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JOS Innovation Work Programme: Evaluation Framework

1. Introduction

All JISC programmes are evaluated. This evaluation framework sets the basis for the evaluation of the JISC Organisational Support (JOS) Innovation Work Programme (“the work programme”) – a rolling programme of sub-programmes and projects that investigates and supports the effective use of ICT by institutions.
 The “object” of evaluation is the work programme, and the evaluation covers all activities within that scope. The aim is to establish a continual, systematic evaluation that collects and collates sufficient evidence on the programme to provide useful, validated information to its stakeholders. 

This framework is divided into two parts. The main body defines the structure and processes of the evaluation. It covers:
· the structure of the work programme and evaluation (Section 2)
· the questions that the evaluation will answer (Section 3)
· detail on the reporting, and version control and review, processes within the evaluation (Sections 4 and 5 respectively)
The appendices provide supporting material:

· Appendix 1 provides background on the work programme
· Appendix 2 describes the purpose and conceptual basis of the evaluation, and the broad approach proposed to answer the evaluation questions
· Appendix 3 sets out the assumptions prerequisites for the evaluation
· Appendix 4 relates this framework to the JISC Capital Programme Evaluation Framework
Detailed evaluation planning

This framework is accompanied by a separate document describing the rolling implementation plan that provides the detail of the evaluation.
 The implementation plan sets out an agreed plan for conducting the evaluation, in detail for the coming 18 months, and in outline for the longer-term. The plan defines the indicators, baselines, sources of information and schedule for answering each of the evaluation questions. The plan includes an overall schedule, budget and responsibilities for the evaluation - in essence it covers the logistical details.

JISC programme evaluations

This evaluation framework takes account of, and has adapted, the JISC Capital Programme Evaluation Framework to address:

· the principles and diverse themes that the work programme operates under
· the rolling nature of the work programme
· the relationships between JOS work and JISC innovation work funded under other committees
Appendix 4 records for reference the relationship between this evaluation framework and the Capital Programme Evaluation Framework. In developing the framework, other JISC programmes have been investigated to learn more recent lessons on effective evaluation.

2. Structure of the evaluation

The work programme is not a single, clear change programme. It is more a portfolio of related activities that all fit within the scope of the JOS strategic framework. The figure below illustrates the essential elements of the work programme and their logical structure. The key elements are projects (as tendered by competitive calls or Invitations To Tender (ITTs), or commissioned directly from JISC’s Advisory Services and Innovation Support Centres), sub-programmes (a group of projects - often phased - plus supporting activities, designed to achieve some desired outcomes), outreach campaigns, partnerships with relevant third-party organisations and continual input (information and guidance, or collaborations) to other JISC activities.
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Every JISC project already undertakes self-evaluation as a condition of its grant.
 The work programme evaluation is concerned with how the projects contribute to broader objectives, i.e. how the whole is more than the sum of its parts. This includes JISC activities like outreach campaigns, and cross-programme/service support. However, attempting to evaluate the whole work programme directly is inappropriate as its objectives and top-level desired outcomes are diffuse, abstract and fixed (relative to the rolling focus), whilst the actual activities will evolve over time within the JOS strategic framework. Therefore sub-programmes (or the independent project) have been chosen as additional “objects” of evaluation, both to help link the projects undertaken to the overall work programme, and to enabled an outcome-oriented evaluation.

The bulk of evaluation effort will be used on the sub-programmes and independent projects. Sub-programmes are evaluated throughout their life and for a period afterwards to identify longer-term consequences and effects. The sub-programmes collectively contribute to the work programme’s overall impact. The evaluation also supports, validates and synthesises projects’ self-evaluation, and evaluates at the programme-level, which helps set the context for the each sub-programme evaluation.

