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Introduction

Background and contents of this document

This document contains a proposed plan to evaluate the National Empowerment Partnership (NEP) over the next two years. It is important to bear in mind that the evaluation is not about the partnership, but about the NEP as a programme, with, in theory, regional and national levels working together to achieve the desired outcomes. The plan has been developed by the IVAR and UWE evaluation team, together with REP leads, regional evaluators and CDF staff who took part in two evaluation workshops, held in February and March 2009. At the first workshop in February participants identified the issues they thought the Programme was designed to address, the ultimate aims of the Programme, and a series of indicators of progress towards each outcome. The NEP evaluation team then drafted a plan, including proposed evaluation methods, which was presented back to a second workshop in March, where participants were able to help refine and develop the proposed plan.

For the purposes of this plan, we believe it is useful to look at the work of the NEP at three levels:

· Work that is happening to promote and support communities to engage in community empowerment
 opportunities.

· Work that is happening to support the capacity of public agencies to promote community empowerment.

· Work that is happening to co-ordinate the various activities of different agencies and groups.

At each level we have attempted to identify:

· The issues being addressed through the NEP

· The desired outcomes from the programme in the longer term

· What the programme will do at a national and regional level to help bring about these outcomes

· What changes we would hope to see in the medium and short term that would indicate progress towards the longer term goals

· How the national and regional evaluations might try to measure progress towards the desired outcomes

Evaluation methodology

Challenges 

Evaluating a programme such as the NEP presents a number of challenges, and it is important to recognise these in developing an appropriate methodology. The year two evaluation report contains a more detailed discussion of the challenges; however, in summary, these are:

· Attribution

Empowerment is a notoriously difficult concept to pin down and measure, although the national indicator set attempts to do this.  But even if a reliable and appropriate measure were to be found, the NEP operates indirectly and there is a long chain of causality between national and regional partnerships, local public bodies, action at the frontline and the perception by individuals that they have influence (NI4).  In addition, people’s perceptions of whether or not they are able to influence decisions are likely to be affected by factors that have nothing to do with the NEP or the work of the REPs. We have tried to address this challenge by building up a picture of what the Programme can be expected to change, but even so the evaluation of years three and four will need to reflect relevant factors in the national and regional environment.

· Timescales

Most experts also agree that empowerment – and the culture change that is required to bring that about - is a long-term process and many respondents felt that it was too early to measure impact. We have tried to address this by identifying what is reasonable to measure at this stage and what would constitute progress towards an end goal.

· Ownership and buy-in

Evaluation can be threatening, if people feel that they will be criticised without due understanding of the context in which they operate or the constraints upon them. Evaluation also makes demands on the time and energy of those whose work is to be evaluated.  Getting buy-in from those who are being evaluated and securing their trust is essential if all those involved are to be honest and to learn.  This applies as much to CDF itself as to the REP leads. We have tried to ensure that our proposed evaluation methods are proportionate, inclusive and do not duplicate monitoring activity and regional evaluations.

· Programme evaluation

This is a Programme evaluation.  As such it needs to tread a fine line between identifying what can be achieved through a co-ordinated regional Programme and assessing the performance of individual REPs.  The latter is part of the monitoring process, and there are also local evaluations which can explore in more detail the lessons for each of the REPs. As in the year two evaluation, we have tried to focus on overall Programme learning.

Theory of change

The evaluation framework is based on a ‘theory of change’ model. For each of the three strands of activity described above, the framework attempts to explain how the Programme will address the issues identified by participants in the two workshops as ‘drivers’ for a co-ordinated empowerment programme; what the Programme aims to achieve in the longer term, and what indicators of progress we can expect to see in the short to medium term. The framework gives us a basis for being able to measure progress towards the ultimate aims of the Programme, even though these aims may not be fully achievable within the lifespan of the NEP.

Methods

The framework includes a variety of methods for collecting data, including semi-structured interviews, group interviews and exercises, a web-based survey and case studies (which are likely to include reviews of documents, interviews, group discussions and observation of activities). The evaluation will also need to include analysis of secondary data, including place survey data, reports from the Comprehensive Area Assessment process, and information about funding streams for empowerment.

