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Preface

NZIER is a specialist consulting firm that uses applied economic research and analysis to provide a wide range of strategic advice to clients in the public and private sectors, throughout New Zealand and Australia, and further afield. 

NZIER is also known for its long-established Quarterly Survey of Business Opinion and Quarterly Predictions. 

Our aim is to be the premier centre of applied economic research in New Zealand.  We pride ourselves on our reputation for independence and delivering quality analysis in the right form, and at the right time, for our clients.  We ensure quality through teamwork on individual projects, critical review at internal seminars, and by peer review at various stages through a project by a senior staff member otherwise not involved in the project.
NZIER was established in 1958.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background
The Cross Departmental Research Pool (CDRP) was established to increase departmental capability to meet the policy advice needs of Ministers.  Its objectives are:

a. To fund high quality cross-departmental research, which will support the advancement of Government’s strategic policy priorities.

b. To catalyse new relationships and capabilities within and between departments so that over time departments take responsibility for investment in long term high quality research.

c. To develop a portfolio of research activity divided between smaller, short term projects to catalyse new relationships and capabilities, and multi-year large scale projects to provide key building blocks for Government’s decision making.

All proposals funded under the scheme must be consistent with the nature and objectives of the Pool as set out in the objectives.  They must also contribute to the achievement of the Government’s goals for its research, science and technology investments.  Research proposals are assessed against the following criteria:

· Fit with Government policy.

· Interest from, and or involvement with other departments.

· Potential to make a difference.

· Fit with Government’s Goals for its RS&T investment.

· Fit with Departmental Research Strategy.

· Fit with departmental research capability.

· Where appropriate, the quality of linkages with non-departmental research providers.

· Departmental commitment to the project.

· Demonstrate scientific merit.

Government departments are able to bid for funds to carry out research of significant cross-portfolio interest.  For successful applicants, funds are transferred from Vote RS&T to the lead department’s Vote.

The scheme has been administered jointly by the Ministry of Research, Science and Technology (MoRST) and the Foundation for Research, Science and Technology (FRST), and, following a recent agreement between the two organisations, the scheme is being administered solely by FRST in 2004/05.

1.2 CDRP baseline summary

A baseline inventory of CDRP was completed in November/December 2004.  This used source information on CDRP research proposals, which was supplied to FRST by MoRST.  The inventory covers both successful and unsuccessful CDRP proposals since the inception of the scheme in 1997/98, and enables quantitative analyses of the fund.  

The aggregate baseline data indicate, from 1997/98 to 2004/05
, the following:

· The total number of successful applications under CDRP was 81 (about 11 per year), involving, approximately:

· 25 lead Government departments.

· 19 separate collaborating groups, with 50 separate indications of collaboration.

· 50 supporting departments/agencies, from direct evidence of 312 indications of support provided with proposals.

· 53 other departments/agencies identified in proposals as supportive (127 citations), but no direct evidence from those organisations.

· The total number of unsuccessful applications was 66, involving 21 organisations.

· The total annual funding commitments for CDRP varied between $3.5m (in 1998) and $5.3m (in 2003).
· The total funding commitments for successful CDRP applications was $37m, predominantly in the social area, as shown in the tables following, with direct co-funding at nearly $8m.
The departments and ministries most closely involved in the CDRP have been:

· Department of Conservation (with 10 successful and 8 unsuccessful applications);

· Ministry of Social Development (DSW/MoSP) (with 8 successful and 4 unsuccessful applications);

· Statistics NZ (with 6 successful and 14 unsuccessful applications); and

· Ministry of Health (with 6 successful and 5 unsuccessful applications).
	

	Table 1  CDRP funding 1997/98 to 2004/05 ($m)*

	
RS&T goal

Successful 

Unsuccessful

CDRP

Direct co-funding

CDRP request

Knowledge

3.0

0.4

3.1

Economic

5.2

1.3

3.8

Environment

8.9

3.4

13.5

Social

19.9

2.6

13.5

Total
36.9

7.8

34.0



	* No data for 1998/99

	Source:
FRST

	

	

	Table 2  CDRP applications by RS&T goal, 1997/98 to 2004/05*

	RS&T goal

Successful

Unsuccessful

Knowledge

12

10

Economic

14

14

Environment

17

21

Social

38

21

Total
81

66

* No data for 1998/99

	Source:
FRST

	


1.3 Aims and objectives of the evaluation

The aims of the evaluation were to:

· assess the achievement of the CDRP objectives (a, b, and c in section 1.1 above); and 
· assess the effectiveness of CDRP processes.

In particular, the objectives were to examine:
· CDRP processes in terms of their effectiveness, including quality of funding applications and standards of applications received;
· Uptake of CDRP research information, findings or evaluations by lead and supporting Government departments and agencies;
· Impact of the research on lead and supporting Government departments’ development and implementation of strategic policies and specific programmes, and outcomes;
· Cross-departmental strategies, policies and impacts;
· Achievements and effectiveness in ‘making a difference’ in lead and supporting Government departments and agencies;
· Impact on departments’ R&D capabilities and capability development, including investment in longer-term high quality research; and
· Departments’ linkages with other Government departments and research organisations (New Zealand and overseas) influenced through CDRP.
1.4 Methodology
In response to these aims and objectives, a 3-phase methodology (which closely followed that suggested in the evaluation request for proposals) was applied:
1. Review of successful and unsuccessful applications:  This involved testing for good practice in terms of the quality standards of selected CDRP applications.  We reviewed all the final bid assessments for 2002/03 and 2003/04 (26 and 14 respectively). Application and assessment documents were supplied by MoRST for this work.
2. Generic views on CDRP:  Government departments and agencies were informed of the evaluation and invited to submit their comments on the scheme and the achievement of its objectives.  This phase was intended to enable all departments to express their views, especially those that did not participate in the qualitative interviews in phase 3.  
3. Qualitative Interviews:  The aim was to complete a set of structured interviews examining CDRP processes and outcomes. These interviews investigated quality, and outcomes, including pathways to policy development and implementation, cross-departmental interactions, benefits, constraints, and issues.  The intention was to interview representatives of lead, collaborating and supporting departments / agencies involved in 10 selected CDRP projects.  
In sampling projects for detailed examination, we were guided by the need to avoid projects that were: a) completed too long ago for there to remain institutional memory of the outputs and outcomes, and b) started too recently for the full effects to emerge.  We, therefore, sample a set of projects that were awarded funding between the years 2000 and 2003, and that were due to have been completed before this evaluation got underway.  Further details of the sample characteristics are included in section 3.
1.5 Evaluation scope
In presenting this evaluation, we note the following important contextual points:

· The projects examined in detail extended over at least a year (from approval to completion) and sometimes several years;

· Several were substantially contracted out i.e. to researchers outside of government;

· Most involved ongoing involvement of at least two agencies, and sometimes several.
· They ranged over several types i.e. knowledge, evaluation etc.

· A significant proportion of those interviewed (and an uncertain proportion of those surveyed) had only been involved in part of a project, or had inherited responsibility for it, or responding to this evaluation.
These points underline the potential project management difficulties i.e. compared with single agency projects. The last bullet point emphasises the need for collective responsibility for projects, given that staff turnover, or restructurings, are regular occurrences in the public service.
We also note that in some cases there was a gap of several years between project completion and this evaluation. This, and the inevitable turnover of staff in the interim meant that it was difficult for some interviewees to recall detail of the application and research process. 
In terms of ability of respondents to comment on long-term impacts of projects, several issues have to be considered:

· The nature and objectives of the projects in question e.g. whether they were focused on generating new knowledge, supporting strategy, policy etc. and thus the types of impact that could be anticipated.

