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Appendix 1: Methodology

Overview and aims of the evaluation

There were four key objectives for the evaluation:

1.

|dentify what works within different local areas and contexts to relieve pressure on
local services due to migration and assess the cost benefit of different approaches
implemented in different contexts;

Identify best practice for developing new sources of data and intelligence on the
relationship between migrant groups and local communities;

Identify realised and perceived benefits of different approaches on residents and
the wider community; and,

Identify best practice to share learning across Local authorities and partners.
Given the unique nature of each project granted funding through the Controlling
Migration Fund (CMF), a key aim for the evaluation was to assess ‘what works’ to
mitigate the issues identified within the contexts of the local areas and communities.
The evaluation draws on realist principles to seek to understand ‘what works, for
whom, and under what circumstances’". This is underpinned by a theory-based
approach?, which sets out the overarching logic of the delivery of the fund while
accounting for the flexibility of project-level circumstances.

Scoping stage

The scoping stage was conducted between June and August 2018 to inform the “main
stage” evaluation approach. As part of the scoping activity, the evaluation team developed
a set of key evaluation questions, aligned to each objective, which the evaluation sought to
answer. Activities included:

An inception meeting between the evaluation team and DLUHC took place in May
2018. The evaluation team also drafted a short information leaflet about the
evaluation that DLUHC shared with successful projects to promote the evaluation
and explain the next steps should they be selected to take part.

Desk-based review of programme and policy-relevant documentation: Key
documents reviewed included:

a. Relevant policy documentation (e.g. The Casey Review and the Integrated
Communities Strategy);

b. CMF-focussed documentation (e.g. House of Commons Library Briefing on
the CMF, CMF infographic);

c. Application materials, including the prospectus (November 2016) and revised
prospectus (August 2018), application forms, bidding criteria checklist,
frequently asked questions, and scoring criteria;

d. Internal databases and summaries of funded projects, including the results of
the Year 1 review and a survey assessing projects’ evaluation plans; and,

e. Internal criteria for identifying bids for inclusion in external evaluation.

" Pawson, R. & Tilley, N. (1997). Realistic Evaluation. London: Sage.

2 Theory-based approaches to evaluation use an explicit theory of change to draw conclusions about whether and how an intervention
contributed to observed results. For more information, see:
https://www.canada.ca/en/treasury-board-secretariat/services/audit-evaluation/centre-excellence-evaluation/theory-based-approaches-

evaluation-concepts-practices.html

4


https://www.canada.ca/en/treasury-board-secretariat/services/audit-evaluation/centre-excellence-evaluation/theory-based-approaches-evaluation-concepts-practices.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/treasury-board-secretariat/services/audit-evaluation/centre-excellence-evaluation/theory-based-approaches-evaluation-concepts-practices.html

Six familiarisation interviews with DLUHC stakeholders involved in delivering and/or
designing the fund were carried out between June and July 2018 in order to capture
more detailed perceptions of the rationale and goals of the fund.

Development of the fund-level Theory of Change: Based on the document review
and familiarisation interviews, the evaluation team developed a detailed fund-level
Theory of Change outlining the inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts of
the CMF (contained in Appendix 2). A high-level version also identified the
associated key risks and assumptions underlying the theory of change.
Development of a project typology to inform shortlisting for project-level evaluations:
A review of the 174 successful project applications including full proposals, short
project summaries, and multiple internal databases used by DLUHC supported the
development of a comprehensive typology. Using a set of qualifying, primary and
secondary criteria, the evaluation team put forth a longlist of potential projects for
project-level evaluations. Following feedback from DLUHC, a final shortlist of 15
projects was proposed (outlined in more detail below).

Development of the Commons Outcomes Framework and review meeting: The
Common Outcomes Framework builds on the outputs and outcomes in the theory of
change by identifying key measurement indicators mapped across audience groups
to provide a practical monitoring and evaluation tool for project-level evaluations.
The evaluation team met with DLUHC stakeholders in August 2018 to discuss the
ongoing development and potential implementation of the Common Outcomes
Framework.

Interviews with ten shortlisted local authorities were conducted to explore local
drivers and context and to assess whether the theory of change and Common
Outcomes Framework were fit for purpose and resonate with their projects.

There were a number of elements of the CMF that were deemed out of scope and
therefore not assessed by the evaluation. Most crucially, the evaluation did not
assess the impact or effectiveness of the £40million immigration enforcement
component of the CMF managed by the Home Office. In addition, the £1.1million for
Modern Day Slavery pilot projects were evaluated separately by the Home Office
and therefore, to avoid duplication, were not evaluated as part of the CMF
evaluation. Similarly, the £11.2million to build the capacity of local authorities to
support Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children (UASC) and UASC care leavers
remains out of scope due to the nature of the projects; the Department for
Education (DfE) and the Local Government Association (LGA) are also focusing on
these projects. The impact of the CMF at a national level was also considered out of
scope due to the unique nature of the projects and the challenges in identifying a
national-level counterfactual to establish what would have happened in the absence
of the fund.



Table A.1 below outlines how the overall evaluation activity expected to address the key evaluation objectives and evaluation
questions.

Table A.1 Overview of the evaluation design

Evaluation tasks

Objective Evaluation questions Project Level Data-only project| Review of data Common
Evaluations consultations collection Outcomes
outputs| Framework and
thematic
learning
Establishing Impact 1. What works within different local vv'v

areas and contexts to relieve
pressure on local services on
account of migration?

2. What is the cost effectiveness of
different approaches

implemented in different

contexts?




Understanding the
Local Migration Data
Landscape

3. What is best practice for
developing new sources of data
and intelligence on the
relationship between migrant
groups and local communities?

4. What issues or tensions are
perceived to have arisen
between migrant groups and
local communities in areas of
particularly high migration?

v'v

vv

Capturing benefits to
residents

5. What are the benefits of different
approaches on residents
impacted by the project?

6. How have resident concerns
been identified and addressed?

7. What is the relationship between
the contents of a project and
benefits to the wider community?

vvv

vv'v

Identifying and sharing
good practice

8. What is best practice for sharing
learning across Local authorities
and partners?

v'v

v'v

v denotes the strength of evidence of each evaluation task. The greater the number of ticks, the greater the strength of evidence.




Common Outcomes Framework

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW
The common outcomes framework was developed in order to capture a consistent set
of measures for the fund, to enable the evaluation to assess the extent to which the
output/ outcome has been achieved as intended.

The fund was deliberately designed as a bottom-up approach, to allow local authorities
to consider how best to alleviate perceived service pressures in their local areas.
However, the distinct nature of the different projects funded and lack of systematic
framework to monitor the outputs and outcomes to date, presented a challenge to
assessing the overarching performance of the fund. The evaluation team therefore
proposed setting out a common outcomes framework.

Consultations with a sample of local authorities invited to take part in the project level
evaluations were conducted to provide an audit of local monitoring systems in place
and ways in which local authorities were assessing distance travelled as well as
guidance and support that they may wish to receive from their Ipsos MORI Relationship
Manager. This provided a more detailed assessment of the practicalities and appetite
for introducing a common set of measures.

The proposed framework was designed to both allow the fund to capture a set of
systematic measures, and also provide an opportunity for each local authority to input
its own targets and a timeframe in which to reach these targets. This enabled each
local authority to be assessed against their own local needs as opposed to a set of top-
down fund targets, while still providing a systematic set of measures for the fund
evaluation. Local authorities could select the outputs and outcomes deemed most
appropriate to their project (as well as develop their own outcomes and measures).

Table A.2 outlines the types of data collection sources required in order to assess the
performance of the fund against the anticipated outputs, outcomes and impacts. Where
possible, the outcomes framework provides a triangulated approach so that evidence
can be verified by multiple evidence sources, both qualitative and quantitative.

A template for local authorities and the Ipsos MORI Relationship Manager to provide
an assessment of outcomes achieved was also developed. This included a proposed
set of questions or metrics for each output and outcome across specific target
audiences (project delivery teams, residents and end-beneficiaries/migrant groups) and
a way in which to assess performance at frequent stages during the project level
evaluation.

This framework also has potential to be rolled out to Local Authorities not taking part in
the project level evaluations along with a set of accompanying guidance. This is
discussed in more detail in section 4.5.

The outcomes framework can be divided into two key elements - outputs and
outcomes. Longer term outcomes and impact are included in the outcomes framework
but have not been developed further in the template document, as projects were not
expected to be able to capture evidence against these outcomes within the project time
scale.



OUTPUTS
Outputs were intended to be predominantly quantifiable with DLUHC or project level
targets attached that can be tracked over time. For example, at the project set-up
stage, the project lead may be expected to engage and recruit volunteers. The project
lead can append a target number to this output and a timeframe in which this is
expected to be complete and thus, provide an assessment of whether they have been
successful in achieving this.

Evidence related to outputs were intended to be captured through consultations with
either MCHLG or the project partner (depending on the type of output) as well as
DLUHC or project level secondary data sources (e.g. monitoring forms, performance
management data).

INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES
The CMF is expected to lead to benefits among three key audiences:
e Local Authorities;
¢ Residents; and
o End-beneficiaries/ migrant groups.



Table A.2 CMF Outcomes Framework

Key: Data collection sources
DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners = Qualitative |Qual |Quantitative evidence
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/ evidence |or
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority Quant?
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets
Theory of Change Measures Targets* |Timeframe ol 2l o
Olg 5|8 E|Q
Il olc|B|s|X
2195822 |« <
Qla|o || =20 | d w
OUTPUTS
Local Authority
Project teams/taskforce putin |Number of project teams |e.g. 174 e.g. prior to
place established in LAs g;’ﬁgt postponeme
, nt of the fund
tablished
IR Hin Nov 2017

Data collection/ monitoring put
in place

Monitoring form
designed/implemented

Increased analysis and review
of local issues

Context/data collection
activity

Co-ordination and delivery of
events to share/disseminate
best practice

Number of events
organised; number of other
dissemination activities
(e.g. papers produced,
reports shared)

3 Dependent on sample sizes

4 To be set by the Local Authority: these could be quantitative or qualitative targets dependent on the measure and data collection source
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Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

Project set-up

Investments made & projects
initiated

Funds disbursed to Local
authorities as per grant
agreement

Staff and organisations
trained/employed/commissione
d

Number of
recruitment/training
activities taking place

Volunteers engaged/recruited

Number of
recruitment/training
activities taking place

Liaising and networking with
local and regional partner
agencies

Number of partners
established between
agencies and project lead

Project delivery

Volunteer/staff in post/ partner
networks established

Number of volunteers/staff
in post

Target groups signposted to
relevant projects

Number of target
beneficiaries engaged

Project materials and resources
developed

Number of project
materials/resources
developed as part of
project

Target groups reached

Number of target
beneficiaries reached
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Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

Sessions attended/activities Number of sessions
completed delivered or activities
completed

SHORT-TERM OUTCOMES

Local Authority

Increased insight into local Change in perceptions of
migration patterns and understanding/knowledge
community impact of local migration patterns.

Types of data being
collected about local
migration patterns.

Expanded networks of Number of relationships
community and statutory with partner agencies
partners

Increased co-ordination and co- | Perceived changes in
operation between agencies ways of working between
local authority and

agencies
Acquired expertise and Increase in local authority
structures in place to deal with |capacity/skills for dealing
local issues with local issues as a

result of migration patterns
Increase in structures to
help deal with local issues

Residents
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Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

Perceived reduction of pressure
on public services and private
facilities (i.e. gyms)

Changes in resident and
delivery team perceptions
of use of public services

Increased access to public
services

Frequency of resident
access to public services.
Number of residents using
[public service]

Project
level Ml

Increased involvement in
community-led integration
activities (i.e. volunteering)

Change in level of
involvement in community
activities

Increased opportunities for
social mixing

Perceived ability for
residents to interact with
people from different
backgrounds in their local
area.

Improved quality of public
space (i.e. related to
overcrowding)

Resident rating of quality
of public spaces in their
local area

Increased understanding of
other cultures and nationalities

Self-reported rating of
knowledge of local
cultures/nationalities in the
area.

Delivery staff perceptions
of resident knowledge of
local cultures/nationalities
in the local area.

Migrant Groups
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Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

Increased understanding of and | Change in perception of
access to public services (i.e. |understanding of how
NHS, schooling) public services work
Change in level of access
to public services

Housing issues identified (i.e. |Perception of delivery
overcrowding, substandard team in relation to changes
provision) in housing issues

Number of rogue landlords
identified in local area over
course of project

Number of rough sleepers
in the local area over
course of the project

Housing issues resolved (i.e. Perception of delivery
improved housing standards) |team in relation to
improved standards of
living

Reported standard of living
among migrant groups

Access to ESOL provision Number of beneficiaries
provided with access to
ESOL through the project
Perception of improvement
in English language
Perception of ability to
access ESOL services

Project
level Ml
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Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

Access to labour market skills, |Number of beneficiaries

training and accreditations attending training or in
(courses, qualifications) education through the
project

Perception of improvement
in labour market
skills/training

Perception of ability to
access labour market
skills/training

Project
level Ml

Increased understanding of Perceived understanding
British culture and social norms |of British social norms and
culture among migrant

groups
Increased civic society Change in level of
participation involvement in community
activities
LONG-TERM OUTCOMES
Local Authority
Reduced cost on public Perceived reductions in e.g. local
services costs on public services authority
Available seconda Public
. ry. Expenditure
evidence on expenditure Statistical
on local authority public Analysis
services
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Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

Evidence to make further Reported evidence of
funding cases project findings used in
future funding applications

Building the evidence base of |Local authorities report
'‘what works' locally sharing and disseminating
findings from their projects
with other Local authorities
and DLUHC

More established relationships |Perceived changes in
between Local authorities and |ways of working between

DLUHC Local authorities and
DLUHC
Increased revenue from Change in revenue from e.g. local
enforcement of civil penalties  |rogue landlords gﬁtgg'ty
(e.g. rogue landlords) Expenditure
Statistical
Analysis
Residents
Perceived faster access to Perceived increase in
public services accessing local services
(e.g. GP, council, housing
association, jobcentre)
Reduced public concern on Perceived increase in
access to public services ability to access public

services and ease in
service pressures
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Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

Increased levels of social
mixing

Perceived increase in level
and ability to interact with
people from different
backgrounds

Increased sense of belonging

Perceived increase in
sense of belonging in the
local community

Improved cleanliness and
quality of local area

Perceived outlook on
quality of public spaces in
local area

Reduced crime and anti-social
behaviour

Perceived reduction in
crime and anti-social
behaviour in area where
project is operating

Local level reduction in
numbers of anti-social
behaviour/crimes reported

e.g. ONS
local
authority
crime
statistics

Improved perceptions of recent
migrants to local area

Perceived increase in
benefits of recent migrants
to the local area and wider
community

Migrant Groups

Increased well-being (e.g.
mental and physical health,
levels of confidence)

Perceived increases in
migrant levels of
confidence and health

17




Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

Increased living standards Perceived increases in e.g. English
quality of living for gous'”g t
migrants (i.e. 'decent’ |0l2321€y )
homes for social housing) authority

level

Increased ability to contribute to | Perceived increase in

British society (through ability for migrants to

volunteering or employment) actively participate in
British society

Increased English proficiency |Increased number of e.g. local

and labour market skills migrants with authority
qualifications/accreditation specific Mi
]

Perceived increase in
confidence speaking
English and gaining
employability skills

Increased sense of stability Perceived increase in
sense of stability for
migrants in the local
community

Reduction in exploitation (e.g. |Perceived reduction in eg.

victims of modern day slavery, |experiences of exploitation g:}g‘::l'

organised crime) Reductlon in number of Mechanism
victims of modern day to identify
slavery in local area MDS

victims
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Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

IMPACT

Evidence & dissemination

Evidence base of what works in |Reported increase in
what contexts established and |delivery of social

shared between LAs integration projects and
knowledge sharing
between Local Authorities

Evidence influences DLUHC and Home Office

mainstream policy and service |report applied learning

provision from CMF funded projects
Examples of applied
learning

Capability & capacity

Increased local authority Local authorities delivering

capabilities to address local effective social integration

migration issues through projects

delivery and evidence collection | Local authorities report
increased understanding of
best practice for collecting
evidence on the migration
landscape

Increased knowledge of local/ |Local authorities report
hyper-local migration patterns | ability to identify migration

and what works to address patterns working in their

migration pressures area and find effective
methods to address
pressures
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Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

Improved perceptions about Reported increase in
local impacts of immigration understanding about the
impacts of immigration in
the local community

Perceptions & access to local services

Accessible public services to all |Reported increase in use
of public services by both
existing residents and new
migrant groups

Adequate and relevant services |Local authorities report
to address specific local issues |greater confidence and
resources to address their
local community needs

Residents most affected can Residents in areas of high
see difference that has been recent migration perceive a
made positive change in their
access and use of local
services

Sense of belonging

Increased sense of belonging in |Residents and recent

the local community migrants report a greater
sense of belonging in their
local community
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Key:

DLUHC = DLUHC delivery team; Project = Project delivery team; Partners =
Project partners; Residents = Affected residents; Migrants = Targeted/
participating migrant groups/beneficiaries; local authority = local authority
project delivery team monitoring outputs; Ext. = External secondary datasets

Data collection sources

Qualitative
evidence

Qual
or
Quant?®

Quantitative evidence

Successful social mixing Residents and recent
migrants report greater
levels of positive
interaction with people
from different backgrounds
in their local community
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Project level evaluations

PROJECT TYPOLOGY AND SHORTLIST SELECTION

With 174 funded projects in the CMF portfolio, and the unique nature of each individual
project, it was critical for the evaluation to develop an understanding of how these projects
compare with one another and map across various characteristics early on in the
evaluation period. A review of the 174 successful applications, short project summaries
and DLUHC databases was conducted and key information about each project was
extracted to develop a typology of the full CMF portfolio. Examples of the types of
information extracted include: project name, lead LA, approved budget, theme(s), specific
migrant communities being targeted, evaluation budget and so on.

The development of this typology had two primary objectives: firstly, to assess the spread
and variety of interventions being delivered and secondly, to identify a short list of 15
projects to inform the main stage of the evaluation. Shortlisted projects were invited to
participate in in-depth project-level evaluations during the main stage evaluation,
supported by a dedicated Ipsos MORI Relationship Manager. This section discusses the
sampling approach used to select the shortlisted projects and describes the characteristics
of the resulting shortlist.

SAMPLING APPROACH AND SELECTION CRITERIA

In order to select 15 projects that reflected the breadth of characteristics across the
portfolio, the sampling approach drew on a diverse strategy technique. This approach
sought to include projects that covered a variety of characteristics in line with a set of
criteria agreed with DLUHC research and policy teams. The selection criteria were divided
into qualifying (or eligible) criteria, which all cases had to fulfil, and priority and secondary
criteria, for which targets were set to ensure diversity across these criteria. In addition, key
project characteristics, which did not have associated targets, were incorporated into
monitoring criteria to ensure adequate distribution across the sample. Table A.3
summarises these criteria.

While the sampling approach was not intended to produce a statistically representative
shortlist, the range of sampling criteria and associated targets for inclusion were intended
to be representative of the full range of characteristics in the CMF portfolio thus enhancing
the representativeness of the selected sample.
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Table A.3 Shortlist sampling criteria

Qualifying criteria

Primary criteria

Secondary criteria

Monitoring criteria

e Approved projects:
the shortlist will only
include projects that
submitted
applications prior to
the pause for the
Year 1 review and
have since been
approved.

o Evaluability
assessment: based
on available
information regarding
project timescales,
beneficiary
engagement, and
existing evaluation
activities

Type of bid:
mainstream; UASC-
specific; centrally
directed
(LAASLO/MDS)
Theme: English
language; Rogue
landlords; Migrant
rough sleeping; Data/
research; Cohesion;
Other

Approved budget:
Less than £50k; £50k
- £100k; £100k-
£250k; £250k-£500k;
£500k+

Area level:
Localised; local
authority level; Sub-
regional; Regional

¢ Region: North West/
North East/
Yorkshire and The
Humber; West
Midlands/ East
Midlands/ East of
England; South
West/ South East/
London

¢ History of
migration: High
(more than 10%
change); Moderate
(5%-10% change);
Low (less than 5%
change)

¢ Partners: Yes / No
(or not mentioned)

e Amenable to cost-
benefit analysis

e Number of projects
per LA: Single /
Multiple

e Target migrant
groups mentioned
in bid: e.g. Eastern
European; Roma;
Refugee/ Asylum
seekers; Unspecified/
multiple

e Inclusion of area in
Integrated Area
strategy:
Peterborough;
Blackburn; Walsall;
Bradford; Waltham
Forest

SHORTLIST

From a long list of 30 projects reviewed by DLUHC research and policy teams, a final
shortlist of 15 projects was selected to retain the diverse spread of the longlist and to
meet the sampling criteria targets. This final selection also took into account those projects
supported by DLUHC where possible given their additional knowledge about project
delivery and evaluability. These 15 projects were approached to take part in the evaluation

as case study areas.

During the evaluation, there was two changes to the composition of projects. The Tackling
Rogue Landlords who exploit vulnerable migrant communities project was dropped
following the project consultation, due to a lack of capacity to support the evaluation. The
project was subsequently replaced with the Community Harmony project. The
Southampton Community Advice project dropped out of the evaluation due to lack of
capacity at a later stage in the evaluation. In this case, due to the difficulty introducing a
new project at this late stage, the project was not replaced and instead the remaining
resource was allocated across the projects to enable additional evaluation activities to take

place.
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Table A.4 Projects invited to project-level evaluations

build the capacity of schools to receive migrant
families, support them to become participating
members of the community and benefit all
children within those schools. The project focuses
on training teachers, parents and children to
provide practical support to new migrants in the
20 schools with the most significant levels of new
arrivals. Parent ambassadors will facilitate
“chatter groups” for newly arrived parents to
support their successful integration into the local
community and signpost them to other services
(such as ESOL provision).

Bid |Project name and summary5 Lead LA |Type |Approved |Scale of Region |Area Status
# of bid |budget Intervention migration
6concentration
293 |Southampton Community Advice Project: The |Southam |Mainstr |£54,000 LA Area South 13% Dropped
project aims to increase the capacity of pton eam East
Southampton Citizens’ Advice Service to benefit
both resident and migrant communities, through
the recruitment and training of recent migrants as
volunteers and the establishment of a new
outreach centre.
251 |Wolverhampton Schools PEER Integration Wolverh |Mainstr |£125,350 Localised West 6%
Accelerator programme: The project aims to ~ |ampton jeam (Ward level) | Midlands

5 Source: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733135/Annex_A_summary of projects already funded.pdf
6 Difference in non-British population levels between 2005-2016
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Bid

Project name and summary?®

Lead LA

Type
of bid

Approved
budget

Scale of
Intervention

Region

Area
migration

concentration
6

Status

161

Tackling Alcohol Misuse: The project aims to
address social drinking and alcohol misuse
among more recent migrant communities, thereby
reducing alcohol-related crime, improving health
outcomes and promoting the correct usage of
public health services. The project also aims to
promote greater social cohesion in Wisbech and
Peterborough, through promoting positive media
coverage and reducing anti-social behaviour and
littering.

Cambrid
geshire

Mainstr
eam

£283,347

Sub-regional

East

Unknown

255

Tackling Rogue Landlords who exploit
vulnerable migrant communities The project
aims to tackle rogue landlords and reduce the
vulnerability of tenants, through funding x4
housing officers to work proactively on
interventions, enforcement and property
inspections. In addition, the project aims to
protect the established resident communities
through an area-based approach to controlling
the private rented sector and improving housing
standards.

Sandwell

Mainstr
eam

£337,054

Localised

West
Midlands

7%

Replaced

202

Rogue landlords and rough sleeping: The
project aims to tackle private rented properties
that are not covered by the selective licensing
scheme for HMOs, unlawful dwellings (“beds in
sheds”) and encampments. Tackling these issues
aims to improve the safety, look and feel of the
town, as well as reducing anti-social behaviour,
crime and noise.

Oxford

Mainstr
eam

£409,319

LA Area

South
East

13%
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Bid |Project name and summary5 Lead LA |Type |Approved |Scale of Region |Area Status
# of bid |budget Intervention migration
goncentration

144 |Sheffield Community Investment Deal: The Sheffield | Mainstr |£835,000 LA Area Yorkshir |4%

community-based project aims to respond to eam e

concerns from local people about the impacts of Humber

recent migration on public services and anti-social

behaviour, through funding community

development workers; on-the-ground education

and enforcement officers; information and better

organised local services; and ESOL classes. The

project also aims to engage established and new

communities through community development

initiatives to improve their areas.
263 |Targeted health interventions: The project aims |Kent Mainstr |£853,106  |LA Area Eou:h Unknown

eam as

to improve the health and wellbeing of the migrant
community - encouraging healthier lifestyles and
preventing the development of illnesses. The
project also delivers cultural awareness training to
frontline NHS staff to provide targeted support
and improve access to NHS services for the
Roma community. This will also make more
efficient use of resources by, for example,
shortening appointment times and reducing the
frequency of missed appointments.
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Bid

Project name and summary?®

Lead LA

Type
of bid

Approved
budget

Scale of
Intervention

Region

Area
migration

concentration
6

Status

266

Building Bridges: The project focuses on
increasing the independence of newly-arrived
migrants, as well as encouraging positivity
towards migration within the host community.
These include a sustainable programme of
community-led English language sessions; a
migrant volunteer programme supporting learning
and skills development; and a dedicated migrant
letting agency aimed at reducing homelessness
costs for the local authority and taking pressure
off social housing. A youth-oriented strand also
aims to offer safe environments within the local
communities for young people from all cultures to
come together to access vital support services
and share experiences.

Coventry

Mainstr
eam

£872,472

LA Area

West
Midlands

10%

285

Connecting Communities in Barking and
Dagenham: The project has three strands:
actions aimed at enhancing social networks (in
particular across faith, youth and disengaged
groups); interventions aimed at managing the
impact of rogue landlords and supporting
vulnerable tenants; and research aimed at
improving understanding of the changes taking
place within communities.

Barking
&
Dagenha
m

Mainstr
eam

£1,363,073

LA Area

London

9%
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Bid

Project name and summary?®

Lead LA

Type
of bid

Approved
budget

Scale of
Intervention

Region

Area
migration

concentration
6

Status

282

The World in One City- managing the
changing dynamics of Liverpool: A multi-
faceted approach to recent migration across
Liverpool and four other city-region authorities
(Halton, Knowsley, St. Helens, Wirral). Activity
aims to support refugees to obtain mainstream
benefits and housing, freeing up emergency
accommodation; support to migrants to access
employment, easing pressure on job centres; and
family learning support to enable migrant children
to access education more readily. Across
Liverpool, the programme will also tackle migrant
rough sleeping, provide specialist educational
support to migrant children to free up pressure on
schools and provide ESOL to enable migrants to
use services more effectively.