We assume that the evaluation should be formative, although at this stage we have not prescribed the methods by which evaluators should report back to inform the development of the programme. Nor have we built in participatory methods such as workshops with REP leads and regional evaluators, as we presume that the evaluation team for years three and four will wish to make their own arrangements for these kinds of events. However, we would recommend that the evaluators bring together REPs and regional evaluators at regular intervals to share learning, develop the framework further, and address any challenges to the evaluation.

How this plan fits with the evaluation of years one and two of the NEP

In years one and two the evaluation focused primarily on: 

· The rationale for the NEP, and how the structure of the Programme serves its aims

· How the national and regional partnerships are working and how the two work together

· Whether inputs are happening (although this is partly the role of monitoring)

· How the REPs are working with GOs and RIEPs, particularly to achieve NI4

· Whether people have heard of the NEP/REP and used or participated in activities

· How far different stakeholders feel the NEP has travelled in relation to outcomes so far.

The framework for years three and four is an attempt to chart a course towards measuring the outcomes of the programme. It does not cover the evaluation of governance, partnership development, accountability, commissioning processes and so on in individual REPs. We envisage that this work might be undertaken at a regional level by regional evaluators. 

Process evaluation

As we have said, the main focus of this plan is on evaluating outcomes rather than process. However, we do envisage that the evaluation will collect data on process.   We recommend that the evaluation of years three and four should include semi-structured interviews with REP leads / chairs, GOs and RIEPs, but that the main focus of those interviews should be on the outcomes from the programme. The evaluation plan also includes semi structured interviews with national respondents (CDF, CLG and members of NI4 DG). These interviews will need to cover the context for the Programme and process issues that are likely to affect progress, including:

· Governance arrangements of the regional partnerships, including decision making processes, chairing and expectations of members’ accountability
· Structure and membership of the partnerships

· Monitoring and financial issues

· Relationships between CLG,CDF and regions

· National and regional policy context

· Challenges to programme delivery, regionally and nationally

Relationship between national and regional evaluations

The evaluation of the NEP will assess the effectiveness of the programme as a whole. Regional evaluations will assess the progress each region is making towards achieving both the common objectives of the Programme and additional regional objectives. Regional evaluations will explore the impact of individual projects and interventions and how they have contributed towards achieving the overall Programme aims. In general the evaluation of the national Programme will not include detailed work on specific projects. However, we recommend that it does include one case study of empowerment activity in each region, and that the set of case studies as a whole reflects the different types of work being done to meet the objectives of the Programme. 

Almost all regions have now appointed evaluators and, in some, evaluation work has started. This framework suggests ways in which the national and regional level evaluations might complement each other. For example, where information is best gathered through a survey of stakeholders, it might be appropriate to do this through a national survey, rather than send out another survey to the same people in the region.

In the framework set out below we suggest that the evaluation methods in italics might best be carried out by regional evaluators. These are only suggestions, as we do not wish to prescribe the approaches that regional evaluations should take.

We have also avoided being prescriptive about the timing of evaluation activities, since this will be driven by CDF and CLG reporting timetables and may be subject to change in future years.  However, we recommend that the evaluation is scheduled in a way which is co-ordinated with requirements for monitoring and that can provide optimal feed-in to future planning. 

Relationship between evaluation and monitoring

Regional partnerships are required to complete quarterly and annual monitoring returns to CDF. The returns report on progress in delivering agreed outputs and on how the budget has been spent (inputs). This information is also useful data for the evaluation of the Programme, and the framework indicates where monitoring data would contribute to measuring progress against specific indicators.

Key issues for the evaluation in years three and four

We suggest that the key questions for years three and four, following on from the issues arising from year two and the recommendations of the year two report, are:

· What progress has been made in improving NI4?

· What contribution has the NEP made to improving NI4 and how can this be evidenced?

· How effective is the relationship between REP and RIEPs in (a) supporting the improvement of NI4 and (b) promoting and supporting empowerment generally?

· How effectively have REPs been at working with local authorities to promote empowerment?

· What is the added value of the NEP in the context of other empowerment initiatives that are happening nationally and regionally?

Evaluation framework

The remainder of this document contains the detailed framework for evaluation in years three and four.