· Relating to that, and contextual factors such as the agencies involved in the area of research, government focus on that area and timeframes, how significant any impacts would be.

Certainly, the probability of the research achieving the desired impacts depends heavily on long-term attachment to the research by a group of people in each agency involved. If this group is small, or there is no structure for handing over responsibilities, CDRP projects are vulnerable to staff turnover. We comment on this in the Recommendations in Section 5.

More fundamental challenges to the evaluation arise from the following:

1. The criteria which are used for assessing applications (as listed in Section 1.1) are to a large degree subjective. For example, there is no precise or uniformly applied definition of ‘high quality.’ This limits the degree to which an evaluation such as this can generate totally objective results.
2. All of the projects we investigated in detail involve areas of specialised knowledge and research. NZIER is not competent to make direct judgements on the quality of the research. We relied on the indicators of quality presented to us by those interviewed. These indicators include qualifications and track record of the researchers, and quality control processes such as peer review.

3. The research looked only at CDRP funded projects, and we did not benchmark the evaluation of this sample against other research projects.

4. While we obtained at least two separate views on each of the 10 projects evaluated in detail, the views were all party to the projects i.e. leaders, collaborators, and supporters, so some of our evaluation results may be skewed relative to results that would have emerged from an evaluation that drew on a wider group of stakeholders.
1.6 Structure of the report

Reflecting the evaluation aims we first present our findings on the effectiveness of the CDRP in relation to its objectives (the outcome evaluation findings), and we then present our findings on the effectiveness of CDRP processes (the process evaluation findings).  The outcome evaluation findings are presented in two parts: the findings based on the generic views in section 2; and the findings based on the qualitative interviews in section 3.  The process evaluation findings (based on the review of successful and unsuccessful applications, the process-related questions in the survey of generic views and the equivalent questions in the qualitative interviews) are presented in section 4.  We draw conclusions and make recommendations in section 5.  Section 6 summarises the feedback we received on the draft report and shows how we enhanced our recommendations in response.
2. Outcome evaluation – generic views
2.1 Introduction
As noted earlier, government departments and agencies were surveyed in order to elicit high level views on the CDRP.  The survey involved sending a self-completion questionnaire to 31 departments and agencies, 24 of which had led one or more projects and 7 of which had collaborated in or supported projects.  21 responses were received: 16 from departments / agencies that had project leadership experience, and 5 from departments that had participated only as collaborators or supporters.  The responses came from departments and agencies that had experienced success and failure in applying for CRP funding in broadly equal measure (see section 1.2).
The questionnaire covered four main issues:

· The extent to which the CDRP application process lends itself to the undertaking of policy-relevant, high-quality and well-managed research projects;

· How the process might be improved;

· The extent to which the CDRP has met its three objectives; and 

· How the effectiveness of the CDRP might be improved.

This section deals with the responses on the latter two points (i.e. the outcome issues).  The former two points (i.e. the process issues) are dealt with in section 4
2.2 Views on the effectiveness of the CDRP

Using a 7-point scale, where 1 represented the view that the objective in question had been wholly met, and 7 represented the view that the objective had not been met at all, the respondents were asked to assess the effectiveness of the CDRP.
Objective a)  ‘To fund high quality cross-departmental research which will support the advancement of Government’s strategic policy priorities’
The 14 respondents who felt able to judge gave the CDRP a mean score of 3.1 (i.e. tending to say that the objective had been met) in relation to this objective.  Two of these admitted that their score was based on limited experience.  7 respondents had insufficient experience to judge. 

Even so, there were relatively few comments or explanations given; and some of these did not obviously relate to the objective in question.  The three comments / explanations related to positive scores (i.e. of 3 or better) were that: it was difficult to maintain long term resource sharing cross-departmentally, the projects were generally additional, and experimental research in CDRP projects was often later embedded into regular departmental research.  
The relatively few comments / explanations associated with negative scores (i.e. of 5 or worse) were that: there was no monitoring of project outcomes, projects were often business-as-usual because cross-departmental research was happening more anyway, and a larger fund was needed.
None of the comments (positive or negative) cited specific Government strategic policy priorities.  And, because the questionnaire used was self-fill, there was no opportunity to seek elaboration of the responses.

Objective b)  ‘To catalyse new relationships and capabilities within and between departments so that, over time, departments can take responsibility for investment in long term high quality research’
The 13 respondents who felt able to judge gave the CDRP a mean score of 2.8 (i.e. clear agreement, on balance) in relation to this objective.  However, 8 respondents had insufficient experience to judge. This number suggests some caution in interpreting the findings from this part of the survey, but also raises questions about the reasons for this ‘insufficient experience.’ It might reflect staff movements or shifting responsibilities between agencies, which combined with the fairly low number of CDRP projects meant that a lot of respondents had no basis for making observations on the ‘relationships objective.’
The supporting comments from the respondents scoring the CDRP positively in this respect reflected the compound nature of the objective (i.e. relationships / capabilities / within / between); and they tended to focus on one aspect only.
· 3 commented that the CDRP was valuable in terms of helping to build on existing relationships;

· 2 others commented that the CDRP prompted the development of new relationships; and
· 2 others mentioned that CDRP projects increase confidence and capability internally and allow experience and capability to be applied to other research projects.

The other positive points, each made only once, were that the CDRP: helps departments / agencies to maintain a longer term focus in the face of short-term political pressures, helps researchers to take a scientific approach, and has prompted the department / agency to develop its own research and evaluation function.

The only explicit comment in relation to a negative score was to express doubts about whether CDRP projects had actually achieved the outcomes alluded to in the objective.
Objective c)  ‘To develop … research activity … to provide key building blocks for Government’s decision making’
The 14 respondents who felt able to judge gave the CDRP a mean score of 3.0 in relation to this objective.  7 respondents said that they did not know. 

There were few explanatory comments associated with both the positive and negative scores.  However, 3 respondents who scored the CDRP positively cited specific examples of policy decisions that rested on CDRP projects.  Another positive commentator remarked in more general terms that there was a link into government policy, another remarked that some projects were outstanding in terms of providing building blocks for government decisions, and another noted that CDRP projects compared favourably with research projects funded by other means in terms of getting underway expeditiously.  
Again we note that, because of the nature of the questionnaire, there was no opportunity to seek elaboration of responses, but two respondents did cite specific examples of areas of government decision making had been founded on CDRP projects.  One stated that the evaluation of the 2001 health reforms that was funded by the CDRP had been particularly useful in this respect.  Another stated that two recent CDRP projects had provided significant inputs into government thinking on drugs- and drinking-related crime.

The comments associated with negative scores were that there had been no feedback on the effects of the project(s) undertaken, that the CDRP did not address core capabilities to undertake research (i.e. because the research could be contracted-out to academics or consultants), and that it was to be doubted whether CDRP had actually provided building blocks.

2.3 Suggestions for improving the effectiveness of the CDRP
As might be expected from the diverse responses summarised above, a range of suggestions for improving the effectiveness of the CDRP was offered.