Diagrammatically these “objects” of evaluation are shown below, with some of the key interactions between them.
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The different elements of the work programme are evaluated as follows:

· All projects self-evaluate. The programme-level evaluation supports and validates these and ensures focused and effective self-evaluation. Independent projects will be evaluated further at a programme-level only if deemed significant enough.
· As discussed above, each sub-programme is evaluated as a distinct “object” of evaluation.
· Comms and marketing campaigns arising from, or supported by, the work programme map to one or more relevant projects and sub-programmes. The relevant elements of the comms and marketing campaigns are evaluated as part of the sub-programme. The overall understanding of different audiences, assessment of impact on these audiences and assessment of whether audience needs are being met, is part of the programme-level evaluation. Each (relevant) campaign is a collaboration involving the work programme (and may involve other JISC activities, or external partners); it sits alongside the programme rather than being a sub- or super-unit.
· Partnership activities are evaluated as part of the sub-programmes; overall utility and impact of each partnership as part of the work programme evaluation.
· Cross-programme/service support from the programme team is flexible and ad hoc and is therefore evaluated as a particular audience type (comprising JISC stakeholders) within the programme-level evaluation, and in terms of the application of findings and lessons to JISC activities.
The themes within the JOS strategic framework set the potential scope of the sub-programmes and overall work programme, with the committee deciding what the foci and funded scope is at any point. Each sub-programme will map to one or more themes. The work programme evaluation can describe which themes have been addressed in any given period.
3. Evaluation questions

Evaluation questions guide the evaluation activities and reporting. They are chosen to fit the circumstances of the programme and are designed to provide stakeholders of the evaluation with the information they want. Six questions are posed for the work programme, with each having a number of sub-questions intended both to probe and answer their parent question. It is not expected that each question can be answered definitively, though through regular appraisal answers will become clearer and conclusions firmer.

Evaluation questions can be tailored to each sub-programme as part of the initiation of evaluation for that sub-programme. These will be recorded within the evaluation plan. Given the nature of the work programme, it will always be necessary to retain some flexibility to accommodate specific evaluative requirements from the relevant committee or programme team, or to include interesting and insightful areas identified during the evaluation.

Overall work programme

How well is the programme design meeting JISC aims and sector needs?

· How well is the work programme anticipating sector needs?
· Are the objectives, outcomes and inter-relationships of sub-programmes clear, and do they map to JISC aims?
· How well is the programme taking past work and findings into account?
· With hindsight, were the right sub-programmes and projects chosen?
Is the work programme audience(s) receiving valuable information and guidance?

· Is the information and guidance of sufficient quality and appropriate for the audience?
· How timely is it?
· How successful is it in reaching the audience?
· Are the right intermediary partners being used for outreach?
· To what extent is the information and guidance having its desired effect?

· What is being learnt about the audience?
Sub-programmes and independent projects

These are asked of either a sub-programme, or independent project.

How well is the sub-programme design meeting its purpose and objectives?

· How well is the sub-programme taking past work and findings into account?
· Looking ahead, is the mix of activities taking place likely to lead to the desired outcomes?
· With hindsight, were the right projects chosen?
What are the emerging findings and lessons?

· What new knowledge is there?
· What existing knowledge has been highlighted as more important than first thought?
· What concepts and practices have been validated?
· What key issues have been identified in the effective use of ICT in the sector over the next year, and three years? Which are new to what audiences?
· What new JOS or JISC work is being undertaken, or needs to be undertaken, as a result?
Within JISC, how well are the findings and lessons being applied?

· How well are they being applied in JOS work programme planning?
· How well are they being applied in support of other JISC activities to increase the effective use of ICT?
· Are suggested improvements being systematically trialled?
Are the outputs improving the decision-making of institution managers?

· Are clear audiences and messages identified?
· Have the materials been piloted and feedback incorporated?
· How effectively is the information and guidance reaching the decision-making audience?
· How effective is the information and guidance in enabling positive, sustainable change?
· Have any members of the target audience not found it useful? Why?
Approach to answering the evaluation questions

The implementation plan provides the detail of how to approach each question. Through regular involvement with the work programme, the evaluation team
 should have a good understanding of the current portfolio of sub-programmes and projects and other programme activities. Reading project and programme documentation and speaking to those involved will supply much of the information required. Involving a wide range of stakeholders, on a regular basis, is preferable given the broad scope of the work programme. Most of the questions can then be answered through reasoned judgements. Additional information for indicators will support these judgements.
 Returning regularly to the questions for each reporting cycle will encourage further exploration and reflection on the answers.

4. Reporting

The evaluation is an integral part of the work programme, and its approach should be light touch to support the programme most effectively. The programme team manage the overall evaluation. The evaluation team will be on hand to collaborate with the programme team on specific activities, which will generally be set or recorded in the implementation plan.