Evaluation of activity to promote empowerment at a community level

	Issue to be addressed through the programme
	
	
	Desired outcomes over the longer term

	People are not engaged in decision making processes and don’t feel there is any point


	
	
	Citizens feeling they are able to influence local decisions

	Lack of knowledge and confidence amongst citizens and groups about how to influence 


	
	
	Knowledge of how to engage in decision making processes

	Fragmentation of action to empower citizens and groups


	
	
	Effective networks in place to support community engagement


	Programme activities to achieve these outcomes

	For REPS:

· Build/support channels for community voice at regional level

· Promote examples of effective engagement

· Build community networks across regions

· Identify and share examples of good practice 


	Indicators of progress
	What change(s) are expected?
	How will the hoped for change be evaluated?
	Evaluation detail

	Individuals reporting that they feel able to influence local decisions
	Improvement in National Indicator 4 – percentage of people who feel able to influence local decisions
	Question on an annual place survey carried out by LAs
	Place survey data will be made available to REPs

TIMESCALE: April/May

	Community organisations aware of and participating in REP initiatives and using REP/NEP resources
	As the programme progresses, an increase in the number of voluntary and community organisations reporting awareness and use of REP/NEP activities/resources
	Annual ‘Empowerment Survey’ (based on year 2 survey) will test awareness of REP work amongst community organisations

‘Spotlight’ evaluations of REP activities, through document review, interviews and other methods determined by regional evaluators
	National survey developed and used in year 2
. Available for CDF or contractors to repeat in years 3 and 4.

TIMESCALE: March/April

Regional evaluation teams to carry out more detailed evaluations of the reach, impact and effectiveness of REP activities

TIMESCALE: determined regionally -  reports should be made available to national evaluators by April

	Community organisations more aware of opportunities to engage
	As the programme progresses, increased awareness of opportunities to engage
	Annual ‘Empowerment Survey’ (see above) will ask about awareness of engagement opportunities 

Interviews, focus groups, open space events with community organisations – probably piggy backing on other events


	As above

Timing and methods to be determined regionally

	Groups involved in empowerment feeling that they are making a difference
	As the programme progresses, more groups saying they are making a difference and being able to evidence this through their own monitoring, evaluation and quality assurance methods. 
NEP effectively supporting groups to develop robust monitoring and evaluation  of empowerment outcomes.


	Survey (see above) will test perceptions of effectiveness

Use of impact measurement tools by REPs

Interviews, focus groups, open space events with community organisations by regional evaluations  – probably piggy backing on other events
	As above

Timing and methods to be determined regionally

	Community networks developed and supported
	Increase in the number of community networks engaged with REPs
	Survey will ask about knowledge of and participation in networks

Interviews with network stakeholders will explore effectiveness


	As above

Regional evaluations to identify key networks and seek views of people involved

	Central government policy responding to NEP input
	Government policy on community empowerment evolving in response to lessons from practice
	Interviews with national stakeholders will explore responsiveness
	National evaluation will include interviews with people from national organisations (topic guides developed, but may be adjusted for years 3 and 4)

TIMESCALE: January – March 


Evaluation of activity to promote empowerment at a public agency level

	Issue to be addressed through the programme
	
	
	Desired outcomes over the longer term

	No mainstreamed culture of empowerment within public agencies (in particular local authorities, but also PCTs and other local statutory bodies)


	
	
	A responsive and  engaged public sector across the country

Public agencies reacting to what local people say they want



	Lack of awareness and skills in public agencies


	
	
	LAs and other public agencies working more effectively because they believe in empowerment, not just because of sticks and carrots



	Failure to recognise the need for or resource community development


	
	
	Sustainable investment in community development across the country


	Programme activities to achieve these outcomes

	· REPs to provide support for the achievement of NI4 (regional level)

· Feedback to NI4 Delivery Group about gaps and needs (through REPs and national partners) 

· CDF and NI4 DG members to broaden scope beyond NI4 (national level)

· REPs to influence strategies to improve empowerment as measured by the Comprehensive Area Assessment (regional level)

· REPs to promote a clear understanding of community empowerment through research and disseminating good practice – and attempt to change hearts and minds in terms of how empowerment is viewed (regional)

· REPs to offer skills and knowledge development for public bodies (regional)

· Promote and support community development through networks and training (regional)

· CDF and NI4 DG members to work with national bodies to promote culture change in their member/network organisations e.g. across CLG, LGC, IDeA, NHS, Police, etc.(national)

· CDF and NI4 DG members to promote investment in community development and training (national)

· CDF to promote role of community development in supporting other strategies (national)