Liverpool

Mainstr
eam

£2,448,658

Sub-regional

North
West

5%

206

South East Region DCS Training Proposal and
Development of a UASC specific Outcome
Star: The project engages a partnership of the
South East Children’s Services departments, the
South East migration partnership and Brighton &
Hove City Council to provide regional training on
UASC specific needs for social workers in the
region and to support the development of a
national resource with external specialists for
sharing best practise. The training is targeted at
practitioners who are likely to interact with UASC
and will help build consistency across the region
and integrate communities.

Brighton
and
Hove

UASC

£156,609

Regional

South
East

5%
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Bid |Project name and summary5 Lead LA |Type |Approved |Scale of Region |Area Status
# of bid |budget Intervention migration
goncentration
223 |Foster care and supported lodgings Hackney |UASC |£265,867 LA Area London |-1%
recruitment: The project aims to build capacity in
Hackney to provide culturally appropriate, local
foster care and supported lodging options for
Vietnamese, Albanian and Eritrean UASC. This
provision aims to ease accommodation pressures
across the broader population of looked after
children in Hackney, and increase the diversity of
foster care by forging links with under-
represented communities. Funds also cover
specialist support to develop UASC’s
independence and integration
215 |Developing Regional Fostering Capacity and | York UASC |£561,041 |Regional Yorkshir |4%
Expertise for Supporting UASC: The funding N
will be used to recruit, train and support foster Humber
carers and supported lodgings providers
throughout the region. In addition, the project will
train and provide information and support to
social workers, support workers and others, to
enable them to more effectively support UASC.
310 |LAASLO Pilot Project: Funding for two Bradford | Centrall |£100,000 NA Yorkshir |4%
LAASLOs. y N
directe Humber
d
312 |LAASLO Pilot Project: Funding for 17 LAASLOs ﬁreatﬁr Centrall | £850,000  |NA \’;lvort? Unknown
anches es
across 10 LAs. ter MET éirecte
d
Community Harmony XVakefiel Mainstr Ward level
eam
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The final shortlist met most of the criteria targets. In summary, the key characteristics of
the shortlisted projects are as follows:

Type of bid: The shortlist includes a spread of mainstream bids (10 projects),
UASC-focussed bids (3) and centrally-directed LAASLO pilot projects (2).

Themes: The shortlist includes a diverse representation of the main project themes,
with individual projects incorporating between one and six themes.

Approved budgets: Shortlisted projects have a range of budgets meeting the
proposed targets, from £54,000 to £2,448,658. Higher-budget projects (over £250k)
are more represented, with 11 shortlisted (including seven over £500k) compared to
four shortlisted projects with budgets up to £250Kk; this reflects a preference for
larger bids to maximise the funding captured and ensure projects with larger
evaluation budgets and capacity are included.

Project scale: Due to the focus on larger-budget projects, projects categorised as
“‘localised” are slightly under the target. It is anticipated that projects with a larger
focus (such as those covering the whole LA) will also include activities that target
localised areas considered high priority for the intervention. Most projects are
focused at a local authority level (65%) and 17% of projects are at a regional (2) or
sub-regional (2) level.

Regional spread: Projects in the south of England are slightly more represented (6)
than those in the East of England and Midlands (4) and the North of England (5).
Across the full sample of successful bids, projects are concentrated in Yorkshire
and The Humber, the West Midlands and London.

Migration history: Projects in areas with moderate or lower histories of migration
(measured by the percentage change in non-British population between 2005 and
2016) are slightly over-represented in the shortlist (11) compared to those in the
highest migration areas (4) .

Working with external partners: Most projects in the shortlist are working with
external partners (11); four projects that do not work with partners are included to
ensure diversity.

Multiple bids per LA: The maijority of Local authorities have made multiple
successful CMF bids. The shortlist therefore includes 11 Local authorities with
multiple bids and four with single bids.

Migrant beneficiaries: Five projects are working with Eastern European migrants,
two with Roma/ traveller populations and four with refugee and asylum-seeking
populations. The remaining six bids do not specify a target population.

Integrated Strategy areas: Two of the five areas included in the integrated areas
strategy are represented in the final shortlist: Peterborough and Bradford.

Project-level evaluation development stage

Each project-level evaluation was appointed a dedicated Ipsos MORI Relationship
Manager. The Relationship Manager developed a logic model for the project based on a
review of the bid documents, which mapped project inputs, activities and outputs to CMF
fund-level outcomes. The logic model was refined follow a face-to-face consultation with
project leads. Based on the final logic model (contained in Appendix 3), the Relationship
Manager drafted an evaluation plan of proposed evaluation activities to measure identified
outputs and outcomes. The next sections outline the qualitative and quantitative activities
undertaken during the evaluation for each project, as well as the monitoring information
and secondary information received.

Quantitative data collection
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Quantitative outcomes data was collected for 11 projects, (set out in table 1.4) including:
e 15 activities with beneficiaries,
e 2 activities with stakeholders; and
e 2 activities with wider residents

Table A.5 Quantitative data collection

Integration
Accelerator
Programme

stakeholders

designed by Ipsos

MORI with input
from project staff

administered by
project staff via email
to school staff in 24
schools

Project Audience Approach Administration Responses
Building Project Pre and post Paper questionnaire Pre: 6
Foundations beneficiaries: |Strengths and administered by respondents
UASC Difficulties project staff Post: 6
Questionnaire respondents
(SDQ) (11-17 years
old) designed by
project
Project Pre and post Paper questionnaire Pre: 6
beneficiaries: | beneficiary administered by respondents
UASC questionnaire project staff Post: 6
designed by Ipsos respondents
MORI
Tackling Project Pre and post Paper questionnaire 52 respondents
Alcohol Misuse | beneficiaries: | questionnaire administered by
structured designed by Ipsos |project staff
alcohol MORI with input
treatments from project staff
LAASLO Project Post-only Paper questionnaire 12 respondents (9
(Manchester) |beneficiaries: |questionnaire administered by Manchester, 3
(refugees) designed by Ipsos |project staff Oldham)
MORI with input
from project staff
Schools PEER |Wider Short questionnaire | Digital questionnaire |11 respondents

Our Liverpool

Project
beneficiaries:
Local authority
training
participants

Combined pre and
post questionnaire
designed by project

staff, with input
from Ipsos MORI

Paper questionnaire
administered by
project staff

309 respondents

Wider local A "pre" Online questionnaire |27 respondents
authority staff |questionnaire for  |administered by
staff who had not | project staff
taken part in
training
Residents Resident survey Digital questionnaire  |Baseline: 70
designed by Ipsos |administered face-to- |respondents
MORI with input face by project staff Follow-up: 62
from project staff respondents
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Project Audience Approach Administration Responses
Wider Survey of VCS staff| Administered digitally |Baseline: 15
stakeholders |developed by by project staff responses

project staff. Follow-up: 8
responses

Building Project Pre, midway and Paper questionnaire Pre: 50

Bridges beneficiaries post questionnaire |administered by respondents;
(Give Back designed by project | project staff Midway: 40
strand) staff respondents;

Post: 27
respondents
Project Pre and post Paper questionnaire Pre: 53
beneficiaries qguestionnaire administered by respondents
(Learn strand) |designed by project | project staff Post: 24
staff respondents
Healthy Project Post-only client Paper questionnaire 6 respondents
Communities |beneficiaries: |feedback surveys |administered by

Health Visitor
strand

designed by project
staff

project staff

Project
beneficiaries:
School Nurse
strand

Post-only client
feedback surveys
designed by project
staff

Paper questionnaire
administered by
project staff

40 respondents

Project Post-only client Paper questionnaire 33 respondents
beneficiaries: |feedback surveys |administered by
Lifestyle designed by project | project staff
Facilitator staff
strand
South-East Project Designed by Ipsos |Digital survey 12 respondents
Region UASC |beneficiaries: |MORI, with input administered by
Training and  |social workers |from project staff | project staff
Outcomes Star | project Post-training and | Paper questionnaire | 166 responses
beneficiaries: |Practitioner Forum |administered by were received

social workers

feedback
questionnaires for
attendees designed

project staff/ training
provider

from
questionnaires
given out at 10 of

by project staff the 25 training
sessions.

Sheffield Residents Neighbourhood Administered by 198 respondents
Community Barometer survey |project staff
Investment designed by
Deal external evaluator

(Salford University)
Welcoming Project Paper survey 233 respondents
Young beneficiaries | designed by Ipsos |Paper survey
Refugees (training MORI with input administered by

participants)

from Migration
Yorkshire

project staff and
trainers
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Project Audience Approach Administration Responses
Connected Project Designed by Ipsos |Administered by 5 respondents
Communities | beneficiaries | MORI with input delivery staff from the
(Faith Forum  |from project staff  |Faith and Belief
attendees) Forum, who provided
copies of the
questionnaire to
participants and
encouraged them to
complete it.
Project Paper Administered by 540 respondents
beneficiaries  |questionnaire project staff
(Faith Forum | designed by project
event school |staff, using Ipsos
pupils) MORI CMF
Questionnaire
Toolkit

Qualitative activities

The table below outlines the qualitative research activities undertaken for each of the

project-level evaluations.

Table A.6 Qualitative research activities

Project Project staff Wider stakeholders Beneficiaries

Building Foundations 5 interviews 3 interviews with VCS Focus group with 7
representatives and beneficiaries (UASC)
wider local authority staff
2 interviews with foster
carers

Tackling Alcohol Misuse 4 interviews 5 interviews with delivery | 10 interviews (alcohol
partners misuse treatments)
1 interview with a wider
stakeholder

LAASLO (Bradford) 3 interviews 5 interviews with 8 interviews (refugees)
stakeholders

LAASLO (Manchester) 6 interviews 4 interviews with wider |11 interviews (refugees)
stakeholders

Rogue Landlords and Rough |7 interviews 5 interviews 3 interviews with Rough

Sleeping Sleeping project

beneficiaries
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Project

Project staff

Wider stakeholders

Beneficiaries

Schools PEER Integration
Accelerator Programme

1 paired interview

School 1: 1 focus group
with school staff

School 2: 1 paired
interview and 1
telephone interview with
school staff

School 1:

1 focus group with young
interpreters; 1 focus group
with INA parents;

School 2: 1 paired
interview with Parent
Ambassadors; 1 focus
group with young
ambassadors; 1 focus
group with parents

1 telephone interview with
parents ambassador

Our Liverpool

6 interviews

1 focus group with VCS
stakeholders

1 telephone interview
with ESOL tutor

1 telephone interview
with wider local authority
staff

1 focus group with Migrant
Voice representatives

1 focus group with ESOL
course participants

1 focus group and 1
telephone interview with
local authority training
participants

Building Bridges

1 mini-group with

Youth Strand: 4

Learn strand:

overall project interviews 1 interview
staff 1 paired interview
Learn Strand: 1 1 mini-group with 3
focus group with participants
4 participants 1 “Train-the-trainer” mini-
Give back strand: group with 3 participants
2 interviews Give Back strand:
Youth Strand: 1 1 focus group with 8
interview participants
Community Harmony 3 interviews with |None ESOL strand:
local authority 1 focus group with 15
staff participants
9 interviews with Youth strand:
project delivery 1 focus group with 4
staff participants
Environmental
volunteers: 1 focus group
with 3 participants
Healthy Communities 5 interviews with |None None

delivery staff and
leads
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Project

Project staff

Wider stakeholders

Beneficiaries

South-East Region UASC
Training and Outcomes Star

1 interview with | None
project staff;
1 interview with a

project delivery

3 depth interviews with
social workers who had
used the Planning Star tool;
4 depth telephone

1 paired interview | stakeholder

partner interviews with social
workers who had not used
the Planning Star tool;
4 10-minute interviews with
UASC
Sheffield Community 6 interviews 2 interviews with None
Investment Deal stakeholders from
partner organisations
Welcoming Young Refugees |2 single 3 interviews with local 8 interviews with training
interviews authority leads participants
1 paired interview
Connected Communities 5 depth 1 interview with internal | Community Amplifiers: 1
interviews local authority focus group with 8

participants, including 1
project staff member
Create English learner
and volunteers: 5 face-to-
face interviews

Youth Arts: 1 focus group
with 3 participants

Local authority training: 3
telephone interviews
Interfaith Platform: 1
telephone interview

Monitoring information and secondary data

In addition, the majority of projects supplied monitoring information on project outputs and
secondary data identified during the evaluation plan development stage.

Table A.7: Monitoring information and secondary data received

Project

Monitoring data

Secondary data

Building Foundations .

The number of information
and outreach materials
developed;

Outreach activities carried
out

The number of beneficiaries
accessing services.

UASC case files with examples of
how beneficiaries had been
supported,

Pathway Plans (reviewed every six
months);

Looked-after child (LAC) reviews
(held every six months).
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Project

Monitoring data

Secondary data

Tackling Alcohol Misuse

e Number of information and
outreach materials
developed,

e Outreach activities carried
out and the number of
beneficiaries accessing
services.

Statistics from Cambridgeshire
police, CCTV data and Public
Health England data on alcohol
related incidents;

Data on activities to identify
alcohol containers; and hospital
alcohol-specific admissions.
Case studies with examples of
how beneficiaries had been
supported (including how they
were engaged, their recovery plan
and what happened once they
received support).

LAASLO (Bradford)

Quarterly monitoring forms to
DLUHC covering some of the
key outcomes relating to the
project, including the number of
beneficiaries:

e supported into housing
(temporary and
permanent);

e supported with benefits,
bank accounts, bills and
payments;

e supported with training,
education, ESOL &
employment.

The local authority also

provided aggregate data (the

total numbers from the start of
the project in October 2018, to
end of Q4 2019), which was
provided together with data
from 2017/18 (the year before
the project started) to allow for

a comparison of primary

delivery support

Anonymised dataset showing
support into employment, or ESOL
against each case
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Project

Monitoring data

Secondary data

LAASLO (Manchester)

Quarterly monitoring forms to
DLUHC, including data on the
number of beneficiaries:

e The number of beneficiaries
supported into housing
(temporary and permanent)

e The number of beneficiaries
supported to access public
services (benefits, bank
accounts, bills and
payments, local services);
and

e The number of beneficiaries
supported to access
training, education, ESOL &
employment

Rogue Landlords and
Rough Sleeping

Progress reports for the Rogue

Landlords strand, including:

e The number of inspections,

e accommodation use,

e actions taken as a result of
investigation

e contextual information,
such as Housing Health
Calculator estimates and
anti-social behaviour data
from the Community Safety
team.

Progress reports for the Rough

Sleeping strand, including:

e basic demographic
information of beneficiaries
(age, gender, nationality),

e accommodation outcomes,

e ease and extent of
engagement, access to
public services or benefits,

e settled status, employment
status and needs around
health, substance misuse
and language support.

Contextual information, such as
Housing Health Calculator
estimates and anti-social
behaviour data from the
Community Safety team.

Schools PEER
Integration Accelerator
Programme

e Activity log for the project
detailing which schools had
been audited and what, if
any, activities they had
chosen to implement.

Academic progress of EAL pupils
across Wolverhampton in 2019;
Information on the number of INA
pupils in Wolverhampton and the
language they speak;

Case studies undertaken by the
project on various aspects of the
programme.

Our Liverpool

o Activity trackers for 7
project strands

None
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Project

Monitoring data

Secondary data

Building Bridges

Aggregated client data for
each of the three strands,
detailing their age, gender,
nationality, language(s)
spoken, and status in the
UK.

Monitoring data for the
“Welcome to Coventry” app

Exit Report to the Letting Officer
for the discontinued Independent
Living strand, and a report
detailing Key Performance
Indicators (KPIs).

Community Harmony

Environmental volunteering:

Number of volunteers
recruited,

Compilaints data from the
local authority’s call centre.

Youth work:

number of attendees for
each activity programme,
number of young people
approached during on-
street detached work

ESOL:

end of term reports and
class registers covering
attendance and progress of
students.

Housing enforcement: data
from the Strategic Housing
Department logging the
number of inspections,
HMOs identified, legal
notices served and
landlords joining the
Responsible Landlord
Scheme.

Crime statistics from the West
Yorkshire Police,

Aggregate records from the local
authority’s complaints call centre
An independent report from
Theatre Royal Wakefield.

Healthy Communities

None

Thematic summary of research
activities conducted by the
external evaluator, including from
2 focus groups with delivery staff;
8 interviews with local
stakeholders, strategic-level staff
members of KCHFT and a delivery
partner; 3 focus groups with
migrant populations living in Kent

South-East Region
UASC Training and
Outcomes Star

Take-up and usage of the
Planning Star tool by local
authorities,

Attendance at training
events,

Numbers of local authorities
involved in the National
Transfer Scheme (NTS)

None
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Project

Monitoring data

Secondary data

Sheffield Community
Investment Deal

Action Log completed by
CDWs over a period of two
months (October —
November 2018).
Incomplete monitoring data
for the Street Warden
strand

“Highlight” reports written by the
project lead (February 2018,
August 2018, January 2020);
Advisory Group meeting minutes
(June 2018, September 2018,
January 2019, March 2019, June
2019, October 2019, January
2020);

Draft Community Action Plans for
‘Page Hall, Wensley and
Grimesthorpe’, Darnall, Lower
Firth Park and Tinsley and a
summary of the key themes from
across the four plans;

An interim evaluation report written
by the external evaluator, drawing
on resident survey responses and
staff and stakeholder interviews
(Salford University, July 2019)

Welcoming Young
Refugees

Number of training
participants, attendance at
local authority strategic
meetings (broken down by
local authority)

Number of carers
registering an interest in
fostering to their local
authority.

None
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Project

Monitoring data

Secondary data

Connected Communities

December 2019 progress
reports on: Amplify Barking
and Dagenham activities;
Interfaith Platform activities;
Youth Arts activities; TSO
activities as part of the
Managing Rogue Landlords
strand; FLO activities as
part of the Managing Rogue
Landlords strand;

An anonymised report of
feedback on the Effective
Conversations Training as
part of the Storytelling and
Listening strand, including
quantitative data collected
through questionnaires
designed and administered
by the delivery staff at the
end of each training
session;

Short follow-up qualitative
updates on the Effective
Conversations Training
from six local authority
training beneficiaries
collected three weeks after
completing the training as
part of the Storytelling and
Listening strand.

Progress updates on
Creative English classes
outputs provided by project
staff as part of the
Managing Rogue Landlords
strand.

Summary report of findings from
the Amplify Barking and
Dagenham research activities as
part of the Storytelling and
Listening strand, delivered in
December 2019.

Year 1 impact summary written by
the Connected Communities
Officer submitted to DLUHC,;
Summary of the published Faith
Policy designed by the Interfaith
Platform as part of the Storytelling
and Listening strand; and

Two case studies from the CABD
demonstrating co-ordinated
support from the TSO and FLO as
part of the Managing Rogue
Landlords strand.
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Value for money analysis

The benefits accruing to the various projects fell broadly into the four categories listed in
Table A.8 below. The table presents the project outcomes as well as the data source used
to monetise the change in the value of this outcome brought about through project

delivery.

Table A.8: Secondary data sources used to monetize CMF project outcomes

from sleeping rough or in
sheltered accommodation

Benefit Measured outcome Data source used to monetize
Category outcomes
Health and * Number of individuals directly * Greater Manchester
wellbeing receiving the intervention Combined Authority (GMCA):
(improved wellbeing must be Average unit cost saving from
evidenced e.g. improved scores improving an individuals’
on wellbeing survey) wellbeing.
* Number of health care *  GMCA: Average unit cost of
appointments prevented health appointment and
Institute of Alcohol Studies
Education *  Number of individuals supported * Greater Manchester
into further higher education Combined Authority (GMCA):
Annual wage premia
associated with a 1-level
increase in education level
Housing * Number of individuals prevented + Shelter: Unit cost of a

homeless night (cost saved)

Employment

* Number of individuals supported
into paid employment

* Greater Manchester
Combined Authority (GMCA):
Fiscal and economic benefit
from a workless claimant
entering work

Crime

« Number of criminal activities
prevented

«  GMCA: criminal justice cost
of criminal activity
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Benefit
Category

Measured outcome

Data source used to monetize
outcomes

Productivity

Number of individuals .
supported

Economic cost of
alcoholism from Institute of
Alcohol Studies

Table A.9: Value for money categorisation for project-level evaluations

Project

Category

Further information

Building
Foundations
(Hackney)

CBA

Based on the available data on quantifiable and monetizable
outcomes, the Building Foundations project was selected for
a CBA. Perceptions of project costs and benefits were also
explored through qualitative consultations with staff and
delivery partners. Where it was not possible to quantify
monetizable outcomes, secondary data on potential
monetizable benefits was considered.

Tackling Alcohol
Misuse
(Cambridge)

CBA

Based on the available data on quantifiable and monetizable
outcomes, the Tackling Alcohol Misuse project was selected
for a CBA. Perceptions of project costs and benefits were
also explored through qualitative consultations with staff and
delivery partners. Where it was not possible to quantify
monetizable outcomes, secondary data on potential
monetizable benefits was also considered.

LAASLO (Bradford)

CBA

Based on the available data on quantifiable and monetizable
outcomes, the LAASLO pilot project was selected for a CBA.
Perceptions of project costs and benefits were also explored
through qualitative consultations with staff and delivery
partners. Where it was not possible to quantify monetizable
outcomes, secondary data on potential monetizable benefits
was considered.

LAASLO
(Manchester)

CBA

Based on the available data on quantifiable and monetizable
outcomes, the LAASLO pilot project was selected for a CBA.
Perceptions of project costs and benefits were also explored
through qualitative consultations with staff and delivery
partners. Where it was not possible to quantify monetizable
outcomes, secondary data on potential monetizable benefits
was considered.

Rogue Landlords
and Rough
Sleeping (Oxford)

CBA

Based on the available data on quantifiable and monetizable
outcomes, the Rogue Landlords and Rough Sleeping project
was selected for a CBA. Perceptions of project costs and
benefits were also explored through qualitative consultations
with staff and delivery partners. Where it was not possible to
quantify monetizable outcomes, secondary data on potential
monetizable benefits was considered.
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Project Category |Further information

Schools PEER CEA Due to the lack of primary or secondary data available to
Integration monetise outcomes, the Schools PEER Integration
Accelerator Accelerator Programme project was selected for a CEA. In
Programme addition to the cost effectiveness analysis, a secondary data
(Wolverhampton) search was made to further inform the value for money

assessment in the case where benefits could not be
monetized. Perceptions of project costs and benefits were
also explored through qualitative consultations with staff, and
delivery partners. This analysis acts to supplement the
quantitative value for money assessment.

Our Liverpool
(Liverpool)

None

Due to the lack of quantifiable outcomes data or primary or
secondary data to monetise outcomes, it was not possible to
conduct a CBA or a CEA for the Our Liverpool project. As a
result, a qualitative assessment of costs and benefits is
included.

Building Bridges
(Coventry)

CBA

Based on the available data on quantifiable and monetizable
outcomes, the Building Bridges project was selected for a
CBA. In addition to the cost-benefit analysis, a secondary
data search was made to further inform the value for money
assessment in the case where benefits could not be
monetized. Perceptions of project costs and benefits were
also explored through qualitative consultations with staff, and
delivery partners. This analysis acts to supplement the
quantitative value for money assessment.

Community
Harmony

CEA

Due to the lack of primary or secondary data available to
monetize outcomes, the Community Harmony project was
selected for a CEA. Where it was not possible to quantify
monetizable outcomes, secondary data on potential
monetizable benefits was considered. Perceptions of project
costs and benefits were also explored in qualitative
consultations with staff and stakeholders and secondary data
from local migrants. The analysis acts to supplement the
quantitative value for money assessment.

Healthy
Communities

CBA

Based on the available data on quantifiable and monetizable
outcomes, the Building Bridges project was selected for a
CBA. In addition to the cost-benefit analysis, a secondary
data search was made to further inform the value for money
assessment in the case where benefits could not be
monetized. Perceptions of project costs and benefits were
also explored through qualitative consultations with staff, and
delivery partners. This analysis acts to supplement the
quantitative value for money assessment.

South-East Region
UASC Training and
Outcomes Star

None

Due to the lack of quantifiable outcomes data or primary or
secondary data to monetise outcomes, it was not possible to
conduct a CBA or a CEA. Perceptions of project costs and
benefits were explored in qualitative consultations with staff
and stakeholders. Secondary data sources were also
considered.
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Project Category |Further information

Sheffield None Due to the lack of quantifiable outcomes data or primary or
Community secondary data to monetise outcomes, it was not possible to
Investment Deal conduct a CBA or a CEA. Perceptions of project costs and

benefits were explored in qualitative consultations with staff
and stakeholders. Secondary data sources were also

considered.
Welcoming Young |CEA Due to the lack of primary or secondary data available to
Refugees monetize outcomes, the Welcoming Young Refugees project

was selected for a CEA. Where it was not possible to quantify
monetizable outcomes, secondary data on potential
monetizable benefits was considered. Perceptions of project
costs and benefits were also explored in qualitative
consultations with staff and stakeholders and secondary data
from local migrants. The analysis acts to supplement the
quantitative value for money assessment.

Connected None Due to the lack of quantifiable outcomes data or primary or
Communities secondary data to monetise outcomes, it was not possible to
conduct a CBA or a CEA for the whole of the Connected
Communities project. As a result, a qualitative assessment of
costs and benefits was undertaken, based on interviews with
project staff, delivery staff, an internal stakeholder and project
beneficiaries from Creative English classes, as well as a
focus group with Community Amplifiers

Data only strand

For each project, the evaluation methodology included:
e Aninterview at the start of the project with the local authority project leads
e A follow-up interview at a later stage with the project leads,
e A review of data collection tools, data analysis tools, and the project outputs that
were made available to the evaluation team.

A thematic content analysis approach was used to examine the evidence. The baseline
and follow-up interviews were digitally recorded, and the notes were coded into themes
that structured the data into several analytical categories relevant to the evaluation
questions. They were comparatively analysed with the aim to understand changes in
project delivery between the two data collection points, as well as the project leads’
perspectives about project outputs, and (to the extent possible) outcomes and impact.

Available project outputs, data collection and data analysis tools were collected from the
project leads and then coded into a separate framework that examined the aspects
relevant for understanding the projects’ journeys to deliver activities, outputs, outcomes
and disseminate findings. The coding framework focused in particular on the role,
suitability and effectiveness of the data collection and/or analysis tools for the intended
purpose of the project; the types and nature of the outputs produced; and the extent to
which outcomes have been achieved and findings disseminated (in particular, with a view
to improving data sources, quality and intelligence about the impact of migration locally).
The analysis process involved the identification of themes, similarities, and differences
across the projects selected for evaluation. The approach was iterative, in that the
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evidence collected in interviews was systematically read and interpreted in conjunction
with the coded outputs and tools.

