programme 2007 – 2013 
	Project Manager 

	Department for Business, Innovation and Skills 
	Research on measuring the skills legacy from the 2012 Games  
	Project Manager 

	Birmingham City Council 
	Evaluation of the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB6) programme   
	Lead on SME strand 

	London Borough of Barnet 
	Employment and Training study (in response to the major physical regeneration of Brent Cross and surrounding areas) 
	Project Manager

	London Borough of Barnet
	Skills Action Plan (following from the above Employment and Training study)
	Project Manager

	Oxford Trust 
	Economic Impact Appraisal and RGF support for the Magnet development  
	Project Manager 

	Cross Keys Homes
	Community Strategy and Action Plan for Cross Keys Homes
	Project Manager 

	South East England Development Agency 
	Whitehill Bordon Economic Potentials Study
	Project Manager 

	Welsh Government 
	National Evaluation of Cymorth and Flying Start
	Project Manager  

	Local Government Association 
	Understanding the role of local authorities in supporting FDI and Export markets 
	Project Manager

	London Development Agency 
	Evaluation of the London Employer Accords Programme 
	Project Manager 

	London Borough of Newham
	Evaluation of the Mayor’s Employment Pilot
	Led on periodic  interviews with work coaches  

	London Development Agency
	Evaluation of the LDA’s ESF Programme 2007 – 2010 
	Project Manager 

	London Borough of Waltham Forest 
	Business Strategy development 
	Project Manager 

	Communities and Local Government 
	Economic impact assessment of the Thames Gateway Port sector
	Project Manager 

	Wellcome Trust 
	STEM mapping in Camden schools
	Project Manager


	Christopher Carr
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	Position:
	Senior Consultant 

SQW
	

	Qualifications:
	BA (Hons) Politics (2.1)

University of York
	


Profile

Christopher Carr is a Senior Consultant in the London Office with five years’ experience in managing research projects in public and voluntary sectors. He has strong policy knowledge in a number of key areas including economic development, service integration and education. Major clients have included the Welsh Government, the Department for Education, the Department for Business and Skills and the Greater London Authority. Through these projects he has developed strong quantitative and qualitative research skills. Christopher also has a good understanding of programmes such as SmartSurvey, SPSS, Microsoft Excel and Microsoft Access. 

He previously worked for The Aldridge Foundation, a charity committed to harnessing entrepreneurship for social change, principally through the sponsorship of Academy schools in deprived areas. As public affairs and research officer he was responsible for raising the profile of the organisation, through project development, the evaluation of funded activity and research on education and community development. Prior to this, Christopher worked for South West Regional Assembly (latterly South West Councils).  In this role he was responsible for research in a variety of areas including, strategic planning, climate change and employment and skills. 

Examples of SQW experience

2012 to date

	Client
	Project
	Role

	The Welsh Government 
	Evaluation of Schools Challenge Cymru
	Project Manager

	The Greater London Authority
	Evaluation of the Mayor’s Education Programme
	Evaluation Lead: London Curriculum 

Thematic Case Study Lead 

	The Greater London Authority
	Evaluation of the English; The Key to Integration in London
	Literature Review

Quantitative Lead

Case Study Lead

	European Commission, DG Research and Innovation
	Analysis of Smart Specialisation Strategies in Nanotechnologies, Advanced Manufacturing and Process Technologies
	Desk based-research 

	The Department for Business Innovation and Skills
	Developing and Delivery Best Practice Approaches and Resources for the National Careers Service
	Literature Review

Case Study Lead 

	Macmillan Cancer Support
	Evaluation Of The Macmillan And Coventry City Council Partnership
	Case study Lead

	The Department for Business Innovation and Skills 
	Learning technology in adult English, maths and ESOL/ELT provision: an evidence review
	Systematic literature review 

	Welsh Government 
	Evaluation of the Welsh Literacy and Numeracy Programmes
	Project Manager

	The Department for Business Innovation and Skills
	Evaluation of Adults English and Maths Pathfinder Pilots 
	Qualitative Strand Lead 

	KAUST 
	Research Park Benchmarks
	Data Analysis 

Case Study Lead

	The Greater London Authority
	The Evaluation of the Leadership Clubs Programme 
	Project Manager

	The British Library
	Arts and Humanities Sector Analysis 
	Data Analysis 

Web site survey and analysis

	Department for Education
	Evaluation of Green Paper Support Contracts
	Data Analysis

Production of online surveying tools

Production of final reports 

	National  Disability Authority
	NDA - Evaluation of SIS and In Control Support Needs Assessment Instruments
	Production of online surveying tools

Data input and analysis

Production of final reports

	Department for Health
	Evaluation of the Adult Common Assessment Framework (CAF) Demonstrator Programme
	Literature Review

	East Sussex County Council
	SE7 (South East 7) Local Evaluation of the SEND Green Paper Pathfinder
	Stakeholder interviews and case study write-ups

	London School of Economics
	Impact of Social Science Research
	Web site survey and analysis

Production of final reports

	Kirklees Council
	Evaluation of the ERDF funded BIG Energy Upgrade Project
	Data analysis

	Department for Education
	Evaluation of the Special Educational Needs (SEN) and Disability Pathfinder Programme
	Literature review

Case Study Lead

Production of thematic reports

	Mid-Devon District Council
	Employment Land Review
	Data analysis 

Report write-up

	National Science Learning Centre
	Evaluation of Triple Science Support Programme
	Production of online surveying tools

Data analysis

Case Study Lead 

	Department for Education
	Maths Specialist Professional Development Programme
	Case Study Lead

	Department for Education
	Evaluation of the SEN Direct Payments Pilot Programme 
	Stakeholder interviews and case study write-ups



	University of Warwick
	Regional Impact Study
	Case Study Lead

Economic modelling 

Literature Review

	Department of Energy and Climate Change
	Access to Smart Meter Benefits for Blind and Partially Sighted Consumers
	Literature Review

Stakeholder Interviews

Production of final reports

	Welsh Assembly
	Flying Start 
	Case study lead


	Farai Chipato 
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	Position:
	Consultant

SQW
	

	Qualifications:
	BA (Hons) in History and Politics, University of Liverpool

MA in International Politics, University of Manchester 
	


Profile

Farai Chipato joined SQW in August 2013 as a Consultant. Prior to this he worked as an economic analyst at New Economy, Manchester’s economic development agency, where he worked in research and policy in a variety of policy areas. 

