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JOS Innovation Work Programme: Evaluation Implementation Plan

1. Introduction

All JISC programmes are evaluated. This plan covers 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.
 A separate document, the Evaluation Framework
, provides the overarching objectives, structure and principles of the evaluation. This document sets out an agreed plan for conducting the evaluation, in detail for the 18 months from January 2009, 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.

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 work programme to provide useful, validated information to its stakeholders.

Status and use

Ownership of this implementation plan is held by the work programme manager. The first version of this plan was developed as part of the overall evaluation design. It is expected that the evaluation support brought in to conduct the evaluation will use and adapt this plan as agreed with the programme team. The exact composition, detail and timing of such evaluation support activities will be specified as within the evaluation support team’s bid, and agreed as an initial task. Where additional evaluation activities are commissioned they will also fit within this plan. This document is considered up-to-date with work programme plans as at 30 September 2008.

Some recommended principles for the final planning of the evaluation are:

· Be flexible, but stay within the evaluation framework
· Work closely with the programme management team to understand the programme
· Establish a baseline (e.g. level of understanding or sector capability) so that improvements can be identified and that causality tested
· Expect change (as new opportunities emerge expect new projects, collaborations, etc or revision of objectives, etc.)
· Address the issue of impact through systematic, critical yet constructive questioning of underlying assumptions
· Support projects with their self-evaluation by using JISC guidance on evaluation
Future evolution of the evaluation

A systematic approach to evaluation is new to the work programme. Establishing the key evaluative processes will take some time, but will provide a foundation for an adaptable evaluation that meets changing requirements and encourages the investigative mindset necessary for evaluation. Importantly, the "optimum" amount of evaluation will emerge as more sophisticated evaluative tools and approaches are tried and their benefits assessed. 

Structure of the plan

The rest of the plan is structured as follows:

· Section 2 sets out the plan for answering the evaluation questions
· Section 3 sets out the overall plan for the evaluation, including the expected deliverables, schedule, budget and responsibilities
· Appendix 1 records and references existing baseline data and information
· Appendix 2 proposes detailed plans for the current work programme
· Appendix 3 provides an example of an approach to information gathering to validate work programme outcomes and impact
2. Indicators for the evaluation questions

Evaluation questions are set within the evaluation framework. These apply at the overall programme level, and the sub-programme level. Whilst it is reasonable to tailor them to the activity under consideration it is expected that these questions will constitute the core of each element of the evaluation. 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 as interesting areas arise and investigation is judged appropriate by the evaluation team
.

The evaluation questions are best answered by gathering of documentation and stakeholder views, and through reasoned judgement – there is no single indicator, measure or metric that will “answer” the question. Instead, a number of indicators will support the analysis and judgement by providing convergent data. An indicator points to whether an outcome is being achieved. When different indicators point towards the same outcome, greater confidence can be taken the outcome, and the benefits that this infers, is being achieved. Generic supporting indicators are given for sub-programmes in this section whilst additional, tailored indicators for the current set of sub-programmes are given in Appendix 2.

As set out in detail in Appendix 3, new approaches to information gathering will yield good evidence about the effects of the work programme. These approaches support a wide set of core indicators below.
 It should not be assumed that all approaches will be employed in the evaluation – future planning will specify which provide the best value for money and fit with other available information from the work programme and from opportunities with other programmes.

As specified in the evaluation framework, regular, systematic evaluation is driven by biannual reporting to the programme team. Each sub-programme and independent project in the evaluation is tracked and progress and effects reported on in each report. By following this approach, a comprehensive view of funded activities is built up over time. This, critically, shows what the post-project (and eventually post-sub-programme) effects were.

This section defines the indicators and information that might be used to help answer each question. It links each evaluation question to a set of indicators and references the baseline where available. The basic format of this section is a series of tables, one per top-level evaluation question. Column headings are defined by “Six Steps to Effective Evaluation”, namely:

· Indicators: What evidence will be used to answer the question?
· Baseline: What is the situation prior to any activity?
· Source of information: Where can this information be collected?
· Collection method: How will the data be gathered?
· Schedule: When, where and who will gather the data? (answered in Section 3)
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?
	Core indicator
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Pre-emptive investment related to “top concerns” of sector representatives
	Unknown
	Analysis of “top concern” lists of representative organisations (UCISA
 et al), usually published annually or biennially on the web
	Desk research

	Activities proposed but not funded, related to “top concerns” of sector representatives
	Unknown
	Analysis of “top concern” lists of representative organisations (UCISA et al) and programme / committee records
	Desk research dependent on provision of records

	Extent of recommendations being followed
	Unknown
	Analysis of project recommendations and committee decisions based on programme records
	Desk research dependent on provision of records

	Overall work programme budget
	£650k per academic year, generally felt to be too little to extend coverage across all themes equally, so prioritisation is key
	Work programme budget trends based on programme records
	Desk research dependent on provision of records


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?
	Core indicator
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Partners’ views on value to their members
	Some qualitative summaries for certain partners; other partners unknown
	Semi-structured interviews
	Annual round of impartial interviews

	Overall satisfaction of representative audiences
	Unknown
	Audience pilot groups (e.g. focus group or virtual discussion)
	Collection of audience pilot group notes from programme manager with biannual analysis

	Long-term trends for issues raised by representative audiences
	Unknown
	Audience pilot groups
	Collection of audience pilot group notes from programme manager with biennial analysis for positive or negative trends