DATA-ONLY PROJECT CONSULTATIONS

For the data-only strand of the evaluation, 11 projects were shortlisted based on their
predominant focus on improving understanding of the migration data landscape. 10
projects confirmed interest in taking part. The following activities were undertaken as part
of this strand of the evaluation:

1. Initial consultations with project leads: All 11 projects selected were invited to take
part in the evaluation, and 10 confirmed interest in taking part. The 10 projects were
interviewed once in face-to-face consultations with the project leads. The
interviewers reviewed each project’s application ahead of the consultation and a
semi-structured interview guide was used to guide the discussion. The aims of these
consultations were to:

- develop our understanding of the rationale for the project and the issues they are

seeking to address;

- identify how the project fits in the wider local context, including with any other CMF-
funded projects in the LA;

- clarify the timescale for the project including data collection and delivery of final
outputs (particularly if projects were already underway at the time of the initial
interview);

- outline the data they have collected and/or are intending to collect (and how); and

- set out the expected outputs and outcomes of the research or activity, and what the
projects would need to achieve in order to consider their activities a success.

2. Review of data collection outputs: The evaluation team collected and reviewed
project outputs (e.g. reports, toolkits, data collection and analysis tools) to the extent
these were available (as interim or final versions made available to the evaluation
within the reporting timeline for the ‘data only’ strand. Project documentation was the
primary evidence (alongside interviews with project leads) used to assess the quality
of evidence collected and examine the robustness of the strategies taken to facilitate
data and evidence gathering.

3. Follow-up consultations with project leads: The evaluation team conducted
follow-up interviews with each project lead in order to gain a better understanding of
the data collected and any other key outputs (e.g. new databases or tools), as well as
outcomes that they had realised as a result of this. In some cases, the projects had
been completed, but in most cases, they had been delayed or extended. This had
implications for the evaluation, as the follow-up interviews could not assess the
project leads’ perspectives about outcomes and impacts. Therefore, the analysis
included in this final report does not capture nor reflect on those projects’ final
outcomes, dissemination and impact. The aims of the follow-up consultations were
to:

o understand what has changed since the initial interview (in terms of the
project leads’ roles, the local authority context and the local migration
context) and what were the implications for the projects;

o understand project delivery progress and challenges, as well as enablers;

o discuss project outputs, and the data collection and analysis tools (if
relevant) used to produce them;
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o understand the key project findings, assess the extent to which project
outcomes have been achieved and findings disseminated and (to the extent
possible) identify evidence of impact;

o assess the added value of CMF funding, the legacy and sustainability of the
project;

o understand project scalability and key learnings;

o and (where relevant) plans for continued delivery.

Table A.10 below provides a summary of projects and fieldwork activities undertaken.

Table A.10: Summary of projects and fieldwork activities

Approved Scale of Region Initial Follow- Status: Project
budget | Intervention interview up Available status in
(initial interview project relation to
value) outputs, data | completion

collection
and/or
analysis
tools’
1 |£157,603 Regional East V4 V4 Received Extended
2 |£119,500 LA Area East v v Received Extended
3 |£33,250 LA area London V4 Not Received Completed
relevant®
4 1£130,000 LA Area/ London V4 V4 Received Extended
localised
5 |£396,930 Region Yorkshire |/ v Received In progress as
Humber planned
6 |£80,630 Sub-regional |East V4 V4 Received Completed
Midlands

’ Please note that this column refers to the project outputs that have been drafted/ are available to date. In some cases, the projects
could not share all existing outputs or tools with the evaluation team, which is reflected in the table as ‘partially received’. Further
outputs are expected to be drafted by the projects that are yet to be completed, which could not be taken into consideration in this final
report.

8 This project had ended before the initial interview was conducted. Following agreement with DLUHC in September 2019, the
evaluation team did not conduct a follow-up interview, as it was deemed no further relevant information could be retrieved.
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Approved Scale of Region Initial Follow- Status: Project
budget | Intervention interview up Available status in
(initial interview project relation to
value) outputs, data | completion

collection
and/or
analysis
tools’
7 |£77,500 LA Area North V4 V4 Received Extended
West
8 [£400,000 Sub-regional |North V4 V4 Partially Completed
East received
9 |£232,500 |LA Area Yorkshire | v Received Extended
Humber
10[£60,000 LA Area South V4 V4 Received Extended
East
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Appendix 2: CMF Theory of Change

Theory of Change development is a common approach used to understand and formalise the set
of planned activities and intended results of an intervention.® A theory of change defines the long-
term goals for a programme or intervention and maps necessary preconditions for the intended
outcomes to take place. It identifies the specific issues being addressed and aims to demonstrate
the causal pathway through which an intervention’s inputs and activities should lead to its desired
outputs, outcomes and impacts. By illustrating the sequence of cause and effect relationships
toward the desired result, it enables stakeholders to ensure that the resources mobilised and the
activities delivered are adequate to deliver intended results. A theory of change can also take into
account the context in which an intervention is operating in and the key assumptions that influence
these causal processes.

The theory of change was developed through consultations with key policy stakeholders within
DLUHC as well as documentation review. The theory of change is a living document and its key
components and assumptions were revisited over the course of the evaluation. This theory of
change provides an overarching set of activities, outputs and outcomes. Individual theories of
change were also developed for each project level evaluation in order to account for project
specific requirements (contained in Appendix 3).

Rationale for public intervention

The CMF was first mentioned in the 2015 Conservative Manifesto as a commitment “to ease
pressure on local areas and public services” . Then elected, the Conservative-led government
committed to ease pressure from high or unexpected migration on local areas and public services
including where there is a lack of data and evidence on local level migration patterns and
subsequently evidence of local impact. This replaces the ‘Migration Impacts Fund’ (MIF), which
was launched by Labour in 2009 to “assist local communities to manage the transitional impacts of
migration on the provision of public services” although places a greater emphasis on enforcement
and compliance activities. This has been backed by Policy Exchange in their Five Point Plan for
Immigration Reform and the National Institute of Economic and Social Research as well as
advocated by the TUC and the APPG on Social Integration .

The Casey Review conducted in November 2016 assessed the current state of integration and
community cohesion among local populations in post-recession times. The review identified high
levels of social and economic isolation and segregation, particularly in communities where cultural
and religious practices “run contrary to British values and sometimes our laws”. This is coupled
with a general sense of discrimination and lack of opportunities among those from marginalised
backgrounds.

The cost to the UK of a lack of integration is estimated to be £6 billion each year on account of
factors such as long-term unemployment, lack of specific skills and career progression. Successful

® The evaluation approach draws on UK Gov (2011) The Magenta Book as a reference text.
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integration is also considered to reduce financial pressures on public services by improving well-
being, physical and mental health.

Local authorities are expected to bear the effects most strongly as evidence suggests that there is
a lack of social integration among different ethnic groups within local communities. This is a
potentially increasing issue as 16% of British residents are members of a minority ethnic group; a
figure which is expected to more than double by 2050.

One policy stakeholder noted that there is a false distinction between service pressure and
integration; they are “two sides of the same coin” and it is not possible to separate the two. For
example, tackling rogue landlords and overcrowded housing addresses both pressure on services
and facilitates integration. In March 2018, the Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local
Government, (now DLUHC) published its Integrated Communities Strategy. A key objective is to
understand and facilitate integration and social mixing in local communities.

The Controlling Migration Fund (CMF) has a specific remit to help improve local and national
understanding of the impact of migration on integration and social mixing. Since 1992, net
migration has continued to rise from minus 13,000 to 332,000 in 2015 (dropping slightly in 2016 to
84,000) . This general trend has led to perceived increased pressures on the availability and
quality of local public services such as the NHS, schools and local housing.

Three key issues are identified in the Strategy as having a negative impact on integration.
1. Exploitation of newly arrived migrants (i.e. rogue landlords)
2. Increased pressures on public services (e.g. NHS, local council, schools)
3. Lack of existing information about local and hyper-local migration patterns

A review of programme documentation and consultations with policy stakeholders identified a
number of key characteristics of the fund considered effective to address the challenges
highlighted above:

o Hyper-local nature of migration impacts: the issues that local authorities face in relation
to migration can take place at a ward or even street level, therefore they are not easily
addressed and captured by local authority or regional interventions. Allowing site-specific
interventions was considered an important element of the fund design to account for
concentrated effects of migration.

¢ Bottom-up approach: the fund has deliberately been designed to support local authorities
to design and deliver their own interventions dynamically and to encourage responsiveness
and innovation.

o Site-specific interventions: a flexible fund design promotes understanding that the need
for intervention is not necessarily about the absolute numbers of migrants, but rather about
the speed and the level of change that an area is experiencing.
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Evidence-building exercise: due to the current lack of data and evidence on hyper-local
migration patterns and the relative impacts, a priority for the fund is to establish solid data
collection and project monitoring practices in order to build a body of evidence on what
works where.

Evidence dissemination: once good practice has been established the fund will support
sharing and dissemination of findings across LAs.

Planned work: inputs and activities

Inputs and activities are the processes, tools, events, technology and actions put in place in order
to achieve the desired aims; they are the intentional parts of programme.

INPUTS

Inputs for this intervention include £100 million funding allocated by DLUHC through bids submitted
by LAs. DLUHC and local authority staff input their time and expertise to design bids and to
anticipate the set-up required for their delivery. DLUHC staff support Local authorities to develop
their bids and provide key documents to assess project delivery and impact assessment. On the
local authority side, local authority staff mobilise their knowledge and expertise on the area and
local issues to be addressed, as well as consulting stakeholders.

ACTIVITIES

Activities can encapsulate multiple thematic areas. These include (though are not limited to):

Activities to build community cohesion and encourage integration (e.g. learning
English, youth outreach work, use of local sports facilities)

Tackling the increase in rough sleeping by non-UK nationals (e.g. reconnection
services)

Tackling and mitigating effects of rogue landlords (e.g. identifying rogue landlords,
building evidence of where they are operating)

Evidence and local intelligence (e.g. developing a better evidence base of the local
migration landscape)

Service integration (e.g. building stronger partnerships between Local authorities and
partner agencies)

Supporting UASCs

Recruiting LAASLOs

Supporting victims of MDS

Activities for DLUHC include the management, soft monitoring (including informal conversations
and site visits) and continuing support to local authorities delivering projects under these types of
themes. Local authorities mobilize their own resources and structures to set up structures as
needed and to deliver the bid as intended.
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Intended results: outputs, outcomes and impact

Outputs

These relate to the products of activities as they are delivered to end-users and to the target
audience. In this case, outputs include data collection and soft monitoring in place, staff recruited,
trained and in post, as well as project-level sessions and activities being delivered.

Outcomes

Outcomes are the expected changes in behaviour, knowledge, attitudes or skills— in the short and
long term. Here, outcomes are distinguished between intermediate and long-term outcomes and
broken down across audience group: LAs, residents and migrants (end-beneficiaries).

¢ Intermediate outcomes that the fund intends to reach include, for local authorities,
an increased understanding of local migration patterns and their respective impacts,
as well as expanded networks of partnership and coordination across agencies to
address them. For residents, depending on the nature of the projects delivered,
expected intermediate outcomes include increased access to public services and
perceived reduction of pressure on local services. End-beneficiaries receiving the
intervention are expected to benefit differently depending on the type of project; for
example, if this focuses on improving English language, they would be expected to
have greater access to ESOL provision while if the project intends to identify and
mitigate against rogue landlords, the benefit would be to have improved housing
standards and reduced overcrowding.

¢ Longer-term outcomes were considered likely to be out of scope of the evaluation,
but were identified in the theory of change. For local authorities, they include
increased levels of service integration, evidence collected and built to create a body
of “what works where” in terms of interventions, reduced costs on public services,
and issues addressed. For residents, they include better access to services, better
public spaces around them (reduced fly-tipping, or littering, cultural norms such as
street drinking addressed). For migrants, long-term outcomes include increased
ability to contribute to British society. Overall, across the three groups, the aim is for
key negative impacts from migration in specific areas to be ameliorated by the
funding and for this to be recognised by migrants and resident communities.

Impacts

These are the intended and unintended changes occurring in organisations, communities or
systems as a result of program activities in the very long-term. They include here evidence and
dissemination of what works where to address pressure on services in order to enable cross local
authority sharing and the building of national understanding in intervention choice, influence of
such findings on mainstream policy and service provision, increased local authority capabilities to
address local migration-related issues and local migration-related issues addressed.

Figure 2.1 provides a more detailed view on the theory of change. It illustrates how different
elements outlined in the overview theory of change interact to achieve the envisaged outcomes
and impacts.
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Figure A2.1: Controlling Migration Fund Theory of Change
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Assumptions and risks
Assumptions

The overall assumption is that a bottom-up approach to funding is more efficient than a top-down,
“one formula fits all” due to the hyper-localised and varying ways in which the impacts of migration
are experienced locally. There are also a number of assumptions made at each stage of the
programme:

e Atinput level: Local authorities have considered the impact of migration to them locally,
local authorities have the capability to devise programmes to address these and the
resources to look into them, they are responsive and innovative in their approach and in
their bids. DLUHC has the capacity to support hundreds of bidding Local authorities to put
together adequate and relevant bids.

o At activities level: Local authorities have the capacity to implement the devised activities
and monitor their delivery; they are able to recruit and mobilise staff, involve local residents
and engage the target populations. DLUHC has the capacity to support Local authorities in
this delivery phase.

e At output level: Projects reach the appropriate audience; they are aligned to the needs of
residents and to the needs of the target audience, and delivered with value for money.

¢ At outcome level: outcomes are achievable and measurable. Local authorities have the
capacity to measure these adequately.

o At impact level: DLUHC can support local authorities to demonstrate value for money, the
acquired evidence builds local expertise and will support future service planning and
delivery.

Risks

An overall challenge present at each of these stages is how broad the fund is in terms of the topic,
delivery mode and targets of the projects funded.

e Atinput level: bids are not in scope of the fund, or used as a funding opportunity rather than
to address migration issues as defined by DLUHC.

e At activities level: Local authorities lack human and material resources to deliver and
oversee set-up of activities.

e At outputs level: projects do not reach target population; timeframe is too short for
appropriate implementation, monitoring is not complete.

e At outcomes level: difficulties to isolate impact and outcomes from existing services and
structures (i.e. NHS, DfE); some outcomes are harder to demonstrate (i.e. integration,
reduced pressure on services); complex interventions that do not have linear trajectories
can be misrepresented in terms of outcomes (e.g. some Local authorities use ESOL as a
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strategy to reach people and have conversations about social norms hence their accurate
metric of success will be changed social perceptions rather than ESOL).

e Atimpact level: longevity of outcomes is at risk if there is a vacuum when CMF funding
stops. Lack of alignment between local authority and residents’ concerns (i.e. local
authorities invest in activities that are not seen as the priority for residents).

The name of the fund was also identified by stakeholders as a potential obstacle to more public
communication about the fund and its work, potentially limiting its visibility.

External challenges

Three main external challenges were identified that may have an impact on the delivery and
perceived success of the fund:

1. Local authorities’ lack of control on the funding stream of specific thematic issues (centrally
allocated through DLUHC) may influence the effectiveness of the bottom-up approach.

2. Local authorities’ lack of influence on migration related areas (e.g. dispersal policy,
migrants’ status, private rented sector and right to work) may impede the ability of the fund
to deliver change.

3. Visibility of the fund: very few residents can be expected to identify where money comes
from or where local authority money goes thus making it challenging to unpick the success
of the fund activities versus other local activities.

Risk register
Table 1.1 below outlines the key risks identified as potential issues for the evaluation.

Table 2.1: Risk register

Risks and challenge Mitigation actions and considerations Likelihood | Impact
Achieving realistic outcomes Outcomes such as sustained behaviour High Low
Projects will need to take into change are expected to be out of scope of

account the extent to which they |the project level evaluations due to the short

will be able to achieve desired time frame. However, measures to capture

outcomes. Initially the evaluation |intended/current behaviour change have
activity will only be able to assess |been incorporated into the common

the impact of the project over a outcomes framework and RMs will judge
two-year period. whether anything further can be included in
the research tools to provide an indicative
assessment.
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Risks and challenge Mitigation actions and considerations Likelihood | Impact
Timing constraints There may still be scope to alter project High Medium
Funding for projects was evaluation plans if this has potential to

announced in November 2016 and | produce better quality evidence; delivery

therefore some projects may have |plans are also likely to be adapted over time

already begun operating. and evidence requirements could feed into

Depending on projects’ approach |this. Retrospective baselines could also be

to delivery and to evaluation, and |generated if this is necessary.

their current progress against

these plans, this may limit the

ability to collect baseline

measures from participants.

Diversity of approaches The common outcomes framework will be High Medium
The types of support offered to crucial to ensuring that outcomes are

beneficiaries differ not only captured in a systematic way. However,

between projects, but within analysis and synthesis of findings must also

projects, with each individual recognise the differences between and within

receiving a programme of support |projects in order to report findings accurately,

that is to some extent bespoke. hence our desire to include qualitative

This may create challenges for research approaches for projects.

understanding or comparing the

approaches adopted by different

projects, as projects are unlikely to

offer a standard package of

support to all their beneficiaries.

Project capacity Medium Low

We are fully aware of the resource
burdens and capacity strains of
project leads in delivering their
projects as intended. This can
often lead to challenges in
engaging with the project and
planning evaluation activity as
intended. Where the scope of the
project may change, this is not
always communicated in timely
manner in order to make any
amends to the evaluation design.

Each project will have an experienced
evaluation RM to ensure the delivery of the
evaluation activity, outputs.

The CMF delivery teams will need to
emphasise the importance of the evaluation
requirements to the project lead. The LA
should also feel comfortable raising any
concerns regarding capacity and resourcing
challenges with the delivery team, which can
subsequently be shared with the evaluation
team. Where capacity has become a
significant hindrance in supporting the
delivery of the evaluation which cannot be
resolved through the CMF or LA, the RM will
seek to identify mitigating strategies to
address this such as through an adapted
scope evaluation.

A dedicated RM will be expected to be in
regular communication with the project lead
to ensure they are aware of project progress
and any changes in scope.
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Risks and challenge Mitigation actions and considerations Likelihood | Impact
Project Evaluation Capability Consultations with the project lead will allow |Medium Low
LAs are likely to have different the designated RM to assess project
experiences in delivering capability and will be able to provide tailored
evaluations and therefore there is |and appropriate support.
likely to be a variety of support
required with some projects It will also be important that any local
already conducting their own evaluators are included in discussions at an
evaluation activity. early stage and that, where possible, the RM
is making the most of data collection
Some LAs may also be working activities that are already taking place,
with external evaluators to gather |careful to avoid duplication of their work.
learning from their project.
This can create challenges in On completion of the evaluation plan, the RM
ensuring there is an aligned, will provide a ‘confidence rating’ on the
joined up approach to assessing |project. This will comprise of an assessment
project impact as far as possible. |of the project’'s engagement, capability and
capacity and encapsulate any risks to the
evaluation of which the project lead needs to
be made aware. This rating should be
updated as needed throughout project
delivery.
Project delivery
Participation of beneficiaries and |A detailed and comprehensive process to Low High
residents achieving informed consent will be
New GDPR guidelines means that |implemented to ensure that all participants
informed consent will be a are given the right to opt-out of any
continued and significant focus of |evaluation activity. This will take the form of a
any fieldwork. set of information leaflets and consent forms
that will be administered for every fieldwork
activity.
Working with vulnerable groups The evaluation team will ensure that High Medium

Many beneficiaries may be from
marginalised or vulnerable
backgrounds and may be
concerned with divulging
potentially personal or sensitive
information or may have
challenges communicating in
English.

research methods are appropriate to the
research question being addressed. No
individual will be asked to disclose personal
information if they are not comfortable doing
so. Every participant will be reassured of the
confidential nature of any data collected and
the purpose of the data collection.

It is of utmost importance that any data
collection taking place with beneficiaries is
sensitive to these needs, does not place an
unnecessary burden on participants and
follows high ethical standards.

Any research tools will also be designed in a
simple and accessible way in order to
account for individuals for whom English is
not a first language.
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Risks and challenge Mitigation actions and considerations Likelihood | Impact
Attributing impact Consultations with LAs are ongoing to High Medium
It may be challenging to know to | assess project evaluability, which will be
what extent to attribute any done in further detail by each RM advising
outcomes that may be realised to |the project lead.
the CMF project due to the role of
other contextual factors. The identification of a project level
counterfactual or comparison group will
improve a project’s ability to attribute change.
Clear project boundaries, scope and fidelity
of their delivery model will also be important.
Measurement of outcomes The common outcomes tool along with a Medium Medium
Some beneficiary outcomes, such |strong project level theory of change will be
as entering employment or crucial to ensuring that outcomes are
improving English Language skills, | captured in a systematic way. We have
may be relatively straightforward |experience of successfully capturing change
to identify and measure. However, |for internalised outcomes such as well-being
others, such as wellbeing and and reduced isolation through our previous
reduced isolation will need to be |work — see Section 3 for further detail.
measured through the use of
validated scales.
Availability of key documentation |The evaluation team will work closely with High Medium
There is a possibility that key data | both the CMF evaluation lead, the Local
is not available to the evaluation | Authority and our partner the Migration
team where necessary to inform | Observatory in order to ascertain 1) the
design and delivery of the project- |availability of data and 2) the quality of this
level evaluations (e.g. operational |data.
documents, proposal forms, LA
statistics).
Reviewing sensitive or personal |Ipsos MORI abides by the MRS Code of Medium High

data

Some of the data that will be
requested from projects may be
highly sensitive and LAs may be
reluctant to provide this
information to the evaluation team.

Conduct and adheres to ISO 9001:2008,
ISO 20252:2006 and ISO 27001:2005. As
such we work to the highest standards in the
market research industry and the appropriate
data security systems and confidentiality are
in place to minimise any risk.

The evaluation team will be sure to
emphasise these standards and Ipsos MORI
processes when requesting to review
sensitive data. Our Business Excellence
team can prepare and liaise with DPOs at
LAs to put in place data transfer agreements
if required.
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Appendix 3: Project-level logic models

Figure A3.1 Logic model for the Community Harmony project, Wakefield

« Increasing diversity in the area: 10,462 people from a BAME background (2001 census) to 23,506 people (2011

census)

Increasing migration: Historically, Wakefield had low levels of migration, with recent increases from Eastern European

and South Asian countries. An Initial Accommodation Centre houses up to 350 asylum seekers.

increased migration.

MNegative perceptions in the local population relating to diversity and migration, according to the local authority:
— Residents lack awareness of diversity / do not travel to other cities or experience different cultures.
— About 2/3 residents voted to leave EU, which the local authority attributed in part to negative perceptions about

The project focuses on Ward 16 where the local authority identified heightened issuesfconcerns.

residents.

Different cultural norms among asylum seekers, EU migrants and white resident British communities creating tensions
Increases in reported instances of hate crime and far-right demonstrations in the ward
Existing ESOL provision unable to meet need
Almost all dispersed asylum seekers live in the ward, alongside Eastern European communities and white British

Particular issues identified in the ward around: street cleaning / fly tipping; greater number of Houses of Multiple

Occupation and rogue landlords; and anti-social behaviour issues and local tensions.

Risks and assumptions

» Project manager is able to recruit qualified staff within timeframes for various strands and Wakefield Council has

capacity to deliver activities.

issues

mixing

» Recruitment activities target appropriate beneficiaries for activities.
« Beneficiaries are actively engaged in the activities (e.g. young people, volunteers).

...
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Branching Out suppons48young
people for future engagement
with Mational Citizens Service/
Duke of Edinburgh peryear

Intermediate
Outcomes

Local authority outcomes

Evidence base of what
works established and
shared within the local
authority and voluntary
and community sector
organisations

Increased LA
capabilities to address
local migration issues
through delivery and
evidence callection

Adequate and relevant
services developed to
address specific local

Successful social

Residents most
affected can see
difference that has
beenmade

Improved perceptions
— about local impacts of
immigration

Longer-term

Qutcomes

Local authority outcomes

‘Acquired expertise and
structuresin place to deal with
local issues

| Improved waste management ‘

Fewer rogue landlords

| Housing issues identified

| Housing issues resolved

sessions eac weekfor48 weeks
per year, reaching 30 you

people and buildinga reg\s er of
1500young people

" Street basedyouth work 2

Pop upyouth club provides 43 |
Sesslons peryear

| Minimum of 30 classes delivered |

to ~15 individuals per class

ESOL participants successfully
complete (75% target completion
rate)

Enforcement with
rogue landlords

| 75 PRS home inspected peryear

| 50 schedulesissued

[ Accessto ESOLEEAL provision

Increased understanding of and
access to public services

Exmgdedfstrengﬂlened Reduced cost on public
networks partners sernvices
Increased co-ordination and co-
operation between agencies Evidence for future service
planning and delivery

Building the evidence base of
“what works” locally

Migrant outcomes

‘ Increased well-being

| Increased living standards

British society through
volunteering or employment

Increased English proficiency
and labour market skills

| ion in

Increased contribution to ‘

Increased opportunities for
social mixing

Increased understanding of w
British culture and social norms | Increased levels ofsocial mixing
:;Iacrrlt;.\carxggrrlwc soietr w Wider resident outcomes

| Increased sense of ownership

Reoucedriskstoyoungdpeo le
from exploitation and ra ation

ler resident outcomes

community-led integration
activities

quality of local area

Reduced crime and anti-social

Improved cleanliness and I
behaviour |

mproved perceptrons of recent
mtqranls to local a

Increased involvement in l

[ Improved quality of public
space

Increased confidence tllat their
concerns listened to and

| 10 notices served

Landlords joining the Wakefield

[ 18 HUOs identited |
Responsible Landlord Scheme |
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Increased understanding of
other cultures/ nationalities

Improved satisfaction with local
neighbourhood (fewer complaints)

e —

crime and ant-social behaviour
collatedvia West Yorkshire

olice/ overseen by Hate Crime
Strategic Group and Community
Safety Partnership)

Reduce communitytensions /
improve inclusive community

{Nu increase orreduction in hate
Leehng




Figure A3.2 Logic model for the Schools PEER Integration Acceleration Programme project,

Wolverhampton
High numbers of International New Arrival (INA) pupils (above national average) are joining Wolverhampton schools.