An evaluation report will be delivered biannually, its language and timing aligned with the relevant group or committee.
 Reporting will cover all elements in scope at present (ie overall programme, sub-programmes and selected independent projects). Recommendations and an associated action plan will also be presented. Draft reports will be reviewed by relevant members of the JISC Executive, with input from the committee as and when appropriate to ensure currency of issues and agility of evaluation at committee meetings.

Specific additional elements will be presented to the committee as requested and tasked.
 Work programme updates, using exception reporting, from the programme team will continue as complementary and distinct to evaluation reports.

The evaluation will also feed directly into the work programme’s operational planning which is regularly presented to the JISC Senior Management Team (SMT) and the JISC Board. The evaluation team will also be expected to contribute to other reviews and evaluations as required.

5. Review and version control

The evaluation framework is effectively fixed. The implementation plan will specify the level and detail of answer expected for the evaluation questions set here. Since the plan covers an 18 month period, it will be revised frequently, relative to the framework. The progress and utility of the evaluation will be reviewed annually, and both framework and plan updated accordingly.

The participants in each annual review will comprise the work programme’s Senior Responsible Owner (SRO) and manager(s); possibly committee representative(s); a JISC Programme Management Office representative and any other individuals involved with conducting evaluation activities.

The review of the evaluation should seek to answer the following questions:

· Is the framework (and implementation plan) being applied?
· Is the evaluation proving useful?
· What has been learnt about the evaluation process?
· What changes are required over the next 18 months? (questions, indicators, effort, etc)

· Are any long-term trends emerging?
· Have previous changes been successfully enacted?
· Is the management and governance of the evaluation effective?
The answers to these questions should be noted for the programme record.

Any revision of the evaluation framework will normally follow the annual review. All changes require SRO approval. Committee approval will usually be needed for substantial changes (e.g. change of top-level questions, changes required following major reorganisation of work programme or change in objectives).

Appendix 1
Programme details

This appendix sets out the work programmes’ objectives and intended outcomes to provide context for the evaluation framework.

Overall aim / purpose

To expand the knowledge, effectiveness and change capabilities of Further and Higher Education institutions, and their capacity for external engagement, by investigating and providing world class support to their organisational management, business processes, information systems and the individuals themselves that work and study within them through the effective use of ICT

Work programme objectives

To continually investigate short- and long-term issues in the effective use of ICT

To support all relevant JISC-funded activities, on a continual basis, through the effective use of ICT, focusing on the issues surrounding ICT rather than on the technology itself

To provide timely guidance to institutional decision-makers on the human, organisational and strategic issues of using ICT, including:

· supporting ICT decision-makers with non-technical guidance
· supporting other institutional decision-makers with their ICT-related decisions and activities
To continue to expand and develop the community of practitioners able to exploit ICT-enabled change within their institution

Top level desirable outcome

UK further and higher education sectors that are world class in their use of current and emerging ICT to effectively support and drive institutional strategies and practices. 

Selection and prioritisation of activities

The work programme is guided by the JOS committee which identifies relevant areas of work appropriate to JISC, and funds activity under its strategic framework. “Appropriate to JISC” is taken as meaning both leading in the innovative use of ICT to support education and research, and acting in the common good of the sector.

Strategic driver

JISC’s fourth strategic aim (“Promoting the development, uptake and effective use of ICT within institutions and in support of their management”) is the main strategic driver for the work programme. JOS will support the delivery of this strategic aim by addressing the needs of next generation (staff and student) users who exploit new technologies and practices to work in a range of new ways. The committee will seek to help institutions identify gaps in ICT and information literacy skills, and encourage the effective use of ICT in strategic planning and organisational management, and in support of legislative and environmental efficiency commitments. It will help institutions exploit the benefits of integrating large-scale information systems (linking up learning and research with administration activities). JOS will also consider future trends and technologies - including emergent user-owned technologies - that might have an impact on the core activity of institutions, environmentally sustainable ICT, and the types of organisational structures and staff role support that might be appropriate for future needs.