	Trend in attitudes and perceptions of institutional managers
	Data exists for ICT and library audiences; other audience types unknown

	JISC Key Audience Survey
	Desk research based on an existing annual survey

	Maturity of work programme’s audience modelling and analysis

	Unknown
	Self-assessment from programme team, or assessment by evaluation team
	Workshop with annual assessment


Facilitating ICT-enabled change in institutions requires engaging with a range of audiences. The work programme recognises that the necessary audiences are increasingly diverse and go beyond traditional ICT, library and teaching management. The JISC Key Audience Survey plans to look at five audience segments (ICT, Library, Teaching/Learning, Finance, and Administrative) and these could form the basis of this audience evaluation. Future planning will decide an appropriate segmentation. Multiple levels of management within each may well be involved in the kinds of decision that the work programme is looking to influence. The exact breakdown of audiences within the implementation plan needs to be coordinated closely with communications and marketing activities.

The role of the work programme’s partners as intermediary
 and representative
 organisations is critical and needs to be considered for each audience segment. They can be identified in liaison with programme management. There is likely to be a many-to-many mapping for some organisations.

Sub-programmes and independent projects

There are two types of indicator for sub-programmes and independent projects:

· Core indicators that are common across all sub-programmes and independent projects

· Specific indicators that are particular to a sub-programme or independent project
This sub-section details the core indicators. Specific indicators are given in Appendix 2.

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?
	Core indicator
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Number of projects whose recommendations are taken forward
	Unknown
	Analysis of records, in particular project final reports, programme plans and Sub Group / committee minutes
	Desk research dependent on provision of records

	Proportion of projects that subsequently receive funding from other JISC committees
	Unknown
	Project managers and staff
	Biannual informal discussions with evaluation team


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?
	Core indicator
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Recommendations from projects
	Unknown
	Synthesis and analysis post-project based on final reports of projects
	Desk research dependent on provision of records

	Discrepancies identified between projects’ completion reports and programme manager validation comments
	Unknown
	Analysis of completion reports and programme manager comments
	Desk research dependent on provision of records

	Perceptions of project managers’ on the benefits of further effort in their project area

	Unknown
	Informal discussions from impartial evaluation team
	Biannual interviews


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?
	Core indicator
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Project and sub-programme “trackback” to recommendations from projects
	Unknown
	Mapping between recommendations and  project / sub-programme specifications
	Desk research comprising biannual collation and analysis

	References to project or sub-programme outputs in non-JOS work programme Invitations to Tender (ITTs)
	Unknown
	Analysis of ITTs
	Desk research based on searches on TRIM

	Cross-programme interaction
	Unrecorded
	JISC programme managers
	Initial discussions with work programme team, then validation with relevant programme managers

	Degree of cross-committee interaction
	Some, but most opportunistic. JOS / JLT
 event in 2007 remains notable
	Analysis of committee records and perceptions of committee members / JISC representatives
	Desk research dependent on records and conversations with stakeholders

	Number of recognised trials of recommended improvements initiated per six months
	Unknown
	Programme manager comments
	Biannual summary discussion with programme manager(s)


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?
	Core indicator
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Partners’ recollections on outputs and campaigns
	Unknown
	Partner representatives
	Annual round of semi-structured interviews conducted by evaluation team

	Positive references to sub-programme activities in partners’ public outputs
	Unknown
	Partners’ regular communications (e.g. press releases, newsletters and journals)
	Desk research comprising regular monitoring of communications

	Audience pilot group verdicts on quality, relevance and timeliness
	Unknown
	Audience pilot group
	Desk research based on analysis done as required for outputs

	Subsequent changes in materials against audience pilot group recommendations
	Unknown
	Audience pilot group and mapping of conclusions to different versions of materials
	Desk research, done as required for outputs

	Relevance of event to attendees
	Unknown
	Attendees
	Collection of feedback forms by event team from all attendees

	Overall satisfaction of event attendees
	Unknown
	Attendees
	Collection of feedback forms by event team from all attendees

	Extent and importance of follow-up actions from event attendees
	Unknown
	Random sample of event attendees
	Desk research comprising follow-up online or telephone surveys

	Unsolicited output requests
	Unknown
	JISC comms and marketing records
	Desk research dependent on regular updates from JISC comms and marketing


3. Evaluation plan

It is expected that external support will be commissioned in order to provide the resources, experience and impartiality (where required) for the evaluation. To start with, this will be broad ranging support to cover most of the activities in this plan, but it is possible that additional support from other JISC services will be commissioned at some point in the future. Using the evaluation framework and the approach in Section 2, the evaluation support will specify the composition, detail and timing of evaluation activities as an initial task. This section provides a starting point for such detailed planning.

Prioritisation is necessary. There is a lot of evaluation activity that could take place, particularly at the start of the evaluation, and deciding what the expected best use of the limited evaluation budget over the course of the evaluation is critical. It is recommended that all sub-programmes start in scope of the evaluation, and that up to 30% of the budget in the first year is used for establishing the baseline. The first six months should also see the evaluation team engaging with projects to support and develop their self-evaluations, and to establish any new approaches to information gathering. Appendix 3 provides some guidance on these approaches and it is expected that at least one will be used in the evaluation. This said, it must be recognised that not everything is achievable or affordable from the start.