The project activities build on learning and experience from the School Improvement Team working with schools in * Reduced cost of public
Wolverhampton over a number of years. services

Some Wolverhampton schools that are engaging with the project are already involved in related initiatives, due to the high
numbers of EAL and new arrival pupils. Improved communication
The project manager and project lead both consider the UK's decision to leave the EU as having fostered insecurity in the and relationships between
EU migrant community, as well as (anecdotally) fuelling anti-migrant sentiments among parents and pupils. school staff and INA parents

Reduced public concern
about the impacts of
migration / Improved
perceptions of recent
migrants to local area

IMany International New Arrival (INA) pupils have English as an Additional Language needs, requiring additional staff
support. As support staff time is limited, this limits the amount of time available for non-new arrival pupils.

There is a perception among parents and in wider the resident community that increasing numbers of new arrival pupils
may negatively affect the attainment of non-EAL pupils.

Parents of INA pupils lack knowledge of the education system, educational requirements and what support is available for
pupils inside and outside of school.

Many INA families lack information about and awareness of local services and many have additional support needs. This
may resultin families presenting at less appropriate services (e.g. A&E instead of GP), putting additional pressure on
these services.

There is also misunderstanding among services in Wolverhampton about the entitlements of different categories of new
arrivals to public services.

Schools face communication issues with many international New Arrival parents due to the limited English language
abilties.

Risks and assumptions

Schools engage with the project and provide the information necessary to conduct an audit and develop a bespoke plan
Schools have the necessary resources to implement activities (e.g. stafftime, funding of PA wages)

Senior school staff engage with the project and encourage other staff members to take part

Teachers attending the masters course are able to identify clear outcomes that they want to see as a result of their action
plan and assess these as part of their impact assessment

School staff are able to identify pupils that are willing to become Young Interpreters/Ambassadors

School staff are able to identify parents who are willing to become Parent Ambassadors

The online forum contains information that is relevant and useful to new arrival parents

New Arrival Parents find out about and are willing to attend Chatter Groups

Increased levels of social
mixing

+ Increased well-being of INA
parents and pupils

Intermediate
Qutcomes

Longer-term
Outcomes

C| i Projectteam approaches schools : = e -
MF funding To Take partIn tﬁe Drojed Egr?choo\s approachedtotake Local authority Capability and capacity

School Improvement Team staff p 3 ' = e T L Increased co-ordination and Reduced cost of public

fime: project managemant and rzlcer‘ﬁi'gg?cln%%ﬁ'g%n%ob”gsugoi%'” 25 ‘New Arrival Audits’ conducted { co-operation between agencies ey

project staft lans create for each by project In schools by projectlead and

ead bespoke plans created Imy rov?d signposting and I Reduced pressure on schoal ‘
—_———— referral systems

’VE}e?rsetgr?rfﬂggttgrlals‘venues and —‘ ‘ 120 staff members trained | resources

Teacher traini Residents
copuonovasiszer ||| Fledanenaiesate iy ———
SAMNMMTCINRA SO S es 3 f i S structuresin place to deal with Reduced public concern about
training basedon needs identified 15 teachers attend 0.2 Masters local issues the impacts of migration
Level accredited course
Employment of parent _— Improved engagement of and
ambassadors at£10 hour, 8 12 teachers create and implement Communicaton betwaen HiA Increased levels of social
hoursx 30weeks action plans andimpact Farents_ands:hools.lm roved mixing
lShchool %tag \Eetntify teac(%sgs who assessmentsfortheirschools NA pupils school attendance
Match funding SHAMCCHRAKE AT 9 (1. Improved perceptions of recent
Waster's level accredited course) School staff have increased migrants to local area
B D SR { confdence, capacty and sls o
School Improvement Team: 50% Teachers undertake school needs R ————————— supportandintegrate INA pupils 9 B =
lrgwatcnfundmgforstaﬁt\me over —‘ alnalysws.dcreatct‘e e::rtl_dena;t action f'a_nic%igatt\ngscngg|5idgm\f¥tand | e o . ?rﬁﬁeaﬁighg?ﬂéﬂfﬁénfé'gﬁﬂgfe‘ﬁ'
eals plans and conductimpa rain 10 staff as peer suppol mprovedinclusive and toleran uplls T
1 assessments mentors and 60 pupils as [ emiironmentin sthaols I Expeciations in k52 andics4
Schools: cover majority of supply Ambassadorsiinterpreters - -
costs and 50% of parent Wider residents Teaching standards andlearninF
ambassador costs Bl anlars s experience improvedfor all pupils

Increased involvement in

Wolverhampton Adult Education Pupils identified, recruited and ————————— N - s
Senvice :ovgrs costof 1f3ﬁ18d by school staff, who then 20 parentambassadors attend ‘ ggmrli-rt‘i:gw led integration ‘ Wider reedsmxlentt_parentlshrﬁ ,{’"
accreditation, moderation and provide supportto newly arrived Level 2 Open College Network improved relations wil
verification pupils, supported by school staff course and gain qualification YIVA pupils reportimproved parents
Ll —_— understanding, tolerance, skills,
ot 20 parentamuascadvoumee || | cmostana<etrcsicori || [N
B hours aweek in paricipating
Schools provide staff mentor schools Phs develop skills for Increased well-being for
supportto ParentAmbassadors School staff identify and recruit employmentand 15 residents migrant groups
- become economically active
15 parentambassadorsare then

" Schools provide staff mentor Collegetraining course

PAs, who attend Level 2 Open
supportto peersupport pupils -|

employed 6 hours a weekin z 2r Increased English language
participating schools Migrant Communities proficiency ﬂ?ld Iabou? mgrkel

skills

Online forum createdfor INA
School Improvement Team has arents
long-established relationships Chatter groups
with local schools and knowledge
of new arrival challenges ‘

Increased understanding of
and access to public services

British culture and social

roups
Schools implement Chatter oreve norms
@ || Groupsfor New Arrival parents Schools of Sanctuary ‘ PR I ——

CMF fund-level outcomes
and impacts are in bold

15 schools introduce chatter ‘ Pncreased understanding of }

Schools begin processto become

a School of Sanctuary training and accreditations

{ Accessto labour market skills,

Project-specific outcomes are Schools ew;lyto becomea - -
not bold “School of Sanctuary” with action Positive relationships with and
5 planto support new arrival pupils supportfromtheirpeers
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Figure A3.2 Logic model for the Tackling Alcohol Misuse project,
Cambridgeshire, Area 1 (Peterborough)

The project focuses on street drinking among the Eastern European (EE) migrant population and the health and social
impact on Peterborough and Wisbech.
Both areas have identified high levels of migration in recent years which has increased visibility of the issue of alcohol
misuse among the EE migrant population
Residents believe that street drinking gives their neighbourhoods a negative image, a perception they have seen
reflected in local press and social media.

Risks and assumptions

» Residents believe that street drinking gives their neighbourhoods a negative image, a perception they have seen
reflected in local press and social media.
Assumes there will be fewer anti-social behaviour incidents putting less pressure on police services.
The project assumes that speaking directly with migrants will help understand hidden harms, causes of addiction and

overall build trust.

High levels of migration which has increased visibility of the issue of alcohol misuse among the EE migrant population.
Many EE community members are misusing alcohol and suffer alcohol and substance health harms.
Arising tensions with established resident community due to street drinking in Peterborough.
Lack of trust among EE community members and lack of awareness of the public health services available to them.

The project assumes that alcohol recovery worker will get migrants into alcohol treatments.
The project relies on recruitment outreach workers with a range of language skills, alcohol recovery workers,
community connector workers and public health lifestyle workers.

CMF Logic Model Peterborough

Dedicatedworkers from provider

companies, to deliver training,

ﬁro\ﬂde outreach and provide
ealth/ lifestyle support.

(

Volunteers from migrantiresident
community

Costs of materials venues,
refreshmenis and franslated
senvices (F2F, phone, written
materials)

Local authority inputs

(

Local autharity staff to support
andadvise provider services

Local authority staff to linkwith
existing initiatives such as Local
Alcohol Action Areas (LAAA), and
ICE and rough sleeping mmahve

Existing local authority tools and
resources including social media
accounts, franslated materials
and current alcohol treatment
Sefnvices

key

CMF fund-level cutcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are

not bold

Outreach workincluding 2-3 hour
streetwalkabouts, and visits to
local day centres and other
relevant agencies

Campaign activities includinguse
of socialmedia and other

channels (such as the F'CVS
videos)to deliver alcoholharm
reduction messages.

Develop specific alcohol
information, education and
referral resources

Upskill professionals working with
the EE communityto suppori EE
community on substance misuse

Upskll\commun leaders from
he EE communityto support EE
commumtyon substance misuse

Training with local authority staff
to deliver advice senvices.

Group sessions with EE
community memboers and their
families.

Health checks/ assessmentsin
communities and mobile clinics

Health promotion programme
developed

Develop and delivertailored
support packages including
structured alcohol reduction plans
and detoxification

ntermediate

Qutcomes

Pre-treatment activities

10 alcohol awareness campaigns
delivered (per annum}

Local authority outcomes

Improved resident health
and overall quality of life

Improved social mixing
and integration

Improved perceptions on
town's and
neighbourhood safety and
security

Longer-term

Qutcomes

Local autherity outcomes

Increased education and
information resources

| 50 outreach activities delivered |

22 workplaces engaged

[ shared lessonslearntwith other
agencies throughtrainings,
including case studies

In-treatment activities

52 group sessions delivered (per
annum)

12 grouy|

sessions deliveredto
widerkE i

community

55 people from EE communties
undertake alcohol information and
brief advice training

12 community networks
supportedto address alcohol
misuse

110 clients seta personal health
plan throughthe 12 week
behavioural change programme

6 EE clients achieve a personal
health plan (full 12weeks)

33 EE clients reduce alcohal
consumption orreferred to alcohol
treatment senvices

~40 clients access the reatment
senvice for Brief Advice (Tier 2
senices)

79 clientsinY1 and 105 clientsin
Y2 enter Structured Treatment
including dependents and non-
dependents

30 clients leave the treatment
senvice based on national
definition from PublicHealth
England (Year 2)

Enhanced andimproved
partnerships(e.g. police
interventions)

Harm reduction advice being
given widely across the
community

Trained staff on howto provide
supportto the EE community

Reduced problematic behaviour
(e.g. numberof incidents related
to substance misuse)

Raised awareness and
understanding on alcohol misuse
and jtsimpacton mental and
physical health

Migrant outcomes

Increased understanding of and
access to public services (MHS)
(Raised awareness across the EE
community on senvices available

tothem andhowto access them)

EE community members

Preserve publicresources (e.g.
reducing burden onlocal
Council/health and emergency
services as EE commun
reduce alcohol consumption)

Greater frust andengEalgemem
with people fromthe
community

Greater strength and resilience of
EE family members and resident
communityto manage substance
misuse

| Improved access to semvices

Feel safer and secure in town
and neighbourheod

misusing alcohol startacce
available semvices

ing
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Figure A3.4 Logic model for the Tackling Alcohol Misuse project, Cambridgeshire, Area 2 (Wisbech)

The project focuses on street drinking among the Eastern European (EE) migrant population and the health and social
impact on Peterborough and Wisbech.
Both areas have identified high levels of migration in recent years which has increased visibility of the issue of alcohol
misuse among the EE migrant population
Residents believe that street drinking gives their neighbourhoods a negative image, a perception they have seen
reflected in local press and social media.

+ Improved social mixing
and integration

ks and assumptions

High levels of migration which has increased visibility of the issue of alcohol misuse among the EE migrant population.
Many EE community members are misusing alcohol and suffer alcohol and substance health harms.
Arising tensions with established resident community due to street drinking in Peterborough.

Lack of trust among EE community members and lack of awareness of the public health services available to them.

overall build trust.

« Residents believe that street drinking gives their neighbourhoods a negative image, a perception they have seen
reflected in local press and social media.
Assumes there will be fewer anti-social behaviour incidents putting less pressure on police services.
The project assumes that speaking directly with migrants will help understand hidden harms, causes of addiction and

The project assumes that alcohol recovery worker will get migrants into alcohol treatments.
The project relies on recruitment outreach workers with a range of language skills, alcohol recovery workers,
community connector workers and public health lifestyle workers.

CMF Logic Model Wisbech

CMF funding

Dedicated workers from provider

companies, to deliver training,

ﬁmwde outreach and provide
ealth/ lifestyle support.

Volunteers from migrantiresident
community

Costs of materials, venues,
refreshments andfranslated
semvices (F2F, phone, written
materials)

cal authority inputs

andadvise provider senices.

Existing local autharity fools and
resources including social media
accounts, translated materials
and current alcohol treatment
senices

Pariner agencies resources

L_J

Outreach and engagementwork
inthe streetand at local day and
night centres and services

Development ofinformation,
education andreferral resources
to be shared with otherareas

Upskill professionals to support
and advice EE community (e.g.
Identification and Brief Advice
(IBAY)

Upskilllappaint people fram within
the EE community, to supportand
advice EE community on
substance misuse

Develop and delivertailored
support packagesincluding

Enforcement Officers

’7Lucal authority staff to support —‘

k=

[Key

CMF fund-level outcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are
not bold

strgqu‘redralcghol reduction plans
n 1

Outputs

Pre treatment activities

Intermediate
Outcomes

Local authority outcomes

+ Improved resident health
and overall quality of life

- Improved perceptions on
town's and
neighbourhood safety and
security

Longer-term
Outcomes

Local authority outcomes

contacts completed (per year)

240 Advice & Information ‘

Increasededucatmn and
information resources

| 52 street-based recovery walks ‘
(per year)

250 Eastern European communny
members contracted onwalks

Might Shelter and Iate night

outreach:

+ 50 nightshelter sessions
delivered

+ 50 Nightshelter client contacts

+ 25 Nightshelterclients
attended sernvice for
assessment

| 40 Tier 2 appaintments conducted |

‘ 60 Tier 3 appointments conducted

Sharedlessonsleamntwith other
agenciesthroughtrainings,
including case studies

Enhanced andimproved
parnerships(e.g. police
interventions)

Harm reduction advice being
given widely acrossthe
community

Reduced problematic behaviour
(e.0. number of incidents related
to substance misuse)

Migrant outcomes

Raised awareness and
understanding on alcohol misuse
and its impact on mental and
physical health

Raised awarenessacross the EE
community on services available
tothem andhowto accessthem

25 referrals to other public
semices (e.g. criminal justice
referrals)

In-treatment activities

12 group sessions delivered (per
year)

20 people access the treatment
service for Brief Advice known as
Tier 2 senvices

20 clients access the treatment
;;}Wicefor Extended Advice (Tier

15 clients leave the treatment
senvice successfully

‘ 16 materials developed ‘

J 12 case studies produced per
\| year

EE community members .
misusing alcohol start accessing
available senices

Preserve publicresources (e.g.
reducing ourden on local
Councillhealth and emergency
senices as EE commun
reduce alcohol consumption)

Migrant outcomes

Greater frust anden%éemem
with people fram the
community

Greater strength and resilience of
EE family members and resident
community to manage substance
misuse

| Improved access to senices |

Feel saferand secure intown
andneighbourhood
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Figure A3.5 Logic model for the Rogue Landlords and Rough Sleeping project, Oxford

Migrant rough sleepers

conditions

Tackling poor housing conditions

= High levels of migration exerting pressure on housing and Private Rented Sector (PRS)

= Lettings of substandard dwellings, often to migrants who are reliant on the PRS and at risk of unscrupulous landlords

= Increase in complaints from residents about poor housing conditions and anti-social behaviour (i.e. accumulation of
waste, noise), which is often attributed to migrant communities

= Increase in rough sleeping: the number of EEA rough sleepers has remained constant, but many have been identified
as long-term rough sleepers.
= Increase in complaints about migrant encampments on recreational land, avoided by residents due to unsanitary

= There are various activities happening in Oxford around similar themes that the City Council is involved in, including: .
= Monthly headcounts of homeless people to gain better understanding of the homeless population.
= Rough Sleeper Initiative funded project
= Oxfordshire Homeless Trailblazer Programme launched in Oxford in May 2018

Tackling poor housing conditions

= (OCC identified a need to increase capacity to address substandard housing (with 976 unlawful dwellings identified),
which previous enforcement activities identified as often being occupied by more recent migrant communities
= Risein complaints from residents considered an indication of potential rising tensions as issues are associated with

migrants

Migrant rough sleepers

= Increase in rough sleeping: the number of EEA rough sleepers has remained constant, but many have been identified
as long-term rough sleepers.

= Increase in complaints about migrant encampments on recreational land, avoided by residents due to unsanitary

conditions

Risks and assumptions

» Funds are allocated as expected and dedicated members of staff are hired as planned

+ 12 migrants from EEA per year can be identified and are willing to be supported to meet their needs

* lllegal encampments can be identified and removed
+ As aresult of enforcement action, resident perceptions are improved
+ Qutbuildings are found to be used as dwellings

+ Resident groups and members elected to represent the resident associations see the unlawful dwellings as an issue
and are able to commentonit.
» The support rough sleepers receive improves the migrants’ access to services and helps with their well-being

In-house project coordinator and
analystsupporiing CMF projects

Three officer positionsfunded:

= Senior Planning Enforcement
Officer.

= Compliance Officer

= Environmental Health Officer

EEA Outreach Worker position
funded as part of OxSPOT
(delivered by St Mungo's)

M

Key | _

CMF fund-level outcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are
not bold

PSST staff investigate unlawful
dwellings, resulting in
enforcementand’ or legal action

P35T staff identify vulnerable
people inunlawful and uns afe
dwellings and supportedto meet
their needs

PSST staff reportlandlords who
use cash only for tenancy
deposits and rents tothe HWRC

PSST staff update the database
of rogue landlords and agents

PSST staff facilitate the removal
ofillegal encampments from
ublicland where Environmental
rotection legislationis
appropriate and assist
landowners with remaval of
encampments on private land

PSST Officers engage with
ResidentAssociationsin Oxford
andarrange annual meetingsto
gatherfeedbackand respondto
complaints

EEA Migrant Worker recruited as
part of OxSPOT team

EEA migrantwaorkeridentifies
EEA migrants who are already or
at riskof rough sleeping rough
sleepers identified and supported
to meethousing needs

EEA migrantworker supports
EEA migrants to address their
housingneeds

Rogue Landlords

Intermediate
Qutcomes

New Migrant Communities

+ Accessible public
services for all

Wider resi

» Improved community
cohesion

Effective service
delivery to address local
migration issues

Longer-term

Qutcomes

New Migrant Communities

979 unlawful dwelling cases
investigated. 20% of unlawful
dwelling casesresuftin .
enforcement andiorlegal action

|I Identification of housing issues |

Improvedliving standards |

‘ Housing issues resolved |

Reduced exploitation |

50 vulnerable people in unlawful
dwellings receive support

60 additional landlords who deal
with tenancy deposits andrents in
cash peryear reportedto HMRC

|
:
|
|

Illegal encampments from public
land removed (no target)

2 annual meetings with all
residents’ groupsin Oxford City

2 annual Member forums to allow
feedbackfrom councillors

Increased accesstotempaorary
accommodation for alimited
period of time or supportfor
return

Resident Communities

Fewer incidences of nuisance
or antisocial behaviour

Rough Sleeping

[ Increased confidence that
residents’ concemns are being
to and

12 EEA rmgrants peryear
supported depending ontheir
individual needs, including
supportas outlined below:

exercise Treaty Rights where
applicanle

= Supportto access short-term
accommodation for 28 days or
sustain existing
accommaodation

»Supportto access work and
independent accommaodation
in the UK (outside ofthe
Oxford Adult Homeless
Pathway).

= Supportto return to country of
origin

= Signposting and referral to
appropriate agencies

= Supportto accesswork and -

Knowledgethatpropemes mthe
vicinity are occupied by sa
numbers andthatillegal al:‘ll\ﬂty is
no longer occurring in the

Increased access to public ‘
services

|_neighbourheod

Improved communication and
knowledge oflocal problems and
ensure resourcesare targeted
appropriately

Increased insight into local
migration patterns and
[ol ity impact

Increased revenue from
enforcement of civil penalties
(e.g. rogue landlords)

|

Increased well-being (mental &
physical health)

Resident Communities

Improved quality of public ‘
space

Residents’ Iperceptmn of council
senvices willimprove through
continued engagement with the
community

Reduced concern aboutthe
above andimproved perceptions
of migrants

Local Authority

The Council will be able o
respond befterto the local
community needs

There are significant savings to
the public purse by assisting
rough sleepers offthe streeis

Mare established relationships

Increased knowledge of local
migration patterns and what
works
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Figure A3.6 Logic model for the Sheffield Community Investment Deal project, Sheffield

« Sheffield City Council identified the largest group of new arrivals to the city to be Roma people from Slovakia, with an
estimated population of 6000.

« New migrant communities were considered to have predominantly settled in more deprived areas of the North East
and East of the city, which were already marginalised communities facing multiple challenge, compounded by service
pressures caused by recent migration

* The project focused on the areas of Page Hall, Fir Vale, Grimesthorpe, Damnall and Tinsley.

« The local authority identified pressure on services (particularly healthcare and education), which they in part attributed

to in-migration of newer communities.

* In certain areas of Sheffield, environmental issues (mainly fly-tipping and Anti-Social Behaviour) were associated by

residents and local authority staff with Roma migration.

» The local authority identified feeling of discontentment among residents as a result of environmental issues and service
pressures, which the local authority considered to have resulted in increased tensions between communities

« Lack of coordination across services was considered by the local authority to cause barriers to understanding and
access among new arrivals.

+ The lack of a comprehensive introduction to services in Sheffield for new arrivals was considered to contribute to

people not using services appropriately.

Risks and assumptions

« Support activities can be delivered in English
* There is a political will supporting the initiative
« Delivery partners have aligned expectations of the project, including desired outcomes
* Residents are willing to get involved with project activities
+ Behaviour change occurs through community development work
+ Suitable Voluntary Sector Organisations are identified to deliver subcontracted project strands, as intended
+ Target groups are reached and attend events, with support from local charities

» There is interest from local agencies to work in partnership to improve coordination of services
+ There is buy-in in the local council to support the project and cross-agency working.

CMF Funding

CMF grant funding of £835,000

nelghbmurhondconrdlnatmm
rojectleadrole funded

Central Metho istChurch

ubcontracting pa rlnershlps with
WVoluntary Action Sheffield

reetwardens employed (May

2 community development
workers and 4 frainees (May ‘18-
Dec'19)

[ ]
E 1
[ ubcomracﬂn parnerships with ]
E 1
e

Partnerships with anchor ‘

organisations cooperate with the
projectin neighbourhoods

ROMACT Strategy followed by
Communiy Developmentworkers

CMF fund-level outcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are
not bold

Identify / set-up community hubs

Welcome boxes organised and
distributed by Central Methodist
Church (discontinued)

Welcome sessions by Council
and CD workers

Welcome walks by Voluntary
Action Sheffield

MNeighbourhood patrol visits
ertaken

Checks and enforcement
undertaken

Educational activities undertaken

MNeighbourhoodvisits
Conversations onlocal needs

Community Action groups (CAG)
set-up

CommumtyAcﬂon Plans (CAPs)
developed

Neighbourhood courses

Cross-agency meetings aftended
by project coordinator

Outputs

Organised Welcome

Intermediate
Qutcomes

Migrants

moact

Increased LA
capabilities to address
local migration issues
through delivery

Increased knowledge
of locall hyper-local
migration patterns and
what works to address
migration pressures

Adequate and relevant
services to address
specific local issues

Residents most
affected can see
difference that has
been made

Successful social
mixing

Improved perceptions
about local impacts of
immigration

People feeling secure
and taking pride,
ownership and
responsibility for their
neighbourhood

Longer-term
Qutcomes

communities

Welcome Sessions delivered (no
target)

Increased understanding of
| services available

Residents: Settled and new

] ‘ Increased sense of ownership |

Residents attend Welcome
Sessions(notarget)

Local authority

future of local area throughthe

Welcome Walks delivered (no
target)

roved ?nposlmg and
re jerral systems

Increasedinvolvementinthe
community aclion plans

|

|

Residents attend Welcome Walks
(no target)

Street Wardens conduct
neighbourhoodvisits (notarget)

breaches ofenvironmental law
(no target)

StreetWardens|ssueﬁnesfﬂr ‘

Street Wardens conduct
educational activities (notarget)

Community Development

Increased prideinthe
neighbourhood

Increased co-ordination and

co-operation between agencies

|

Increase in effectiveness of
frontiine services in the four
neighbourhoods of Sheffield.

Local authority

‘ Reduced cost of public
services

More coordinated and
sustainable approachtonew
arrivals

Increased understanding of
British culture and social
norms

Improved cleanliness and
quality of local area {in relation
to fly-tipping and littering)

CDWs engage local residents (no
target)

CDWSs organise Community
Action Groups (CAGs)ineach
area (no target)

CDWs develop Community Action
Plans (CAPs)

Service Co-ordination

Project coordinator attends cross-
agency meetings (notarget)

Local partners invited to attend
meetings (notarget)

Increased confidence that their
concerns listened to and
addressed

Increased involvement in
community-led integration
activities (L.e. volunfeering)

Peoplerealise thatthey can and
will make a difference

Reduced communitytensions in
the neighbourhood and mare
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A3.7 Logic model for the Healthy Communities project, Kent

The project focuses on improving the health conditions among the migrant community (hard to reach group) in Kent

through targeted health interventions Capability and Capacity
+ There is no data on the total number of Roma and other hard to reach communities in Kent but it is the view of local Increased KCHFT
authority staff that the numbers have increased in recent years. Members of migrant communities do not capabilities to address
understand/are not aware of the public services available to them, resulting in poor health conditions among migrant local migration issues
communities and low number of children immunised through delivery of

training to NHS staff

Access to public services

Accessible public
services (o all

Resident communities perceive that Roma community members use NHS services inappropriately

Poor health conditions among migrant community in Kent (particularly Roma community members)
Low immunisation rates across migrant communities’ children living in Kent.

Adequate and relevant

Low awareness of access to public services among migrant community in the UK (e.g. family planning, pre-natal care) services o address
specific local issues

Cultural norms prevent some migrant community members from accessing services (e.g. mental health, sexual health,
and drug and alcohol misuse)

. Resources better
Low take-up of health services offered to migrant communities. targeted towards migrant
+ Resident community perceive that migrant community members use NHS services inappropriately (e.g. A&E services health needs

instead of preventing an illness by going to the GP)

Risks and assumptions 2 Improved public

% ! : . i 3 perceptions about local
+  Assumes that providing targeted health intervention will contribute to better uptake of health and wellbeing services impacts of migration

among migrant community.

+ Assumes that providing targeted health interventions for parents and children will enable a smoother transition to
school life (improved school readiness), better social integration as friendships would have started earlier in life.

