[bookmark: CoverBackground][bookmark: _Toc362356965][bookmark: _Toc363061057][bookmark: _Toc366103504][bookmark: _Toc366103668][bookmark: ContentsTitle][bookmark: _Toc367264610][bookmark: _Toc367264708]ESOS Evaluation
[bookmark: ClientLogo] 

Inception meeting note
20th April 2015, 3 Whitehall Place, DECC
Attendees: 
· Martin Adams, DECC
· Daniel Alford, DECC
· Laura Edwards, DECC
· Sarah Meagher, DECC
· Henry Cormack, DECC
· Stephen Oxley, DECC
· Nina Webber, DECC
· Kelly Beaver, Ipsos MORI
· Antonia Dickman, Ipsos MORI
· Paul Ruyssevelt, UCL
· Peter Mallaburn, UCL
Apologies
·  Chris Hale, Ipsos MORI
· Jack Williams, DECC
Discussion of ESOS policy and aims and objectives for evaluation 
DECC gave an overview of the ESOS policy and highlighted key elements of its design and their rationale. The implications of this for the evaluation’s aims and objectives were also discussed. This discussion identified the following key points (which should be read in combination with the fuller policy description and detailed evaluation objectives contained in the evaluation ITT).
· The ESOS policy covers more than 10,000 organisations, varying from small businesses with large turnovers to organisations with large staff numbers, to industrial organisations and conglomerates. The policy therefore had to be designed to have sufficient flexibility to deal with this variety.
· ESOS sits within a complex policy landscape and other policies (such as CRC) mean energy management is already well established in some organisations. A key aim for the policy design was to keep it simple and not over-engineer the requirements so that organisations were not asked to repeat activity they were already carrying out under other obligations. As a result, ESOS compliance can be achieved through multiple routes (such as a DEC or ISO status) and through use of previous audit information.
Key Eval Q: To what extent do organisations in scope of ESOS understand the possible routes to compliance, and does the flexibility built into the policy design help simplify the process for them or create additional burden compared with mandating something more rigid? 
· A key aim for ESOS is also to avoid unnecessary cost to businesses and to go no further than meeting the minimum requirements of the European Directive in order to achieve this. The Rapid Evidence Assessment conducted during the policy design phase suggested certain requirements which could contribute to the realisation of benefits from the scheme (such as senior Board-level sign-off). This review did not find sufficient robust evidence to make the case for compulsory disclosure of audit information however (i.e. the potential impact of such a requirement could not be squared against the additional cost and burden it would place on businesses). 
Key Eval Q: At each stage of the ESOS process, to what extent has the policy design managed to balance the requirement to meet the Directive but at minimum burden and cost to businesses? Are there any over-complications in the ESOS process that do not drive any additional benefit (either for the business itself or more widely)? Do all the actions required by the policy drive towards change e.g. the requirement for senior Board level sign-off? 
· Some parts of the policy design are led by the Directive and as such are set in stone e.g. the 4 year cycle and the eligibility criteria. This means there is not scope to change these elements of the design and the evaluation should not focus on assessing the appropriateness of these elements.  However, the evaluation should seek to explore the impact of these design elements.
Key Eval Q: How are organisations approaching the requirement to comply in a 4-year cycle? Does the ESOS process become embedded in a “business as usual” approach or is it an activity that is undertaken every 4 years in advance of the compliance deadline, and how and why does this vary across different businesses?
DECC summarised three key areas of investigation for the evaluation, in the following order of priority:
1. How is the current scheme design being received and how is it being actioned in practice?
2. What is the impact of the current policy design? (with initial indications in Phase 2 of this evaluation, and a full impact evaluation potentially to be commissioned in a 3rd Phase)
3. To what extent is ESOS the right tool to meet the requirements of the Directive and to achieve the desired outcomes and impacts? This may include recommendations for changes to certain elements of the policy design, or alternative policy designs.
Discussion of evaluation approach
Ipsos MORI gave an overview of the proposed evaluation approach and this led to a discussion, and need for further consideration, of a number of elements of the approach. The following points will be considered further during the Scoping Phase and any amendments to the approach detailed in the Ipsos MORI/UCL proposal will be documented there alongside the rationale for any suggested changes.
The following elements of the proposed approach were raised for further consideration:
· Overburdening business both in terms of policy requirements and evaluation and research activity is of key concern for Government. It is vital therefore that the approach minimises the requirements placed on businesses as far as possible. The steps being taken during this evaluation to achieve this need to be made clear. There may be opportunities to go further by joining up with other evaluation activity to help reduce the number of times businesses are contacted to participate in research, for example. 
· The quantitative survey design: The current approach includes a telephone survey of a representative sample of 1,000 organisations in scope of ESOS. This sample size was put forward to provide sufficient cases for detailed subgroup analysis, to maximise the sample size that may respond should a repeat longitudinal survey be conducted, and to maximise the potential for data-linking with other sources. However, this sample size could reduced to enable a longer survey to be conducted (current approach assumes 15minute survey length). A longer survey may be needed depending on the nature of the evidence requirements following analysis of scheme management data and testing the feasibility of linking secondary data sources. (e.g. if the survey needs to collect or check information that is not gathered by the Environment Agency or which cannot be access through data linking). The sample size and design may also be adjusted if a suitable control group can be identified and targeted for the survey (one consideration put forward was a premises-level survey, rather than business level, which might allow a control group to be defined).
· Measuring additionally is likely to be informed through a variety of approaches including analysis of compliant versus non-compliant organisations, exploiting early versus late compliance requirements (i.e. organisations that cross over the threshold to fall within eligibility requirements later in the scheme) as well as analysing organisations either side of the eligibility threshold (i.e. those with under 250 employees versus those with over 250 employees). Ipsos MORI advised caution using any one of these approaches on its own to answer the question of additionality and set out the limitations faced by each, including a regression discontinuity design (RDD) based on analysis around the employee size threshold. DECC  confirmed there was interest in continuing to assess the validity and value of these different approaches, and specifically to re-assess the value of an RDD approach (with some variety of opinion within DECC on the possibilities this afforded to the evaluation). 
· Primary research with accrediting organisations for assessors is not currently included in the proposed approach but is worth considering.
· Approach to evaluation in Devolved Administrations needs to be considered further as there are separate regulators monitoring compliance. The current evaluation approach mirrors that taken in the CRC evaluation with an overall assessment of the scheme planned without significant focus (e.g. boosted samples) on separate nations. 
· A Post Implementation Review (PIR) must be conducted by DECC in 2019. It is essential that the evaluation is designed in such a way that key evidence required for the PIR is collected. 
Initial Scoping Phase actions: 
Two key tasks for the Scoping Phase to discuss and sign-off with DECC are: 
i) the arrangement of familiarisation interviews – the Ipsos MORI/UCL bid suggests 8 of these sessions are arranged with key policy, analyst and scheme management stakeholders. A suggested initial list is presented below for DECC’s review.
ii) accessing key policy and other related documentation –a table setting out the key documentation intended for review, and where access needs to be provided by DECC, is presented overleaf. 
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ESOS Evaluation: Information requirements tracking table
				 Description								      Responsibility