Key deliverables

The key deliverables over the first 18 months of the evaluation period (i.e. mid-January 2009 to July 2010 – this assumes that evaluation support will not come on-stream until mid-January, following an ITT issued in October 2008, and that the biannual reporting points will be at April and September, with an annual review of the plan each February
) are:

· D1: agreed implementation plan from evaluation support (due February 2009)
· D2: progress report to JOS Work Programme Sub Group (or full committee) (due April 2009)
· D3: first evaluation report
 (due September 2009, to allow time for Executive review and presentation to JOS Work Programme Sub Group (or full committee) in November – if appropriate)
· D4: first review of evaluation plan
 (due February 2010)
It should be noted that the first 18 months of evaluation support also covers delivery of the second evaluation report (due April 2010, to allow time for Executive review and presentation to JOS Work Programme Sub Group (or full committee) in June – if appropriate).

Schedule

The annual Academic Year (AY) cycle for the evaluation is driven by the biannual reports (here specified as due in September and April). Activities can be planned and scheduled to contribute to reporting requirements around this basic schedule as desired by the evaluation team. This outline is shown in the diagram below.
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In order to initiate and establish the evaluation, support will be commissioned. Evaluation support, comprising the core evaluation team is expected to be in place by 19 January 2009. The indicative timeline for this, plus the first three evaluation reports is shown in the diagram below. Meetings of the JOS committee are also shown, as are confirmed meetings of its Sub Group (future Sub Group meetings may be scheduled prior to other full committee meetings; alternatively the Sub Group may consider evaluation reports through other mechanisms, such as electronic circulation) This sets the overall schedule for the first 22 months of the evaluation (ie including the period prior to evaluation support being available).
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It is expected that the schedule of activities for the start of the evaluation support will comprise (again, assuming an indicative timeline above):
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Task Name


Duration


1


Initation


20 days


2


Kick-off meeting(s)


1 wk


3


Detailed planning


2 wks


4


Confirm governance arrangements


1 wk


5


Submission of revised implementation plan (D1)


0 days


6


Progress report to committee - April 2009 (D2)


10 days


7


Write progress report


1 wk


8


Elicit review comments


1 wk


9


Submit progress report


0 days


10


Establish evaluation activities


6 wks


11


Evaluation activities


21 wks


12


Evaluation report - Sept 2009 (D3)


15 days


13


Write report


1 wk


14


Elicit review comments


1 wk


15


Finalise report


1 wk


16


Submit report


0 days


17


Evaluation review (D4)


11 days


18


Hold review workshop


1 day


19


Produce revised rolling implementation plan


1 wk


20


Elicit review comments


0 days


21


Finalise implementation plan


1 wk


22


Evaluation activities


28 wks


23


Evaluation report - April 2010 (D5)


15 days


24


Write report


1 wk


25


Submit for review


1 wk


26


Finalise report


1 wk


27


Submit report


0 days
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ID Task Name Duration

1 Initation 20 days

2 Kick-off meeting(s) 1 wk

3 Detailed planning 2 wks

4 Confirm governance arrangements 1 wk

5 Submission of revised implementation plan (D1) 0 days

6 Progress report to committee - April 2009 (D2) 10 days

7 Write progress report 1 wk

8 Elicit review comments 1 wk

9 Submit progress report 0 days

10 Establish evaluation activities 6 wks

11 Evaluation activities 21 wks

12 Evaluation report - Sept 2009 (D3) 15 days

13 Write report 1 wk

14 Elicit review comments 1 wk

15 Finalise report 1 wk

16 Submit report 0 days

17 Evaluation review (D4) 11 days

18 Hold review workshop 1 day

19 Produce revised rolling implementation plan 1 wk

20 Elicit review comments 0 days

21 Finalise implementation plan 1 wk

22 Evaluation activities 28 wks

23 Evaluation report - April 2010 (D5) 15 days

24 Write report 1 wk

25 Submit for review 1 wk

26 Finalise report 1 wk

27 Submit report 0 days
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01/04

11/09

09/02

16/04

JanFebMarAprMayJunJulAugSepOctNovDecJanFebMarAprMay
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The default policy for sub-programme evaluation is to continue to report on the effects and consequences of sub-programme for 2 years after the end of the sub-programme in order to attempt to track post-funding impact within the sector. The level of effort required for these post-sub-programme evaluations will probably reduce over time. Further extension, or a major update (e.g. similar to the eLib evaluation update), can be scheduled during the course of the evaluation. 

Appendix 2 contains a table of current sub-programmes and the current timelines of the evaluations.

Budget

Approximately £40,000 of evaluation support per AY is to be commissioned by the programme. This effort is scheduled to start in January 2009 and will be accompanied by programme management effort as agreed during the commissioning process.
 Commissioning of further activities may occur in the future.

Agreeing an evaluation support budget breakdown will be an early task and part of the agreement of the detailed plan. The budget should be broken down by task and split into academic years. Explicit allocation should be made for liaising with the programme management team, and include an estimate of the effort required from them.

It is suggested that up to 30% of the overall budget should be allocated to non-recurring activities each year. This is a flexible budget whose eventual allocation will be agreed with programme management. This approach to budgeting reflects the rolling and changing nature of the work programme, and the important requirement to be able to investigate specific issues as the need and opportunity arises. Example uses might be:

· Establishing a baseline for a new area
· Specific process reviews
· Research and development of new evaluative approaches or tools
· Additional support for project self-evaluations
This budget will be allocated, as far as is possible, at the start of annual evaluation planning process. The 2008-09 AY flexible budget should cover both establishing baseline activities across all sub-programmes and the mechanisms for longer-term evaluation (ie the selection of partnership surveys, longitudinal study, etc).