Principles

The work programme has adopted the principles of the JOS strategic framework, namely:

· How technology can enable people/organisations to achieve their objectives
· Helping institutions to enhance their “external” impact
· Supporting the management of cultural change within institutions
· Addressing the “softer” aspects associated with embedding technology
· Working through others as appropriate
Outcome and impact model

A simple model of how the work programme benefits institutional managers is that projects, sub-programmes and the overall work programme produce information and guidance that influences managerial decisions. In essence, it is a decision support work programme. There are many ways in which the information and guidance reach “end users”, the key elements of which are shown in the diagram below. Some paths may result in message diffusion, distortion, delay or obstruction.
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Even when the information has been received the path to outcomes and long-term impact is extensive. The diagram below shows the primary path to the expected impact of the work programme. As with any model, the path is simplified and idealistic.
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This model contains a number of assumptions. Investigating and validating the assumptions provides a better foundation for the work programme.
 The evaluation framework (Appendix 2) identifies some of these assumptions.

A detailed benefits map for the work programme would show a richer picture of expected outcomes and impact. As the benefits management for the work programme is at a nascent stage, the evaluation focuses on outcomes and impact.

Appendix 2
Evaluation background and approach

This appendix sets out the background and approach to the evaluation framework, so providing the context and rationale to the structure and processes set out in the main body of this framework.

Background to the evaluation

Purpose

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide formally to stakeholders information about the work programme that is useful in making decisions about the programme. Evaluation seeks to validate past decisions about the work programme, and improve future decisions about it. At its most basic, "evaluation" can be just a formalisation of stakeholders’ reflections and thoughts on what and how well the programme has achieved. Formal evaluation allows systematic reflection which may be more effective (e.g. by having a set of directed analyses as opposed to a set of anecdotes and associated reflections). Recording the evaluative process facilitates learning from experience for the people and organisations involved in the work programme.

Scope

The object of evaluation is the work programme, and the evaluation covers all activities within that scope. This includes the constituent projects. Whilst evaluation of these projects contributes to the evaluation, the focus is on a programme-level and sub-programme-level evaluation. Non-project activities within the work programme, such as management, communications and partnership activities, are also within the scope of the evaluation as these all contribute to the overall end-to-end effectiveness and impact of JOS-funded interventions.  In fact, because of their decision support nature, work programme activities funded by JOS tend to have considerable elements of outreach and engagement woven into the very fabric of their design (as opposed to these being activities “wrapped around“ a programme focused solely on the development of artefacts – products or services – for the sector. 

History

JISC Committee for Awareness, Liaison and Training (JCALT) was formed in 1999 to cover the issues surrounding the use of technology in education – staff skills, effective strategy and management, and related organisational issues. In 2004 the Terms of Reference (ToRs) of the committee were updated, and it was renamed to JOS. JOS runs a work programme that complements other funded activities such as Regional Support Centres (RSCs) and other advisory services. The work programme comprises a number of projects with varying degrees of interdependency. Most of the projects are “discovery” projects
 - these have a strong element of research and investigation, leading to some useful information or guidance for particular audiences within the community. Projects can be usually categorised into (a) testing a concept, (b) testing a practice or (c) promoting a practice and provision of information.

From mid-2006 JOS started developing a strategic framework, with the intention of focusing efforts on a limited number of areas, in order to increase the impact in these areas. The resulting framework
 has guided the work programme since through its themes and principles that help set the scope of the work programme. Other changes have been instigated, including:

· moving more formally to multi-phase projects
· starting to engage with a wider audience (which is recognised as necessary if the work programme’s intended benefits are to be fully realised)
The adoption of the strategic framework by JOS has marked a fresh start for the work programme though the programme’s key elements, such as the emphasis on the institutional perspective and the softer issues around ICT, are unchanged. Establishing evaluation activities early on is seen as part of the new approach, and is intended partly to validate choices made thus far - allowing for ever greater confidence in decisions taken.

The work programme is looking to move from informal formative and summative evaluation, often based on anecdote and case studies, to a formal, systematic evaluation comprising formative and summative elements. Importantly this includes a much greater emphasis on monitoring outcomes after projects have finished. This is important because the effects that the work programme aims for can often only be realised, and thus detected, verified and measured, some time after projects have finished.