Farai has a wide variety of experience working with economic impact assessment and evaluation. His experience includes work on the impact model for SQW’s project assessing the economic impact of AstraZeneca’s disinvestment at Alderley Park, as well as a significant contribution to research into for the University of Wolverhampton on the expansion of its science park. He has also worked on evaluations of the IFSS programme and the Invest-to-Save Programme in Wales. In his previous position in Greater Manchester, Farai worked on assessment and appraisal of a number of projects applying for funding from the Regional Growth Fund, as well as contributing to an assessment of the impact of Manchester Airport on the local economy. He was also involved in the evaluation of ERDF and ESF projects in the North West of England, and the development of strategic priorities for future projects funded by EU structural funds. 

Examples of SQW experience

2013 to date

	Client
	Project
	Role

	GM Business Support Ltd
	Textiles Growth Programme
	Project Appraisal

	Cheshire East Borough Council
	Superfast Broadband Impact Evaluation
	Consultations and report writing

	Liverpool City Council
	Evaluation of Merseyside Connected Programme
	Consultations and report writing

	Rhondda Cynon Taf County Borough Council
	Wider Economic Impacts of the Cynon Gateway
	Consultations and business survey

	Welsh Government
	Independent Evaluation of the Invest-to-Save Fund
	Consultations and report writing

	Department for Business, Innovation and Skills
	Liverpool International Festival of Business – Monitoring and Evaluation Review
	Report writing and document review

	City & County of Swansea
	Appraisal and Board Facilitation
	Project assessment

	Manchester City Council
	Work Programme Leavers Evaluation
	Research and Analysis

	Kirklees Council
	Big Energy Evaluation Upgrade
	Consultations and report writing

	Cheshire & Warrington
	Developing the Cheshire and Warrington EU SI Programme & Strategic Economic Plan
	Research Support

	Welsh Government
	Evaluation of the IFSS Programme
	Research and survey analysis

	Cheshire & Warrington
	Crewe HS2 economic impact
	Economic impact assessment lead

	University of Wolverhampton
	University of Wolverhampton Science Park Expansion Study
	Research Support

	Forfas
	Innovation Policy for High Growth Firms in Ireland
	Research Support

	Skills Development Scotland
	Development of Regional Skills Assessments
	Research Support

	Cheshire East Council
	Evaluating the Impact of Disinvestment at AstraZeneca's Alderley Park Operations
	Economic impact assessment


Previous experience

Economic Analyst - New Economy (2009 to 2013)

	Client
	Project
	Role

	Greater Manchester Combined Authority
	Single Assessment Framework for project Appraisal
	Economic impact assessment lead

	Bolton Council
	Local Economic Assessment Update
	Project Manager

	North West Regional Leaders Board
	Advanced Manufacturing and Nuclear in the North West
	Research support and report writing

	Manchester City Council
	Greater Manchester Business Survey
	Survey Design and Analysis

	Stockport Council
	Economic Strategy
	Research and report writing

	North West Regional Leaders
	North West regional priorities for EU funding 2014-2020
	Research support and report writing

	North West Regional Leaders
	Evaluating the impact of past and current EU programmes
	Consultations, research support, report writing

	Greater Manchester Combined Authority
	A Report on Growing East: A Strategy for Greater Manchester’s Engagement with China
	Research and report writing

	New Economy
	Funding the Future: Investment Trends in five major European Cities
	Survey Design and analysis

	Association of Greater Manchester Authorities
	Manchester Airport Strategic Opportunities
	Research and Analysis

	Association of Greater Manchester Authorities
	Greater Manchester Local Economic Assessment
	Research and Analysis


	Jade Yap
	

	Position:
	Research Consultant

SQW
	

	Qualifications:
	MSc Health Economics (Distinction)

City University, London

BSc Economics (2:1)

The London School of Economics and Political Science
	


Profile

Jade Yap joined SQW as a Research Consultant having graduated from City University with a Distinction in MSc Health Economics.  Her dissertation, looking at the impact of missing data in patient-reported outcome measures, allowed her to develop and hone quantitative skills in a research context.

Whilst completing her undergraduate studies, Jade gained additional research experience working as a Freelance Researcher on a value for money study of the Youngballymun initiative with the social and economic research company, Just Economics.  

Jade’s primary role at SQW includes research support through desk based research, developing her skills in both qualitative and quantitative research techniques, including literature reviews and data analysis, particularly in the area of children and young people. 

Examples of SQW experience

2014 to date

	Client
	Project
	Role

	Welsh Government
	Evaluation of Schools Challenge Cymru
	Research Support

	Greater London Authority
	The Mayor’s Education Programme - Excellent Teaching in all London School: Evaluation 1 (Overarching)
	Research Support

	Greater London Authority
	English: The Key to Integration in London
	Research Support

	Welsh Government
	Evaluation of the National Literacy and National Numeracy Programmes
	Research Support

	Department for Business, Innovation and Skills
	Developing and Delivery of Best Practice Approaches and Resources for the National Careers Service
	Research Support 


Other previous employment

	Date
	Position
	Employer

	2014
	Health economist intern  
	The Office of Health Economics

	2013
	Corporate Communications Account Executive
	Bishopsgate Communications

	2012
	Freelance Researcher
	Just Economics


Appendix 2 - The Authority clarification questions
Dear applicant

Further to my email of 21 April 2015 confirming that bids had been reviewed and that a number of clarifications were required, the GLA have now drafted a number of questions which require your response by email to me no later than 12 noon on Wednesday 13 May 2015. Please respond to all questions as succinctly as possible, indicating if any of the responses will require you to carry out additional work that will impact on the current value proposed in your application, and confirm the revised price. The GLA will review your answers in line with the information previously received, and revisit the scores that have been awarded.