Responsibilities

The evaluation team has the responsibility for planning and conducting the evaluation in a systematic, critical yet constructive way. This includes supporting projects in their self-evaluation. Other key stakeholders in the evaluation have responsibilities as set out below.

Programme Senior Responsible Owner (SRO)

· Taking overall responsibility for the evaluation
· Ensuring that JOS committee and Work Programme Sub Group requirements are met by the evaluation
· Ensuring that the evaluation is in line with JISC evaluation policy and practice
· Ensuring that value for money is offered by the evaluation
· Approving evaluation framework and changes
Programme manager(s)

· Retaining and asserting ownership of the implementation plan
· Ensuring that the implementation plan is maintained on a rolling basis
· Managing and supporting the evaluation team on a day-to-day basis
· Enabling availability to engage and work with the evaluation team
· Ensuring projects engage with the evaluation and are supported in doing so
· Ensuring that programme plans and records are kept and made available to the evaluation team
· Managing the annual review of the evaluation
JOS Work Programme Sub Group

· Using evaluation reports and providing feedback to the evaluation team as necessary
· Steering the evaluation, particularly in terms of priorities and use of flexible budget
JOS committee

· Deciding and communicating the committee’s evaluation requirements and priorities
· Monitoring the value for money offered by the evaluation
· Ensuring that adequate impartiality in the evaluation is used and demanded when required
· Providing a representative to engage with the evaluation in more depth
· Approving substantial changes to the evaluation framework
In addition, individual JOS members may be invited to represent the committee as appropriate in the annual evaluation review process, and when reviewing draft evaluation reports.
JOS-funded projects have a responsibility to engage with the evaluation. Additional “evaluation contracts” can be established with other entities, such as partners involved in surveys and longitudinal study institutions.

Appendix 1

September 2008 baseline

This appendix records, by inclusion or by reference, the baseline information which has been collected for elements of the evaluation. It represents the current picture, as at the end of September 2008.

Current activity

The current composition and agreed structure of the work programme is shown in the diagram below.
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Other, previously committed, activities (e.g. e-Business of Education) are not considered to be within the scope of the evaluation. Future activities, as indicated by the JOS work programme operational plan, will (normally) be included in the evaluation.

Mapping between sub-programmes and JOS Strategic Framework

The JOS committee aims to “expand the knowledge, effectiveness and change capabilities of Further and Higher Education institutions, and their capacity for external engagement, by providing world class support to their organisational management, business processes, information systems and the individuals themselves that work and study within them.”

The strategic framework shows the relationships between JISC strategic aims, JOS’ key principles and its theme areas. The table below shows an indicative mapping between the work programme’s current activities and the principles and thematic areas, thereby offering a link between sub-programme and JISC strategic aims. Only direct, clear links are shown.

	Sub-programme / project
	Principles
	Thematic areas

	
	1 – How technology can enable people/organisations to achieve their objectives
	2 – Helping institutions to enhance their “external” impact
	3 – Supporting the management of cultural change within institutions
	4 – Addressing the “softer” aspects associated with embedding technology
	5 – Working through others as appropriate
	Role of technology within the strategic management of institutions
	e-Framework and architectures
	Changing staff roles, relationships and skills
	e-Administration
	Business innovation

	Shared Services
	(
	
	(
	(
	
	
	(
	
	(
	(

	Institutional responses
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
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	Staff roles and responsibilities
	(
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	(
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	Role of ICT within strategic management
	(
	(
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	Relationship management
	(
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	Green ICT
	
	(
	(
	(
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Note: this sub-section will need updating to reflect the next iteration of the Strategic Framework, currently due June 2009.

Work programme baseline

There is no extant work that systematically identifies, characterises and/or measures the impact of the work programme. There are a number of sources of documentation that provide context and some of the baseline indicators, including:

· Review of past outputs
: covers work programme funded outputs between 1998 and 2006, and identifies a number of programme-level lessons for the future.
· Estate directors’ and finance directors’ qualitative studies
: these studies usefully set the context for JISC interaction with institutional estate and finance directors, and interaction with associated bodies.
· Quantitative results from JISC ICT and Library attitudinal surveys: the results from 2008 are available; and the next set of results is due February/March 2009, and will also include partial coverage of learning and teaching practitioners.
Liaison with other stakeholders will provide a better baseline for the work programme. Establishing a baseline for the indicators should be an early objective for the evaluation.

Appendix 2

Specific evaluation implementation plans

This appendix sets out the current evaluation plans for each element of the evaluation (ie the five sub-programmes described in Appendix 1). These will be refined once the evaluation is initiated. The indicators here complement the core indicators set out in Section 2, and provide “tailored” supporting indicators for each element based on the purpose of the activity and known availability of relevant information.

Overall work programme

Current focus: The main current focus for the work programme is completion of a number of scoping studies that cover a broad spread of activities across the JOS strategic framework themes.

Timeline: Provisionally planned for duration of work programme, and then for two years afterwards (in order to understand longer-term impact). The current work programme has not been set an end date as it is considered a continual, rolling programme of activities.