+  Assumes that Red Zebra will facilitate access to members of the migrant communities (including Roma)

Intermediate
Qutcomes

Longer-term
Qutcomes

Environmental Volunteering

Local authority outcomes

Local authority outcomes

Set up a new Targeted Health « 2 Programme Health Visitors * 2Programme Health Visitors Acquired expertise and 5 Building evidence base of
infervention 12 employee team - 2 Programme School Nurses recruited (2 WTE) structures in place to deal with ‘what works” locally

1(;I]'HI team)in KCHFT to su{apun + 8 parttime “One You Lifestyle + 2 Programme School Nurses local issues

ey e S SClTOrSE o MR s Dons ?é EZC."FZSE:LE facilitators — ‘ Redure coston publc senices |
on families and children COMmTAinily F Increased insight into local

Kent County Council (sits inthe
KCHFT programme board) needed WTE)

= 12volunteer“*Champions”™ fram migrant communy (0.5 migration patters and E
( -‘ from migrant community ) :vacErzarrenCp[:ﬂtnesdrecrmted(as community insight Migrant outcomes

Increased well-being (physical |

[Increased co-ordination and and mental health)

co-operation between agencies

Other agencies support = Roga\ society of publichealth TR & Improved signposting and

(RSPH) level 2 offeredto new —_———————— referral systems Large number of children are
recruits = 24 new staff andvyolunteers Sustainable mechanisms for immunised and school ready

Children's Centres help organising +  3-day KCHFT 1s4h system trained on publichealth level 2 communicating with communities

community events, offer frée training offeredto new staff +  8newstafftrained on KCHFT and delivering senice T e o T et Pyt

vcgﬂ?se:;gn%#géﬂggasrite:se%ione +  Cultural competencytraining ‘1s4h system improvemenfcycles

AU lifestis facilitators for new recruits = 24 new staff andvolunteers -

¥ = Publichealth key messages trained on cultural competency Trust built between KCHFT staff Increased levels of social
training « 4 newstaff and volunteers and migrant community mixing

RedZebra's ‘Romainthe Lead - Care cerificate offered to all trained on publichealth key

projecthelps to identify andrefers staff band 1-2 in 1st 3 months messages Reduced public concern about

migrant community membersin « 24 new staff andvolunteers access to public services

need of healthinterventions, sits obtained a care certificate

in the KCHFT governance board,
One You Lifestyle Facilitators
nalp out with family and healtny

Improved trust in and experience
ofusinglocal health an

living gr{%gﬁ;?smns‘RZand + Community events organised connected senices
suppol Feb bl +  Professional netwarkin

events organised g = 7 community events per year Increased understanding of
Other KCHFT partners helps - 2 professional network events and accessto public sefvices
organising KCHFT events and let per year Clear, accessible service
KCHFT teamto promote their C: Cum?letedsat\sfad\un information informedthrough
semvices attheir events guestionnaire for organised evidence and community

Provided by Health Visitors, events (notarget) collaboration

Lifestyle Facilitators Better uptake anduse of

Champions + Attend community events to Health Interventions { appropriate senices ‘

- - School Murses and One You
{\n’olunte_ertlme fram Community —‘

publicise service through

m— comversations School Nufses, and One You Wider residents outcomes

+ Provide advice and guidance Lifestyle Facilitators
in relation to lifestyles/health «  Community events attended Improved conceptions/attitudes
ouEtundewlouteomes || MCEmpstotacd, | penesnoies T || B mHa i
and impacts are in bold {neme vsits and communty |eaﬂgissaisdswlr?%?h?l;?iﬂﬁ‘&nogne community
Project-specific outcomes are i S‘_‘ bs) torweight] visits/community events) =
not bold e SoDE MOk + 1.1 sessionsto setlifestyle Increased opportunities for
lifestyle r:'hangea ' and health goals (notarget) social mixing
« L " * People signpostedtoweigh
h?dss?nglthuar%ee?ecs‘.gﬁezggund loss, exercise, stupsmuk?ng. Perceived reduction of
benefits access to healihcare lifestyle changes (no target) pressure on public services
’ = Peopleregistered atGP or and private facilities

dentistfor benefits (notarget) | \ /
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Figure A3.8 Logic model for the Building Bridges project, Coventry

Coventry is a super diverse city e.g. approx. 1/3 of the population is BME and the 2011 census showedthat 1in 5
people living in Coventry were born outside the UK. lts two universities also enrol many overseas students.

Since 1889, Coventry has been a dispersal city and now a designated ‘City of Sanctuary’. It has the largest Syrian
resettlement programme in the region and a large number of asylum seekers and EU migrants.

Historically, there have been geographical divisions between migrants and residents in their own neighbourhoods.
In 20186, there was a rise in racially or religiously-motivated hate crimes post-EU referendum.

The three-year MiFriendly Cities project, funded by the ERDF, also aims to improve resident/migrant integration.

Coventry has a growing population, largely due to immigration.

Already stretched services (e.g. schools, housing, GPs) are under additional pressure due to increases in number of
migrants.

Limited knowledge about services / language barriers among migrants lead to poor access to and increased demand
on services

Surveys indicate that some resident communities hold negative (or indifferent) views of migrants, leading to poor
community cohesion.

Rise in in racially or religiously-motivated hate crimes post-Brexit.

Historically, resident / migrant communities have developed in different neighbourhoods leading to physical separation
and lack of social mixing.

Risks and assumptions

Partners deliver strands as planned / intended.

Various strands reach and engage the right people i.e. those who will benefit from participation.
KPls are an accurate representation of the outputs / outcomes.

Residents’ perceptions will be influenced by outcomes i.e. upskilling / improving English language.
Improved outcomes around social mixing will transcend geographical divisions.

+ Improved outcomes around social mixing will lead to a reduction in hate crime..

The London borough of Barking and Dagenham experienced high levels of population change over the last 20 years
and was home to an increasingly ethnically diverse population with wide ranging social and cultural identities. In 2015,
the local authority worked with an Independent Growth Commission to create the “Barking and Dagenham Together —
Borough Manifesto”, which set out a vision for the future of the borough over the next 20 years. This resident-led
exercise was informed by a consultation of nearly 3,000 local residents and partners. The findings from this exercise
and the Borough Manifesto formed a key basis for many of the underlying aims of the Connecting Communities
project.

= The speed of demographic change in Barking and Dagenham put pressure on established resident communities,
straining community cohesion

= The high population turnover in the borough meant that existing data sources (such as the 2011 census) that were
used by the local authority for service planning were insufficient

= There was a lack of opportunity for different groups within the community to encounter each other and build networks
to foster understanding, tolerance and cohesion

+ Low trust in the local authority among residents was a barrier to promoting effective communication and engagement
and poor customer service on the frontline of the local authority was seen as a “pressure point” that eroded trust

= The proportion of residents who were satisfied with the local area declined in the three years preceding the CMF bid

» Residents, including longer-standing residents and newer migrant arrivals, were exposed to exploitation by rogue
landlords and poor housing conditions. Migrants tended to be more socially and economically vulnerable and many
were exposed to exploitation by rogue landlords and poor housing conditions, in part, due to a lack of knowledge about
how to improve their situation and barriers such as knowledge, language and fear of coming forward to engage with
services

Risks and assumptions

= The project is able to recruit partners and community amplifiers

* Desired participants attend activities and initiatives

Partners have the capacity and are willing to engage in quarterly evaluation meetings

Strands involving scoping are able to access resources and stakeholders

Residents who are involved the creation of initiatives are receptivefinvested in the outcomes of the initiative
Improved interaction between the LA and residents at the point of access will build trust

LA staff are receptive to and attend training

Partners in the managing rogue landlords strand refer tenants to other partners

Improved living conditions will increase satisfaction with living in the borough

LA leadership do not change their priorities in terms of internal training and the faith policy
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Coventry becomes a
more cohesive and
prosperous city with
more resilient,
effective and efficient
refugee and migrant
support infrastructure

Building bridges to
create a thriving
Coventry in which
everyone can
contribute

Refugees and
migrants become
more integrated and
more independent
leading to greater
wellbeing and a
reduced cost to public
services

* More cohesive and connected
communities

*  Improved quality of life for those
living in PRS properties

Evidence & dissemination
* Evidence base of what works in
what contexts established and
shared between LAs and with
partner organisations

Evidence influences
mainstream policy and service
provision

* Increased LA capabilities to
address local migration issues
through delivery and evidence
collection

Increazed knowledge of local/
hyper-local migration patterns
and what works to address
migration pressures

Access to local services

* Adequate and relevant services
to address specific local issues

* Resources better targeted/
directed

* Residents most affected can

see difference that has been
made

Successful social mixing

Improved perceptions about
local impacts of immigration




Figure A3.9 Logic model for the Connected Communities project, Barking & Dagenham

Intermediate
Qutcomes

Longer-term

Qutcomes

Council & Partners

Council & Partners

information, advice and support maore independent

Employability classes 1
aroundintegration

MiFriendly CitiesBrogramme Recruit paid ESOL | 200individuals attend ESOL | More opportunities for Building 7M0re capable partners and

ﬂ.!nde‘td by tneER F running coordinatorvolunteers Brig%e;‘igart_gersto crot\Laporate stqopger,hmorgegrmedive waorking

simultaneous | 20 . and build evidence of their relationships between agenciesin

peopleind neighbourhoods |
- 10 classroom-based ESOL efficacy andimpact Covemiry
Caoventry Migrant Meeds classes = 8 " p
Assessmeniconductedin 2018 Trainedvolunteer trainers deliver Local services have more The work of vital a enciesin
1458 hours of ESOL classes information andinsights into the Coventry is strengthen

£872k of MHCLG fundingfor 2 Manthly conversational classes Beedstofmigrantsirefugees in prowdmg berter supportfortnose

years (strands vary from July = = | 400 one-to-one sessions | aventry

2018-Nov2020 Train the trainer sessions

Ded\catedprogdmanagerm |AG sessions | ¥ |

Coventry City Council to P

coordinate partners / activities 120 individuals attend ESOL Refugees and migrants have Rem?ees and migrants are better
Accredited ESOL for Employability classes mare and better tailored ablefo integrate and become

Delivery partner staff and
expertise: | 500 app downloads

*  Coventry Refugee and Develop phone app about local More opportunities for Mnre clients secure education,

ligrant Centre (CRMC) AEACES volunteering andwork exper\eﬂce employmentand raining,
* Churchof Assisi Strand 2: Independent Living el it s boostingtheirindependence
» Paositive Youth Foundation employmentfor clients B
= Foleshill Women's Training ‘

10 privately-rented properties in
year 1, 8-12 tenants and 7 familie

More refugees and migrants
independently accessing housing
and maintaining tenancies

Increasein skills, knowledge,

Create letting agency for migrants

experience and confidence
E'r:glcessesmp\re'tlceg%rl?uar‘ter\y ﬁ{;ﬂ;ﬂ}‘” Edicaled] eting 30 protpertiesinyea 12, placing argund employmentfor refugees = =,
adiw%;;easessme i 27-36tenants and 21 families and migrants Increased awareness ofissues of
Work with local landlords / Strand 3: Give back mlgrmmgan?m?grag%ﬂmaﬂd
ork with local landlords and 3: Give bacl : more understanding between
West Midlands Police repaorton supportrefugees into private ;ﬂ?ﬁigﬁgﬂggggﬁg?ﬂ%’%g?g&ﬂg groups

statistics

hate crime and non-violent crimes rented accommodation ‘

15 migrants complete ESOL for between landlords and pariner

[ﬁﬁg}g"ﬁa\umor (Coventry —‘ 60 migrants peryeartake u Improved and easier access for [Less prejudice, fewer unhelpful |
. § volunteering roles (120 total) ugees and migrants to the attite eslmwardg migrantsand
Structured Volunteer Program private rented housing sector better relations between groupsin

Coventry

MHCLG but managedunder BB Leaminglemployment/skils placements for =7 hours perweek lMore opportunities to come =
ey suppol togetherto discussissuesof Reduced concern regarding

Strand 4: Youth integration and migration and presstire on public services and
4 more contact between groups 3ccess to them lic i
2-3 hub: 1,000 benef.

| ubs engage 1, ene R S

[2 LAASLOs funded separately by —‘ =80% go on to do othervalunteer

Long-termvolunteer placements

| 50 volunteers supporting hubs

School Aid Hubs providing: ‘dependent to ‘contributing’

’V Shift perception ofmrgranfs }

2-3 youth/family youth events, |

CMF fund-level outcomes intensive supportand peer
and impacts are in bold mentaoring and 1 youth forum per year
Project-specific outcomes are
Community Aids Hubs providing i i i
not bold integration activities. ‘ Sesa?mal media campaigns per )

Intermediate Longer-term
Outcomes QOutcomes

Inputs

Storytelling and Listeni
'M{aln.'iuctlwugs] S

Storytelling and Listening Storytelling and Liztening

Local authority outcomes Local authority outcomes

CMF fund of £1,413,867 (for all Fartner agency commizsioned
strands and activities) Commission a pariner agency [ & community amplifiers fed msinm;nah:dlml Building Mﬂm base of ‘
Overarching programme support _ _ n Amplifiers receive training m ity impact
from the pa"rllltupailon and gR:fh';ﬁ:;grlﬂrsan ampl to Community amplifiers conduct il A culture of active list d
engagement team ve listening an
g resident interviews (no target) ‘ Expanded | strengthened ‘ Chaloninn SRt o
Amplifiers gather insights through L &l |n1u the L&

Delwerygarh‘lm input on Amplify
ham - Young
!:oundalmn & Community

community research

d expe

‘ slrﬁ'cm Iacemrge I with
res in al
: g
Delivery partner input on youth -
[ams—gtud-nmm ] Resident outcomes

Community amplifiers work: with

|
J
| 1 community storytelling event |

Hold workshops with resis fo residents to design and run
led interventions (no target)
Increased level of social ‘
mixing
Delr riner input on interfaith Partner agency commissioned
elivery partner input on infel issi nvol nt il hi
[ atform — Faith and Belief Forum Gommission 2 pariner agency Young peopletained o dinvolvementin | d sense of o |
Arts prog) for young people it — (o torget) me 1.6. volu ting) Greater tolerance of different
Del rlnel -input on effective “Young peaple identify and explore — points of view within the
ion fraining - The art themes related to cohesion Increased opportunities for community
Campajm Company social mixing

Interfaith Platform | sed Hicipati d

- ncreased civic participation an

Commission a partner agency Pariner agency commissioned communities dﬂ?@ o re for
themselves

Collaborati ?Al:hﬂgn a faith Research conducted with key faith
policy for the leaders and stakeholders in the
borough (no target)

Residents perceive that the LA is
rmmohr?nlnmlusm and cohesion
t line services

Role of secretariat for the existing
local faith forum

2 workshops to gather feedback on
initial policy recommendations

- fai Increased confidence mai their
Support Inter-faith week events | Publication of the faith palicy | concems listened to a
addressed (moved fmm
Engaging schoals in the Faith and Support faith forum with meetings intermediate outcome)
belief forum school and i eng with the
el faith forum (no target) Increased visibility of interfaith

| Help the faith forum to deliver |

week events (no target)
Rese; The faith forum reaches a
the nﬁ; onll'oelng ﬂf&lﬁﬁfcm Deliver a scheel programme fo broader and more diverse
fraining local schoals {no target) audience
vy . Effective Conversations Training

Set up a steering group fo co- ‘ Conduct & focus groups with staff,

and Dagenham SEEN a5
gnen b wiith

produce the training and provide stakeholder interviews. and a staft good relalmns and equalny

survey fo feed into the fraining

CMF fund-level outcomes Steering group set up with front
and impacts are in bold line staff to generate ideas for the
_ - training sessions
Project-specific outcomes are
not bold Deliver training (appmx 15 in each
session. 17 J
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Inputs

Data and Insights (all activities)

strands and activities

l CMF fund of £1 413367(fﬂrﬂ|

Owerarchin ramme support
from the pﬂ?‘h‘c’:liggtun and pRo
engagement team

?‘\houmood ﬂql.mje (gremusly

Data team wuﬂmg on the Social
Progress Index

R Values Modes
and dissemination

Refine the Crigins models and
identify data scurces that can be
used

Use Origing data and primary
data callection to understand the

Initial iteration of the Good ‘

Data and Insights
Values Modes research

Conduct with

Intermediate
Qutcomes

Data and Insights

Local authority cutcomes

({telephone survey and 6 focus
groups)

Produce a report with an
engagement framewoerk and
toolkit

| Run 4 workshops with LA teams |

I insight into local
migration patterns and
community impact

Longer-term
Qutcomes

Evidence for future service
planning and resourcing

“what works™ locally

| Increased sense of ownership

‘ Building the evidence base of ‘

in LEBD - Barking and Dagenham seen as
Delivery partner input — The and permphuns around cohesion Identify and run data through the somewhere where residents look
Campaign Company Origins programme and produce out for each other
a report on the findings
Increase satisfaction with living in
Share findings with partners at a the borough and desire to stay in
Quarterly Evaluation Meeting the borough
Connected Communities Officer Connected Communities Officer Connected Communities Officer Connected Communities Officer
l CMF fund of £1,413,867 (for all l Oversee programmes and Run Quarterly evaluation Local authority cutcomes Lecal Authority outcomes
strands and activities) manage contracts ings held with all partn
- - attending E i for future service
‘Overarching programme support Ongoing evaluation of C: planmng and resourcing
from the parhupahon and Community pariners
engagement Facilitaie iiding the evi "
partners and the local : l I d o and co- l ‘ e e o base of ‘
Pariners report quarterly on their
progress at imes specified in
their confracts
CMF fund-level outcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are . . 3
not bold Please note: for the Data and Insights strand, Social Progress Index outputs and are not as they are out of scope of this evaluation

Inputs

Managin, ue Landlords
{all al: vities)

CMF fund of £1,413,867 (for all
strands and iti

‘Overarching programme support
from the p';grhupatcn and e
engagement team

Delive: rtner input on TSO and
{ FLO arr:yliﬁes - ]

Delivery partner input on Creative
M|}i5h &a ass activities — Faith
Local authority input on TSO and
FLO activities - Private Rented
Sector enforcement team

CMF fund-level outcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are
not bold

AN A

Intermediate
Qutcomes

Longer-term
QOutcomes

Managing Rogue Landlords Managing Rogue Landlords
Local authority outcomes Local authority outcomes
Tenancy sustainment officer post ESO recruited [ e i I
(Ts0) | FLB rem]rlbd and working within | networks partners enfon:emer:t:‘fim ?enaihea
Gitizens Advice to set up Family ; P— (e.g rogue landlords
Liaison Officer (FLO] to support an created to map structures in place to deal with roved relationship between
tenants of PRS Properties dm.;ehn s Houeing Opons local issues Tebns s Lo 4
cor asa;“ il:.f% LA as rﬁ Ia:.llt
Mapping of a referral pathway for  Tenants ideniified by TSO and ‘ Imy sign posting and | increased enforcement an
tenants who receive support from receive support rmlh# TS0 (no mmﬁy!m fuller se"ﬂr‘éi)'hma‘ h g"‘s
the TSO target). Tenants referred to FLO an
bl R P e
enal T ant outcomes
A =
addiu;nal support (no referral ing of and
Set-up and deliver Creative target - 4 and
Engisph classes - - ﬁ;‘gf' to pE'-hfﬁ' services (i.e. quality of local area ‘
5 - 400 fenants 'ﬁt;l to
Train leamers to volunt: in the hts and ing izzues Ived (i.e. crime and anti-social
classes responsibilities. Of those 50 H H iy i
nenams per year (13‘;316} foceiver
between the o
ncrease s n with living in
i'a%;:gr‘g'am ;ne;_vu(éd%ﬁwclmn fcms to ESOL and EAL | Ihe bumugh and desure to stay in
supported during managed exits the borough
from unsafe properties and 12 hcreased understanding of
families per year refered fo culture and social norms
Creative English Classes by the
. i ‘ Increased civic society | Increased We“—ll?!n? !iih
mental and
Crealive English classes levels of confidence)
Run pilot Creative English course i
| at mg'Bavking Leamir?g Centre | | Increased living standards |
Run classes each week for Reduction in exploitation (e.g.
‘ tenalliﬂs "’tzd refemals to attend on ‘ victims of modern day slavery,
a rofing rogue landiords)
Deliver Creative English to 150
families Increased confidence fo
challenge landiords when
Train leamers to volunteer at necessary among PRS tenants
Creative English classes (No
target)
Please note: for the: ds strand, are not i as they are out of scope of this evaluation

Rogue Landi

outputs and

AN g
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A3.10 Logic model for the Our Liverpool project, Liverpool

+ Liverpool hosts the largest number of asylum seekers in England (1807, Serco August 2017)and also hosts Initial .
Accommodation blocks for the North West. The majority of refugees remain in the area. Liverpool is also participating
in the Syrian Resettlement programme.

New Migrant
communities are
empowered to enjoy the
best possible quality of
life and reach their full
potential

Evidence & dissemination

* Evidence base of what
works in what contexts
established and shared
between LAs and with
partner organisations

Perceptions of migration

« Residents most affected
can see the difference
that has been made

+ Statutory services are often not familiar with the needs and entitlements of asylum seekers, refugees and vulnerable

migrants (AS,R&VM). This is despite Liverpool being an asylum dispersal area. The VCS sector is also not equipped

currently due to lack of funding.

Community Cohesion report for Liverpool, published in July 2017, sets out the challenges the city faces, including lack

of ESOL support, rising tensions and mistrust between new communities and public sector authorities.

+ AS&R/ new migrant communities face specific challenges and lack representation in regional and local decision-

making.

Some neighbourhoods (Kensington, Picton and Tuebrook) have experienced rapid population change in 10yrs. This

has led to ASB complaints about new migrants These areas have also seen an increase in certain types of crime.

+ LCC staff have found that new migrant communities often do not understand their rights & responsibilities and lack
awareness of how to exercise their rights, leading to poor conditions, exploitation and a lack of access to redress.

Risks and assumptions

» Local charities have the capacity to engage with the project

« Improved perceptions
about the impact of
migration

Access to local services

» Accessible public
services to all

Capability and capacity

« Adequate and relevant

+ Stakeholders and local representatives have the capacity and are wiling to engage in thematic sub-group meetings
« CDWsare able to identify and engage local partners (new community representatives, VCOs, statutory services)

+ Desired participants attend subgroups
+ LA staff are receptive to and attend training

Participants for migrant user group are able to volunteer time to take part

+ Wider residents are aware of and engage in CDW community events and activities
+ Events and activities are able to educate local residents about new communities

+ Learning from workshops and engagement events is adopted by LCC services/ VCOs/ statutory partners

+ LCC staff are receptive to training and apply understanding to service delivery

CMF funding for x3 full time LCC
Community Development Officers
& x1ft Grants Officer

Local charities and VCO sector
provide input & support to
migrants referred to their services

Community Cohesion report and
Refugee & Migrant Strategil (not
yet published?fur Liverpoo

Stakeholders and local
representatives volunteer time to
attend network meetings and
thematic sub-group meetingsto
deliver Community Cohesion plan

Input from police, PRS landlords,
probation service on community
safety issues

Match funding for communit
rants Programme from VPRS 2-
yr tariff funding

Key | )

CMF fund-level outcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are

s L 1

x3 ft LCC Community
Development Officers (CDO)
recruited

1 ft Grants Officerrecruited

Network and thematic subgroups
(part of the Community Cohesion
strategy for LCR) coordinated by
Development Worker

New communities and lecal
partners/ services mapped and
identified by CDOs

CDOs set up “migrant user group”
to promote voice of new
communities & lived experience

CDOswork in partnership with
Cnlice, landlords, probation and

CS to monitor community
tensions

CDOs signpostand link new
communities to the services that
they need

CDOs developand deliver
training sessions on new
communities to LCC frontline staff

CDOs deliver workshops to new
communities on understanding
rights & responsibilities

Grants Officer delivers a
Community Grants pragramme
(out of scope)

CDOs support the development
and delivery of communit¥I
cohesionwork delivered through
the grants programme. (out of
scope)

between CDOs and statutory
partners, community groups and

Introducto%meetings held
new community representatives

Intermediate
Outcomes

Asylum seekers, refugees,
vulnerable migrant and new
migrant communities

Increased understanding of
and accessto public services
and support

Thematic sub-group meetings
held

organisations

Survey conducted with 15VCS l

CDOs hold workshops for new
communities

[

Improved access to VCS services ]

Wider residents

[

Increased opportunities for
social mixing

Increased confidence that their
concems listened to and
addressed

| Migrant user group meetings held |

| Online learning hub set up

[

Improved public space

Training sessions delivered
through online hub

CDOs create internal briefing
documents for LCC staff

| Staff members trained

| CDOs hold community events

difference among residents

[Im roved understanding of 1

{Reduced fear of newly arrived

migrants

Increase in local residents who
feelthat people from different
backgrounds get on well together

Council & Other services

Pm roved signpostingand ]

referral systems

Acquired expertise and
structures in place to deal with
local issues

Increased insightinto local
migration patterns and
community impact

Increase capacity across
Liverpool City Regionte develop
services to supportAS &R

services to address
local issues

onger-term
Outcomes

New migrant communities

AS, R, VM & new migrant
communities are able to live
independent, healthy lives

Cross-sector services are more
accessible to new migrant
communities

Increased well-being (e.g. mental
and physical health, levels of
confidence)

Community cohesionimprovedin
3 targeted wards

neighbourhoods built

|
|

Improved cleanliness and quality
oflocal area

l

[ Strong, attractive and accessible

Increased levels of social mixing

Local authority

LCC develops expertise in
suPporting asylum seekers,
refugees and vulnerable migrants

Increase capacity across
Liverpool City Regicnto develop
services to supportasylum-
seekers and refugees

Evidence for future service
planning and resourcing

Increased knowledge of local
migration patterns and what
works to address migration
pressures

Key local authority staff have an
improved understanding of the
needs and entitlements of




Figure A3.11 Logic model for the South East Region UASC Training and Outcome Star
project

« Distribution of UASC is disproportionately high in some LAs, placing additional strain on public services

« There is no standardised approach to working with UASC, when it comes to UASC data only statutory LACs (Looked
After Children) metrics are collected. .

« In additional to the knowledge needed to support LACs, working with UASC requires knowledge on issues specffic to
UASC (e.g. age assessments, the Human Rights Act,) or on issues more prevalent among UASC (e.g. Trafficking,
PREVENT. Trauma).

Evidence & dissemination

Evidence base of what
works in what
contexts established
and shared between
LAs and with partner
organisations

National Transfer Scheme == =
» Lack of social workers with confidence and experience of working with UASC is contributing to a decline in LA
engagement in the voluntary National Transfer Scheme (NTS) as part of the South East Strategic Migration
Partnership (SESMP) -
» Average waiting time for a transfer is 15 weeks compared to the target 5 days due to under-engagement in the NTS

Increased LA
capabilities to address
local migration issues
through delivery and

UASC guidance tool

» The tools currently used by social workers do not cover the specific needs of a UASC. The absence of a tailored tool
to guide the relationship (and lack of training) can mean social workers find it challenging to address immigration and

integration concerns in their care plan.