Please note that it will not be possible to extend the date when the Final Report will be required.

The success applicant will be informed as soon as possible.

Many thanks

Drew Gallon

Senior Project Manager, ESF Delivery Unit

drew.gallon@london.gov.uk
GREATER LONDON AUTHORITY, City Hall, The Queen's Walk, London, SE1 2AA Direct Line: 020 7983 4471

Switchboard: 020 7983 4000 

Questions;

Q1. Can you provide more clarification as to how you will assess the impact of the YO strand? In particular: How will you triangulate evidence on learning participation? What information are you going to gather?
Q2. Is the Justice Data Lab appropriate? That is, will it be available and does the data cover the correct time period?
Q3. Do you have access to the NPD to assess the impact of the EFS strand? What type of exclusion data can you get from the NPD? How will you obtain information about the educational improvement of the EFS project participants?

Q4. What will be your approach to assess impact if the proposed data sources is unavailable?

Q5. You are proposing to use the MoJ Justice Data Lab to secure data to assess the impact on reoffending. How long will this take? Given the potential political sensitivity of this information in the year before a Mayoral election, what control would you and/or the GLA have regarding publication of the findings?

Q6. How will you ensure that there is a consistent approach between the YO and EFS strands (CESI) and the LDD strand (SQW)? This is in terms of both the general approach to the evaluation and ensuring that the CBA covers the same types of benefits and values.
Q7. Will you be conducting primary research to assess additionality or using the benchmarks from research (i.e. DWP estimates of substitution)? If the former, then how?
Q8. CESI have said they are intending to use DWP’s Cost Benefit Analysis Framework. How will CESI ensure that the substitution analysis takes into account the age group of participants from the different themes?
Q9. How will you select individuals to interview (providers, stakeholders, participants)? Who is included within the ‘strategic stakeholder’ group of 30 interviewees? Please provide more detail regarding the number of participants from each group.
Q10. Please provide more detail on what questions/subject areas the interviews will cover.
Q11. Is there flexibility in the number of GLA interviews and the stage in the process at which GLA interviews take place? If this would lead to any change in the costs, please advise.
Q12. If the GLA wished to adjust the number of telephone versus face to face interviews or the groups that were being interviewed what would the implications be for the costs?
Q13. How will you capture participant experience/client satisfaction, and whether the project has made a difference (or not) to individual outcomes?
Q14. How will you capture views of lead and sub delivery partners on the contract management and delivery arrangements between them? 
Q15. For Research Objective 5 (table, p.4) there is no indication of when the assessment of sustained outcomes will take place. Please indicate when this will happen.
Q16. You are proposing to compare the GLA programme with other PBR models in terms of costs and benefits. Will you also consider comparison with non-PBR models providing support to similar target groups as well?
Q17. In terms of capturing the benefits (p.9), what “wider evidence” will CESI use to provide benchmarks?
Q18. The junior consultants appear, from the number of days allocated, to be doing the majority of the work. Please clarify what exactly they will be delivering? If they are undertaking the majority of the work, how will you ensure that they have access to relevant knowledge on the target groups and the issues they face and/or support from experienced staff? 

Q19. Is there flexibility in the stage in the process at which the PID is produced?
Q20. What measures have you taken to ensure that there is no conflict of interest arising as a result of the work that you are undertaking for Leonard Cheshire Disability?

Appendix 3 - The Service Provider response to GLA clarification questions

GLA ESF Youth Programme 2011-2013 – final evaluation 
Follow-up responses from the Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion and SQW
13 May 2014
A1. The principal element will be the Longitudinal Survey of Young People in England, which provides evidence on the subsequent educational and work trajectory of young people by whether they were previously excluded or were persistent truants - and their attainment at Year 11. However, this was cancelled in 2010, and subsequent rises in learning participation for young people are evident in administrative figures (such as the supplementary materials to BIS statistical first releases) and Labour Force Surveys. Therefore, we will have to uplift the LSYPE-based counterfactual by a factor derived from these sources for educational participation by young people with similar Year 11 attainments. 

We will examine other sources to identify ways to improve this methodology. We understand that the NPD/BIS linked data is now more available than at the time of the feasibility study, but still requires separate approvals for data usage by both DfE and BIS.
A2. Yes.  The Justice Data Lab collects evidence on reoffending from Police National Computer sources and other MoJ datasets that are not otherwise available to researchers. From the viewpoint of the MoJ, the EET measure that is the outcome measure for the YO project is a 'distance travelled' or intermediate measure towards the aim of reducing reoffending. In terms of the aims of the YO project, this is a reasonable definition of how we would see success. 

The Justice Data Lab is just starting its third year of operation. After two years as a pilot, we understand that MoJ now consider it as 'business as usual'. This was stated by the MoJ team to a joint meeting on data labs with DWP, BIS, Health and Social Care Information Centre at which Inclusion was present. As this decision has been made, new data on offenders with a relevant release or conviction date (for community punishments) in 2013-14 may be loaded. At present, earlier information is used. This should bring some of the YO programme into scope.

However it appears that formal announcements of these points were not made prior to purdah, so this is still uncertain.
A3. Data requests to use the National Pupil Database are approved by DfE after assessment of the specific request. We would need to request data for this specific purpose, and destroy the data afterwards. NPD includes data on educational achievements and attainments at various Key Stage SAT levels.