The suggestions made more than once were that :

· Local bodies (e.g. Regional Councils) should be allowed to participate / eligibility should be widened (mentioned 3 times);

· There should be more monitoring of projects / accountability for the use of funds (x3);

· The profile of the scheme should be raised / organisations should be made more aware (x3);

· There should be more rigorous mechanisms to ensure that projects are truly cross-departmental (x2); and 

· The size of the fund should be increased (x2).
Suggestions made once only were that: the dissemination of research outputs should be improved, operational departments should be assisted to interpret implications of the outputs, there should be project-building post-application stage to blend the positive features of different proposals, and policy-relevance should not be sacrificed in the interests of research excellence.
2.4 Other comments on the CDRP

In concluding, 2 respondents emphasised the fact that the CDRP enabled research to be undertaken that would not otherwise be funded.  2 others commented favourably on the good administration of the scheme.  One suggested increasing the time between requests for proposals and submission of applications.  Another remarked on the usefulness of the CDRP in pump-priming the development of cross-departmental relationships, another commented that the CDRP encouraged innovative thought on policy issues, and another drew attention to the unique contribution that the scheme made and called for an increase in funding available. 
2.5 NZIER commentary on the findings
Our inferences about the overall ‘neutral’ scores on the effectiveness of the CDRP in terms of the 3 principal objectives are the following.

1. While the three objectives have been carefully selected and crafted, they all involve outcomes which are hard to observe or measure, both in the CDRP context and more generally.  The fact that each of these objectives also contains sub-objectives also complicates observation and assessment.
2. The CDRP funds a range of projects, with inherently different degrees of immediacy with respect to impacts, because they range across information, evaluation, policy, strategy, and operational.

3. The time dimension is an additional source of uncertainty. There are numerous processes involved in using research to influence policy. Thus time lags between research and initial impacts can be highly variable, as are the duration of any impacts.
4. An added complication is the fluid nature of the policy environment with changing relative priorities for higher level objectives, and consequent shifts in the relative rankings of individual contributions to government decisions. So some research projects which look carefully designed and targeted at the outset may look less compelling in retrospect, especially if this is 2 or 3 years later.

5. Our sense (more from the interview process than this survey) is that in many policy areas ‘strategic policy priorities’ in specific areas of policy, are not always clearly stated or understood.
In our view, these contextual factors explain or partly explain:

· The apparent contradiction between support for the fund and its objectives and lack of awareness of outcomes. 

· The results re CDRP effects on departments taking responsibility for investing in long-term high quality research.

The scores may also reflect stronger perceptions of ‘failure’ of some CDRP projects objectives, than of achievement of such objectives.

These difficulties apply to policy research in general not just CDRP funded research, and we do not have any sure way of interpreting the CDRP score in a broader setting.

To approach this a different way, we can pose the question of what changes in CDRP process or outcomes would be required for the stakeholder group as a whole to lift their scoring from neutral to clearly positive? Given that in the case of many government agencies, CDRP projects have a minor role in their overall research effort or relationships with other departments, it is hard to see what could change the scores substantially. Only in the case of small agencies, with limited research activities are CDRP projects likely to have substantial observable impacts in terms across all the three objectives.
Lastly, we note that those offering their views were not given any external yardsticks or benchmarks to enable them to calibrate their ratings of the scheme, but some were clearly assessing the CDRP relative to other research support mechanisms (including non-collaborative research).  Our overall conclusion from the generic views is, therefore, that the CDRP is a fairly good scheme. 
Key point summary:

· On balance, there was agreement that the CDRP is effective in relation to its objectives (i.e. average scores of around 3 on a 7-point scale).  However, there was a substantial proportion of respondents not experienced enough with the CDRP to judge.

· Respondents rated the effectiveness of the CDRP most highly in relation to its objective of catalysing new relationships and capabilities within and between departments so that, over time, departments can take responsibility for investment in long term high quality research.
· They rated the effectiveness least highly in relation to its objective of funding high quality cross-departmental research which will support the advancement of Government’s strategic policy priorities.  However, the ratings did not vary greatly as between the three objectives.
· The main suggestions for improving the effectiveness of the CDRP were that there should be: improved monitoring / accountability; a tightening up of the requirement that projects should be cross-departmental; a raising of the profile /awareness of the scheme; wider eligibility to participate; and an increase in the size of the fund.

· NZIER’s conclusion, based on the generic views in isolation, is that the CDRP is a fairly good scheme.
3. Outcome evaluation – views of participants in CDRP projects

3.1 Introduction
The composition of CDRP project teams varies.  Most projects have a single lead department/agency, but some have joint leaders.  About half appear to have no designated collaborating department/agency, but in most cases where there is an identifiable collaborator there is only one.  The number of supporting departments/agencies ranges from none to ten or more.  
As we noted in section 1.3, the original aim was to select 10 CDRP projects and interview one leader representative, one collaborator representative and one supporter representative in each case.  
Of those interviewed who had been involved in the projects from start to finish the majority were project managers or steering group members.  And several of those interviewed, either in leader or collaborator roles, had ‘inherited’ the projects.

In the event it was possible to interview 10 project leaders, 8 collaborators and 4 supporters.  Only 8 collaborator interviews were undertaken because in one case the most appropriate individual was not available, and in the other case because it transpired that the project was undertaken largely without the input of an effective collaborator.  Only 4 supporter interviews were undertaken mainly because it was either difficult to identify appropriate individuals, or to elicit responses to our inquiries.  Overall, it was relatively straightforward to identify, track down and secure agreement to be interviewed from appropriate representatives of departments/ agencies leading projects.  It was more difficult to do the same with collaborators and rather difficult with supporters.
The interviews with project leaders and the interviews with project collaborators were based on the same questionnaire.  In what follows, therefore, the findings from the leader and collaborator interviews are presented along side one another.  The interviews with the project supporters used an abbreviated topic list, and the results are presented separately.  

3.2 Interviews with project leaders and collaborators
3.2.1 Project characteristics

It was impossible with a sample size of ten to select a wholly representative sample, but the projects covered by the interviews were considered to be reasonably representative of CDRP projects as a whole.
In terms of FRST’s goals:

· Five of the projects related to the Social RS&T goal;

· Two related to the Economic goal;

· Two related to the Environmental goal; and 

· One related to the Knowledge goal.
In terms of project type:
· Three of the projects were classified as Information projects;

· Three were classified as Policy projects;

· Two projects were classified as Evaluations; and
· Two were classified as Strategy projects.
In terms of vintage:

· Two of the projects were awarded funding in 2000;

· Four were funded in 2001;

· Two were funded in 2002; and
· Two were funded in 2003.
The records also show that 4 of the projects were funded for one year, 4 for two years and 2 for three years.  The mean amount of total project funding (including any co-funding by project partners) was $322,000 per project, ranging from $135,000 to $795,000.
3.2.2 The effectiveness of the CDRP
The core of the interviews was a set of Yes/No questions focusing on whether the interviewee’s project had contributed towards the achievement of the CDRP’s objectives.  In each case, there was a follow-up question inviting the interviewee to explain or comment upon their Yes/No response.  
Was the research undertaken during the project high quality?
In response, 15 of the 18 interviewees said Yes, only 1 said No, and the other two did not, or were unable to, answer.  
Explaining their responses, 5 of those who said Yes referred to the composition of the research teams, mentioning the use of external experts, high quality researchers, or a blend of internal and external investigators.  3 respondents claimed that the research conformed to international standards, 2 mentioned that the outputs were peer reviewed, and another 2 mentioned the fact that the research was innovative.  Four other factors were mentioned only once each.
The only respondent who said No explained that the quality of the outputs was variable: some elements were good and some were poor.