Approach to the evaluation

The work programme is a traditional JISC programme in that it uses calls and ITTs to recruit its projects. However, unlike many other programmes the emphasis is overwhelmingly on investigating and reporting on soft issues for institutional managers, rather than directly driving technological innovation. The capital programme framework for evaluation is therefore seen by JOS as less appropriate than an evaluation tailored to the work programme. This sub-section describes the overall approach to evaluation.

As stated earlier, the aim is to establish a continual, systematic evaluation that collects and collates sufficient evidence on the work programme to provide useful, validated information to its stakeholders. Having the evaluation framework upfront, and then applying dedicated, regular effort to evidence collation and evaluation reporting will embed and make systematic the evaluation which already takes place. It will also increasingly enable assessment of the longer-term outcomes and impact of the work programme.

Not all elements of the work programme will necessarily be evaluated. For example, it may not be worthwhile to evaluate standalone support projects, or internal activities that do not contribute directly to achieving defined outcomes.

All the evaluation principles from the JISC Capital Programme Evaluation Framework have been adopted. The consistent approach across JISC comes from adopting key processes from the “Six Steps to Effective Evaluation” and by learning from successful programme evaluations. This compatibility and alignment is detailed in Appendix 4.

The evaluation should not encroach on the programme management structure. Evaluation exists to support better decision-making about the work programme, across its governance. The evaluation should therefore be light touch in approach to support the programme most effectively.

The rest of this sub-section comprises a number of concepts and points that guide detailed evaluation planning, namely:

· Relating evaluation to quality, sustainability and dissemination
· Specifying impartiality
· Fitting the evaluation to the phased design of sub-programmes
· Introducing a through-life evaluation
· Validating effects
· Retaining flexibility in the evaluation
· Setting standards of evidence
Relating evaluation to quality, sustainability and dissemination

Quality, sustainability and dissemination are concepts closely related to, but distinct from, evaluation, for example:
· Activities that achieve appropriate set quality standards will usually support programme outcomes.
· Outputs or outcomes that are sustained – either through additional funding from JISC, or through other means – are likely to have had a more significant impact.
· Dissemination of project and programme findings and lessons to appropriate audiences will usually support the programme outcomes.
The evaluation needs to be aware of these inter-relationships. Project and programme activities concerning evaluation, quality, sustainability and dissemination all need close coordination and management.

Specifying impartiality

In programme evaluations a degree of impartiality (from management and delivery of the programme) is often seen as important. In particular, it can support greater accountability and may address optimism bias. The evaluation will use objective information and impartial staff where independence is significant. The JOS committee is responsible for ensuring that adequate impartiality is used in the evaluation when required. For example, it might be worth using impartial staff for “review of evidence” checks, where controversial topics are identified or where an objective view is critical. The implementation plan specifies where this is relevant for the planned evaluation activities.

Fitting the evaluation to the phased design of sub-programmes

Each sub-programme has distinct phases designed to achieve the desirable outcomes. There are different considerations at each phase, in addition to deciding whether to continue to the next phase or not. The diagram below provides the typical profile of a sub-programme and exemplar considerations. These considerations support, rather than supplant, the evaluation questions in the main body of the framework.
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Introducing a through-life evaluation

Traditional evaluation (formative and summative) starts at the beginning of the activity, and finishes at the end of the activity. A rolling work programme that requires impact analysis must have a through-life evaluation. Establishing through-life evaluation requires extending the traditional timeframe of evaluation from the initial funding decision to the end of discernible effects of that project. 

As an example of a through-life approach to evaluation, a generic work programme project lifecycle is illustrated below with various evaluation questions that stakeholders in the evaluation, not the evaluation team, might like to consider.
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Similarly, the evaluation should continue after the end of sub-programmes. Should the work programme end, the evaluation will need to continue for a period after the end of the last sub-programme. Any additional evaluation in the event of the work programme ending should be agreed with the relevant committee.

Validating effects

The outcome and impact model in Appendix 1 highlighted the importance of the assumptions underlying the decision support mandate of the work programme and the effects that it aims to achieve.