We have experience of this process in preparation of "Achievement and retention in post 16 education" for the Local Government Association. Therefore, we believe that the purpose of this research will be within the limits permitted by DfE. However, we may need to allow four to six weeks for the process of getting the data and passing DfE scrutiny. 

As we stated in the feasibility report, the NPD exclusions marker is for those excluded from school, rather than those excluded within schools. School exclusion policies have included removal from classes into supervised activity before the stage of formal exclusion. These young people would be classed as 'at risk' of formal exclusion if their behaviour did not improve. 

The NPD information is the best available, so we do not believe that alternate strategies would be able to resolve the problem. 
A4. The major constraint on the data sources to assess impact on education and training outcomes is the time required to satisfy DfE and BIS (for NPD and linked data) that the aim of the research is approved and that we have the required data security in place. As we have previously passed these tests on other projects, we do not consider unavailability as such a major issue. However, there are time constraints that may impact on the reporting. 

As it will only become apparent that DfE and BIS approval is taking too long at a late stage in the project, we would need to consider further difference-in-difference analysis using published DfE and BIS statistics. However, these will not be matched to the characteristics of participants and this is therefore a fall-back position.

For analysis of reoffending using the Justice Data Lab, there are risks relating to the uploading of more recent reoffending data into MoJ systems. If the MOJ analysis is not available within the required timescale, then this would cause a delay in the reporting of this item. There are no publicly available sources of data on reoffending of the participants.
A5. The Justice Data Lab process is relatively brief, although a backlog may build up when the 2013 data is loaded and more users come forward. 

The Justice Data Lab process publishes results on their timetable. This is not subject to control by the submitting organisation. The reports are covered by the Open Government Licence so can be used by anyone from publication date. However, the format of the reports is standardised. This covers a brief description of the service offered, a description of how the data matching process was carried out (using propensity score matching, as we propose elsewhere), and a simple presentation of the results on reoffending. The reports do not cover the full range of results which we plan to show in our full report. Therefore, using the Justice Data Lab results in early publication of a small part of the relevant reporting, covering reoffending only and not the EET outcomes.

A6. CESI will assume overall responsibility for ensuring consistency in approach between the two organisations. We have allowed for regular progress meetings with SQW, and all research tools, methodologies and client-facing outputs will be submitted by SQW to CESI prior to submission to the GLA. 

In terms of technical consistency, both CESI and SQW follow the guidance established in HM Treasury’s Green
 and Magenta
 Books. Both organisations have established track records of applying the principles in this guidance to evaluate a wide range of public sector interventions, including those supported by the GLA. Building upon this understanding, consistency in approach will be achieved through the development of an evaluation framework as described below.   

· Through stage 1 (scoping) CESI and SQW will develop a logic chain for each strand linking the original rationales and objectives of interventions with their inputs, activities and outputs, and their outcomes. From the underlying logic, we will identify the key questions relating to both processes of delivery (e.g. in terms of inputs and activities), and the impact (in terms of additional outcomes). These logic chains will be shared and discussed across the evaluation team and the GLA.

· Each logic chain will be supported by a technical narrative clearly setting out the methodology, data sources, and assumptions that will be used for calculating net outcomes, cost effectiveness and cost benefit value for money assessment. As part of this process, key terms will be defined alongside the approach that will be adopted to measure them including: the counterfactual and its constituent parts (i.e. deadweight, displacement and substitution); leakage, the persistence of benefit; sustained outcomes, Gross Value Added; and Net Present Value. These methodologies will again we shared and discussed across the evaluation team and the GLA. 

· Any wider quantitative or qualitative economic and/or social values relevant to one or more of the strands will also be defined alongside a method for their measurement.   

· Through the regular progress meetings noted above, CESI and SQW will discuss any methodological issues as they emerge, and agree on a consistent approach to addressing them. Early drafts of SQW’s impact assessment will be submitted to CESI to ensure that headline cost benefit results can be aggregated across the strands.   

A7. Our assessment of the counterfactual will come from our Impact Assessment (see page 14 of our proposal document). For the other additionality factors (substitution, displacement, leakage, and potentially multipliers) we would not undertake primary research and instead base our estimates on benchmarks from other research (see pages 14 and 15 of our proposal document). In summary, where relevant, the source of our assumptions would be:

· Substitution – DWP Cost-Benefit Analysis Framework

· Displacement – BIS 2009 literature review

· Leakage – BIS 2009 literature review2
· Multipliers – BIS 2009 literature review2
A8. The DWP Cost Benefit Analysis Framework recommends that substitution for demand side policies be assumed at 30 to 60% and that for supply side policies the equivalent range is 0 to 20%. It should be noted that there is limited evidence concerning substitution effects, especially that pertaining to the UK, and that there is great variation in the estimates of substitution in the available evidence.  

The DWP Cost Benefit Analysis Framework draws on the evidence summarised in DWP Working Paper 100
.  The evidence shown in Table 2.2 on page 16 of this working paper suggests that programmes for young people tend to have relatively high substitution effects.  This would suggest that greater weight be applied to the scenario that assumes a high (60%) estimate of substitution.  

In addition, the standard way in which substitution effects are allowed for is to reduce the estimated gross benefits accruing to the participant in the intervention being studied.  This implicitly assumes that the substitution effects impact on someone who has the same characteristics as the supported participant. In this way the standard method automatically takes account of participants’ age or other relevant personal characteristics.  

A9. As stated in the proposal, for the LDD strand these will include a mix of Local authority cluster contacts, college and training providers; for the ESF strand, these will include a mix of educators such as strategic school, alternative education and local authority representatives and other behavioural support services; for the YO strand, this will include a mix of Youth Offending Teams (YOTs) and secure estates (SE) staff and probation officers.

We would anticipate conducting ten interviews for each strand.  We would be happy to discuss the appropriate balance of groups within those ten interviews.  