Was the research undertaken truly cross-departmental?

14 respondents said Yes and 3 said No.  In the case of one project the leader and collaborator gave contradictory answers.
Not all of the respondents explained or commented upon their views, but all 9 of those who said Yes and went on to elaborate referred in one way or another to complementarity of inputs (e.g. project management, skills or effort) from different partners.  The respondents who said No mentioned limited inputs from collaborators and supporters, or the unequal division of inputs and outputs.
Did the research support the advance of government strategic priorities?
13 respondents said Yes and 3 said No.

11 of those who went on to expand on their responses cited specific examples of government strategic priorities that had been supported.  3 said that strategic priorities had not yet been supported, but that they might or would do in time.  2 indicated that the contribution was unclear and, if anything, was indirect.  Another respondent said that it was difficult to get a statement of priorities in the area covered by the research.
Unlike the survey of generic views, there was the opportunity in the qualitative interviews to probe the responses to obtain specific information.  Thus, for example, both the main partners in a project to develop satellite environmental accounts stated (independently and to different interviewers) that their project had supported the government’s emphasis / focus on sustainable development.  Similarly, both main partners in a project to survey innovation activity referred to the project outcomes’ relevance in supporting the roll-out of the Growth and Innovation Framework.  Again, both main partners in a project to research Maori methods and indicators for marine protection related the project to government’s marine / oceans policy.
Did the project catalyse new relationships and capabilities within and between departments / agencies?
13 respondents said Yes and 4 said No.  3 of the respondents who said No contradicted their project partners.
5 of those who went on to explain their responses said that their project had catalysed new relationships, whereas 6 explained that existing relationships had been strengthened.  2 specified that relationships had not been catalysed.

The respondents were rather less likely to comment on the effect of projects on capabilities.  3 mentioned that capabilities had been catalysed and the same number said that they had not.  
Another respondent explained that capacity, rather than capability had been catalysed.  Another commented that any relationship or capability building had not extended to project supporters.

Did the project encourage your department / agency to take responsibility for investing in long-term, high quality research?

The respondents were clearly divided on this point, with 8 saying Yes and 6 saying No.
Moreover, 3 of those who said Yes and then elaborated their responses mentioned that the effect of the project had been to reinforce, rather than to engender, a commitment to long-term research.  

Similarly, 3 of those who said No went on to explain that their department / agency had a long-term focus already.

Did the project encourage the collaborating and supporting departments / agencies to take responsibility for investing in long-term, high quality research?

Perhaps not surprisingly, 10 of the respondents did not know whether their collaborator(s) and supporter(s) had been encouraged in this way.  Only 4 said Yes and 1 said No.  

One of the respondents who said Yes distinguished between their collaborator (who had been encouraged to invest in long term, high quality research) and their supporters (who had not).  Others who said Yes pointed to their collaborator(s) or supporter(s) devoting more resources to long term research or thinking more strategically.
The respondent who said No explained that both the leader and the collaborator were operational departments with short term foci.

Did the project provide the foundation for any significant government policy decisions?
Here only 5 respondents said Yes, 11 said No and 1 said Don’t know.  In 3 cases the project leader and the collaborator gave contradictory responses.  This is not necessarily significant in itself, but in 2 of these cases the lead department / agency and the collaborator were working in the same broad area of government.

We emphasise here that the preponderance of No responses should not be taken as an indication that CDRP projects both have not provided and will not provide the foundation for significant government policy decisions.  Those who said No and went on to elaborate often explained that it was too early for the research to have had this effect.  In some cases the research had not been completely finished, in some cases the reports had not yet been signed off at ministerial level, and in some cases it would require further or ongoing research before a policy effect could be expected.  In the case of one particular project concerned with the development of satellite environmental accounts, the initial research to test the methodology and generate an initial set of accounts had been completed.  However, it was argued that it might take a decade or more for the project to have an impact because a time series of data would be required before policy issues and imperatives would be discernable.

Those who said Yes referred to specific policy decisions.  For example, one respondent stated that the research as part of their project had dovetailed with a Ministerial Taskforce on youth offending and had supported the strategy that emerged in 2002.  Another indicated that there was a direct relationship between their project and government crime reduction strategy.  Another indicated that the outputs of their project had fed into the Pacific Health and Disability Action Plan.
3.2.3 Additionality and value for money

The projects covered by the qualitative interviews seem to have been associated with low levels of deadweight loss
.  8 out of the 16 interviewees who responded thought that their project would not have gone ahead at all without the support of the CDRP.  A further 4 thought that their project would have gone ahead both later and on a smaller scale or narrower in scope.  2 thought that the project would have gone ahead on a smaller scale or narrower in scope.  1 respondent thought that the project would have gone ahead later.  Only 1 respondent thought that the project would have gone ahead unchanged.
Likewise, the projects seem to have had a minimal displacement effect
.  15 respondents said that their project had not prevented their department / agency from undertaking other policy-focused research projects.  1 respondent was unsure, and only 1 thought that there had been displacement.
Overall, these two sets of findings imply that the outputs and outcomes of CDRP projects are largely additional: i.e. would not occur in the absence of the CDRP.

We emphasise, however, that high levels of additionality do not necessarily imply high levels of worth.  It was decided, therefore, to ask the interviewees if they thought that the outputs and outcomes from their projects represented good value in relation to the costs.  We did this even though this evaluation was not specifically intended to measure value for money.  

10 of the respondents thought that their projects had provided good value for money, 2 thought that their projects had not, and 3 said that it was too early to say.  

4 of the respondents who thought that their project had provided good value for money went on to comment on the multi-dimensionality of projects and / or the breadth of inputs.  3 commented on the amount of work done for the money granted.  3 others commented on the practical value for the outputs and outcomes.
One of those who thought that their project did not represent good value for money complained that the research undertaken had failed to build upon previous work of a similar nature.  The other thought that the same outputs and outcomes could have been achieved with less money.

Not surprisingly, few respondents could suggest ways in which the value for money provided by the CDRP might be improved.  4 respondents commented that the value for money was satisfactory as it was and / or that it was difficult to identify potential improvements.  However, one suggested reducing project management costs by imposing limits on the number of participants in individual projects, and also improving project management through the use of QMS.  Another suggested funding larger projects to exploit economies of scale.  Another suggested improving project monitoring to ensure that projects actually delivered as promised.
3.2.4 Improving the CDRP

The interviewees were invited to identify the strengths of the CDRP and the strengths mentioned more than once were:
· The cross-departmental / collaborative approach to policy development that the programme rests on (mentioned 8 times);
· The fact that it provides funding to departments / agencies that do not have large research resources (x4);

· The fact that it supports research that would not otherwise be undertaken (x3);

· The fact that it has a clear policy focus (x3); and 

· The fact that it enables innovation and provides seeding for further research (x3).