	Indicators of progress
	What change(s) are expected?
	How will the hoped for change be evaluated?
	Evaluation detail

	Number of LAs selecting NI4 as part of their Local Area Agreement
	Increase in the number of LAs adopting NI4
	National evaluation will examine publicly available data on NI4 

	Secondary data to be analysed annually

	Recognition through CAA processes that empowerment has been mainstreamed
	Audit Commission’s Comprehensive Area Assessment reports on individual LAs would reflect  progress made with mainstreaming empowerment
	National evaluation would examine publicly available data: individual CAA reports and Audit Commission overview

Regional evaluation: interviews with NI4 leads in relevant LAs (or a sample)


	Secondary data to be analysed annually

Interviews to explore what LAs have done to improve NI4 AND mainstream empowerment

	Increase in ‘empowering initiatives’, e.g. Participatory Budgeting, asset transfers, parish plans etc. 


	Increase in the number of initiatives happening in each region
	Annual survey would ask LAs about the existence of these initiatives

Case studies would explore on a project by project basis the impact of REP on developing and supporting empowering initiatives
	Regional evaluators would carry out case studies of selected REP initiatives and projects

TIMESCALE: regional reports to be completed by April

	Evidence of public bodies responding and adapting to the needs expressed by communities and citizens
	Increase in case studies being collected by REPs showing ‘positive’ outcomes from community engagement
	Research at a regional level

National evaluation will review regional research
	Research is likely to be ongoing and conducted as part of REPs’ action plans

	LAs (including councillors) and other public bodies across the country:

· aware of NEP/REPs and government’s empowerment strategies

· participating in REP initiatives 

· using REP resources

· feeling more informed about what community empowerment means


	Increase in recognition and use of REPs over the life of the programme
	Annual survey will test awareness and use of/participation in REP initiatives and perceptions of effectiveness

Interviews and examination of documents will explore outcomes of REP initiatives

Monitoring reports can provide some of the information on these indicators


	See above

Regional evaluations are likely to include interviews with a sample of respondents from LAs in the region

TIMESCALE: annually in Feb/Mar

	More LAs and other public agencies have community engagement and development strategies with implementation plans and resources 
	Plans in place and evidence of implementation
	Survey will ask about strategies and plans

Review of secondary CAA data

Analysis of movements in national and regional funding streams for empowerment

REP activity monitoring will detail work with LAs on plans

Interviews with LA empowerment leads

	See above

See above

National evaluation will review funding context

Regional evaluations to review progress

Interviews to be carried out & questions developed by regional evaluators

	Quality Assurance systems in place for public agencies  across the country
	Increase in use of QA systems and recognition of a common system
	Survey will test use and awareness of QA systems

	See above

	Community Development Workers  and others working directly on empowerment participating in REP initiatives and using REP resources
	Awareness and use of REP amongst CDWs
	REP monitoring returns will detail events / activities for CDWs and participation
	Activities targeted at CDWs will be evaluated through user feedback at the time of the event


Evaluation of a co-ordinated approach to promoting empowerment

	Issue to be addressed through the programme
	
	
	Desired outcomes over the longer term

	Fragmented, unconnected empowerment initiatives of variable quality 


	
	
	Strategies co-ordinated and data pooled at national and regional level

Agencies at all levels acting strategically

	Fragmentation of knowledge, effort, energy and voice across the country 


	
	
	Best practice embedded within policy

There are banks of case studies and toolkits (held at a national level) based on effective community empowerment practice, and evidence that they are being used effectively


	Lack of trust between public agencies and communities

	
	
	Increased understanding across sectors

Public agencies have stronger relationships with the third sector and community 

Sustainable relationships so that impetus continues beyond programme 




	Programme activities to achieve this outcome

	· REPs to position themselves as hubs for community empowerment in the region (regional)

· REPs to develop complementary strategies with partners, especially RIEP (regional)

· REPs to oversee testing out different approaches to see if they work (regional)

· REPs to develop communication and understanding across sectors (regional)
· CLG and CDF to promote greater joining up between government initiatives through NI4 Delivery Group and other channels (national)

· CDF to lead on active dissemination of NEP/REP work, resources and analysis (national)

· CDF to lead on developing communication and understanding across sectors (national)




	Indicators of progress
	What change(s) are expected?
	How will the hoped for change be evaluated?
	Evaluation detail