Sccial worker knowledge gaps

= Social workers with less/no experience of working with UASC may have knowledge gaps in these areas and therefore

may be hesitant in participating in the NTS

» Some social workers lack confidence to complete a Human Rights Act Assessment on UASC who are 18+ and

appeal rights exhausted, resulting in time and resources being side-tracked away from children's care..

isks and assumptions

» Local authorities will implement the Planning Star tool.
» Social workers will find the Planning Star tool useful and will implement the tool in their work.

= Standardising data across local authorities will increase their willingness to participate in the NTS.
» Social workers will attend the training sessions offered.

« Improving the knowledge and expertise of UASC support workers will increase local authorities’ willingness to

participate in the NTS.

mixing

ntermediate

evidence collection

Accessible public
services to all

Resources better
targeted/directed

SR orevionsonmirin |

* Successful social

Longer-term

Outcomes Outcomes
CMF fund of £156,609 Training for social workers across Deliver 1250training places o Increased insight into local Cost reduction on public
Extension CMF fund of £30 490 two years UASC socialworkers from 19 migration patterns and services

grantedin Aug 2019

South East region input

Project lead time to commission
external partners and work in
partnership with them to develop
and deliver activities

External partners

Training sessions run by various
providers

training to take place

Triangle (holds the rights to the
Planning Starand will hostthe
server)

Pathways to Independence who
coordinate the implementation of
the Planning Startraining
programme

the Planning Star (triangle
coordinating this element)

’VCemra\\fenues in London forthe —‘

Translation partnertotranslate ‘

S

CMPF fund-level outcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are
not bold

+Age assessment

+*Human Rights Act assessment

*Traumatraining

«Trafficking and exploitation
«Tripletrack planning

«Other training tailoredte the
needs of social workers
+Practitioners” forums

Research and workshops with
NGO, praciitioners and UASC to
feed intothe developmentofthe
Planning Star pilot

Develop a pilot Planning Star that
reflects the needs of UASC

Runthe pilot for the Planning Star

Workshopto gatherfeedback of
the pilotPlanning Star

Planning Starfinalised and
launchedatan event

Train atrainer

1-2-1visits and training on site at
LA requestforthose usingthe
Planning Star

Translatethe UASC outcome star

LAs,
Practitionerforums

The Planning Stal

1 workshop attended by relevant
organisations (7)and LAs (7) and
1 workshop attended by UASC

Questionnaire feedback from
UASC and practitioners

Initial Planning Star designedfor
pilot

Deliver workshopsto social
workers in5 LAs. Social workers
from 5 LAs use the Planning Star
tool at least 2 times with UASC
overall 100 single uses ofthe tool

Workshops to gatherfeedback
fromthe pilot Planning Starfrom
UASC practitioners and UASC

community impact Increased
insightinto UASC progress
through consistent data
collection as aresultofthe
Planning Star

Evidence for future service
planning and resourcing

Increased co-ordination and
co-operation between agencies
More LAs taking partin the NTS

Acquired expertise and
structuresin place to deal with
local issues throughthe fraining
programme and use ofthe
Planning Startool

Migrant

sC)

Launchthe Planning Starand
encourage 19 LAs to take partin
the roll out. Other professionals
invited to buy a licence to the toal

3 staff membertrainedto deliver
training and supportto Planning
Starusers

Increased understanding of
and access to public services
(i.e. NHS, schooling)

UASC have greater awareness of
the potential outcomes oftheir
asylumclaim andthe support
systems and publicsenices

lable to them once they leave

Deliver training to teams and new
staff members as required

6 translatedversions ofthe
outcome star produced ]

care through anintegration plan

Building the evidence base of
“what works" locally

rant (UASC)

Increased well-being {e.g.
mental and physical health,
levels of confidence). UASC
feel more supported and
engaged by their social worker

Reduction in exploitation ({e.g.
victims of modern day slavery,
rogue landlords). Reductionin
exploitation of UASC through
upskilling in identification of
identifying exploitation,
radicalisation andfrafficking

[ Quicker transfers for UASC
throughthe NTS
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Figure A3.12 Logic model for the Building Foundations project, Hackney

+ Hackney has been a destination for new arrivals in the UK for many years The borough is very diverse with well-
established Turkish, Vietnamese, African and Caribbean communities.
+ There are resource |mp\|cat|un5 for the Council to meetthe immediate and longer term needs of vulnerable UASC and
farmer UASC care leavers, including providing access to appropriate accommodation / placements, education, health
services, and practical supportto integrate in the community.
+ The number of UASC grows faster than in previous years.

Accessible public
services for UASC

+ UASC integrate in the
community

» Improve in UASC
mental and physical
well-being

» Hackney faces challenges in securing sufficient foster care placements, particularly foster carers representative of the
communities from which our UASC cohort originate, and with specific knowledge of asylum processes.

+ UASC need practical support to assimilate and integrate into the community, build their support networks and therefore

reduce their vulnerability and isolation.

+ UASC need realistic advice and support to ensure asylum applications are made in a timely way. They also need .

support to equip them with appropriate skills in the event of a return to their country of origin

« English not being UASC's first language is a barrier to their integrating into the community and may lead to feelings

and experiences of social isolation and marginalisation.

Risks and assumptions

» The project assumes that peer support will provide effective support to newly arrived UASC and that newly arrived
UASC will be receptive to this support.

« The project assumes that UASC are more comfortable to be placed with foster carers with a similar cultural
background (often times language is the main barrier).

« The project relies on recruitment of 10 foster carers from the Albanian, Eritrean and Vietnamese communities. There
are risks if foster carers are not recruited from these communities.

« Staff turnover

Local Authori

+ Increase capacity to
support UASC in the
Borough

Build an effective
specialist service
dedicated to UASC

CMF Funding

Recruitment andemp\uyrﬂen{uf
“1x Foster carer/supported
lodgings recruiter

Recruitment and employment
of 1x Youth worker/leaving
care adviser

Fostering and communication
marketing

Creation of bespoke UASC

[ Managerial oversight
[suppo

|
|
1
|
]

CMF fund-level outcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are
not bold

Community engagement
(targeted marketing and
communications)

Develop links with identified
communities through the North
Londen Fostering Consortium

Assess andrecruitfoster carers/
supportedlodgings households
from Albanian, Eritrean and
Vietnamese communties

Train foster carers and supported
lodging households in the asylum
process and needs of UASC

Provide local orientation support
(e.g. using publictranspor,
registering with a GP)

Promote community and leisure
opportunities - e.g. events, visits,
signpost

Create gpponunltl_es to broker
and guide mentoring relationships
between formerand current
UASC

Liaise with social workers, the
Virtual School for Looked After
Children and
voluntary/community groups to
supportiurther education,
fraining, work experience,
volunteering and ESOL

Advise on the asylum process
and prepare young people for
adverse decisions

Liaise with and provide advice to
practitioners and professionals
working with UASC

Training of existing Hackney
foster carers in the specificneeds
of UASC

Outputs

Foster carer/supported
lodgings recruiter

1 ‘Fostercarer/ supported
lodgings recruiter recruited and
emé}\oyedat the P[J?_npacr scale

nd social work qualified, working
as a full-ime equivalent

10 fostercarers or Suppnrted
lodgings households fromthe
Albanian, Eritrean and
Vietnamese communities are
assessed, recruited andtrainedin
the asylum process andthe
specificneeds of UASC

Youth worker/leaving
care adviser

Opportunities advertised and
promotedthroughlocal channels

1 Youth workerleaving care
adviserrecruited and employed at
the POZ2 pay scale working as a
full-ime equivalent

1 cummumttyandleisure
opportunity taken up per month
and 1 trip perterm

46 (all cnhnrt%UASC facilitatedin
aftending further/higher
education, ESOL, tralmng wark
experience

20 number of mentorin
relationships between former and
current UASC created

30 UASC advised on asylum
process etc

Target of 100% of consultationto
practiioners working with UASC

20 Hackney foster carers trained
inthe specificneeds of UASC

Intermediate
Qutcomes

|

UASC build resilience & support
networks

Longer-term
Outcomes

For UASC

Reduced UASC social isolation

- - Increased well-being (UASC) |
UASC increase under

of and accessto local public
services

Increased English proficiency

and labour market skills ‘

UASC integrate into the
community

British society (through
volunteering or employment)

Local Autho

’V Increased contribution to

UASC increase understanding
and of the asylum processand
aid planningin case of
repatriation

UASC have accessto ESOL Reduced costs on public
and EAL provision servicesfor UASC processes
Improved UASC EET status, with

a particularfocus on English
language (ESOL)

Resources and social workers
are freed upfor the settled

communities

tAcoess to igbour enaﬁgl;et skills,
raining and accr r ~
further/higher education trammg Building the evidence base of
work experience, voluntgering “what works” locally: Increased

al Authority

knowledge oflocal/hyper-local
local migration patterns and what
waorks to address migration
pressures

Improved educational and training
outcomes for UASC in the
placements

|

Improved asylum process and
repatriationtimescales

Improved capacity of foster carers
placementfor Looked After
Children

Foster carers increase
understanding of different
cultures inthe Borough

Acquired expertise and
structuresin place to deal with
local issues
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Figure A3.13: Logic model for the Welcoming Young Refugees project, York
* General context of pressure on children services.

+ More children in care than available foster placements

+ Limited funding for UASC support and looked-after children. + Local Authorities in
the region collaborate
!o share the UASC
effort

There are enough
foster placements fc_nr
Management and Strategy g‘tsrg;ﬁ)g e hosted in
+ Context of significant pressure on children services.
+ Need for greater distribution of UASC across LAs.

UASC needsare

« Need for better coordination across LAs for UASC placement and consistency of support. addressed by social
+ Cost of Independent Placement Agencies. care staff, foster
Placement Support carers and supported
+ Insufficient number of UASC foster placements in relation to demand. housing providers

who understand their

+ Lack of understanding of the specific UASC needs.
needs

« Need for staff with specialised training across the region to support LAs with UASC placements.

Risks and assumptions

Assumptions

= Communities know about fostering and there are communities who specifically want to host UASC.
* Relevant staff and carers will attend trainings and events.

« Migration policies and Care legislation will not change.

» UASC numbers and demand will continue to rise.

Risks

+ Low engagement from LAs in the region.

+ Bureaucracy and fragmented LA systems could hinder delivery and uptake of new findings.

+ Limited capacity of LAs to engage with the programme.

« Interest of LAs in hosting UASC.

Intermediate Longer-term
Outcomes Qutcomes

Trainings

Increased understanding of

Acquired expertise and structures |
i i and access to public services

in place to dealwith localissues

CMF fund of £561,041

Training sessions for social care 12 Training sessions deliveredin
staff year 1

(Increased carers and staff

SUC'E“ wurkers employed until Training sessions for current and e e understanding of the specific i iti
’V er2 —‘ potential carers and supported ‘ ;eza?%mmg sessions deliveredin ‘ UASC needs) Resident communities

1researcherPTfor 2 years Care system more financially ‘

viable and better VFM

housing providers
Strategic Ma ot Local government

ST Acquired expertise and
Reagional placement meetings | Steering group meetings attended | _r.t%cmres in"ﬁme to deal with

1 projectmanagementrole
Increasing capacity of services

for the resident community

—————— iocal_ti“l:jes (Staf;tberler ableto
2 bestPractice Confersnces recruit and support carers
delivered and attended by LAs ‘ regionally) Local government

‘ [ Improved satnnpgstmg and —‘ UASC is part of the strategic ‘

1 projectassistantrole

teering group meetings

LAs engage and attend regional
and placementmeetings

e Expanded | strengthened
Research Activities [ o w
Research activities with UASC — m Rﬂorks

referral systel agendafor children services

Partners inp

Training materials developed by

Migration Yorkshire and other Reduced use of private agencies

E?)Fl'-lf'l[slg {e %e'%CGouCnCH placements
ntraid, Red Cross . x
1 research report published, PR
UASC films p?udu%ed and Increase(ti co-ordination and_ Bigger pool of suitable
Grounding in MY, benefitingfrom circulated i b placements which offer more
networks, expertise, knowledge stahility and retention
Recruitment campaign Carers Recruitment
Campaign materials developed
by Migralion Yorkshire R ne
Recruitment events | 1 Campaign launched |

Participating LAs in the region ———————————
employ social workers and invest Ongoing supportto potential 8 Recruitment events delivered
managementresources applicants to %ecgme carers and attended by potential carers
360 suitable carers attend
frainings
o

[Key | _

CMF fund-level cutcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are
not bold
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Figure A3.14: Logic model for the LAASLO pilot project, Bradford

Context

Bradford Metropalitan District Council applied to run a pilot project to support newly granted refugees with moving out
asylum accommodation and integrating into local communities

Bradford has a high number of migrants, as an asylum dispersal area and therefore many refugees that need some
form of support into housing and with integration
There are a number of voluntary community sector organisations supporting refugees, but before the pilot LAASLO
project there was no such formal support provided the local authority

entitled to a home.

Risks and assumptio

Risks

drop ins

Assumptions

Those with newly granted refugee status are at nsk of homelessness, particularly those not in priority need who are not

Homelessness and destitution can lead to longer term impacts on health and refugee's status in society.
Refugees don't have the first point of contactthey need to access housing, benefits, paying bills etc.
Bradford is not deemed a desirable place to live and refugees often fare worse elsewhere.
Family reunions can cause instability for individual refugees who need to support them.
Refugees who feel isolated are less likely to integrate into the wider community.

« Only 2 carefully selected LAASLO's based on skillset means difficult to replace if one leaves oris ill
* Low engagement or interest in the project amongst refugees, such as unwillingness to attend community sessions or

+ Language / communications barriers may make it difficult to collect data on the beneficiaries

» There is a need for this support, and the provision will be sufficient to meet the needs of refugees

» The LAASLOs will operate as part of the support landscape for refugees in Bradford, creating a synergy which
achieves better outcomes for service users for the available funds.

« Operations will work on the basis that the project will be sustainable long term

100k CMF Fundin
guarantee atleast

Eluymem F\rstyearwnluse
CM funding entirely

—Malcned to

Ianes of 2 X Full Time LASSLO

enses travel andIT Kit,
m biles

ravisio

udgelfor training LASSLO

Use of red cross facilities and
desks for partial operation

’V dgenorsmalleverydaynems

|
w
w
|
|

Supportfrom other outreach
team— socialwarkers, family
workers etc. — shared objectives
mean this is done at no extra cost
to the project budget

2% days perweekdropin
appointments at community
venues (small costs)

events hosted

WF funded)

Ad hoc communi
by partners (Mon

]

Key

CMF fund-level outcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are
not bold

Recruitment ofx2 LAASLOs

1o 1 Case workwith refugees
identified as needing support—
primarilywith housing provision

F'rowdmgfnanmalsTpport
helping clients apply for benefits,
loans, employment

Developmentofa formalised
system for referring clients to
appropriate senvices

Providing supportfor families
where nécessary—such as
nursery/ school applications

Group community sessions held
with refugees in partnership with
local organisations and voluntary
sector

Intermediate
Qutcomes

For the local authority

100% of eligible clienis contacted
for supportwithin 2 weeks

i 85% of clients in need of housing

are referredto the appropriate
housing support

[ Acquired expertise and

structuresin place to deal with
local issues

Reduced costs to public
services providing
temporary
accommodation /
welfare provision

Refugees have a greater
desire to live and be part
of local communities in
Bradford

Support model &
integrated working
provides wider learnings
for service fransformation
and strategy across the
council services

Successful social
mixing amongst
refugees and wider
communities

Longer-term
Outcomes

For the local authority

|

Reduced cost on public
Sernvices

Improved signposting and referral
senviceslincreased coordination

LASSLO staff are fully trained and
equippedto support senice users
effectively

For newly recognised
refugees

Ingreased ntegrated working l

within the Council and delivery
Barlners to supportrefugees in
radford

All clients are correctly supported
to claim entitled benefits within 4
weeks & referred to appropriate
senices beyond housing need

Local housing issues resolved
for target service users
(Refugees are supportedtofind
apprapriate housing)

All clients with children are
supportedto apply for a school or
nursery place by LAASLO or
referred semnvice

Access to labour market skills,
training and accreditations
({including ESOL)

Groups sessions take place onan
ad hocbasis, LASSLO's support
refer 85% refugeeslu attend

[ Supported refugees have an

increased knowledge ofthe
immediate and wider support
availableto them

Refugees have increased
understanding of and access to
public services

Increased civic socie!
participation /interaction with
the immediate community

For newly recognised
refugees

Increased physical and mental
well-being

Increased understanding of
British culture and social
norms

destitution / increased living
standards

|
|
|
|

More refugees are contriouting
membersofsocietyin Bradford,

Decreased homelessnessand }
increased social mobility }
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Figure A3.15: Logic model for the LAASLO pilot project, Manchester

.

reater Manchester Combined Authority applied to run a pilot project to support newly granted refugees with moving
out asylum accommeodation and integrating into local communities
The North West of England has the second highest concentration of asylum dispersal in the UK in terms of ratio to
population density. The majority (62%) of asylum seekers dispersed into accommodation in the North West are placed
in Greater Manchester.
There are 10 local authorities that make up GCMA, all with variant patterns of refugee migration. Eight are asylum
dispersal areas, and each local authority also has different structures in place to deal with migration, and different
systems of multi-agency working
Greater Manchester has a severe housing shortage

Impact
LA impact

Support model &
integrated working
provides wider learnings
for service
transformation and
strategy across the
Gouncil services (and
wider)

* Reduced costs to public
services, local and
central government and
wider social benefits

LA/refugee impact

Increased knowledge
and understanding of
the barriers that
refugees face, enablers
to integration

MNewly granted refugees only have a 28-day window to find permanent accommodation, and there is a lack of available
social housing to place them in

Migrants are at nsk of becoming homeless and destitute, at the detriment of this group, and costs to public services
and local communities

Refugees don't have direct support to access public services, e g. setting up a bank, claiming benefits and bills etc.
Refugees are often isolated and do not integrate into wider society due to lack of skills, confidence and previous
traumatic experiences.

* Accessible public
services to all

Risks and assumptions ey P ——

Risks ] ) ] ) + Successful social
+ Service users are not identified by LAASLO's prior to getting their decision, a lack of referral pathway mixing amongst

+ A spike in service demand due to increase in number of asylum seekers presenting in Local Authorities — a threat to refugees and wider
resourcing with only 2 LAASLO officers communities

+ Brexit impact on national migration patterns / change in government / change in migration policy

+ liness or extended leave of LAASLO officer

Assumptions

+ Sufficient resource is provided by the fund and local partners and resources to adequately support service demand

» The availability of appropriate housing provisions for service users in the local area

- Refugees are willing to engage with the LAASLOs and relevant referred services and services have capacity to support

= The role of LAASLO does provide actionable learnings for integrated working and service transformation

Intermediate
Qutcomes

Longer-term

Qutcomes

LA outcome

Increased integrated working
within the Council and delivery
partners to supportrefugees in
Greater Manchester

LA outcome

LAASLO staff and delive
partners reportincrease
knowledgeto sup hortselrvlce

Acquired expertise and
structures in place to deal with
local integration challenges,
and barriers to reaching clients

Preliminary waork to identify
prospective clients who mayneed
support, dueto the changein
contact with Home Office

CMF Funding, matched by Local
Authorities, usedfor:

users and deal with loca
integration challenges

+Salary, training and expenses of
two full time LAASLO's on fixed
term contact (2 years).

Improved signposting and
referral services

Refugee outcomes

Client refugees feel supported
to find appropriate housing
through creative solutions
provided by LAASLO officers

rk | partners to support

Increase inthe number of newly
stated refugees atrisk of
homelessness supported by Local
Authorities

Expanded / strengthened
{ Expan

+IT Kits and necessary equipment
needed

Full supportassessment
identifyingneed

Increased civic socie!
particip | integration

Decreasedreoccurming

Increase inthe numperof
refugees who are referred to

Provisional and ongoing support 5 e i
appropriate publicsenices

with housing—incloding links with
private landlords andfinding
creative solutions

Resource from agency
partnershipsinthe VCS suchas
RedCross, Refugee Action —
providing additional supportto
refugees (dropin sessionsetc.)

Linkingto publicservices and

cross agencyworking, support
with fraining and employment,
ESOL

Access to benefits, counciltax
and other forms, efc

Socialsuﬁport ersonalwelfare
and health needs including
mental health

Referral systems in placetolink
refugees totraining, employment
opportunities and ES0L

Increased number ofrefugees
supportedto seftle into theirlocal
area

Reduced risk of homelessness
and destitution amongstrefugee
senvice users

homelessnessand destitution,
amonastrefugeesiincreased’
living standards

Refugees have increased
understanding and accessto
public services

Supported refugees have
increased access to skills,
training & accreditations, ESOL

Increased physical and mental
well-being amongst supported
refugees

[ Increased English proficiency
and labour market skills
amongst refugee groups

More refugees are settled and
contributing members of society
in Greater Manchester,
decreasedreliance on social
welfare - increased social
mobility

CMF fund-level cutcomes
and impacts are in bold
Project-specific outcomes are
not bold
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Appendix 4: Research materials

Data only strand

BASELINE INTERVIEW GUIDE

Controlling Migration Fund Evaluation

Understanding the Local Migration Data Landscape: Data only project assessments
Baseline Interview Discussion Guide with Project Leads

For researchers: summary of the research objectives

CMF aims at identifying the best approaches to collate high quality data which explore the
interrelationship between migration and impacts on local communities. Based on the
typology task, 30 of the funded projects include a data collection/mapping exercise and
about one third of these projects are solely or mainly focused on improving the quality of
data sharing and intelligence. These include activities such as developing and building on
datasets or generating maps to demonstrate variations in socio-economic status,
deprivation rates, unemployment and health outcomes at a local level.

This strand of the evaluation aims at understanding enablers and barriers that projects
face to improve data sources and to share intelligence. The evaluation will review the
proposed approaches for improving data quality and sharing as well as the effectiveness
of these approaches.

DLUHC will be provided with a synthesised report outlining these assessments as well as
providing a set of recommendations for how these approaches can be employed more
widely.

It is important to emphasize to respondents that information Local Authorities share with us
will not be passed on to DLUHC and will not inform any decisions about the disbursement
of CMF funds or future grant-making. DLUHC will receive a synthesis report that draws out
overall lessons from the data projects.

Please note that respondents might be managing multiple CMF-funded projects which they
might not consider as separate and that researchers might need to explicitly anchor the
interview to focus on the “data-only” project.

Summary of research approach

Through a review of the project applications, 11 projects were identified as ‘data only’
projects. Each project will be evaluated following these stages:

Baseline assessment: based on consultations with project leads and review of data
collection documents to ascertain the effectiveness of the approach (this stage)
Follow-up assessment: based consultations with projects leads, and documents review.
The evaluation team reviews the project outputs and provides an assessment of the
quality of evidence collected, based on robustness of the strategies taken to facilitate data
and evidence gathering and the final outputs achieved. This will also consider how the
data compares to other publicly available data at a Local Authority level.

Data strategies report to DLUHC: collating the assessments conducted across these
projects, it will provide a final assessment encapsulating the types of data collection
strategies implemented, the robustness of the strategies and potential for scaling up and
for replicability in other LAs.
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This interview

The evaluation team is conducting face to face consultations with the project leads in order
to improve our understanding of the proposed data components of the project (based on
the proposal form), the issues they are seeking to address, the data they are intending to
collect (and how) and expected outcomes of the research or activity.

INTERVIEWER: review bid and adapt guide as all sections will not be relevant to each
project and interview.

Introduction (5min)

DLUHC has commissioned Ipsos MORI to conduct an independent evaluation of the
Controlling Migration Fund (CMF). A key aim for the evaluation is to identify what works
within different local areas to relieve pressure on local services due to migration and the
benefits of different approaches on residents and the wider community.

Today is the first of two interviews we would like to conduct with you as part of a review
exercise we are running, looking at 11 CMF-funded projects that work on data collection
and monitoring.

Our understanding is that you confirmed your interest in taking part in this evaluation
exercise with us. Is this correct and still the case?

INTERVIEWER: ask respondent to sign the consent sheet or give recorded verbal consent
over the ‘phone

The interview should last about 1 hour, but may be a little shorter or longer, depending on
your responses.

Your participation in this interview is voluntary and you can change your mind at any time.
Anything shared with us is confidential and will be anonymised. Your responses will not be
attributed to you and will only be reported in aggregate. We will retain your contact details
for quality purposes and this data is typically destroyed within three months of the end of
the evaluation.

IF NECESSARY: If you would like to read the Privacy Notice beforehand | can send a
copy to your email address/have a copy to hand.

We would like to record this conversation so that we have an accurate record of what you
said. Is that ok with you?

Do you have any questions for me before we start?

I. Respondent role and policy driver (10min)

To start with, I'd like to ask you some questions about yourself and your LA.

We understand that you are the Project Lead for the Controlling Migration Fund (CMF)
[project name] in [LA name], so to start with, it would be helpful for us to better understand
what this role involves, as well as the local context in which you are working.

What are your role and key responsibilities in relation to the fund?

What do you see as the key objectives of the fund as a whole?

What do you think were the key drivers to apply for CMF funding?

Probe: policy drivers, local issues, funding issues, other
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Who was involved in making the decision to apply?

Now I'd like to ask you some questions about your local authority context.

How would you describe the migration landscape in [LA]?

Probe: migration in terms of numbers, of origin, change experienced, data sources

What is the main data-related challenge that you're trying to address through this project?
What information do you think you’re currently lacking?

Why do you think this information is missing?

How will collecting this data help your understanding to address these challenges?

What are the negative consequences, if any, of not having the data?

Probe: impact on provision, policymaking, other local authority activities

Il. CMF project (10-15min)

Now let’s focus on your CMF project [project name], can you tell me more about it?
Purpose of the project:

What are you trying to achieve?

Which specific questions do you hope to answer through this project?

Which local authority activities or services need the data and why?

Issue addressed, probe for details on

How long have you been aware of the issue?

Any current activities taking place to address it?

Any other CMF-funded activities taking place?

Origin of the project

How did it originate?

Have there been previous attempts at collecting/ monitoring data on this issue?
What resources do you expect to need?

Will you rely on or use secondary datasets or databases?

Will you be working with any other partner/agency?

Application form and implementation

Thinking back about the application that you submitted, has anything changed?

Probe for reasons for change and how it affects project and delivery

We understand there were some delays in funding being allocated and this impacted on
the ability of Local authorities to launch their projects. Where are you in terms of
implementation?

lll. Data collection and monitoring (15min)

Now let’s discuss the details of your data collection.