A10. Our consultations, which in all cases will build upon the evidence gained through the Interim Evaluations, will be guided by a series of key questions:

· What is being offered, where and to whom?  To what extent does the programme match the original specification set out?  What specific approaches are used to work with the target group and is the methodology appropriate?  How has the PbR model affected the design and offer of the projects? 

· How is the project being managed?  What contract management, delivery and sub-contracting arrangements have been put in place, and how effective are they?  How do contract managers work with lead delivery providers in the context of the PbR model, e.g. frequency of contact and actions taken to address particular issues?  How have sub-contracting arrangements been used to maximise the value that can be provided by specialist organisations?

· How is the project being delivered?  What has been the level of youth engagement in project delivery?  How does delivery seek to address individual challenges of young people at different stages of their journey in training and employment?  What are the barriers/success factors to tailoring support to individual needs? How effectively have employers and providers been engaged/to what extent have referral routes been successfully established and used? 

· What outcomes have been delivered? What progress has been made so far against achieving the outputs and outcomes?  What have been the challenges to engagement and programme delivery?  What key factors have led to positive outcomes and what measures can be taken to increase these outcomes?  Are there other outcomes that are being delivered, that may not fit within the programme definitions set for the PbR model?  How far are outcomes ‘additional’ because of the programme? 
· Has there been any Strategic Added Value?  Have new partnerships been formed or any innovative approaches developed, including due to the PbR model?  Has the programme led to broader learning and development, or generated momentum behind the agenda?  Have there been any changes in the behaviour/attitudes/ capabilities of wider stakeholders?  

A11. We have proposed to conduct the GLA consultations relatively soon after the project starts.  This feels right to us, but we could speak to a wider group later on if that is helpful.  Please see answer below re costs of increasing interview numbers.

A12. We have reviewed our costs and would be happy to absorb the additional cost of either:

· Increasing the number of stakeholder/ partner interviews to 45 (15 per strand), conducted by telephone; or

· Moving to a mix of telephone and f2f interviews (with 10 per strand).

If there were appetite to move to a mix of telephone and f2f and increase the number of interviews, then there would be an additional cost of £550.

A13. The principal mechanism for capturing individual client satisfaction will be through participant interviews. Whether the project has made a difference to individual outcomes will be assessed through the impact assessment.

A14. This would be captured in the process evaluation phase, through the interviews with lead providers and sub-contractors.

A15. Apologies, this was an oversight.  The table should state that Objective 5 will be met through research stages 2 (Data collection and analysis), 3 (Impact assessment) and 5 (Process evaluation).

A16. Yes. We will draw on evidence from other comparable programmes both those using PBR and those funded in other ways. 

A17. This wider evidence refers to evidence which will be drawn from evaluations of other comparable programmes. This will include, for example, the ESF Convergence Programme in West Wales and the Valleys 2007-13
 which has a strand working with NEET young people; and the ESF Convergence, Competitiveness and Employment provision in England and Gibraltar
, which also had employment and young people strands.

A18. Of the 151 working days that we have estimated in our pricing schedule, 59 will be delivered by staff at senior research/ consultant, associate director or director level, with 92 elivered by staff at consultant, researcher or assistant researcher level.  While these are relatively more junior staff they are not inexperienced in either the methods or the subject areas – we have purposely assembled an experienced and expert team for this project.

These staff will be involved in most of the stages of the project, as follows:
Afzal Rahman, Carmen Hoya and Jade Yap will collect data, process it, analyse it and present it.  They will also support on impact assessment and cost-benefit analysis.  All three team members are trained economists with experience from a range of relevant programme evaluations of data collection, analysis and interpretation (their experience is set out in their pen pictures and CVs).  All are also trained in impact assessment and cost benefit methodologies.   They will work alongside senior colleagues in all of these tasks, be supported by them, and their work will at all stages be overseen and quality assured by someone at least at senior level.

Afzal Rahman, Lauren Bennett, Ruth Rajkumar and Farai Chipato will conduct qualitative research (recruitment, interviewing, analysis, reporting) as part of the process evaluation strand.  All are experienced in qualitative research, programme evaluation and interviewing both disadvantaged participants and commissioners/ providers/ stakeholders.  Again, their experience is set out in the proposal but includes evaluations of Mayor’s Mentoring, City Bridge Trust Youth Offer, DWP programmes, Troubled Families programmes, and many more.  Both Farai and Ruth have more than five years’ research experience.  Again, they will carry out this work alongside senior colleagues (who will also conduct the fieldwork themselves), working to topic guides developed by senior staff and with their work at all stages overseen and quality assured.
A19. Yes – we would be happy to agree this as part of project inception.
A20. We take any potential conflicts of interest seriously and have internal processes to manage these risks.  In this case, staff involved in the LCD project for CESI will have no involvement in elements of the evaluation related to LCD.  In practice, the risk of conflict is very, very low as:

· The LDD strand is being led by SQW, rather than CESI, and

· The LCD project for CESI has finished, and did not involve any assessment of LCD programmes or access to information on LCD programmes (it was a wider piece reviewing provision for young disabled people, on LCD’s behalf).

Appendix 4 - Note of the pre-Contract meeting held between The Authority, The Service Provider and SQW on 4 June 2015

In attendance:

Tony Wilson (TW), Director, Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion (CESI)

Paul Bivand (PB), Associate Director of Statistics and Analysis (CESI)

Robert Willis (RW), Senior Consultant, SQW

Julie Sexton (JS), Senior Programme Manager, Great London Authority (GLA)

Mark Wingham (MW), Economist, GLA

Drew Gallon (DG), Senior Project Manager, GLA

Apologies:

Jane Colechin, Researcher, CESI

1.
Welcome and Introductions

JS welcomed the group and introductions were made, including roles on the project.

2.
General discussion/Opening remarks

DG led a discussion regarding the Interim evaluations and some changes to process that the GLA would appreciate. TW mentioned the tight timescale and some issues that changes may create.