Shared Services sub-programme

	Supporting indicators
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Perceptions of capability for assessing and exploiting shared service opportunities
	Unknown
	UCISA and HEFCE views, plus any relevant sector reports
	Regular structured interview plus desk research / synthesis

	Longevity of “Shared Services” agenda (and subsequent evolution)
	Agenda is “live” (September 2008)
	Presence via JISC and HEFCE funding, conference agendas, etc
	Desk research

	Overlap between identified opportunities (as set by Phase 1 project) and outcomes of HEFCE’s shared services pilot programme

	N/A
	Phase 1 project outputs and HEFCE report/views on their pilot programme when completed
	Desk research plus ad hoc interviews 


Baseline: An initial project is establishing the prevalence of shared services and producing guidance for JISC and the community. As a Phase 1 project, this helps forms the baseline. KPMG produced report for HEFCE that also sets context and baseline. It is envisaged that a new joint JOS / JIIE
 e-Framework capital programme will take the shared services agenda forward in the context of service-oriented approaches and supplier engagement with the e‑Framework. The JOS focus will be on the institutional perspective of adopting new approaches. The programme is planned to include a substantial “support and evaluation strand” throughout, with review, synthesis and evaluation elements. The work programme evaluation will need to work closely with this evaluation, and take account of the e-Framework evaluation which will also overlap in the joint programme.

Current focus of sub-programme: On understanding the sector. If the new capital programme goes ahead, its focus will be on investigating the possibility of developing service-oriented interfaces through sector and supplier engagement – this evaluation can then look at whether the lessons of this sub-programme are applied to the new programme.

Evaluation timeline: Provisionally planned for two years after sub-programme close, ie Jan 2012. This will need to be extended if the new programme goes ahead.

Notes for evaluation: A heavy emphasis should be placed on the uptake and utility of guidance produced for JISC and community. Should the new capital programme go ahead, coordination will be required between evaluations (e.g. through a regular coordination meeting between teams).

Institutional responses to emergent technologies sub-programme

	Supporting indicators
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Proportion of original research questions that are answered by the sub-programme

	None of the questions have well understood, robust answers with supporting evidence
	Final and completion reports
	Desk research following collection at end of project (May 2009)

	Number of distinct issues, and their importance and urgency to the sector, arising from the pilots
	No issues have been formally identified by JISC
	Synthesis project’s and evaluation team’s judgement on final and completion reports (from synthesis project) and associated outreach materials
	Workshop with studies project, following collection at end of project (May 2009)

	Perceptions on institutional outcomes from pilot projects
	No outcomes as projects not initiated
	Institutional project managers and their overseeing manager/director
	Informal or semi-structured interviews at end of project (May 2009) plus subsequent discussions in subsequent reporting periods


Baseline: The starting assumption is that no systematic and coherent understanding of institutional responses to emerging technologies exits. Issues in developing and deploying such technologies in institutions – how to “accommodate disruption” - are similarly unknown.

Current focus of sub-programme: Understanding issues.

Timeline: Provisionally planned for two years after sub-programme close, ie May 2011.

Notes for evaluation: A heavy emphasis should be placed on the utility of guidance produced for JISC and community. The distinction and interaction between this sub-programme and JISC’s institutional exemplars and institutional innovation programmes should be investigated. How this sub-programme informs JISC’s e-Administration agenda should also be considered.

Staff roles and responsibilities sub-programme

	Supporting indicators
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Utility of providing different guidance with levels of detail to managers
	Reasoning indicates that this is a preferred way forward
	Pilot audience
	Feedback from pilot audience to be collected by Work-with-IT project

	Effectiveness of guidance
	Not known
	Advisory services in Phase 3 and beyond
	Feedback from advisory services to be collected by Phase 3 project, supported by evaluation


Baseline: The JOS has funded past projects related to staff roles. Current projects aim to understand current staff roles and the impact of technology that will be useful in determining future changes, but do not baseline JOS-funded activity itself. Partnership surveys will be important in establishing the role and effects of JOS-funded activity – early ones can set a baseline.

Current focus: At present this sub-programme has two projects: phase one aims to extend and exploit the High Level Domain Architectures (HiLDA) project; and phase two aims to understand the impact of technology-enhanced working on FE and HE staff. Both are exploratory and will support later phases with greater emphasis on providing information and guidance to institutions.

Timeline: Provisionally planned for two years after sub-programme close, ie September 2011.

Notes for evaluation: This sub-programme is closely aligned with the “Changing staff roles, relationships and associated skills” theme. The investigation into the impact of technology may well be useful in characterising and possibly measuring the effects of future work programme activities. Partners should be interested in findings in order to verify their Continuing Professional Development (CPD) routes, and institutions in order to specify job and training requirements. Particular emphasis should be put on the evaluation of the information and guidance for institutional managers from phases 3 and 4. An anticipated future JISC capital programme, currently titled “next generation practice and practitioners”, will need to be factored into the evaluation through information sharing and/or collaboration as appropriate.