Conversely, the main weaknesses identified were:
· The lack of monitoring and accountability (mentioned 4 times);
· The fact that partnership-based (cf. sole agency) research is difficult or resource-intensive to manage (x4);

· That marginal or ‘pet’ projects are sometimes funded (x2); and 

· That it is not clear that projects make a difference (because they are not evaluated) (x2).

Lastly, the project leaders and collaborators were asked if they were aware of any research programmes overseas that have similar objectives to those of the CDRP; and, if so, what lessons New Zealand might learn from them.  3 respondents mentioned overseas programmes, but only 1 identified lessons.  These were that a larger fund allowed larger, more cost-effective projects to be undertaken and, at the same time, ensured more monitoring and ongoing assessment of project outputs and outcomes.
3.3 Findings from interviews with project supporters

For the 10 CDRP projects investigated in detail, we only conducted four supporter interviews. We were unsuccessful in other cases because:
· Neither the leader nor the collaborator were able to nominate any active support (3 cases);

· For various reasons we were unable to elicit a response to our requests for interviews (3 cases).
We interpret this poor ‘hit rate’ to a fairly low level of involvement of supporters, in 50% of the projects, beyond the application phase. However, there have been some examples where a small agency, such as Pacific Island Affairs, has had a strong interest in one part of the project outcome, and maintained an ongoing supporter role.
Even though the actual sample was very small we can provide an impression of the overall thrust of response to our question as follows. Note that the sample is not only small, but the responses are skewed relative to the thrust of responses from a larger sample.
CDRP evaluation – Questions for departments / agencies supporting projects

Q1
Why did your dept. / agency support the application for funding for this project?

A1 
Supported because was in line with the objectives or Statement of Intent of the Supporting Agency and/or the agency had some expertise to the area of research
Q2
Before the project got underway, what role were you expecting to have?

A2
Passive roles
Q3
Once the project got underway, what role did you actually have?

A3
A fairly active role in providing feedback and technical input.
Q4
Have you actually received any outputs from this project, e.g. working papers, reports etc.?

A4
Yes – received working papers and selected final outputs

Q5
 (If Yes to 4) Have these outputs had any impact on your dept’s/agency’s operations or strategy?

A5
Yes – provided new or enhanced information contributing to the objective and accountabilities of the supporting agency.
Q6
On the basis of supporting this (or other) CDRP project(s), are you able to express an opinion of the extent to which the CDRP is meeting its objectives?

A6
On the basis of their experience, the sample of supporters interviewed were of the opinion that the CDRP was meeting its objectives, especially with respect to catalysing new relationships, but also in producing research that supported the advancement of strategic priorities and providing building blocks for government decision-making.
3.4 NZIER commentary
We comment here on the overall effectiveness of the CDRP relative to its objectives, and compare and contrast the results of the interview process with that resulting from the survey of generic views.  We do not comment on the differences between the views of leaders and those of collaborators because, although there were some (as we noted in the presentation of findings above) they did not appear to be consistent or systematic.
As a general observation, the interview respondents were more positive than the survey respondents about the effectiveness of the CDRP, despite the ‘evidence challenges’ (i.e. as discussed in Section 2.5) being largely common to both groups.  While there were differences in the sample profiles (e.g. in terms of agencies involved, and the research mix), we do not think this would have been a major influence on this difference in views.
We believe that the major influences on this difference were that in the case of the interview respondents:

1. They were associated with successful applications, and in their view successfully executed research projects.
2. They were only required to focus on one project, rather than the pool as a whole as in the case of the survey respondents.

These two factors can be expected to impart some positive bias (relative to the survey respondents) in the case of the interview respondents, because as individual professionals, and representatives of important public agencies, they had major ‘ownership interests’ in the specific projects. 

If we had asked third parties (with the required expertise but not directly involved in the 10 projects) to comment on their effectiveness, it is likely that their views would have been less positive, but not necessarily negative.
Some of the survey respondents may have reflected some negative bias (e.g. because they were associated with unsuccessful bids) but we have no way of judging how strong that bias would be relative to the positive bias commented on above.

As we noted earlier, when commenting on the findings from the survey of generic views, the interviewees were offered no external benchmarks or yardsticks to assist them to assess effectiveness.  However, most of the interviewees were experienced researchers or research managers, and it was clear that they were generally assessing the CDRP in relation to other research support mechanism they had used.  

Overall, the interviewees’ assessments of the effectiveness of the CDRP were not strongly positive, but were positive, nonetheless.  We conclude, therefore, that the CDRP compares reasonably favourably with other research support mechanisms, although it does a different job.  

An obvious failing (which was also highlighted by the survey of generic views) is that projects could be monitored more closely.  Failure to monitor does not, however, necessarily imply that effectiveness is impaired.  One area where we do reserve judgement is the effectiveness of the CDRP in relation to its objective of providing the foundation for significant government policy decisions.  In this case, it remains to be seen what will happen; and it may be appropriate to revisit a selection of CDRP projects further down the line to obtain a clearer picture.
Key point summary:

· The large majority of interviewees agreed that their projects: involved high quality research; were truly cross-departmental; and, supported the advance of government strategic priorities.

· They also largely agreed that their projects had catalysed new relationships and capabilities within and between departments / agencies, but their explanatory comments revealed that it was often the case that existing relationships had been built-upon, rather the case that new relationships had been established.  It was also made clear that it was relationships, rather than capabilities, that had been established or strengthened.

· The interviewees were divided on the question of whether their projects had encouraged their departments / agencies to take responsibility for investing in long-term, high quality research.  

· The majority indicated that their projects had not provided the foundation for any significant government decisions, but it was often explained that it was too early for the projects to have had this effect.  

· The projects and, hence, their outputs and outcomes were largely additional, i.e. were associated with low levels of deadweight loss and displacement.  In other words, the research and the effects would not generally have occurred without the support of the CDRP.

· Most interviewees thought that their projects provided good value for money, and few could suggest improvements in this area.  

· The aspect of the CDRP that interviewees mentioned most often as a strength was the scheme’s cross-departmental/collaborative approach to policy development.  In common with the respondents in the survey of generic views, the interviewees identified a need to improve the monitoring of CDRP projects.

· NZIER’s view, based on the interviews, is that CDRP compares reasonably favourably with other research support mechanisms.

4. Process evaluation

4.1 Review of successful and unsuccessful applications

4.1.1 Overview

The purpose of this section is to comment on the assessment system for Final Bids into the CDRP, including the consistency between ‘scores’ and outcomes (successful or unsuccessful) and the extent to which justifications for scores and decisions were provided by those conducting the assessments.  Our evaluation is based on records contained in the CD-Rom provided by FRST. 

Within the constraints of the evaluation, we were not able to undertake an independent test of good practice in terms of the quality standards of CDRP proposals.  However, we were able to obtain details of the proposal scoring system used previously by MRST and now FRST.  We concluded from these that there are checks built-in to the assessment process to ensure that there is good practice, but we could not judge how rigorously these checks are applied.

The scoring system for assessing CDRP bids is shown in Table 3.

	

	Table 3 Scoring system used in CDRP bid assessments

	Criteria

Weighting

Interest from/involvement by other departments

6

‘Makes a difference’

6

Ministerial support/fit with Government policy

5

Fit with departmental research strategy

3

Impact on research capability

3

Departmental commitment to the project

3

Budget breakdown

2

Assurance of scientific merit

2

Total

30



	Source:
MRST/FRST

	


4.1.2 Findings
Following is a comparative summary of final bid assessments (by officials) and funding decisions for the 2002/03 and 2003/04 Budget Rounds:

· For 2002/03 we reviewed assessments for 13 unsuccessful and 13 successful bids.