Validating these assumptions can be strong evidence that the work programme is being effective. Some of the questions needing evidence-based answers which contribute to validation are shown on the diagram overleaf. They support, rather than supplant, the evaluation questions in the main body of the framework – in particular how effectively provision of information and guidance is enabling positive, sustainable change.
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Validating all the assumptions, and thus programme logic itself, requires new types of information to be collected. This needs to be done in a systematic, critical yet constructive manner in order to understand just how well the expectation of impact can be justified. Such information gathering approaches include:

· Use an “audience pilot group” to review and advise on outreach materials. This addresses the problem that many projects produce outputs designed for particular audience segments whilst project teams do not necessarily have expertise in dissemination and cannot really predict audience response without testing. Some projects will do this anyway, but it might make sense to do this systematically and as a “common good” across all projects so that expertise can be shared and findings tracked.
· Run regular, impartial partnership interviews on alignment
 with, and value added by, work programme activities. These would act as a direct measure of how effectively the work programme works with organisations that have a significant national profile and membership ‘voice’ (UCISA
, AUA
, etc), and an indirect measure of its effect on their members
. The evaluation team would act as impartial “listeners” to the partners, relaying opportunities and concerns to the programme team and relevant partnership manager as necessary.
· Run a longitudinal study of a sample of institutions, working closely with them to see how work programme outputs are used and what effect they have. This might involve regular and ad hoc interviews with a range of institutional managers, within the context of their strategy, systems, processes and people. Potentially this would offer great insight into the impact of the work programme, going beyond the “audience pilot group” to see how the information and guidance fare in the real environment.
· Use online functionality to measure of uptake, utility and consequent effects of materials hosted on JISC and project websites. Identifying specific people who download a report might allow a follow-up call or email to survey use and utility. A related option is to employ “response tracking” from other communications such as mailshots whereby each recipient is allocated a unique serial number and their subsequent response (probably clicking the link in the email, or entering a web address given in a letter) is monitored.
· Seek follow-up feedback from event attendees to identify the subsequent action taken and what consequences this has had – i.e. the longer-term effects of bringing people together for an outreach event. This complements and extends the feedback normally taken at events on satisfaction, etc. Follow-up feedback could be requested three or six months afterwards, depending on the event and its objectives. This is similar to the follow-up element of the online functionality above, but for events.
Some of these information gathering approaches are useful for indicators for the evaluation questions so their application is described in the implementation plan. An appropriate and pragmatic combination will need to be used in order to validate the effects of sub-programme and the work programme as a whole. The implementation plan provides some further pointers on how this might be achieved.

Retaining flexibility in the evaluation

Flexibility was identified by all key stakeholders as critical to successful evaluation activities. This means being able to adapt to changes in the work programme or its context, as well as tailoring the evaluation to what works and what is useful. The broad brush nature of this evaluation framework reflects the need for flexibility. The implementation plan similarly offers flexibility, primarily through spare and flexible effort in its budget.

Setting standards of evidence

It is impossible to prescribe standards of evidence for drawing conclusions from the evaluation. To eliminate any reasonable doubt in practices for many of the soft topics that the work programme covers is beyond the scope and budget of work programme. However, part of the rationale for any formal evaluation is to push persistently for higher standards of evidence.

Multiple forms of evidence will need to be collected and analysed to see what hypotheses the evidence supports. Both qualitative and quantitative indicators are necessary for the work programme. The ideal combination of indicators for particular evaluation elements are those that allow the same conclusions to be made from different viewpoints, using a mix of hard measures/data, stakeholder views and objective reasoning.

All evidence should be critically examined to understand:

· particular problems with information collected
· how evidence used in making conclusions might be misleading
· what additional evidence could be sought to reinforce or call into question the conclusions
Appendix 3
Assumptions and prerequisites for the evaluation

This appendix is a list of assumptions and prerequisites for the successful conduct of the evaluation.

Audit - the evaluation does not aim to confirm that due processes are in place, such as programme management compliance, financial probity, etc. The evaluation may support auditing (and vice versa) but is not a replacement.

Branding of outputs – to support the attribution of effects to programme activities, maximising the effectiveness of branding of outputs, or trials of new approaches, is required.

Culture – effective evaluation requires an objective, investigative mindset in all those involved. For the work programme it requires commitment in effort and priorities. It is important for all stakeholders to remain positive about evaluation – it is there to identify what has worked, what could have worked better and how to learn how to do things better. The evaluation itself needs to be conducted in a systematic, critical yet constructive manner.

Evaluation team – the ability to conduct a successful evaluation and deliver its intended benefits is dependent on a suitably experienced and skilled evaluation team.