Role of ICT within the strategic management of institutions sub-programme

	Supporting indicators
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Reach of dissemination activities, by proportion of institutions attending events
	None
	Event records
	Desk research based on records

	Coherent coverage of areas of strategic management
	The current range is broad
, and the plan is to cover information, financial, academic, HR, commercial and estates strategy
	Combined set of outputs for dissemination
	Desk research

	Phase 3 identification of emerging technologies that do not yet appear on the JISC website
	Unknown
	Phase 3 outputs and JISC website
	Desk research including search and analysis of JISC website

	Financial and non-financial benefits citations
	None
	JISC programme documentation
	PIMS searches to ascertain number of references in JISC documentation

	Mutual benefit from JISC/LFHE study
	None
	Representatives from JISC and LFHE
	Interviews conducted at time of project close, and then six months afterwards

	Follow-on activities attributable to JISC/LFHE
 study
	None: LFHE and the work programme have not formally collaborated before
	Formal records and interview notes with relevant persons
	Desk research based on programme records and interview notes


Baseline: No baseline is available – the impact of previous information strategy work, and relevant infoKits, is unknown. It is generally considered that the previous information strategy work was “ahead of its time” and had limited uptake but that a broad range of institutional managers should now be addressing ICT at a strategic-level. The JISC/LFHE study states a starting position of to-date there has been “limited attention paid to integrating technology by (1) bringing together separate technological systems and solutions into comprehensive and coherent institutional-level solutions to institution-wide needs; (2) including technological options explicitly into the discussions and decisions of leaders and senior managers when determining the institution’s long-term strategy and delivery of its goals”. This study is the first collaboration between JISC and LFHE.

Current focus: The work undertaken by infoNet comprises reviewing, repurposing and exploiting existing work; broadening the focus from information strategies to general strategy; pulling together strategic guidance from JISC and other bodies to provide a comprehensive set of pointers and developing ideas on using social tools to support “strategic conversations”.
 The JISC/LFHE study is identifying of the need to tie ICT investment clearly into the strategic context thereby addressing the needs and ambitions of institutions.

Timeline: Provisionally planned for two years after sub-programme close, ie October 2011.

Notes for evaluation: For the infoNet project, the success of using an advisory service to deliver the majority of a sub-programme can be investigated. This project’s use of events (such as think-tank style events and networking dinners) will be important in evaluating whether a community of practitioners has been built, and how useful practitioners perceive the guidance to be. The emphasis of the evaluation should be on whether the outputs are perceived as relevant and useful (as indicated by the audience pilot groups’ feedback). Phase 3 activity should be assessed against JISC’s existing role in identifying and exploring new technologies in advance of wide spread risk taking and uptake by the community.

For the JISC/LFHE study, it is already proposed that LFHE constitute one of the key partners regularly interviewed to elicit views on the work programme and its alignment with, and value to, LFHE’s membership. This information is critical to the evaluation of this project. Secondly, the project will support a conference in November 2008 – follow-up interviews with attendees should be conducted to characterise and assess its effects.

The relationship between the infoNet project on strategy planning and implementation project, and the JISC/LFHE study should be investigated. This should cover how each activity supports the others, how in combination they offer improved outcomes and any duplication or gaps in activity.

Relationship management sub-programme

	Supporting indicators
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Conduct of pilots (indicating fertility of work area) (pilots to be confirmed, see below)
	It is expected that four pilots will be undertaken
	Programme records
	Desk research based on records

	Perceptions on institutional outcomes from pilot projects (pilots to be confirmed, see below)
	No outcomes as projects not initiated
	Institutional project managers and their overseeing manager/director
	Informal or semi-structured interviews at end of project (June 2010) plus further discussions in subsequent reporting periods


Baseline: The baseline is being set by the landscape study – a terminology for this emerging area will be defined, and hard data provided on existing policy and processes. The prevailing perception is that full student lifecycle management is not systematically undertaken by institutions but that it will be increasingly important for it to be done (especially for student attraction and alumni engagement). It is generally considered that institutions have the capability to do improved student relationship management across the student lifecycle, but that the need and/or expected benefits for such improvement is not yet manifesting itself keenly enough for institutions to take action.

Current focus: Student lifecycle relationship management. The sub-programme will “explore the feasibility of end-to-end support application/s that interact to ensure institutions can improve the student experience (and maximise value for the institution) for as long as the relationship is maintained and, depending on the outcome of early work, fund a range of pilots looking at how different tools can be employed to provide this support”.

Timeline: Provisionally planned for two years after sub-programme close, ie June 2012

Notes for evaluation: The perceived importance of student lifecycle management to the community in the future will be an important indicator as to whether this pre-emptive investment was desirable. This may be elicited through “top concern” surveys, the partnership surveys and/or subsequent related landscape studies. The approach of using small-scale pilots in Phase 3 is under review. This sub-programme has clear links with the Business and Community Engagement (BCE) programme’s Customer Relationship Management (CRM) activities: it’s necessary to factor this relationship into the evaluation.

Green ICT sub-programme

	Supporting indicators
	Baseline
	Source of information
	Collection method

	Comparison between recommended approach to green improvements and business/industry/commerce good practice.
	Unknown
	Future industry and Carbon Trust reports
	Desk research

	Proportion of institutional strategies / environment policies that address green ICT and are guided by Suste-IT guidance
	Unknown
	Institutional websites
	Sample through desk research

	Institutional investment in greener ICT
	Unknown
	(Envisaged) future studies by JISC, HEFCE or Carbon Trust
	Desk research

	Degree of input into “green”-related projects under JISC’s institutional innovation programmes
	Unknown
	Project managers
	Informal or semi-structured interviews with institutional innovation project managers throughout projects


Baseline: Initial project (Suste-IT) is accelerating awareness and action on green ICT. This project will provide elements of a landscape study that can help set a baseline. Previously HEFCE / Carbon Trust reports also set the context. There is little understanding of the organisational barriers to achieving “green ICT”.

Current focus: (1) Translating existing understanding to actionable tools for institutional managers; (2) Raising awareness of green ICT issues within the sector.