· For 2003/04 we reviewed assessments for 3 unsuccessful and 11 successful bids
.

Overall the successful bids recorded an average score of about 23 points whereas the unsuccessful bids averaged a score of about 19 points.  In almost all cases the recommendation of the final bid assessment was reflected in the funding outcome, although we have not analysed the extent to which amounts sought by the bidders were scaled back.

We note considerable variation in the extent to which the assessment forms have been completed.  Apart from the score, some of the assessors have not completed the fund/not fund line, as indicated by our question marks in the relevant cells. We have therefore added a column comparing the recommendation with the actual outcome shown in other FRST records.

And comments vary from extensive to none at all. Some are more in the form of questions, implying that the applications were unclear or incomplete with regards to some key aspects pertinent to the assessment.  Main concerns raised, which appeared to lie behind recommendations not to fund, were:

· Lack of evidence of support from potentially key collaborators, i.e. the cross-departmental aspect of the application was weak.

· The perception that funding was being sought from the CDRP for research that should have been paid for out of core departmental funding. 

Some of the recommendations are conditional (e.g. on more evidence of support from other agencies) or support the application but to a lower level of funding than sought by the bidder.  (We have not analysed these differences).

In some cases the recommendation was ‘don’t fund’ and the outcome was successful, and vice-versa.  This indicates that there were, at least in some cases, further rounds of decision making on funding allocation i.e. beyond the formal assessment process we are analysing here.

4.2 Generic views on the CDRP application process

On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 represented complete agreement and 7 represented complete disagreement, the 15 respondents who felt that they were qualified to judge gave a mean score of 3.3 (i.e. tending to agree, but not especially strongly) to the statement that: “The CDRP application process, including the proposal assessment criteria used, lends itself to the undertaking of policy-relevant, high-quality and well-managed research projects.”  The other 6 respondents indicated that they had insufficient experience to judge.
Comments on, and explanations of, the scores given sometimes went beyond the applications process per se to cover the CDRP process as a whole.

Amongst those who gave the statement a positive score (i.e. of 3 or better):

· 3 respondents commented / explained further that the process and criteria ensured that a cross-departmental approach to research projects was taken; and 

· 3 also commented / explained that the process ensured that projects that would not otherwise be undertaken were funded.  

A range of other comments / explanations were offered once each.  Amongst these, the process and criteria were described, variously, as: explicit, transparent, thorough, evidence-based, rigorous, effective, realistic, robust, systematically-applied, consistent, and logical.

Amongst those who gave the statement a negative score (i.e. of 5 or worse), two remarked that there was a lack of project monitoring and accountability for moneys used.  Other comments / explanations each offered once only focused on perceptions of: the need for more emphasis on scientific merit in proposal assessments, lack of clarity relating to the prioritisation process, variable quality of applications and a lack of high quality applications, the need for greater emphasis on capacity-building, and doubts about whether projects were truly cross-departmental.  

In response to a question inviting suggestions on which aspects of the process might be improved, and how: 

· 4 respondents suggested more monitoring of projects to ensure that there was progress against milestones, the achievement of planned outputs and accountability for funds provided;

· 2 respondents suggested more peer review at the application stage to ensure that applications were of sufficiently high quality; and 

· 2 others suggested that research priorities or themes should be declared in each funding round.  

Other suggestion offered once each (and sometimes contradicting other suggestions) were that: more time should be allowed between RFP and the deadline for proposals, there should be more feedback to unsuccessful applicants, it should be stated more explicitly if there is an additionality test
, the expression of interest stage should be abolished as this makes the process onerous, poor quality applications should be weeded out earlier, overall funding for the CDRP should be increased, there should be a co-funding requirement to ensure that projects are policy-relevant, short-listed proposals should be publicised to encourage team-building and the merging of proposals, the number of assessment criteria should be reduced, and there should be a better balance between assessment rigour and the burden on applicants.

4.3 Views on the CDRP process from the qualitative interviews

In common with the respondents in the survey of generic views, the interviewees were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement with the statement that: “The CDRP application process, including the proposal assessment criteria used, lends itself to the undertaking of policy-relevant, high-quality and well-managed research projects.”  

On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 represented complete agreement and 7 represented complete disagreement, the 8 respondents who felt that they were qualified to judge gave a mean score of 3.1 (i.e. tending to agree).  It will be recalled from Section 4.2 that the respondents in the survey of generic views on the CDRP gave a mean score of 3.3 when answering the same question.  9 respondents indicated that they had insufficient experience to judge.
  
Amongst the respondents who scored the process 3 or better, one noted that the process was time-consuming, but generated substantial research funding and ensured that research was linked to government strategy.  Another commented that the process aided research design and that the criteria were applied rigorously using different groups to provide inputs into the assessment process.  Another felt that the process provided a discipline to undertake high quality research, but that the process could be improved.  Another observed that the process was thorough and robust and was becoming more so over time.  

Only two respondents scored the process 5 or less.  One of these commented that the criteria ought to be more related to securing policy outcomes, and that ‘pet’ projects tended to be supported.  The other noted that there was no monitoring or accountability, with the result that the partners were not compelled to deliver against objectives or milestones.

Commenting on how the process might be improved, one respondent suggested using more experienced staff to assess applications (but also said that this was not a major issue).  Another suggested making the layout and design of the application form more user-friendly.  Another suggested monitoring projects more to ensure the delivery of outputs against objectives and milestones.  Another commented similarly on the issue of monitoring and also suggested requiring project partners to display more commitment to projects before they were funded.

7 respondents reported that their projects had been evaluated and 7 said that they had not.  However, only 3 of those who said that their project had been evaluated indicated what the findings were (i.e. that practical lessons had been learned and that there had been a good combination of qualitative and quantitative research; that the desired understanding had been achieved and the methodological lessons had been learned; and that the research objectives had been achieved although the interpretation of the policy implications could have been better).  Several of those who said that there had been an evaluation and several of those who said that there had not indicated that a peer review process had been used, or that any evaluation had been informal.

Key point summary:
· Review of successful and unsuccessful applications:
· Assessment scores for successful applications were on average consistently and significantly greater than scores for unsuccessful applications.  

· The recommendations from the assessors were reflected in the funding outcome in most (but not all) cases.  

· There were variations in the extent to which assessment forms were completed, and variation in the amount of comments by assessors.  
· Generic views:
· There was agreement, but not especially strong, that the CDRP process lends itself to undertaking of policy-relevant, high-quality and well-managed research.  

· The main suggestion for improving the CDRP process was that there should be more monitoring of projects to ensure achievement of planned outputs and accountability for money provided.

· Qualitative interviews:
· The interviewees concurred with the respondents in the survey of generic views in agreeing, but not especially strongly, that the CDRP process lends itself to undertaking of policy-relevant, high-quality and well-managed research.

5. Conclusions and recommendations

5.1 Overview

This evaluation has revealed generally positive experiences of and attitudes to the CDRP, but some areas where there is potential for improvement in the effectiveness of the Pool in achieving its objectives.  Note that we have not made any explicit comparisons between participants’ experience of the CDRP and their experience with other research funds, but some of our earlier comments involved some attempt to put the evaluation results in a broader context.