Internal JISC reports – availability of internal JISC reports and records (facilitated through the JISC programme team), for example from JISC’s Project Information Management System (PIMS), document management system TRIM and reports from the market research team.

Monitoring and reporting - the evaluation augments, but does not replace, existing reporting to the work programme’s stakeholders. For example, providing project progress reports to the committee is not part of the evaluation.

Projects – budget for their self-evaluation and engage with the programme-level evaluation

Records - effective evaluation is predicated on access to a historical record of the work programme. This includes all formal documentation including that relating to original bids from successful projects, planning and reporting from projects and the programme, and relevant committee minutes. Records from less formalised activities (such as internal JISC communications and marketing) are also necessary.

Synthesis – both outreach and evaluation requires synthesis
 of the findings and lessons of constituent projects. The programme manager is responsible for ensuring that synthesis is done and coordinated. The evaluation may be tasked with synthesis activities for particular sub-programmes and projects.

Appendix 4
Relationship to the JISC Capital Programme Evaluation Framework

This evaluation framework takes account of, and has adapted, the JISC Capital Programme Evaluation Framework
 so that it addresses:

· the principles and diverse themes that the work programme operates under
· the rolling nature of the work programme
· the relationships between JOS work and JISC innovation work funded under other committees
In essence, because the work programme is distinct from other JISC programmes (core and capital) the evaluation has had to account for differences whilst remaining compatible with other programme evaluations. As the Capital Programme Evaluation Framework clearly points out, the framework is “only a starting point for the more detailed planning that will need to be undertaken within each strategic area and development programme”. This evaluation framework thus builds on the generally sound principles of the groundwork for the Capital Programme.

The following table relates the Capital Programme Evaluation Framework to this framework:

	Element of Capital Programme Evaluation Framework
	Relationship to work programme

	Context (Section 2)
	The context is relevant to this framework, though obviously where the Capital Programme Evaluation Framework is now established some of the context is dated.

	Methodological approaches (Section 3)
	The discussion and conclusions are applicable here. Of particular validity are the needs for a tailored approach to evaluation, and for a close relationship between the design of programme and the design of the monitoring and evaluation requirements. These have been strong drivers in the development of this evaluation framework. This framework also shares the strong emphasis on formative evaluation, and has designed in adaptability as a key requirement.

	Evaluation Framework (introduction to Section 4)
	The two key elements have been adopted: separation into a framework and detailed planning and the suggested responsibilities for evaluation; The coordination of evaluation activities is also regarded as important.

	Evaluation Principles (Sub‑section 4.1)
	Adopted in its entirety. Note that the principles drive particular design decisions but do not lead to an evaluation per se.

	Stakeholders, Boundaries and Responsibilities (Sub‑section 4.2)
	This section describes the logic for JISC achieving its aims in its development community and the wider sector. The work programme does not have the same sort of development community as other JISC programmes, but has those institutions and individuals who complete JOS-funded projects and also the target audience for its information and guidance. This audience (ie institutional managers) achieves institutional change through its decisions. Accumulated institutional change leads to sector change. The other point made is that much of the evaluation will be done by the project teams and that the programme managers will do the analysis, synthesis and articulation of key outcomes. This is true for the work programme.

	Evaluation Plan (Sub‑section 4.3)
	This evaluation plan shows the basic structure for planning evaluations. It is reflected in the “Six Steps to Effective Evaluation” document and is adopted in the work programme’s implementation plan.

	Project Typology and Evaluation Types (Sub‑section 4.4)
	The project typology and evaluation types was further developed in the “Six Steps to Effective Evaluation” document and is used here, but is not that useful due to limited granularity of the work programme (see below).

	Quality Issues (Sub‑section 4.5)
	The work programme does not have a formal quality framework or approach so this section has limited relevance other than to highlight the need to consider quality. This is reflected in this evaluation framework.

	Implementation (Section 5)
	The options appraisal given refers to the capital programme and is not that applicable here. The implementation of this evaluation framework is covered in the accompanying evaluation plan.

	Capital Programme Logic Model (Appendix 1)
	The work programme is not covered by in Appendix 1. However, the inputs/outputs/outcomes mindset is applicable.