	ESOS policy documents

	· Any documentation outlining the policy aims for ESOS; and
· ESOS business case, and its appraisal
· ESOS impact assessment
· ESOS theory of change 
· Process map / customer journey for organisations in scope of ESOS
· Outputs from ESOS Rapid Evidence Assessment by Eunomia
· Memorandum of Understanding between DECC and Environment Agency
	

	Related policy documents
	· As above for other related policies e.g. CRC, CCA
· Outputs from meta-review of wider policy 
	

	ESOS operational documents
	· Guidance documentation for organisations
· Guidance documentation for ESOS lead assessors
· Documentation relating to the ESOS roadshows – any background documentation outlining aims for the roadshows, and the final Dialogue-by-Design reports   

	

	Previous related research
	· Documentation relating to the business omnibus tracker, including questionnaires, raw data and any reporting outputs
· Reporting from research /evaluation around related policies e.g. CRC report
· Any relevant lessons learned reports from previous research/evaluation e.g. CRC
	· Daniel

· Laura

· Laura


	Other
	· PIR guidelines
	· Sarah?



Working arrangements:
The following contact arrangements have been agreed:
· Antonia Dickman will be the overall project manager for the study, responsible for day to day contact with DECC and also delivery of weekly update emails. Other key members of the Ipsos MORI and UCL team (and contacts to be copied in on all communication) are set out below.
· DECC provided the following table of key contact details advising all emails are distributed to these contacts to ensure everyone is kept sighted on developments and absences are covered.
	Key contact
	Role

	Martin Adams 
	Policy Lead

	Nina Webber
	Policy Advisor

	Henry Cormack
	Economic Advisor (note that at some point Henry will handover this role)

	Daniel Alford
	Social Research Manager (until end April)

	Laura Edwards
	Social Research Manager (from start May)

	Jack Williams
	Social Researcher (until end July)

	Key contact
	Role

	Antonia Dickman 
	Evaluation manager (main point of day-to-day contact)

	Chris Hale
	Evaluation Director (leading impact and additionality work)

	Matt Bristow
	Primary Research Lead

	Paul Ruyssevelt
	UCL team lead



Beyond the core DECC team it is likely that a Steering Group and/or Expert Advisory Panel will be re-convened (composition of the groups involved in the policy design phase to be considered by DECC and refreshed as appropriate). 