The group agreed that there should be an opportunity for the GLA to review information collated prior to/in tandem with drafting/recommendations to ensure that information presented (either from GLA or external sources) is factual, and in order to either amend or enable a ‘right to reply’.

The group agreed that the proposed interview schedule with the GLA would be amended to include two round table group sessions covering development and delivery. GLA to advise on attendees. Action Point, (AP). CESI/SQW to include information about the content/structure of the sessions in a Project Initiation Document (PID), AP.

The group agreed that Payment by Results (PbR) should continue to be included in the report, but noted that it was a component of the delivery methodology rather than a primary driver. The group agreed that PbR should be reviewed in terms of the variance in models between the GLA and Lead Partners and Lead Partners and their subs.

3.
Timetable

Item brought forward to address concerns raised in the opening remarks. The GLA confirmed that due to the delays in project initiation the end date would be extended, and that this would be reflected in the contract. Major milestone variances to work to would be: Draft Report submitted by the end of August 2015, Final Report submitted by the end of September 2015. CESI/SQW should reflect the changes in a revised timetable to be included in the PID, AP.

 

4.
Structure of the Process

The GLA had initially intended to propose a revised structure for the delivery of the project to include a revision in the way that the GLA interviews would take place, and a pre-meeting with the GLA to review findings/conclusions prior to drafting the report. Issues regarding this proposal were raised during the opening remarks, and it was agreed that the GLA interviews would change, but that drafting may be required during the scoping and analysis phases of the process. It was agreed that this would be an acceptable approach as the GLA would still be in a position to respond to the findings and the draft prior to the production of the final report. CESI/SQW agreed to review the structure and include a revised process in the PID if necessary, AP.

5.
Data Sources

DG confirmed the data that the GLA had available, which highlighted the gaps that would need to be addressed in order to meet the objectives of the evaluation, particularly around EFS behaviour and attainment, and YO re-offending data.

MW led a discussion regarding data sources, and the following were considered;

As Data Lab information is thought to be updated on a periodic basis there were concerns about whether the information would be up to date enough to capture individuals on the current programme. A possible alternative option could be for CESI to approach MoJ directly to see what information could be made available, AP. Once this is known, GLA and CESI/SQW to consider whether this aspect should remain as an objective of the report.

GLA do not hold information on behavioural and academic improvements for EFS. One option considered was to review school census information and ascertain whether data regarding individuals could be drawn out using the Unique Pupil Reference number that the GLA does collect. A second option suggested was to survey school teachers. CESI/SQW should consider alternative options and advise GLA, AP.

Further discussions took place to consider data that could be accessed to use as comparators, and CESI confirmed that they would draft a request to DfE for the GLA to review. AP. 

MW asked CESI/SQW for a list of data sources that they intend to access, what could be obtained from them, and a list of risks/alternative sources. AP. 

6.
Interview Schedule

The GLA expressed some concerns regarding their clarity of who was intended to be interviewed (and how), and regarding the volume of interviews. TW confirmed that there were 140 interviews planned, but requested that the GLA gave some guidance as to who they would want interviewed, particularly in relation to specific stakeholders and volumes of participants. AP. GLA requested that, on production of the list, CESI/SQW confirm whether this schedule will be possible under the current value offered, and to provide an alternative cost if necessary. AP.

7.
Interview Questions

GLA provided a list of questions that they thought may be of use when planning the interview schedule with GLA staff, Lead Providers, Participants, Sub contractors and Stakeholders. The GLA confirmed that they would send an electronic copy of the questions to CESI/SQW. AP. CESI/SQW confirmed that they would review the list, and amend/enhance it, then share with the GLA for comment prior to interviews commencing. AP.

8.
Next Steps

DG confirmed the next step progressing towards contracting, and verified that the contract would contain the specification, their bid, the supplementary questions, the answers, this meeting note and any subsequent confirmation that would impact on the delivery of the evaluation project, and that early agreement of all points would be beneficial for both parties.

9.
AOB
A number of additional items were discussed before the close of the meeting;

Diesel Data – The GLA asked if CESI/SQW knew what data it would require in order to start the process. TW requested that the GLA send a list of fields that are available. AP.

Secure Transfer – Methods of Secure Transfer of Data were discussed, and the GLA confirmed that it would review internal options and propose a method to CESI/SQW. AP.

It was agreed that payment terms would be;

•
1/3rd (£25,058 + VAT) on the signing of the contract by all parties

•
1/3rd (£25,058 + VAT) following the initial feedback session (to be planned in the PID for August 2015)

•
the final 1/3rd (£25,058 + VAT) on receipt by the GLA of the agreed final evaluation report.

Summary of Actions

GLA:

•
Advise on attendees at initial round table group sessions by 12 June 2015

•
Provide a list of those who they would want to see interviewed by 12 June 2015

•
Send an electronic copy of the proposed interview questions to CESI/SQW by 12 June 2015

•
GLA send a list of Diesel fields, plus any other details that may be of use (project contacts, project level performance reports etc.) by 12 June 2015

•
GLA to confirm proposed method for secure Data Transfer to CESI/SQW by 12 June 2015

•
Send CESI sample Pupil Reference Numbers for CESI to confirm these are the ones used by the Census by 12 June 2015

•
Issue confidentiality agreement to CESI by 12 June 2015

CESI/SQW:

•
Develop PID to include revised timetable, revised structure, interview volumes and organisations, confirmation of data requirements by 22 June 2015

•
Approach MoJ to ascertain whether re-offending data from PNC could be accessed and report back to GLA by 12 June 2015

•
Present options regarding obtaining behavioural/academic improvements.

•
Draft a request to DfE to access data.

•
Prepare a list of data sources, including what can be obtained and what risks there are if they cannot be accessed, and any alternative data sources in this event.

•
Review cost after interview schedule is confirmed.