Timeline: Provisionally planned for two years after sub-programme close, ie December 2010

Notes for evaluation: Emphasis on how Suste-IT project informs JISC’s strategic approach to green ICT in the future. For example, as a long-term, broad and complex issue it may need to be integrated quite tightly into other areas of JISC activity, or it may continue as a separate sub-programme. Similarly, how the sub-programme elicits investment and commitment from organisations other than the JISC is also important. Also, a number of JISC’s institutional innovation programme projects are relevant to green ICT – the degree of relevance should be investigated.

Schedule

The diagram below shows which of the current sub-programmes will be included on which evaluation reports. This is based on existing operational planning – as each sub-programme is extended then the overall duration of evaluation will extend accordingly.
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Appendix 3

New information gathering approaches

The evaluation framework sets out a number of ways in which new and additional information gathering can aid the demonstration of effects (both outcomes and impact) attributable to the work programme. If done comprehensively, the evaluation can help validate the programme design. This appendix provides some considerations relevant to their use.

It is expected that a combination of approaches, applied systematically and critically, is necessary to help validate the assumptions set out in the outcomes and impact model in Appendix 1 of the evaluation framework. It is also envisaged that there will be opportunities for different programme evaluations to collaborate on these approaches: for example, the work programme using another programme’s existing set of relationships with institutions to conduct a more cost-effective longitudinal study.

Note that the increased of use of wide-scale surveys is not recommended.

The 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 but that project teams do not necessarily have expertise in dissemination and cannot really predict audience response without testing. Some projects will do this anyway, 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. Potential downsides are the difficulties in recruiting suitable, representative members, and difficulties in avoiding over-burdening and under-rewarding them. Multiple groups are probably necessary to support different target audiences. 
It is expected that establishing the groups could take ~5 days of effort, with a further ~2 days of effort to manage and maintain the groups each year. This assumes that projects utilise the groups (in a coordinated fashion) and the evaluation team analyse the findings.
· Run regular, impartial partnership interviews on alignment
 with, and value added by, work programme activities. These act as direct measure of how effectively the work programme works with organisations organisations that have a significant national profile and membership ‘voice’ (UCISA, AUA
, etc), and an indirect measure of the effects 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. Although indirect, the measure is potentially a good one since presumably each partner has a duty to their membership to pass on information and collaborate with JISC only where there is benefit to their membership. These interviews would need to be impartial to ensure openness amongst all stakeholders. Two downsides are that views from representatives from the chosen partners are inevitably subjective (and possibly biased), and the representatives themselves will change over time (as job positions change) so although the comparison will have currency, trends may be hard to detect reliably. 
It is expected that designing the survey could take ~2 days of effort, with a further ~7.5 days of effort to conduct the survey and ~2 days of effort to analyse the results. Conduct and analysis would occur annually.
· Run a longitudinal study of a sample of institutions, working closely to see how work programme outputs are used and their effects. This could involve regular and ad hoc interviews with a range of institutional managers, within the context of their strategy, systems, processes and people. Potentially this offers valuable insight into the impact of the work programme, extending the engagement with the “audience pilot group” to see how the information and guidance fare in real institutional environments. It would also provide a useful test bed to understand better business processes within real institutions and to help scope new areas of work. However longitudinal studies are expensive, suffer from drop-out and have the risk that even with close tracking, attribution of causality to programme activities is impossible or too uncertain to form firm conclusions. Affordable sample sizes will not offer enough power to make statistical analysis informative. However, the close relationship between evaluation team and institution would provide a “rich picture” of activity. 
It is expected that identifying and engaging institutions would take ~2.5 days of effort, ~5 days of effort to liaise with them each year and ~4 days to analyse the findings each year.
· Use online functionality to measure uptake, utility and consequent effects of hosted materials on JISC and project websites. Traditional web statistics and web analytics have only limited potential to answer the questions that the evaluation poses. Identifying specific people who download a report might allow a follow-up call or email to survey use and utility. Even where follow-up isn’t possible, obtaining further information (such as institutional affiliation) would be useful in assessing reach of outputs. There are usually downsides with these methods, such as degrading the user experience, the risk of falsely entered data, or creating privacy and data protection issues. Although there are well established methods in the commercial world, and in the sector, they are not systematically used by JISC or JISC-funded projects and services. Piloting different approaches would allow one or more preferred approaches to be identified to be then used systematically by the work programme. Three options are: (1) requiring registration before permitting a download, (2) using an interstitial webpage with a pre-download mini-questionnaire, and (3) exploiting the emerging federated access management infrastructure to capture institutionally-authenticated attributes. A related option is to employ “response tracking” from other communications such as mail shots whereby each recipient is allocated a unique serial number and their subsequent response (e.g. clicking the link in the email, entering a web address given in a letter or emailing a distinct email address) is monitored. Perhaps the most valuable insight from this approach is identification of non-users within the target audience (e.g. which institutions do not “act” following a work programme mail shot? Further investigation might reveal that they do not receive the mail, rather than lacking any further interest.). The most realistic overall option here is to pilot and evaluate different approaches, to see which can be applied more systematically whilst staying within JISC ground rules, e.g. easy availability of outputs, open disclosure about tracking, etc. 
It is expected that setting up ~6 trials of online functionality with follow-up might require ~6 days of effort, associated information gathering effort ~5 days and further analysis ~2 days.
· Seek follow-up feedback from event attendees to identify the subsequent action taken and any consequences this had – ie the longer-term effects of bringing people together for an outreach event. This complements and extends the feedback normally taken on satisfaction, etc at events. 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. 
It is expected that following-up a small sample of event attendees (~10) for each event would take ~0.5 days if contact details and consent is obtained at the event, and ~1 day of effort for analysis.
As an indication of where each might fit into the overall outcomes and impact model, the diagram below shows where each (very simply) might have some utility in validating assumptions. Of course there are other considerations, for example:

· that validity is dependent on careful application

· associated costs and risks

· the types of information they yield (e.g. the audience pilot group might identify improvements to outreach materials in advance of a major mail shot whereas a longitudinal study is more post-event, or the online functionality might permit statistical analysis whereas the longitudinal study offers a “rich picture”)
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Note that once the validity of these assumptions is ascertained continual re-validation may not be necessary, though it may inform the extent of any impact.