What data will you be collecting? (probe for detail)

Why have you chosen this kind of data?

What mode will be used to collect the data

Primary / secondary

Qualitative / quantitative

When and how often will the data be collected?

Who will be responsible for the data collection?

If other partners are on the project, what will their role be?
How about data analysis and monitoring?

What kind of analysis, if any, do you plan on doing with the data?
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Are you planning on doing any data monitoring — by this | mean checking that the data is
collected according to plan, for example by checking it or producing outputs for early
review?

If so, who will be responsible for it?

And how regularly will the data be monitored?

Are there any other sources of data that look at the same or similar issues
locally/regionally/nationally?

If so, how will this new data collection/analysis differ from that?

What will you be able to get from this data that you can’t get from this existing data?
Could you explain the timeline of your project to me please?

Particularly it would be helpful to understand when you expect the structures to be in
place/ when the data collection / data monitoring will take place?

What would completion mean for you on this project?

When do you expect the project to be complete/ in place?

Do you anticipate any difficulties?

Related to data collection

Related to data monitoring

Related to the quality of the data collected

Related to the timeline

Related to the staff / local authority resources

Related to project partners

IV. Expected outputs and outcomes (10min)

What outputs are you planning on producing, if any, from the data collected?

When are you expecting to produce them? Are there any specific moments when they will
be needed?

What format are you expecting the data to be in?

Who will have access to this data?

LA departments? If so, which and what use do you expect they will make of it

Partner agencies?

Other?

Will it be made public?

How will the data be used?

Probe: will it be used for decision making? If so, how, when, by who?

Probe: Which service areas might benefit from the data?

What impact do you expect/ hope for this project to have?

How might it impact on policy locally/ regionally?

How might it impact related activities and services locally/regionally?

What impact, if any, might it have on local residents (Might it help with policy making, such
as making a case for services or funding needed to address local needs)?

V. Next steps (10min)

As explained, the method for this evaluation is for us to review your set-up documents
now, and then when the project is complete, to interview you again to understand your
experience of delivering this project and to review the outputs that have been created and
the methods put in place.

[Interviewer: probe extensively to cover what documents could be reviewed at this stage]

As a reminder, our purpose is not to audit your project, but to build understanding on how
it is working.
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Are there any documents you think would be helpful for us to review now to understand
your project better? What would be possible for you to share?

Explain: these could be monitoring data, spreadsheets of new/updated databases.
questionnaires, data collection strategy documents, working documents etc

When do you expect will be a good time to get in touch again to discuss your experience
of delivering this project and to review your outputs?

That’s all the questions we had for you today, but is there anything else you wanted to
mention or anything you would like to ask?

Follow-up interview guide

Controlling Migration Fund Evaluation
Understanding the Local Migration Data Landscape: Data only project assessments
Follow-up Interview Discussion Guide with Project Leads

For interviewers: Summary of the research objectives

The CMF aims to identify the best approaches to collate high quality data which explore
the interrelationship between migration and impacts on local communities. Based on the
typology task, 30 of the funded projects include a data collection/mapping exercise and
about one third of these projects are solely or mainly focussed on improving the quality of
data sharing and intelligence. These include activities such as developing and building on
datasets or generating maps to demonstrate variations in socio-economic status,
deprivation rates, unemployment and health outcomes at a local level.

This strand of the evaluation aims to understand enablers and barriers that projects face to
improve data sources and to share intelligence. The evaluation will review the proposed
approaches for improving data quality and sharing as well as the effectiveness of these
approaches. We will bring key learnings together and provide an overall assessment on
the extent to which projects met their intentions, and what enabled and prevented them to
do so. A short data strategy findings report will collate the assessments conducted across
these projects, including the robustness of the strategies, challenges and limitations, and
the potential for scaling up the approaches and replicability in other LAs.

DLUHC will be provided with a synthesised report outlining these assessments as well as
providing a set of recommendations for how these approaches can be employed more
widely. It is important to emphasise to respondents that information Local Authorities share
with us will only be included in the synthesis report in an aggregated form that draws out
overall lessons from the data projects and is not aimed at informing decisions about the
disbursement of CMF funds or future grant-making.

Please note that respondents might be managing multiple CMF-funded projects which they
might not consider as separate and that researchers might need to explicitly anchor the
interview to focus on the “data-only” project being included in the Ipsos MORI evaluation.

For interviewers: Summary of research approach
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Through a review of the project applications, 11 projects were identified as ‘data only’
projects and 10 were selected for evaluation. Each project is evaluated following these
stages:

e Baseline assessment: based on consultations with project leads and review of data
collection documents to ascertain the effectiveness of the approach (completed).

e Follow-up assessment: based on consultations with projects leads, and documents
review. The evaluation team reviews the project outputs and research tools used by
the project and provides an assessment of the quality of evidence collected based
on robustness of the strategies taken to facilitate data and evidence gathering and
the final outputs achieved. This will also consider how the data compares to other
publicly available data at a Local Authority level (current stage).

e Data strategies report to DLUHC: collating the assessments conducted across
these projects, it will provide a final assessment encapsulating the types of data
collection strategies implemented, the robustness of the strategies and potential for
scaling up and for replicability in other LAs.

Interviewer to summarise for the project leads being interviewed

The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (DLUHC) has
commissioned Ipsos MORI to conduct an independent evaluation of the Controlling
Migration Fund (CMF). A key aim for the evaluation is to identify what works within
different local areas to relieve pressure on local services due to migration and the benefits
of different approaches on residents and the wider community.

This is the second of the two interviews we are conducting with you as part of a review
exercise we are running, looking at 10 CMF-funded projects that work on data collection,
monitoring and sharing of intelligence.

You confirmed your interest in taking part in this evaluation exercise with us. Is this correct
and still the case?

Your participation in this interview is voluntary and you can change your mind at any time.
Anything shared with us is confidential and will be anonymised. Your responses will not be
attributed to you and will only be reported in aggregate form in a synthesised report
discussing the various approaches used by the selected projects. Findings will be shared
with DLUHC and you.

The projects themselves will not be named in the report, but DLUHC are aware of the
projects that have been selected for evaluation and as a result, it is possible that some of
the details we will include in the report (e.g. a broad outline of the approach used) might
mean that your project could be identified by DLUHC. We will, however, attempt to
minimise the possibility of identifying specific projects in all aspects related to reporting
(e.g. in the way project approaches are described or the presentation of challenges
encountered).

We will retain your contact details for quality purposes and this data is typically destroyed
within three months of the end of the evaluation.

| have sent you the information sheet (which also includes the privacy notice) in the
confirmation email for this interview. Would you like to go through it together?
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The interview should last about 60 minutes, though it may take longer depending on your
responses.

We would like to record this conversation so that we have an accurate record of what you
said. Is that ok with you?

Do you have any questions for me before we start?

INTERVIEWER to review the project bid and baseline interview notes, then adapt this
guide if needed, as all sections will not be relevant to each project and interview.

Respondent role and project context (10 min)

For INTERVIEWER: This section should focus on any changes since the baseline — be
careful not to be repetitive and ask the same questions that were asked in the baseline
interview. Summarise what was said at the time and then focus on the changes that have
occurred since then.

To start with, I'd like to ask you some questions about yourself and your LA.
Your role as the CMF project lead has involved [baseline information on role].
Has your role changed at all since we last spoke?

If so, how has it changed and what has caused these changes?

Has this had any impact on the delivery of the project?

Now I'd like to ask you some questions about your local authority (LA) context.
Interviewers to refamiliarise themselves with the context discussed in baseline interview.

When we last spoke you mentioned [specifics from baseline interview] about the context.
Is this still the case? Have there been any changes since then in the local authority
context/migration landscape?

If so, what do you think has caused these changes? Probe: migration in terms of numbers,
of origin, change experienced, data sources.

When we last spoke you mentioned that [baseline information] was the main data-related
challenge you were trying to address. Is this still the case or have new issues emerged?
Probe specifically on: Are there any particular issues or tensions perceived to have arisen
between migrant groups and local communities that your project has been aiming to
address?

Probe specifically on: Are there any other aspects related to the impact of local migration
on the local context/ community that your project has been aiming to address?

To my understanding, your project’s objectives are [baseline information/ bid information].
Have the objectives changed at all since our initial interview?

If objectives have changed: How have they changed? What has caused these changes?
How might that impact/ has impacted project delivery and intended/ achieved outcomes?
[For INTERVIEWER: Detailed questions on outputs and outcomes will be addressed later.]

Project delivery (15-20 min)

For INTERVIEWER: This section should focus on the delivery of the project, e.g. the
process of data collection etc. Outputs and outcomes will be covered in detail later.
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In this section of the interview, | would like to ask you about the delivery of the project —
logistics, timeline, processes. This will help me set the context of the project before | ask
you about outputs and outcomes.

Overall delivery

What is the current status of the project?

What activities have you undertaken so far?

Is this where you planned to be at this stage?

Probe on any specific activities mentioned in the baseline interview

Have you completed [add baseline information on activities]?

Are there any activities that have not yet started? Was this planned or are there
delays? Could you briefly tell me what has affected delivery?

Have there been any changes to the planned activities?

What has changed?

What has caused these changes?

Has the timeline for the project changed?

What is the new timeframe?

What has caused these changes?

Data collection tools
I’d now like to understand more about the concrete tools and/or analysis documents you
have used/ are using to deliver your project.

So please tell me about the concrete tools and/or analysis documents you used to deliver
the project (thus far) and how you decided to use these rather than others.

What tools and/or analysis documents did you use? Probe: for example: have you
developed any questionnaires to collect or analyse data, any strategies for reviewing the
quality of existing data sets, etc. [Interviewer to request these at the end of the interviewl].

Why these tools and/or analysis documents rather than others?
Source: Who developed these tools and/or analysis documents? Had they been used
before? Were they created for the purpose of the project?

Quality Assurance processes: Are there any procedures in place to check the quality of the
research/ data or analysis? If so: please elaborate. If not: please explain why this was not
deemed as necessary.

Have these tools and/or analysis documents been effective in supporting project activities
and objectives?

How well did they work? Were there any challenges?

Would you do anything differently going forward?

Enablers and barriers to delivery

Have there been any (enabling) factors that have been particularly helpful in the delivery of
the project?

What were these? (explore if these enablers are contextual or systematic)

Probe: Staff knowledge of the topic; support from partners; changes in the external
environment (e.g. changes in the challenges related to migration); any other factors that
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the project lead believes have had an important (positive) contribution to facilitating the
delivery of the project

Are these the same factors that you expected would play a role when we talked before
[add baseline information]/ at the onset of the project?

Have there been any unexpected enabling factors? Probe: factors that you may not have
anticipated will prove to facilitate project delivery.

Have there been any key barriers to delivery/data collection?

What are these barriers?

Probe on barriers related to:

Data collection

Data monitoring

Intelligence/ Knowledge sharing

Timeline

Staff / local authority resources

Project partners, other factors.

Were these barriers expected/unexpected?

Were any actions taken to mitigate these barriers? If so, please explain briefly what
they were and their result.

e Were there any barriers that you didn’t manage to resolve? Why was this?

Output review (10-15 min)

Thank you for taking the time to clarify these elements related to the delivery of the project.
Now | would like to focus on the outputs that may have been created by the project — by
this | mean the deliverables of the projects, what has been produced as a result of the
project activities. That may be datasets, findings documents, research briefings, policy
papers, reports, training documents, etc.

Overview of outputs

So let us discuss the details of your outputs. Based on our last conversation, the outputs
you were intending to produce were [information from last call and emails]

Is my understanding accurate?

Would you like to add anything about these outputs, e.g. describe them further, explain
their purpose, discuss whether any of them were replaced/ are no longer likely to happen —
and if so, why that is?

Probe on specific outputs mentioned in [baseline information].

What - if any - other outputs have been produced so far?

Have you produced any outputs you hadn’t initially planned on producing?

Enablers and barriers to production of outputs

Have there been any enabling factors that have particularly helped you produce these
outputs, which are different to those you mentioned already in relation to project delivery?
IF YES: What were these? Probe: any factors that the project lead believes have had an
important (positive) contribution to facilitating the outputs being produced, e.g. related to
the delivery team, partners, local context etc.
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Have any of the factors you just mentioned been particularly unexpected? Probe: factors
that you may not have anticipated to facilitate the production of the outputs.

Have you experienced any barriers in producing these outputs, which are different to those
you mentioned already in relation to project delivery? IF YES, probe:

Related to data collection

Related to data monitoring

Related to intelligence/ knowledge sharing

Related to the quality of the data collected

Related to the timeline

Related to the staff / local authority resources

Related to project partners, related to other factors.

Were these barriers expected/unexpected?

Were there any actions taken to mitigate these barriers? What were the results?
Were there any expected barriers that you didn’t manage to resolve? Why was this?

Use of outputs

Have these outputs been used?

How have they been used?

Probe for specific/tangible answers about dissemination or internal use (e.g. xx report was
used to influence xx strategy).

Are you aware of any consequences/ impacts of this use? E.g. on the activity of other
organisations/ agencies or the activity of your colleagues/ local authority staff. If so, please
elaborate.

How do you expect these outputs (or any future outputs you have yet to produce) to be
used in future?

What impact do you anticipate they will have? Is this what you have planned since the
onset of the project? If not, what changed and why?

Availability of outputs

Did organisations/stakeholders/ the local community have access to the project’s outputs?
If so, who had access to them?

Were the outputs disseminated?

If so, how was this done?

Are there audiences you think would be interested in the outputs who have not (yet) had
received or access to them?

Would you do something differently going forward? Probe: What do you think was/will be
the best way to share learning from this project with other LAs/ partners/ local
organisations?

Were there any challenges in sharing these outputs or disseminating knowledge from the
project? If so, please explain what these were.

[If relevant based on answers to the questions above]: How were the outputs received by
other stakeholders?

Have you received any feedback on the outputs? If so, could you summarise this briefly?
(e.g. what was most appreciated/ useful and if there were any suggestions for further
development).

Future outputs

Are there any more outputs you plan to produce?

If yes:

Could you describe them briefly?

83



When do you plan on producing them?

How will these outputs be used?

Will they be disseminated to other organisations/stakeholders? Who will receive them?
How will they be disseminated?

Outcome review (10-15 min)

For the remainder of the interview | would like to focus on the outcomes that your project
was set to achieve.

When we last spoke you mentioned that the expected impact of the project was [project
specific impacts]:

Are these still the impacts you expect from the project?

Has the expected impact changed? If so, why?

[If the interviewee has not already discussed this specifically, then ask:] Has the project
improved [or aims to improve] data/ intelligence quality and sharing related to: migration/
migrants, the relationships between migrants and residents and/or impact of migration on
residents in the area? Please explain to what extent and in what ways.

What new knowledge or information has the project generated (e.g. key findings or
insights into the migrant or resident population and/ or the impact of migration at the local
level)?

Is this what you expected at the beginning of the projects? Have there been unexpected
findings?

Have there been aspects you could not research or understand as well as you had hoped
initially? Please explain.

Have the findings indicated any remaining gaps related to the topic of your project that
need to be filled at the local level? If so, do you have any plans to fill these gaps? Please
explain.

What can this information you gathered be used for (e.g. to inform policy decisions, service
provision, communication with residents, etc).

Have you seen any impact of the project so far?

Probe on impact for and ask for a description of the observed changes:

Your organisation? Are there any specific service or policy areas that have improved as a
result of the research?

Other organisations working in this area?

The region/communities?

Individuals (residents and migrants)?

Please explain what you think worked well and less well with project. If possible, provide
concrete examples. Probe: Would you do anything differently going forward/ next time to
maximise the effectiveness of the activities and strategies you developed, in view of
reaching the project’s objectives?

What do you think will happen when the CMF funding ends?
Will the project continue after the funding ends? How will this happen? For how long?
What will be the legacy of the project?

What do you think would have happened without the CMF funding?

Would/ could you still have undertaken the project?
Would/ could you have been able to find funding from other sources?
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Would the timeline/outputs have been the same?

Without CMF funding for this project, would you have expected any of the mentioned
impacts/outcomes to have happened? Would they have happened in the same timeline?
What has been the impact, if any, of the project having been funded by CMF rather than
another source?

Had you previously applied for funding for this/a similar project? What happened? Probe:
differences related to delivery, production of outputs and the impact in comparison with the
CMF funded project.

Wrap up (5-10 min)

We are nearing the end of the interview. The last couple of questions are related to the
future.

Looking back, what (if anything) would you have done differently (in particular with a view
to maximising the project’s impact)? Probe: anything related to planning and delivery
stages, types of activities, outputs, process, outcomes etc.

How will you use these learnings going forward?

Do you think this approach you’ve taken can be scaled up and/or replicated in any way?
How so?

Do you have any plans for new/continued projects in this area? IF YES:

Could you tell me more about these plans?

How do you expect to fund these projects?

These are all the questions | had for you today, but is there anything else you wanted to
mention or anything you would like to ask?

For INTERVIEWER:

Interviewer to ask project lead to share:

data collection materials (e.g. questionnaires, methodology for data collection,
dissemination plan)

analysis documents

any project outputs that are available (e.g. reports, toolkits, anonymised data sets)

If the project has reviewed existing data sets, interviewer to ask for the full name of these
data sets and the years for which the data was consulted, as well as the source.
Interviewer to reassure the project lead that these documents are needed to help the
evaluation team understand more about how the project was implemented and assess the
proposed approach to improving data quality and sharing. Ipsos MORI will not share the
documents received from the projects with third parties, will store them securely and will
allow access to them only to the evaluation team.

THANK AND CLOSE

Project-level evaluations

A qualitative questions matrix was developed (see below), including example questions for
all respondent groups (project staff, wider stakeholders, project beneficiaries). The matrix
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included questions related to project processes; CMF outcomes and assessing value for
money. Relationship Managers tailored the guides below according to the outcomes
measures and activities delivered, as appropriate.

Template guide: project staff
CMF Evaluation Mainstage Discussion Guide
Project Staff

Before the interview

Please re-familiarise yourself with:

The project logic model including the causal mechanisms by which the project activities
are hoped to bring the intended outcomes. If carrying out the consultations face to face,
ensure you have a copy of the project logic model. This might be useful to go through
output and outcomes sections of this guide

The contextual issues that may support the project rationale, including perceived local
enablers or challenges (competing factors) that can explain the success of the project in
achieving its outcomes

The overall CMF fund-level Theory of Change
About this guide
This guide should be used by RMs when carrying out fieldwork consultations with project
staff. This could be the local authority project lead or other relevant project staff (from the
local authority or external service providers). The guide should be adapted to include
relevant questions. The purpose of the interview /groups is:
e to understand how project participants and partners/ stakeholders were recruited
and engaged in the project
e to understand what is perceived to have worked well and less well in terms of
project design, how effective project activities have been in achieving the project’s
outcomes
e to assess the extent to which the project has met the intermediate outcomes for the
local authority, migrants and residents, and what has caused the observed impact/
changes (factors related to the project, external factors)
e to identify what value for money looks like for the project and the impact of the
funding

The interview should last up to 90 minutes. They should be carried out in principle by
telephone, unless they can be carried out on the same day when beneficiary interviews
are being conducted (face to face). If considered beneficial, the RMs can offer to the
project staff that the interview is conducted in 2 stages: the first covering process and
outcomes questions and the second covering the questions related to economic
evaluations. A summary of the questions to be discussed (in particular aspects related to
economic evaluation) should be sent in advance to the local authority project leads. If
considered useful by the RMs, a summary can also be sent in advance of the interview to
the other project staff (not the local authority project leads) that are being interviewed.

Please ensure that:

You provide project beneficiaries the CMF information sheet that describes the aims of the
research and sets out how data will be saved. This will need to be tailored for your project.
That all face-to-face interviewees sign the CMF consent form at the start of the interview
before proceeding. This will need to be tailored for your project.
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All completed signed consent forms need to be scanned and saved down to the secure job
folder following the interview.

You follow the usual GDPR protocol. This is your responsibility. This includes providing
reassurances to participants that it will not be possible to identify them individually in
published outputs, and that they can decline to participate at any point. However, it is
important to explain that there are some circumstances where we may be required to
share their personal information with DLUHC.

Ask for consent to record (and that this is captured on your digi).

You audio record the interview/ groups and save these in the secure folder.

Ensure notes are written up into the interview grid asap after the interview is conducted.
Template to be adapted by RMs as relevant. Completed notes must be saved in the
secure folder.

INTERVIEW

A: Introduction (2 mins)

Thank you for finding the time to speak with us.

Ipsos MORI has been commissioned by the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local
Government (DLUHC) to undertake an evaluation of the Controlling Migration Fund
programme. We are conducting an evaluation of the [PROJECT NAME] and are interested
in understanding the impact of CMF and its benefits and identifying good practice.

As you know, the evaluation we are conducting is focused on specific aspects related to
your project, which are the ones we will be asking questions about. We know that your
project includes other activities/ strands that we are not evaluating and we will reflect that
in the report that outlines the evaluation findings.

The discussion is completely voluntary and you are free to decline to answer any question
or to stop the interview at any time. You will be at no advantage or disadvantage as a
result of your decision about taking part.

Findings will be integrated into a final [PROJECT NAME] evaluation report. As part of this
report, we might use quotes to illustrate findings. Your name will not be used in any
reporting and the responses you give will not be attributed to you as an individual. While
we strive to ensure that all research outputs are anonymous, responses will be attributed
to the [PROJECT NAME] and therefore it may be possible for someone close to the
project to identify you due to the small number of staff members participating. Findings will
be shared with DLUHC and [PROJECT NAME].

Provide and run through information sheet and provide participant(s) with the opportunity
to ask questions (where already provided prior to interview, run through main points
quickly and provide opportunity to ask questions).

Provide and run through privacy notice and provide participant(s) with the opportunity to
ask questions (where already provided prior to interview, run through main points quickly
and provide opportunity to ask questions).

Ensure consent form is signed and collected
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Do I have your permission to record this? This is for note-taking purposes. Recordings are
stored securely and will be securely destroyed once the final report is complete.

Turn on the recorder.

B. Start

Please include all questions from the matrix with the corresponding CODE.

Text in italics in the questions included in the matrix refer to interviewer instructions and
are not to be read out loud.

Process questions
Background (5 mins)

ROLE_S.1 Could you tell me a little about your role related to the CMF project? Probe:
length of time in role, involvement in bid/ project set-up/ delivery/ oversight

ROLE_S.2 [If interviewed previously] Has your role or key responsibilities in relation to the
CMF project changed since we spoke last/ since the project started? If so, how and why?
AREA_S.2 (If not interviewed before) What in your view are the key issues that the CMF
project is seeking to address? Have these changed since the project started? If so, how?
Probe: issues due to recent migration, issues related to resident concerns, other issues
[If interviewed before] Have the key issues changed since we last spoke/ since the project
started? If so, in what ways? (refer to familiarisation interview)

AREA_S.3 How have these issues been identified? Probe: any data sources used to
identify problematic areas, anecdotal evidence, discussions with stakeholders, discussions
with residents etc.

Recruitment & engagement (10 mins)

RECRUIT_S.1 Have you been directly or indirectly involved in recruiting participants for
the CMF project? If so, please describe your involvement briefly. IF YES, ask all
recruitment questions below. IF NO, skip to question about REACHING targeted
beneficiaries

RECRUIT_S.3 How were participants recruited? Probe: How did you decide about which
individuals to select (e.g. channels used, qualifying criteria, selection process)? What
helped and hindered recruitment?

RECRUIT_S.4 Was the recruitment of participants effective? Why/ why not?
RECRUIT_S.2 To what extent were the right individuals targeted (i.e. the right individuals
to meet the project's aims)? Please explain.

RECRUIT_S.5 Would something need to be done differently next time? What?
INTENDED_S.1 [Ask all interviewees] To what extent has the project reached the intended
beneficiaries? Which groups benefited most from the project? Why? Was this expected?
Are there any intended groups who did not benefit? Why not? Probe — was project reach
affected by budget — did they target the easiest to engage, or more ‘hard-to-reach’ groups?
What difficulties did they face in engaging with ‘hard-to-reach’ groups? How did this affect
the outcomes achieved?

ENGAGE_S.2/ ENGAGE_S.3 What are the key barriers to engaging the right partners and
stakeholders? Would you do anything differently next time? What?
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Design & relevance (5 mins)
DESIGN_S.1 What is your view on how the CMF project was set up? What worked well/
what worked less well?
DESIGN_S.2 What implementation challenges have you faced? What has made
implementation easier? Probe: key enablers making implementation easier.
DESIGN_S.3 Has the project been adapted/ re-designed since it started? What was the
reason for this? How do these changes position it to address the local issues tackled by
your project?
Outcome questions

General outcome questions (10 mins)
include in all topic guides

GEN_S.2 To what extent has your project effectively addressed the issues it identified?
Why is this? Probe: Was the approach taken, the scale of the intervention and the
activities conducted appropriate to address the needs you identified and the outcomes that
you have aimed to achieve?

GEN_S.3 What (if any) processes are in place to measure the effectiveness of the delivery
model(s)?

GEN_S.5 [To be asked for local authority project leads] How well have the project outputs
translated into outcomes?

Has the project achieved / is on course to achieve the (number of) outcomes expected for
the level of funding? Why / Why not?

Have any unexpected outcomes been achieved by the project (both positive and negative
impacts)? What were these? What was the scale of achievement?

Have outputs been delivered as expected? Were the targets set realistic?
ALTERNATIVE questions to be used for other project staff that do not have in-depth
knowledge of what we mean by outputs/outcomes]:

What would you say the main benefits of [project] are? What impact has [project] had on
participants [or the target audience]?

How does this compare to your expectations?

What unexpected impacts have there been (both positive and negative)?

Have outputs been delivered as expected?

Were the targets set realistic?

GEN_S.6 Which types of activities have been most and least effective? Why do you think
this is? Probe: Which types of activities seem to work best to address the needs of the
different beneficiaries (residents, migrants, the LA)?

GEN_S.7 (If relevant for the project activities and aims) How has the CMF project
addressed resident concerns? Please provide examples.

GEN_S.8 To what extent has the project enabled benefits for the wider community in your
area? Please explain and provide examples. Probe: Which activities/ content have
contributed to this?

Project outcome questions aligned with CMF ToC (10 mins)
include relevant outcomes aligned to the CMF ToC

Project specific outcome questions (5 mins)
include relevant project specific outcomes (not aligned with CMF ToC)
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Economic evaluation
Funding (5 mins)

ECONOMIC_S.1 Is the project expected to use all the CMF funding it was awarded? Did it
receive additional funding?

What percentage of the funding has been spent?

What proportion of the funding do you anticipate the project will spend on completion?
What were the reasons for overspend / underspend? Probe: Some elements not
delivered? Smaller number of participants? Goods/services purchased at lower than
expected cost?