These are reflected in our recommendations at the end of this section, and our further comments on the outcome evaluation components, as summarised below.
5.2 Generic views on the effectiveness of the CDRP:
The key findings here that we believe merit some further comment are:
· There was agreement, but not especially strong, that the process lends itself to undertaking of policy-relevant, high-quality and well-managed research.
This fairly neutral result partly reflects some conceptual problems with this sort of evaluation.  For example, participants may have different views on what constitutes high quality and different abilities to assess it.  Or, research could be considered high quality, e.g. as evidenced by the track record of the researchers, but for example in the case of projects that are contracted out, may not be well-managed nor policy relevant.  But these are generic problems with policy research, not unique to CDRP projects.  But there may be ways in which the CDRP framework could be strengthened in ways which would increase its effectiveness without detracting too much from its efficiency.
· The main suggestions for improving the effectiveness of the CDRP were:
· Improve monitoring / accountability

· Tighten up requirement that projects should be cross-departmental

· Raise profile /awareness of the scheme

· Widen eligibility to participate

· Increase size of the fund.

The first two of these are about tightening up on process, and allude to ‘effectiveness’ in the sense in which it is discussed in the previous point.  Both should contribute, if only modestly, to the achievement of more satisfactory project outputs and outcomes.  Good outputs and outcomes from research cannot be secured directly, but good processes, which should lead to better outputs and outcomes, can be put in place.  The last three points seem to be calls for expanding the size and increasing the profile of the fund. 
5.3 Interviews with CDRP project participants:

Likewise, the key findings here that we believe merit some further comment are:
· The large majority of interviewees agreed that their projects:

· involved high quality research;
· were truly cross-departmental; and,

· supported the advance of government strategic priorities.
Of these, the ‘quality’ assessment is the one about which there is most room for debate.  As mentioned in the first bullet point under 5.2, there are differing ways in which quality is assessed – some are focused on inputs (e.g. the quality of the researchers), some are focused on process (e.g. management during the course of the research) and some on outcomes (e.g. contributions to government strategic priorities, publication of research).  And there will be inherent differences between projects in the ability to deliver on the various quality dimensions.  But in the absence of a true client for the research projects, there must be potential on tightening up on quality definitions, or at least on ensuring that the quality of what is delivered fits as closely a possible with what is promised at the bid stage.  Our evaluation focused on participants rather than downstream users of the research, so there may be an inherent positive bias in the assessment of quality.

· The interviewees were divided on the question of whether their projects had encouraged their departments / agencies to take responsibility for investing in long-term, high quality research. 
The size and research resources of the agencies is germane here. For some agencies, such as The Treasury, high quality research can almost be seen as a core function.  But for other agencies, especially ones that are mainly resourced for programme delivery, significant participation in large research projects is an infrequent occurrence.  In the case of the Treasury and similar, the encouragement factor in this sense is minor.  In the case of small agencies, their actual research programmes will still be principally constrained by access to funding, and or to appropriate human capital.
· The majority indicated that their projects had not provided the foundation for any significant government decisions.
But it was often explained that it was too early for the projects to have had this effect.  This suggests the need to evaluate outcomes over a longer period after projects have been completed, although there may be problems of loss of institutional memory.
· Most interviewees thought that their projects provided good value for money, and few could suggest improvements in this area.  
As in the discussion of quality, there is scope for bias and subjectivity in this part of the evaluation, because of the absence of clear benchmarks.  Research projects are inherently idiosyncratic, so that value for money in general can be subjective, and hard for smaller agencies with infrequent involvement in the market to judge.  But some agencies do have quite firm contractual, management and quality control processes, which would seem likely to extract greater ‘value for money’ in CDRP projects, and others, if applied more generally. 
5.4 Recommendations

As discussed in the above, the feedback we received on the CDRP was generally positive.  It might be supposed that this was because we mainly talked to successful applicants, but we reiterate that the interviewees and survey respondents had experienced almost as many unsuccessful applications as successful applications.  Another key finding was that the CDRP provided an important entrée into research that in the main, would not occur in its absence.

There are, however, areas for improvement which would increase the effectiveness and value for money from the CDRP, but which are not unique to the CDRP.  These include:

1. More consistent and complete write-ups of decisions on final bids made by assessors. The CDRP is a ‘repeated game’ for FRST as managers of the CDRP, and the agencies bidding into it. So an effort to articulate the reasoning underlying scores, and subsequent decisions to fund (as well as conditions attached to funding) are important parts of the evidence trail and learning process necessary to achieve consistency and rising standards over time.
2. Clearer articulation by FRST of the criteria included in the concept of ‘high quality’ and ex post monitoring of that. We do not see ‘quality’ as a monolithic concept, but one in which there are several dimensions and indicators. One dimension is the quality of the science/research which need to be judged by appropriate specialists in properly structured peer review processes. Another is ‘fitness for purpose’ – did the research generate the knowledge or support strategy in the ways proposed at the application stage? This is best judged by someone downstream in the policy process. A third dimension is ‘value for money’- given the resources used, was this contribution to knowledge etc. in line with reasonable expectations?
3. Greater monitoring of an adherence to what was proposed at bid stage, including the level and nature of cross-departmental involvement, and the lead agencies’ processes and structures for ongoing involvement (if appropriate) despite changes in personnel.
5.5 Feedback on the conclusions and recommendations

It should be noted that the conclusion and recommendations as set out above are unaltered from those included in a draft report which was sent to participating departments and agencies for comment.  In the next section we summarise the feedback received and we show how we have enhanced our recommendations accordingly. 
6. Post-script – Feedback on the draft report
6.1 Introduction

All of the departments and agencies that had originally been invited to participate in the survey of generic views of the CDRP (see section 2 and section 4.2) were sent a draft of this report and were invited to comment on two issues:
· whether the report accurately reflected the workings and effects of the CDRP; and

· whether the conclusions and recommendations of the report were reasonable and realistic.

Eleven departments and agencies took the opportunity to comment.  This section summarises the feedback received.  It also includes our responses to the feedback.
6.2 Summary of the feedback

Seven out of the eleven departments and agencies providing feedback on the draft report were generally supportive of the way in which it represented the workings of the scheme, and of its conclusions and recommendations.  However, in total, eight of the respondents suggested ways in which the conclusions and recommendations might be developed in one way or another.  

There were no dominant themes in the feedback and only four points were made more than once (in fact, twice each).  These were:
1. The role of supporters within the scheme is not really meaningful.

2. Research is risky and, therefore, the failure of some projects to have policy outcomes is to be expected.

3. Any enhancements to the monitoring of projects should not be burdensome to the participants.
4. The CDRP is probably best suited to smaller departments and agencies that do not have significant research resources and/or to research of an experimental nature.