•
Review interview questions, amend/enhanced list and send draft questions to the GLA for comment prior to commencing interviews.
Appendix 5 - List of agreed amendments to The Service Provider / SQW response to ITT (Appendix 1) and the Pricing Schedule (Attachment 2)
Proposed interviews
	Subject / Interviewees / Organisations
	Type of interview
	Equivalent Interview Volumes
	Comments

	Programme/Project Development

GLA Youth Development (up to 2 people)

GLA Delivery (up to 2 people)

MOPAC (1 person)

London Council (1 person)
	Workshop
	2
	Discussion with GLA and external partners regarding the development of individual projects (EFS, LDD and YO), and the Programme.

GLA to advise on attendees.

	Programme/Project Delivery

GLA Delivery (up to 5 people)
	Workshop
	2
	Discussion with GLA Project Managers and Programme Manager regarding all aspects of delivery across all three themes (EFS, LDD and YO).

GLA to advise on attendees.

	Lead Delivery Partner (EFS)
	Face to Face
	2
	Lead Delivery Partners coordinated the initial application and are responsible for the management of any subcontractors and the overall delivery of the project. There are two EFS projects delivered by two separate Lead Delivery organisations.
GLA to provide contact details of Lead Delivery Project Managers.


	Subject / Interviewees / Organisations
	Type of interview
	Equivalent Interview Volumes
	Comments

	Lead Delivery Partner (LDD)
	Face to Face
	2
	Lead Delivery Partners coordinated the initial application and are responsible for the management of any subcontractors and the overall delivery of the project. There are three LDD projects delivered by two separate Lead Delivery organisations.

GLA to provide contact details of Lead Delivery Project Managers.

	Lead Delivery Partner (YO)
	Face to Face
	2
	Lead Delivery Partners coordinated the initial application and are responsible for the management of any subcontractors and the overall delivery of the project. There are three YO projects delivered by two separate Lead Delivery organisations.

GLA to provide contact details of Lead Delivery Project Managers.

	Subcontractors (EFS)
	Telephone
	7
	Subcontractors have delivered the project on behalf on Lead Partners, usually as an end-to-end model, and will be well paced to discuss delivery and the relationship with Lead Partners.

GLA to provide a list of subcontractor by project and CESI to approach Lead Partners for a contact list. Subcontractors for each projects must be included.


	Subject / Interviewees / Organisations
	Type of interview
	Equivalent Interview Volumes
	Comments

	Subcontractors (LDD)
	Telephone
	4
	Subcontractors have delivered the project on behalf on Lead Partners, usually as an end-to-end model, and will be well paced to discuss delivery and the relationship with Lead Partners.

GLA to provide a list of subcontractor by project and CESI to approach Lead Partners for a contact list. Subcontractors for each projects must be included.

	Stakeholders (EFS)

Schools (up to 15 people)
	Telephone
	15
	Schools have referred participants to the programme and have provided space for the delivery to take place, so are well placed to comment both on delivery.

GLA to provide a list of schools and CESI to approach Lead Partners for a contact list.

	Stakeholders (EFS)

Teachers (as many as possible)
	Online survey or telephone interviews
	15
	Teachers have seen the impact that the delivery has had once participants have returned to class. They are well placed to comment on the change this may have had to both pupil behaviour and potential academic achievement. As this will be conducted as either an online survey or by carrying out up to50 short interviews, this is considered to be equivalent to15 full interviews.
GLA to provide a list of schools and CESI to approach Lead Partners for a contact list.


	Subject / Interviewees / Organisations
	Type of interview
	Equivalent Interview Volumes
	Comments

	Stakeholders (LDD)

London Councils and 1 other
	Workshop
	1
	The London Councils representative was involved in the development of the programme (and will be invited to the Project/Programme Development workshop), and works closely an LDD expert. Both have looked at the programme content that a participant should have provided, and both sit on the LDD Steering Group.

GLA to advise on attendees.

	Stakeholders (LDD)

Referral agents to the programme, including Local Authorities, Colleges and other organisations (up to 10 people)
	Face to Face or Telephone
	10
	A number of organisations have referred participants onto the projects, some of whom may sit on the LDD Steering Group.

GLA to provide a list of known referrers and CESI to approach Lead Partners for a contact list.

	Stakeholders (LDD)

Employers (up to 25 people)
	Preferably Face to Face. If not, telephone.
	25
	The employer’s role is that of a recipient of a participant who has received guidance during their initial stages in the project following enrolment. Employers should be afforded the opportunity to become involved in participant reviews once they have offered a participant a job.

CESI to select participants and Lead Partners to provide contact details of employers.

	Stakeholder (YO)

Youth Offending Service (up to10 people)
	Workshop or telephone
	3 (workshop) or

10 (telephone)
	YOS representatives have been involved in the delivery aspects through their interaction with Lead Partners regarding statutory duties, and as members of the YO Steering Group.

GLA to provide a list of potential attendees, and CESI to select a sample.


	Subject / Interviewees / Organisations
	Type of interview
	Equivalent Interview Volumes
	Comments

	Stakeholders (YO)

Youth Offending Institutions and Secure Estates (up to 4 people)
	Face to Face or Telephone
	4
	YOIs and Secure Estates have allowed access to their premises to enable delivery of the projects, and have referred participants. There have been four institutions involved in the delivery of the projects, and it suggested that a view from all four would be useful.

GLA to provide contact list.

	Stakeholders (YO)

Youth Justice Board (one person)
	Face to Face or Telephone
	1
	GLA to provide contact details.

	Participants (EFS)
(45 participants)
	Preferably Face to Face, although workshop sessions could be considered.
	45
	Participants have progressed through the projects to different stages, and can provide an insight on delivery and give reasons for their progress (and the subsequent support provide by Lead Partners or subcontractors) if they have not achieved a 26 or 52 week sustained outcome. The GLA consider that it would therefore be useful to talk to a varied sample and suggest 10% who did not enter EET and 10% who did not sustain.