	GOs, RIEPs, individual LAs and TSOs involved in community empowerment all using or participating in REPs across the country
	Increase in the number and range of organisations knowing about and using the work of REPs
	Annual survey will track participation and use

One to one interviews with GO and RIEP leads will cover participation in REPs
	Need to ensure that national evaluation does not duplicate regional – i.e. GO and RIEP leads are only interviewed once

	Good relationships between GOs, REPs and RIEPs in each region


	Increase in joint working, particularly to promote NI4 (joint working to include joint funding of projects; attendance at boards and other meetings; regular one to one meetings between REP, RIEP and GO leads)
	Interviews with key agencies (REPs, RIEPs, GOs) will explore perceptions of joint working, including effectiveness and outcomes

Case studies of joint working

Examination of GO, RIEP and REP strategy documents


	See above

Joint initiatives may be the subject of regional evaluation ‘spotlight’ case studies

	Sharing research evidence and good practice regionally and nationally 


	Research and good practice examples being made widely available via NEP and regions. 

CLG aware of research and good practice examples.
	Interviews with NI4 DG members, CDF and CLG

Review of work of REPs on producing case studies, through review of work plans, reports and websites

Interviews at a regional level (e.g. with REP delivery partners and community groups) will explore development  and use of case studies and toolkits


	Interviews will test perceptions of use and effectiveness

Desktop review

Regional evaluators are likely to interview a sample of delivery partners and a sample of community groups involved in empowerment work

	Stakeholders feel more able to trust one another


	Increased trust manifested not only in perceptions of stakeholders but in effectiveness of joint working – e.g. structures working well, clear accountability, joint planning and delivery of projects, mutual respect and recognition of the contributions made by different sectors
	Interviews with regional leads and national stakeholders

Interviews with a range of regional partners
	Will need to guard against duplication of interviews by national and regional evaluators (as above)


Glossary of evaluation terms

Add in case studies

	No.
	Term
	Definition
	Related terms

	1. 
	Activity 
	Things a project/service does. These are the key elements of the project/service or intervention that transform inputs into outputs.
	Input

Output



	2. 
	Aim 
	The higher-order goal to which a project/service is intended to contribute: a statement of longer-term intent.
	Objective

Interchangeable with: Goal

	3. 
	Benchmark 
	Reference point or standard against which performance or achievement can be assessed. These can be devised in 2 ways:

a) Identification of milestones within a given period that lead towards the goal

b) Comparison with performance by comparable project/services/organisations
	Milestone

	4. 
	Data
	Documented information or evidence of any kind. There are a range of ways of differentiating data: 

a) Subjective vs. Objective data

Subjective data - personal feelings, attitudes and perceptions

Objective data - observable facts

b) Qualitative vs. Quantitative data

Qualitative data – non-numerical

Quantitative data – numerical

c) Longitudinal vs. Cross-sectional data

Longitudinal data - collected over time

Cross-sectional data - collected from the same point in time (a snap shot)

d) Primary vs. Secondary data

Primary data - taken directly from original sources or collected first hand

Secondary data – taken from sources that have analysed and interpreted primary data, or data that you have been presented with and not collected yourself
	Interchangeable with: Information 

	5. 
	Evaluation 
	An in-depth study which takes place at a discrete point in time, and in which recognised research procedures are used in a systematic, objective and analytically defensible fashion to form a judgement on the value of the design, implementation and results of a project/service.

Evaluation may be:

(a) Formative vs. Summative

Formative - Conducted during implementation of the project/service in order to improve performance

Summative - Overall conclusions about the effectiveness of the project/service in terms of impact or outcomes

(b) Internal/self-evaluation vs. external/independent

Internal/self-evaluation - conducted by the project/service itself

External/independent -conducted by an outside agency

(c) Process vs. Output vs. Outcome vs. Causal

Process evaluation - evaluation of the internal dynamics of the project/service

Output evaluation- evaluation to assess whether the project/service has met the desired output and targets.

Outcome evaluation – evaluation to assess whether the project/service has had the desired impact on outcomes 

Causal evaluation – evaluation to assess the causes as to why a project/service achieved its desired outcomes, or why it did not. Evaluating for causation is one step further than an outcome evaluation by demonstrating that the programme was responsible in whole or in part, for results or outcomes.