� 	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 implementation plan.


� 	JOS Innovation Work Programme: Evaluation Framework, Version 0.1, September 2008. This framework takes account of, and adapts, the JISC Capital Programme Evaluation Framework so that it addresses the specific requirements of the work programme, such as the rolling nature of the work programme.


� 	The “evaluation team” is the overall term used for whoever, JISC and / or external staff, is implementing the evaluation. At least to start, this will comprise the programme manager and the evaluation support staff.


� 	Note that programme meetings have also been included. A programme meeting is an opportunity for current projects in the work programme (or a set of sub-programmes) to come together to share their experiences, and will include synthesis and evaluation elements. The work programme has not made extensive use of programme meetings to-date. Programme meetings will be used, and are expected to work well, where there are sufficient commonalities between projects (e.g. subject area, stage of project) for everyone to be able to engage and benefit.


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


� 	Effects comprise a spectrum from immediate outcomes to long-term impact. The nature and extent of desirable and realised effects will change during the course of the work programme.


� 	Note that some teaching and learning professionals will be included for the survey findings due February/March 2009. It is also expected that estate, finance and administrative professionals will be included for the survey findings due February/March 2010.


� 	Such a maturity model has been proposed by the Strategic Content Alliance. Elements are very likely applicable to non-digital content. The model is likely to include a range of measures covering data collection, analysis and application, such as suitability of audience segmentation, understanding of targeted but not current audiences, communications management capability, etc.


� 	Intermediaries are actively in realising the desired outcomes (e.g. forming part of delivery).


� 	Representative organisations comprise, or are mandated to reflect the views of, end users (e.g. professional associations for institutional managers).


� 	Any exemptions can be agreed at the start of the evaluation for a sub-programme.


� 	This will be subjective information based on their awareness and understanding of the sector and the residual “opportunity” in their project area.


� 	JISC Learning and Teaching (JLT) committee.


� 	NB These months have been chosen for the purpose of this document to illustrate key dates in the evaluation timeline, based on the JOS committee timetable correct as at September 2008.  However, as the committee moves from a four- to a three-meeting annual cycle during the 2008-09 AY it may become necessary to amend this indicative timeline so that reporting points coincide with appropriate months for consideration by JOS and/or its Work Programme Sub Group.  The principle of the biannual reporting cycle against the backdrop of a rolling work programme, and with an annual review of evaluation plans, will stand – though the actual months for reporting may change.


� 	I.e. current answers to evaluation questions, plus associated recommendations and an action plan (as set out in the evaluation framework). It is expected that this will comprise draft and final versions.


� 	The review should be minuted and may also produce additional documentation (as set out in the evaluation framework).


� 	Note that this is likely to comprise, on average, one day of effort per member of programme management team per month. There are currently three members of that team.


� 	JOS Committee: Strategic Framework, 2008 <http://www.jisc.ac.uk/aboutus/committees/sub_committees/jos/strategicframework.aspx>


� 	Report to the JISC: review of JOS outputs 1998-2006, CC301D006-1.2, Curtis+Cartwright, 7 September 2007 (available upon request from the JISC programme team).


� 	Identifying and Communicating with New Audiences: Qualitative research with HE and FE audiences, Report of Findings, Mindset Research, 23 May 2008.


� 	The key intended outcome for HEFCE’s shared service pilots is to demonstrate efficiency gains that can then be scaled-up.


� 	JISC Integrated Information Environment (JIIE) committee.


� 	The bid for the studies and synthesis project, currently being undertaken by the Netskills advisory service, included a list of open research questions.


� 	E.g. change management, risk management, information management, portfolio/programme/project infoKits, as well as a number of other tools and techniques. Many touch indirectly on strategic management, but do not cover it comprehensively.


� 	Leadership Foundation for Higher Education (LFHE) <http://www.lfhe.ac.uk>


� 	Since the resulting infoKit will be maintained as part of infoNet’s core offering it should be possible to track subsequent interest and usage through infoNet’s both quantitative webanalytics and qualitative analysis within their strategic planning. The changing governance structure of the JISC Advisory Services may limit the availability of this information.


� 	For example, any other programme which maintains a long-term relationship with particular institutions may be useful in establishing a longitudinal study. The JISC institutional innovation programme and JISC shared services / e-Framework programme are good examples.


� 	Regular surveys of institutional managers will not, in all likelihood, provide the response rate needed to overcome survey biases and provide reliable conclusions. The potential range of outputs, and possibly marginal uptake by many audience segments, create further problems in tracking outcomes. Properly undertaken surveys are also relatively expensive. For these reasons, wide scale surveys of uptake and effect of outputs in the sector is unlikely to offer value for money.


� 	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?


� 	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.
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