GLA to provide data from which CESI can choose a sample. Lead partners to provide/arrange contact.


	Subject / Interviewees / Organisations
	Type of interview
	Equivalent Interview Volumes
	Comments

	Participants (LDD)
(35 participants)
	Face to Face
	35
	Participants have progressed through the projects to different stages, and can provide an insight on delivery and give reasons for their progress (and the subsequent support provide by Lead Partners or subcontractors) if they have not achieved a 26 or 52 week sustained outcome. The GLA consider that it would therefore be useful to talk to a varied sample and suggest 20% who did not enter EET and 20% who did not sustain.
GLA to provide data from which CESI can choose a sample. Lead partners to provide/arrange contact.

	Participants (YO)
(25 participants)
	Preferably Face to Face. If not, telephone.
	25
	Participants have progressed through the projects to different stages, and can provide an insight on delivery and give reasons for their progress (and the subsequent support provide by Lead Partners or subcontractors) if they have not achieved a 26 or 52 week sustained outcome. The GLA consider that it would therefore be useful to talk to a varied sample and suggest 15% who did not enter EET and 25% who did not sustain.

GLA to provide data from which CESI can choose a sample. Lead partners to provide/arrange contact. 


* Please note: There are no subcontractors involved in the delivery of the YO theme.

Additional Interviews
The GLA preference is for CESI/SQW to conduct higher volumes of interviews than those that have been suggested, and if they can be arranged the GLA will pay for the following maximums per theme;
EFS – 60

LDD – 60

YO – 40

This will increase the maximum volume of interviews to 262.
Invoicing
Invoices submitted to the GLA for work carried out on this project should include a running total of ‘equivalent interview volumes’ to track the initial 140 proposed by CESI following the per-contract meeting, and to verify any additional equivalent interviews delivered for claims purposes, to a maximum of those request by the GLA on the above table.
Revised price
For all agreed activity, and for the first 140 interviews, the GLA will pay £75,174.00 in three equal instalments (see Revised Timetable below for payment points). For every interview delivered over the initial 140, the GLA will make a payment of £150 + VAT to a maximum contract value of £93,174.00.
Revised Updated Timetable
	Milestone
	Date

	Project commences
	No earlier than 4 June 2015

	First invoice submitted
	No earlier than 4 June 2015

	Progress Meeting 1
	w/c 29 June 2015

	Draft Report submission
	w/c 7 September 2015

	Second invoice submitted
	on receipt of the draft report

	Progress Meeting 2
	w/c 7 September 2015

	Report submission – Final Version
	No later than 30 September 2015

	Presentation to Stakeholders
	No later than 23 October 2015

	Final invoice submitted
	on approval of the final report


� The ITT cites Emerson and Hatton (2008), People with Learning Disabilities in England, Centre for Disability Research, Lancaster University. This indicates a benchmark of around 10% of young people with LDD making transition into paid employment. However, this covers only those known to social services, who by definition will be the most severe cases.  More recent work by NAO (2011) suggests that 30 per cent of young people with Statements at 16 are not in education, employment or training at 18, compared to 13 per cent of those without special educational needs. 


� In recent work for UKCES/BIS on appraising the benefits and value for money of investments in skills development we have drawn on Cambridge Econometrics and Institute of Employment Research (2011) Measuring the economic impact of further education, BIS Research Paper Number 38, BIS: London – available at �HYPERLINK "https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32329/11-816-measuring-economic-impact-further-education.pdf"�https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32329/11-816-measuring-economic-impact-further-education.pdf� 


� National Audit Office (2011) Oversight of special education for young people aged 16–25.


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.cesi.org.uk/publications/youth-unemployment-million-reasons-act"�http://www.cesi.org.uk/publications/youth-unemployment-million-reasons-act� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.cesi.org.uk/responses/work-and-pensions-select-committee-enquiry-youth-unemployment"�http://www.cesi.org.uk/responses/work-and-pensions-select-committee-enquiry-youth-unemployment�


� �HYPERLINK "http://wales.gov.uk/docs/wefo/publications/131105wanttoworkfinalevaluationen.pdf"�http://wales.gov.uk/docs/wefo/publications/131105wanttoworkfinalevaluationen.pdf� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.cesi.org.uk/publications/evaluation-want-work-final-report"�http://www.cesi.org.uk/publications/evaluation-want-work-final-report� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.cesi.org.uk/sites/default/files/publications/Workways-evaluation.pdf"�http://www.cesi.org.uk/sites/default/files/publications/Workways-evaluation.pdf� 


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.cesi.org.uk/publications/future-jobs-fund-independent-national-evaluation"�http://www.cesi.org.uk/publications/future-jobs-fund-independent-national-evaluation�


� �HYPERLINK "https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/send-pathfinders" \l "evaluation-of-the-send-pathfinders"�https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/send-pathfinders#evaluation-of-the-send-pathfinders�


� Guidance on appraisal and evaluation of projects requiring public funding.


� Guidance on policy and programme evaluation.


� See: �HYPERLINK "https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/214384/WP86.pdf"�https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/214384/WP86.pdf� 


� See: �HYPERLINK "https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/191512/Research_to_improve_the_assessment_of_additionality.pdf"�https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/191512/Research_to_improve_the_assessment_of_additionality.pdf� 


� See �HYPERLINK "https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/214397/WP100.pdf"�https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/214397/WP100.pdf�


� See �HYPERLINK "http://wales.gov.uk/docs/wefo/publications/deliveringguidance/rme/121101esfconvp1evaluationreporten.pdf"�http://wales.gov.uk/docs/wefo/publications/deliveringguidance/rme/121101esfconvp1evaluationreporten.pdf� 


� See �HYPERLINK "https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/207463/rrep825.pdf"�https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/207463/rrep825.pdf� 
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