(d) Project/service vs. Programme

Project/service evaluation – evaluation of a specific project/service

Programme evaluation – evaluation of a number of project/services that contribute to achieving the same goals
	

	6. 
	Goal 
	A desired state of affairs that outlines the ultimate purpose of a project/service. This is the end toward which project/service efforts are directed.
	Interchangeable with: Aim

	7. 
	Impact 
	Consequences and change experienced by organisations and individuals as a result of the activities and outputs of the project/service. There are five key areas of impact:

a) Knowledge

b) Skills

c) Attitudes

d) Behaviour

Impact may be:

(a) Direct vs. indirect

Direct impact – the work of the project/service directly and clearly caused consequences or change 

Indirect impact – the results of the project/service were a factor or stage that contributed to the consequences or change 

(b) Intended vs. unintended
Intended impact - consequences or change resulting from the project/service that were foreseen and aimed for

Unintended impact - consequences or change resulting from the project/service that were not foreseen or aimed for

(c) Experienced by users vs. target group vs. wider population

Impact on users – consequences or change experienced by users of the project/service

Impact on the target group consequences or changes experienced by all those with a similar profile to the specific users of a project/service. Distinguishes those who do not use a specific service from those that do.

Impact on wider population - consequences or change experienced more widely (i.e. within a community), often as an indirect result of impact on users


	Outcome

	8. 
	Input
	The human and financial resources involved in the implementation of a project/service
	Output

	9. 
	Mainstreaming 
	Continuation of effective practice and policy within mainstream provision. This may include

(a) Continuation of specific project/services

(b) Wider roll-out of successful project/services

(c) Adoption of practices by mainstream provision

(d) Cultural change – acceptance of new ways of working 
	

	10. 
	Milestone 
	Type of benchmark that identifies a key step or achievement that leads towards the goal.
	

	11. 
	Monitoring 
	Systematic and on-going collection of data to identify early and cumulative indications of progress and achievement of objectives, standards and impact on outcomes.
	

	12. 
	Objective 
	Specific results or effects of a project/service’s activities that must be achieved in pursuing the  ultimate goals
	Aim

Goal

	13. 
	Outcome 
	A condition of well-being for organisations, individuals or communities. Project/services aim to contribute to these, but they go beyond immediate impact and are often the result- of a range of factors
	Impact

	14. 
	Output 
	Countable ‘products’ that result from using inputs to provide activities. Can be either project/service related or user related.
	Input

	15. 
	Participation
	Opportunities to influence and be involved in the design, delivery and review of a project/service or evaluation.
	

	16. 
	Partnership working 
	Strategic or operational collaboration to achieve mutually agreed objectives and desired impact on outcomes.
	

	17. 
	Performance Indicator 
	Quantitative or qualitative variable that provides a simple and reliable basis for assessing achievement, change or performance. These should provide valid, reliable, practical and comparable measures of progress or level of change towards achieving expected results over a defined period of time. Performance indicators may address

a) the type or level of program activities conducted (activities),

b) the direct products and services delivered by a project/service (outputs), 

c) the short term change resulting from those products and services (impact/outcomes)

d) the longer term results of those products and services (impact /outcomes).
	Performance Management

Performance Measure

Proxy Indicator

	18. 
	Performance Management 
	The ongoing system for collecting, interpreting, monitoring reporting and control of program accomplishments, particularly progress toward pre-established goals. It is typically conducted by programme or agency management. 
	Performance Indicator

Performance Measure

	19. 
	Performance Measure 
	Information sources re. performance indicators. These may address:

a) the type or level of program activities conducted (activities),

b) the direct products and services delivered by a project/service (outputs), 

c) the short term change resulting from those products and services (impact/outcomes

d) the longer term results of those products and services (impact/ outcomes).
	Performance Indicator

Performance Management

	20. 
	Proxy Indicator 
	An indirect indicator of impact which is used because no direct indicator can be identified or effectively measured
	Performance indicator

	21. 
	Target 
	A specified objective that indicates the number, timing, location and success/ failure measures  of what is to be achieved and compared
	Objective


� We are aware that ‘community empowerment’ is a term that has been challenged by participants in the NEP and elsewhere but, since the Programme is the National Empowerment Partnership we have kept this term. 


� Note: The evaluation of years three and four will need to ensure continuity, but there ought to be scope for the team to make changes to the year two survey in order to resolve any glitches that arose through piloting the survey in year two.
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