	Capital Programme Evaluation Plan (Appendix 2)
	The work programme is not covered by this appendix. The types of outcomes and benefits covered in Appendix 2 are not a good fit to the work programme, though the work programme could be seen as helping to enable them.

	Capital Programme Outline / Roadmap (Appendix 3)
	The work programme is not covered by Appendix 3. The roadmap itself is now outdated.

	Typology of Projects and Evaluation Approaches (Appendix 4)
	The typology of projects has been used and extended since the nature of the work programme is that most of the projects were in one category (“Discovery”) and further granularity was required. The associated types of evaluation were used.


� 	Extracts from the programme’s definition, including its objectives and intended outcomes, are provided in Appendix 1.  NB JISC’s Business and Community Engagement (BCE), and Institutional Innovation programmes (both of which are also sponsored by the JOS committee) are subject to their own separate evaluation activities (and in the case of BCE, a separate evaluation framework that takes account of the programme’s focus on external stakeholder reach) and hence their evaluation is not within the scope of this framework.


� 	JOS Innovation Work Programme: Evaluation Implementation Plan, first issued September 2008. This document contains a rolling plan that will be updated at least annually.


� 	There is a JISC requirement for projects to “develop an evaluation plan as part of the overall project plan to explain how they will evaluate the success of the project and its outcomes. They must also participate in evaluation activities at programme level.” JISC Project Management Guidelines, May 2008 <� HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/proj_manguide.aspx" ��http://www.jisc.ac.uk/fundingopportunities/proj_manguide.aspx�>, provide good practice guidance on evaluation. There is an emphasis on formative evaluation, supported by the “review as you go” advice throughout the guidelines.


� 	Effects comprise a spectrum from immediate outcomes to long-term impact. Desirable effects, and their timescales, will be different for each sub-programme. The nature and extent of desirable and achieved effects will change during the course of the work programme.


� 	The “evaluation team” is the overall term used for whoever, JISC and / or external staff, is implementing the evaluation.


� 	See, for instance, the “validating effects” sub-section in Appendix 2.


� 	The rationale for the biannual cycle is that the work programme is a rolling portfolio of activities whose effects require continual tracking and investigation. By covering all sub-programmes, as well as the overall programme, each reporting cycle provides support for operational planning. The biannual cycle also permits sufficient engagement with projects for synthesis of findings and to support their evaluations, and ensures that the evaluation team maintain an up-to-date understanding of the work programme.


� 	In this sense the evaluation will be owned by the JISC Executive, but steered by the relevant group or committee with additional control from a nominated representative.


� 	For example, this may include reports for public consumption with an appropriate structure or outreach campaign reports.


� 	Importantly, this will include agreeing plans for new areas of the evaluation (e.g. new and anticipated projects and sub-programmes) and agreeing which elements to drop (ie end).


� 	Note that there is already considerable academic literature on decision analysis that supports the concept of a decision support programme. Validating the logical links in the model will enable a better understanding of effects (both characterisation and extent).


� 	See the project typology given in Six Steps to Effective Evaluation, Glenaffric, 2007 in the JISC Capital Evaluation Framework <� HYPERLINK "http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/documents/funding/project_management/evalutionframework0906.pdf" ��http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/documents/funding/project_management/evalutionframework0906.pdf�>.


� 	JOS Committee: Strategic Framework, 2008.


� 	Ie is the work programme focusing on areas that resonate with the current issues of institutional managers? Is technology supporting their everyday work and broader strategic issues?


� 	Universities and Colleges Information Systems Association <http://www.ucisa.ac.uk>


� 	Association of University Administrators <http://www.aua.ac.uk>


� 	“Partners” in this context could include those organisations with whom JISC has a formal partnership < http://www.jisc.ac.uk/aboutus/partnerships.aspx> as well as other key organisations with which JISC has a relationship and shared interests.


� 	Synthesis is a process (collating, distilling, examining, abstracting, extracting) that will often lead to a tangible output for outreach or evaluation. JISC’s approach is outlined in Approaches to Synthesis – Discussion Document, Wentworth, October 2006 (available through the JISC programme team upon request).


� 	JISC Capital Programme Evaluation Framework, Glenaffric, September 2006 <http://www.jisc.ac.uk/media/documents/funding/project_management/evalutionframework0906.pdf>  
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