Our response is to acknowledge each of these points as valid and reasonable.  Concerning point 1 we would add to our recommendations that consideration should be given to the question of whether requiring evidence of support (as opposed to commitment to collaborate) adds any value over and above the transaction costs involved in collecting evidence of support.  Point 2 is well made, but it does not give rise to a recommendation, other than that it should be acknowledged in judging the scheme overall.  We respond to point 4 similarly and we note that it echoes one of our own conclusions in the previous section.  In relation to point 3, it appeared from the survey of generic views and the qualitative interviews we undertook that such monitoring of projects that takes place is light-handed.  We believe that it should be possible to enhance the monitoring of projects without making the process onerous.  We do not, therefore, make any separate recommendation on this matter.  
The other points made just once each were:

5. It ought to be questioned whether the CDRP is the best way of promoting cross-departmental research.

6. The report ought to make a recommendation about the future level of funding for the scheme.

7. Policy practitioners within departments should have a greater role in evaluating projects and the scheme as a whole.

8. Participants should receive more guidance on how to report on projects and how they should be accountable to the schemes administrators.

9. There is a conflict between the CDRP objective that the research undertaken should be high quality and the objective that the research should be capability-building.

10. More weight should be attached to assurances of quality in the project assessment process – an application could receive a poor score for scientific merit, but a high score overall ( and, hence, receive funding).

11. There should be more peer review of applications and project outputs.

12. Feedback should be elicited from unsuccessful applicants 

13. The CDRP should be based on a one-stage application process – the EoI followed by full proposal process is onerous

14. Indicative funding levels for different goals should be announced prior to bidding

15. The CDRP should be benchmarked against other NZ research pools.
We do not necessarily disagree with any of these points, although we believe that some of them (e.g. points 5 and 15) relate to issues beyond the scope of this evaluation.  

However, points 9 and 10 seem to us to be particularly valid, and we endorse both of them.  Reflecting on the application scoring system (see Table 3), we note that neither quality nor capability carries a heavy weight.  Quality is not explicitly scored, although “assurance of scientific merit” has a weight of just 2 out of 30.  “Impact on research capability” has a weight of just 3 out of 30.  Both of these weights seem rather small, given the objectives of the scheme.  We, therefore, add to our recommendations that the scoring system should be reviewed to ensure that it leads to the selection of projects that score highly on one or other of the quality- and capability-related criteria, both of which should carry a greater weight.. 
Appendix A  
CDRP bid assessments reviewed

	

	Table 4  2003/04 bid assessments reviewed


	Bidder

Project topic

Comments by assessor – précis

Overall score out of 31

Funding recommendation in assessment

Funding outcome

Internal Affairs

Well-being indicators by hapu

Needs more buy-in from key agencies such as MSD

20

Don’t fund

Unsuccessful

EECA

Energy efficiency in business

Uneasy about project and costs

21

Don’t fund

Unsuccessful

MAF

Waste quality & land use

Seen as potentially an excellent investment

24

Fund

Successful

MCH

Cultural indicators

Absence of TPK support noted

25

?

Successful

MfE

Policies at the social/cultura/environmental interface

Questions about commitment of other departments

22

?

Successful

Health

Environmental factors in mortality

Question about support from HRC

25.5

Fund

Successful

Health

Maori health and disability

Nil

23

Fund

Successful

Health

Primary health care strategy

Comments about lack of support

23

Fund (with provisos)

Unsuccessful

Justice

Crime prevention initiatives

Lack of clarity about support

20

Don’t fund

Successful

Min Tourism

Capacity requirements

Comment on apparently low funding contribution from Ministry’s internal resources

21

Fund (conditionally)

Successful

Youth affairs

Health and well-being survey of young people

Need for HRC support noted

24

Fund

Successful

NZ Police

Risk assessment processes

Opportunity to make a difference

24

?

Successful

NZ Police

Use of amphetamines

Nil

24

?

Successful

TPK

Capacity building evaluations

Nil

23

Fund

Successful




	Table 5  2002/03 Bid assessments reviewed



	Bidder

Project topic

Comments by assessor – précis

Overall score out of 31

Funding recommendation in assessment

Funding outcome

CYF

State as parent

Need for better link to policy development by steering group

22

Fund (conditional)

Unsuccessful

DoC

Tourism in conservation areas

Require active MED involvement

22.5

Fund

Successful

DoC

Biosecure

Not clear why research not funded by DoC and other agencies involved

19

Don’t fund 

Unsuccessful

Labour

Cost of injury

21.5

Fund

Successful

MAF

Pathogens in meat

Limited cross-departmental interest, and no industry funding despite pertinence to food safety in retail sector

20

Don’t fund

Unsuccessful

MAF

Safe harvesting of oysters

Limited cross-departmental interest, and no industry funding despite pertinence to food safety

16

Don’t fund

Unsuccessful

MAF

Transmission of pathogens

21

Fund

Successful

MCH

Cultural production

20.5

Waitlist (to see if funding comes available)

Unsuccessful

MfE

Economic risks GMO release

Concerns about hypotheses

18

?

MfE

Economic risks GMO release

Concerns about hypotheses

23

Fund

Successful

MfE

Geospatial metadata

Concerns about fit with other research and apparent lack of response to cost recovery concerns raised at EOI stage

19

Don’t fund

Unsuccessful

Min  Ed

Longitudinal study

Assessors not convinced about level of funding sought or need for CDRP to bear all the cost

23.5

Fund (limited funding)

Successful

Health

Case management of disabled people

Concerns expressed by Min Education

23

Fund

Successful

Health

Maori health services

24.5

Fund

Successful

MoRST

Innovation activity

21.5

Fund

Successful

MoT

Vehicle emissions

24.5

Fund

Successful

/ continued

Table 5 (continued)

Bidder

Project topic

Comments by assessor – précis

Overall score out of 31

Funding recommendation in assessment

Funding outcome

MSD

Living standards

21.5

Waitlist

Unsuccessful

MSD

Understanding communities

Bid does not adequately demonstrate cross-departmental relevance

19

Don’t fund

Unsuccessful

OTSP

Capacity management

Limited impact on research capability within OTSP and DoC.

18.5

Don’t fund

Unsuccessful

OTSP

Maori tourism stats

20.5

Fund

Successful

OTSP

Tourism and culture

19

Waitlist

Unsuccessful

NZ Police

Amphetamine use

Too operational – not enough cross-departmental validity

17.5

Don’t fund

Unsuccessful

Health

Community housing for the aged

Not a strong case but potentially important

19.5

Waitlist

Unsuccessful

NZ Police

Youth diversion

20

Waitlist

Unsuccessful

SNZ

Regional input-output model

SNZ must find non-CDRP funding for model operation

21.5

Fund (limited)

Successful

SNZ

Understanding job-growth

25

Fund

Successful




� Excluding 1998/99, when no new funding was available.


� Deadweight loss is a concept used in evaluation to measure the extent to which outputs and outcomes observed would have happened anyway.  In this setting, the outputs and outcomes of a project that would have gone ahead unchanged in the absence of the CDRP would be counted as deadweight.  The outputs and outcomes of a project that would have gone ahead, but later and / or on a smaller scale or narrower in scope, would be counted as partially deadweight.


� Displacement measure the extent to which outputs and outcomes occurred at the expense of outputs and outcomes that could have been achieved by other means.  In combination, deadweight and displacement provide a measure of non-additionality.


� CD-Rom provided by FRST


� Details of the applications and their assessments are shown in Appendix A.


� CDRP Inventory Prepared by Susan Broom, 23/12/04.


� i.e. to ensure that only projects that would not otherwise go ahead are funded.


� The fairly high incidence of ‘Insufficient experience to judge’ reflected the fact that many of those interviewed had not been involved in the original application, but had ‘inherited’ involvement with the projects in later years.
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