Did overspend/underspend influence any delivery decisions? For example, overspend on
one activity led to a decrease in activity in other areas?

ECONOMIC_S.2 Have any other resources required to deliver the project that were not
CMF funded? Probe: staff time, volunteers, existing local authority resources, venues,
services referred to

For staff time, ask about average additional staffing resource used per week/month, and
the type of staff used.

For venues, ask about size of venue and frequency of use

For services (e.g. local authority services), ask about frequency of use

Value for money (5 mins)

ECONOMIC_S.4 What processes does the project have in place to minimise costs? What
are these? (e.g. procurement processes, ensuring lowest cost for products, using existing
local authority purchasing frameworks

ECONOMIC_S.5 To what extent have the outputs achieved by the project been delivered
in a cost-efficient manner?

How has cost effectiveness of outputs been monitored throughout the project?

Have the outputs been more / less costly to achieve than expected? Why?

What steps have been taken to maximise the outputs achieved for the cost of the activity?

Responsible officer (2 mins)

ECONOMIC_S.6 Who in your organisation is responsible for monitoring spending, outputs
and outcomes achieved? Probe: One person or shared responsibility?
What is working well/ less well in monitoring the Value for Money of the project?

Additionality (5 mins)

ECONOMIC_S.7 What do you think would have happened in the local area without the
CMF funding? For example:

Would the project have gone ahead in the absence of the funding? How? Funded by the
LA? Another organisation?

Would it have looked the same or different? In what way? Probe: smaller scale, slightly
different focus?

Would it have taken place at a different time — e.g. delayed, happening in future years?
Did the project mean that participants achieved the outcomes earlier than they would have
in the absence of the project?

Would some of the outputs and outcomes have been achieved by the participants in the
absence of any intervention (e.g. deciding to pay for their own ESOL course)? What
proportion of participants?

ECONOMIC_S.8 Are there other organisations undertaking similar work in the local
authority area (or with similar target groups)? Probe: Who? How does their work differ?
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ECONOMIC_S.10 Are there any other potential sources of funding which could have been
used for the project — other public funding, private, community, third sector? If yes, Were
these explored by the project prior to applying for CMF funding?

ECONOMIC_S.11 How would the outcomes achieved by the project have been impacted
if the additional resources (none CMF funding - state the ones from above question) were
not available? Probe: Would fewer outcomes have been achieved? What proportion?
ECONOMIC_S.12 What are the key external factors that contributed to the outcomes?
Probe:

Local factors — e.g. community infrastructure, local services available, local employers etc.
National factors — e.g. economic conditions, Government spending etc.

Sustainability (5 mins)

ECONOMIC_S.13 Do you think the project is sustainable without further CMF funding?
Why/ why not? Probe: Have you explored potential sources of alternative funding?
ECONOMIC_S.14 Do you believe that the benefits of the project outweighed the costs?
Probe: What is the evidence for this?

Monetary benefits (5 mins)

Wrap-up
Wrap-up Qs (5 mins)

WRAP_S.3 Would you do anything differently going forward to maximise the achievement
of the project's objectives? Probe: project set up, delivery, activities, staff, service
providers, partners, recruitment of participants etc. Probe for the different outcomes
discussed, if the respondent feels they can share specific lessons learnt about different
activities.

WRAP_S.1 What is the most important impact you think the CMF project has had so far
and is likely to have in the longer term in view of relieving pressure on local services
caused by migration? What is its added value relative to other interventions in your local
area?

WRAP_S.2 What are the key learning points you would like to share with other
stakeholders based on your experience of delivering the CMF project’s activities to date?
Check if participants have any questions. Thank and close.

TEMPLATE GUIDE: STAKEHOLDERS
CMF Evaluation Mainstage Discussion Guide
Wider Stakeholders

Before the interview

Please re-familiarise yourself with:

The project logic model including the causal mechanisms by which the project activities
are hoped to bring the intended outcomes.

The contextual issues that may support the project rationale, including perceived local
enablers or challenges (competing factors) that can explain the success of the project in
achieving its outcomes

The typology

If carrying out the consultations face to face, ensure you have a copy of the project logic
model. This might be useful to go through output and outcomes sections of this guide.
About this guide
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This guide should be used by RMs when carrying out fieldwork consultations with wider
stakeholders who are knowledgeable about the project but not directly involved in running
or delivering the project. The purpose of the interviews/groups is outlined below. The
degree to which stakeholders will be able to answer the questions will vary. RMs will need
to assess which questions are relevant. For example, an initial summarised list of
questions/ topic to be discussed can be sent by email to the stakeholders, who will then be
able to say which aspects they can cover. The RMs can then just focus on those questions
during the interview.
e to understand how project partners, stakeholders were engaged and participants
recruited
e to understand what is perceived to have worked well and less well in terms of
project design, how effective project activities have been in achieving the project’s
outcomes
e to assess the extent to which the programme has met the intermediate outcomes
for the local authority, migrants and residents, and what has caused the observed
impact/ changes (factors related to the project, external factors)
e to identify what value for money looks like for the project, and the impact of the
funding
e to understand the role of other factors (not related to the project) that might have
influenced project delivery and impact

The interview or focus group should last about 45-60 minutes. They should be carried out
face-to-face or by telephone. They should be carried out in principle by telephone, unless
they can be carried out on the same day when beneficiary interviews are being conducted
(face to face).

Please ensure that:

You provide project beneficiaries the CMF information sheet that describes the aims of the
research and sets out how data will be saved. This will need to be tailored for your project.
That all face-to-face interviewees sign the CMF consent form at the start of the interview
before proceeding. This will need to be tailored for your project.

All completed signed consent forms need to be scanned and saved down to the secure job
folder following the interview.

You follow the usual GDPR protocol. This is your responsibility. This includes providing
reassurances to participants that it will not be possible to identify them individually in
published outputs, and that they can decline to participate at any point. However, it is
important to explain that there are some circumstances where we may be required to
share their personal information with DLUHC.

Ask for consent to record (and that this is captured on your digi).

You audio record the interview/ groups and save these in the secure folder.

Ensure notes are written up into the interview grid asap after the interview is conducted.
Template to be adapted by RMs as relevant. Completed notes must be saved in the
secure folder.

INTERVIEW

A: Introduction (2 mins)
Thank you for finding the time to speak with us.

92


file://ipsosgroup.ipsos.com/dfs/EMEA/United%20Kingdom/File/LON_Files_SRI_PublicAffairs/ETHNIC/18-029453-01%20Evaluation%20of%20CMF/6.%2018-045772-01%20Mainstage/WP1_3/4.%20FW%20templates/Ethics/Info%20sheets
file://ipsosgroup.ipsos.com/dfs/EMEA/United%20Kingdom/File/LON_Files_SRI_PublicAffairs/ETHNIC/18-029453-01%20Evaluation%20of%20CMF/6.%2018-045772-01%20Mainstage/WP1_3/4.%20FW%20templates/Ethics/Consent%20forms
file://ipsosgroup.ipsos.com/dfs/EMEA/United%20Kingdom/File/LON_Files_SRI_PublicAffairs/ETHNIC/18-029453-01%20Evaluation%20of%20CMF/6.%2018-045772-01%20Mainstage/WP1_3/4.%20FW%20templates/Qual%20tools/Templates/18-045772-01%20CMF%20Interview%20notes%20grid_IUO_TEMPLATE.docx

Ipsos MORI has been commissioned by the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local
Government (DLUHC) to undertake an evaluation of the Controlling Migration Fund
programme. We are conducting an evaluation of the [PROJECT NAME] and are interested
in understanding the impact of CMF and its benefits, and identifying good practice.

The evaluation we are conducting is focused on specific aspects related to the CMF
project, which are the ones we will be asking questions about.

The discussion is completely voluntary and you are free to decline to answer any question
or to stop the interview at any time. You will be at no advantage or disadvantage as a
result of your decision about taking part.

Findings will be integrated into a final [PROJECT NAME] evaluation report. As part of this
report, we might use quotes to illustrate findings. Your name will not be used in any
reporting and the responses you give will not be attributed to you as an individual. While
we strive to ensure that all research outputs are anonymous, responses will be attributed
to the [PROJECT NAME] and therefore it may be possible for someone close to the
project to identify you due to the small number of stakeholders participating. Findings will
be shared with DLUHC and [PROJECT NAME].

Provide and run through information sheet and provide participant(s) with the opportunity
to ask questions (where already provided prior to interview, run through main points
quickly and provide opportunity to ask questions).

Provide and run through privacy notice and provide participant(s) with the opportunity to
ask questions (where already provided prior to interview, run through main points quickly
and provide opportunity to ask questions).

Ensure consent form is signed and collected

Do | have your permission to record this? This is for note-taking purposes. Recordings are
stored securely and will be securely destroyed once the report is complete.

Turn on the recorder.

B. Start

Please include all questions from the matrix with the corresponding CODE.

Text in italics in the questions included in the matrix refer to interviewer instructions and
are not to be read out loud.

Process questions
Background (5 mins)

ROLE_PB.1 How long have you lived/ worked in the [area]?

ROLE_W.1 Could you tell me a little about your involvement in the CMF project (including
a few details about the profile of your organisation)? Probe: how did you hear about the
project, how did you become involved, what is the nature of your involvement.

[If interviewed previously] ROLE_W.2 Has your role or key responsibilities in relation to the
CMF project changed since we spoke last/ since the project started? If so, how and why?
AREA_W.2 What in your view are the key issues that the CMF project is seeking to
address? Probe: issues due to recent migration, issues related to resident concerns, other
issues GEN_W.2 Is the CMF project addressing any of the issues you just mentioned?
AREA_W.4 Do you feel that there is there a need for this project? Why/ why not?
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AREA_W.6 Are you aware of other work being undertaken on this issue in your local area?
If so, please provide details. Probe: the name of the project, the organisation, source of
funding, a short description of known objective.

Recruitment & engagement (10 mins)
RECRUIT_W.1 Have you been directly or indirectly involved in recruiting participants for
the CMF project? If so, please describe your involvement briefly.
[IF YES, ask all recruitment questions below. IF NO, skip to question about REACHING
targeted beneficiaries.]
RECRUIT_W.3 How were participants recruited? Probe: How did the project decide about
which individuals to select (e.g. channels used, qualifying criteria, selection process)?
Was there anything that helped or hindered recruitment?
RECRUIT_W.4 Was the recruitment of participants effective? Why/ why not?
RECRUIT_W.5 Would something need to be done differently next time? What?
INTENDED_W.1 [Ask all interviewees] To what extent has the project reached the
intended beneficiaries?
Which groups benefited most from the project? Why? Was this expected?
Are there any intended groups who did not benefit? Why not? Probe — was project reach
affected by budget — did they target the easiest to engage, or more ‘hard-to-reach’ groups?
What difficulties did they face in engaging with ‘hard-to-reach’ groups? How did this affect
the outcomes achieved?
ENGAGE_W.1 To what extent is the project targeting and engaging the right partners and
stakeholders? Why or why not?
ENGAGE_W.2 What are the key barriers to engaging the right partners and stakeholders?

Design & relevance (5 mins)

DESIGN_W.1 What is your view on how the CMF project was set up? What worked well/
what worked less well?

DESIGN_W.2 What implementation challenges has the project faced? Is there anything
that has made implementation easier? Probe: key enablers making implementation easier.

Outcome questions
General outcome questions (10 mins)
include in all topic guides

GEN_W.1/ GEN_W.2 What do you consider the key issues in your area to be in relation to
migration and pressures on local services? To what extent is the CMF project addressing
any of the issues you just mentioned?

GEN_W.4 Are you aware of the CMF project's delivery approach, activities and outcomes/
objectives? IF YES: Was the approach taken and the scale of the intervention appropriate
to address the needs identified by the project and the outcomes it has aimed to achieve?
GEN_W.5 What would you say the main benefits of [project] are?

What impact has [project] had on participants [or the target audience]?

How does this compare to your expectations?

What unexpected impacts have there been (both positive and negative?

Have outputs been delivered as expected [may need to provide examples of outputs
based on logic model]?

Were the targets set realistic?
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GEN_W.6 Which types of activities have been most and least effective and why? Probe:
Which types of activities seem to work best to address the needs of the different
beneficiaries (residents, migrants, the LA)?
GEN_W.7 (If relevant for the project activities and aims): How has the CMF project
addressed resident concerns? Please provide examples.
GEN_W.8 To what extent has the project enabled benefits for the wider community in your
area? Please explain and provide examples. Probe: Which activities/ content have
contributed to this?

Project outcome questions aligned with CMF ToC (10 mins)

include relevant outcomes aligned to the CMF ToC

Project specific outcome questions (5 mins)
include relevant project specific outcomes (not aligned with CMF ToC)

Economic evaluation

Funding (5 mins)
ECONOMIC_W.3 Are you aware of any resources used by the project that were not
funded by the CMF grant? What were these?

Value for money (5 mins)
ECONOMIC_W.4 Are you aware of any processes the project has in place to minimise
costs? What are these? (e.g. procurement processes, ensuring lowest cost for products,
using existing local authority purchasing frameworks)
ECONOMIC_W.5 To what extent have the outputs achieved by the project been delivered
in a cost-efficient manner?
Are you aware of the outputs the project has achieved / is expected to achieve?
[If aware] is this the level of outputs achieved that you would have expected for the
project? Why / Why not?
[If not aware] Given the funding for the project (state value), what scale of outputs would
you have expected the project to achieve? Why?

Is this based on previous similar projects? Which ones?

Additionality (5 mins)
ECONOMIC_W.7 What do you think would have happened in the local area without the
CMF funding?
For example:
Would the project have gone ahead in the absence of the funding? How? Funded by the
LA? Another organisation?
Would it have looked the same or different? In what way? Probe: smaller scale, slightly
different focus?
Would it have taken place at a different time — e.g. delayed, happening in future years?
Did the project mean that participants achieved the outcomes earlier than they would have
in the absence of the project?
Would some of the outputs and outcomes have been achieved by the participants in the
absence of any intervention (e.g. deciding to pay for their own ESOL course)? What
proportion of participants?
ECONOMIC_W.8 Are there other organisations undertaking similar work in the local
authority area (or with similar target groups)? Probe: Who? How does their work differ?
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ECONOMIC_W.10 Are there any other potential sources of funding which could have
been used for the project — other public funding, private, community, third sector? Were
these explored by the project prior to applying for CMF funding?

ECONOMIC_W.12 What external factors contributed to the outcomes? (This question was
already asked for all outcomes questions in detail, but here we are looking for the key
types of factors - a summary of their previous answers)

Local factors — e.g. community infrastructure, local services available, local employers etc.
National factors — e.g. economic conditions, Government spending etc.

Individual factors — family support networks etc.

Sustainability (5 mins)
ECONOMIC_W.13 Do you think the project is sustainable without further CMF funding?
Why/ why not?
ECONOMIC_W.14 Do you believe that the benefits of the project outweight the costs?
(last question) What is the evidence for this?

Monetary benefits (5 mins)

Wrap-up
Wrap-up Qs (5 mins)

WRAP_W.3 Is there something that could be done differently going forward to maximise
the achievement of the project's objectives? Probe: project set up, delivery, activities, staff,
service providers, partners, recruitment of participants etc. Probe for the different
outcomes discussed, if the respondent feels they can share specific lessons learnt about
different activities.

WRAP_W.1 As far as you're aware, what is the most important impact you think the CMF
project has had so far and is likely to have in the longer term in view of relieving pressure
on local services caused by migration? What is its added value relative to other
interventions in your local area?

WRAP_W.2 What are the key learning points you would like to share with other
stakeholders based on your experience of participating in the CMF project’s activities to
date?

Check if participants have any questions. Thank and close.

TEMPLATE GUIDE: PROJECT BENEFICIARIES (MIGRANTS)

CMF Evaluation Mainstage Discussion Guide
Project Beneficiaries (Migrants)

Before the interview

Please re-familiarise yourself with:

The project logic model including the causal mechanisms by which the project activities
are hoped to bring the intended outcomes. If carrying out the consultations face to face,
ensure you have a copy of the project logic model. This might be useful to go through
output and outcomes sections of this guide.
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The contextual issues that may support the project rationale, including perceived local
enablers or challenges (competing factors) that can explain the success of the project in
achieving its outcomes

The overall CMF-level Theory of Change
About this guide
This guide should be used by RMs when carrying out fieldwork consultations with Project
Beneficiaries (Migrants/ Refugees/ Asylum-seekers). The purpose of these interviews is:
to understand how these beneficiaries were recruited and what activities they participated
in
e to understand whether the project was relevant to these beneficiaries, whether they
found the activities helpful
e to assess the extent to which the programme has met its outcomes and the impact
of the project on the individual and the wider community (if relevant)
e to identify any other factors that might have contributed to the observed changes
e to identify areas for improvement

The interview (or focus group) should last about 45-60 minutes but may need to be shorter
depending on responses and other factors. For this group, they should in principle be
carried out face-to-face. Phone interviews are possible but given the limited English
language skills migrant beneficiaries are likely to have and their potentially vulnerable
situation, this arrangement should be discussed in advance with the CMF evaluation
Project Manager to ensure that the optimal approach is taken.

Please ensure that:

e You provide project beneficiaries the CMF information sheet that describes the aims
of the research and sets out how data will be saved. This will need to be tailored for
your project.

e That all face-to-face interviewees sign the CMF consent form at the start of the
interview before proceeding. This will need to be tailored for your project.

e All completed signed consent forms need to be scanned and saved down to the
secure job folder following the interview.

e You follow the usual GDPR protocol. This is your responsibility. This includes
providing reassurances to participants that it will not be possible to identify them
individually in published outputs, and that they can decline to participate at any
point. However, it is important to explain that there are some circumstances where
we may be required to share their personal information with DLUHC.

e Ask for consent to record (and that this is captured on your digi).

e You audio record the interview/ groups and save these in the secure folder.

e Ensure notes are written up into the interview grid asap after the interview is
conducted. Template to be adapted by RMs as relevant. Completed notes must be
saved in the secure folder.

INTERVIEW

A: Introduction (2 mins)

Interviewers may need to further adapt the terms used when explaining the purpose of the
interview or when posing questions to vulnerable groups and/or those with limited
knowledge of English.
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Thank you for finding the time to speak with us.

| am a researcher working for Ipsos MORI (a research company). We were asked to
conduct a study to understand more about your experiences with this project [PROJECT
NAME]. The project is funded by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government (DLUHC) and they have asked my organisation (Ipsos MORI) to conduct an
evaluation, so that they can understand what is working well and what can be improved.

| will be asking you questions related to your opinion about:

how you started participating in this project

the activities you participated in

whether you thought the activities were relevant to your needs or the problems/
challenges/ issues you are facing

whether these activities were helpful

whether you have any suggestions for improvement etc.

| will not be requesting any personal information about you or your family. This discussion
will only be about your experience with the project.

The discussion is completely voluntary and you are free not to answer any question or to
stop the interview at any time. There will be no consequences for you as a result of your
decision to take part or not to take part in this interview.

The results of our research will be integrated into a final [PROJECT NAME] evaluation
report. As part of this report, we might use quotes to illustrate findings. Your name or other
information that can identify you will not be used in any reporting and the responses you
give will not be attributed to you as an individual. However, responses will be attributed to
the [PROJECT NAME]. In some cases, it may be possible for people close to you (for
example, those who know that you have participated in the project) to identify you due to
the small number of beneficiaries participating. Findings will be shared with DLUHC and
[PROJECT NAME].

Provide and run through information sheet and provide participant(s) with the opportunity
to ask questions (where already provided prior to interview, run through main points
quickly and provide opportunity to ask questions).

Provide and run through privacy notice and provide participant(s) with the opportunity to
ask questions (where already provided prior to interview, run through main points and
provide opportunity to ask questions).

Ensure consent form is signed and collected

Do | have your permission to record this? This is for note-taking purposes. Recordings are
stored securely and will be securely destroyed once notes have been written up and
quality assured.

Turn on the recorder.
B. Start
Please include all questions from the matrix with the corresponding CODE.

Text in italics in the questions included in the matrix refer to interviewer instructions and
are not to be read out loud.
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Process questions
Background (5 mins)

ROLE_PB.1 How long have you lived in the [area]?
AREA_PB.5 How would you describe your local area in 3 words?
AREA _PB.2 What, in your view, are the main issues/ problems facing your local area?

Recruitment & engagement (10 mins)
RECRUIT_PB.6 How did you hear about this CMF project?
RECRUIT_PB.7 How did you start participating in the CMF project's activities? When was
this and how did you get involved? Probe on process: who was involved in contacting and
selecting them, what they were told, how active they were in this process or whether it was
driven by those who selected them.
RECRUIT_PB.10 Can you tell me about your participation? What type of activities did you
go to? Probe: How many times, for what period?
ENGAGE_PB.5 Did you experience any difficulties/ problems taking part in the project?
Probe: What were these? Why? Was a solution found?
INTENDED _PB.2 How helpful did you find the project? What helped you the most? What
was less helpful?
RECRUIT_PB.12 Do you know any similar projects in [area]? If so, please provide details.
Probe: the name of the project, the organisation, project activities and aims.
INTENDED_PB.1 To what extent does the project help the right people in your area?
Probe: Did the project's activities seem in general to be helpful for your needs and the
needs of the other participants?
ENGAGE_PB.4 In your view, was there anyone else who you think should have
participated/ been involved in the project who wasn't? Probe: Would it have been helpful to
have someone else present at the activities or provide you with other types of information/
support/ assistance?

Design & relevance (5 mins)

DESIGN_PB.4 Were the activities/ events relevant/ useful to you? How/ why not? Which
were the most and least helpful?

DESIGN_PB.5 Are there any events/ activities that you particularly enjoyed/ didn't enjoy?
Why? Probe: What did you enjoy most about taking part?

DESIGN_PB.6 What, if anything, do you feel could be improved/ made better about
[project]?

DESIGN_PB.7 Would you recommend this CMF [project] to others? Why/ why not?
Outcome questions

General outcome questions (10 mins)

include in all topic guides
GEN_PB.9 Has anything changed as a result of / with the contribution of this project in
your life? If yes, what? Probe on positive as well as negative changes.
Were there other factors not related to this project that have had a role in this change?
Probe: Changes related to their situation (i.e. the need that is addressed by the project), to
relations with the community of residents (British and non-British), relations to their own
community, etc.
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GEN_PB.10 What other activities would you find helpful? Probe: suggestions that are
relevant to their own needs/ issues/ problems they identified in the interview that the CMF
project addresses.

Project outcome questions aligned with CMF ToC (10 mins)
include relevant outcomes aligned to the CMF ToC

Project specific outcome questions (5 mins)
include relevant project specific outcomes (not aligned with CMF ToC)

Economic evaluation

Additionality (5 mins)

ECONOMIC_PB.7 What would have happened without the project? For each outcome
related to beneficiaries:

Do you think you would have (improved your wellbeing / gained employment / volunteering
/ qualification / be in better health) if the project had not gone ahead?
What degree of the outcome do they think they would have achieved? Why? Why not?
Would you have achieved the outcome at a later date?
Wrap-up

Wrap-up Qs (5 mins)

WRAP_PB.1 To summarise, what do you think are the most important benefits for you
personally (or your family) that have resulted from your participation in the project? How
about the benefits for the wider community (e.g. other migrant and non-migrant residents
of your local area)?

WRAP_PB.2 What are the key learnings you would like to share with other (potential)
participants based on your experience of participating in the CMF project’s activities to
date? Probe: key positive aspects that they consider helpful for them and
recommendations about what the projects could improve to better answer their needs.
WRAP_PB.3 Is there anything you think can be improved in the project to provide you with
more support/ skills/ information? Probe: type of activities, duration, type of content, staff
involved, location, hours when the activities are delivered etc.

Check if participants have any questions. Thank and close.

TEMPLATE GUIDE: PROJECT BENEFICIARIES: WIDER RESIDENTS

CMF Evaluation Mainstage Discussion Guide
Project Beneficiaries (Residents)

Before the interview

Please re-familiarise yourself with:

The project logic model including the causal mechanisms by which the project activities
are hoped to bring the intended outcomes.

The contextual issues that may support the project rationale, including perceived local
enablers or challenges (competing factors) that can explain the success of the project in
achieving its outcomes

The overall fund-level Theory of Change

About this guide
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This guide should be used by RMs when carrying out fieldwork consultations with Project
Beneficiaries (Residents). The purpose of the interviews/groups is:

to understand how these beneficiaries were recruited and what activities they participated
in

to understand whether the project was relevant to these beneficiaries, whether they found
the activities helpful

to assess the extent to which the programme has met its outcomes and the impact of the
project on the individual and the wider community (if relevant)

to identify any other factors that might have contributed to the observed changes

to identify areas for improvement

The interview (or focus group) should last about 45-60 minutes but may need to be shorter
depending on responses and other factors. For this group, they should in principle be
carried out face-to-face. Phone interviews are possible in principle, but this arrangement
should be discussed in advance with the CMF evaluation Project Manager to ensure that
the optimal approach is taken.

Please ensure that:

You provide project beneficiaries the CMF information sheet that describes the aims of the
research and sets out how data will be saved. This will need to be tailored for your project.
That all face-to-face interviewees sign the CMF consent form at the start of the interview
before proceeding. This will need to be tailored for your project.

All completed signed consent forms need to be scanned and saved down to the secure job
folder following the interview.

You follow the usual GDPR protocol. This is your responsibility. This includes providing
reassurances to participants that it will not be possible to identify them individually in
published outputs, and that they can decline to participate at any point. However, it is
important to explain that there are some circumstances where we may be required to
share their personal information with DLUHC.

Ask for consent to record (and that this is captured on your digi).

You audio record the interview/ groups and save these in the secure folder.

Ensure notes are written up into the interview grid asap after the interview is conducted.
Template to be adapted by RMs as relevant. Completed notes must be saved in the
secure folder.

INTERVIEW

A: Introduction (2 mins)
Interviewers may need to further adapt the terms used when explaining the purpose of the
interview or when posing questions to vulnerable groups.

Thank you for finding the time to speak with us.

| am a researcher working for Ipsos MORI (a research company). We were asked to
conduct a study to understand more about your experiences with this project [PROJECT
NAME]. This project is funded by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government (DLUHC). This institution has also contracted my organisation (Ipsos MORI)
to conduct this evaluation study.

| will be asking you questions related to your opinion about:

how you started participating in this project
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the activities you participated in

whether you thought they were relevant to your needs or the problems/ challenges/ issues
you are facing

whether these activities were helpful

whether you have any suggestions for improvement etc.

| will not be requesting any personal information about you or your family. This discussion
will be only about your experience with the project, to help us understand if it has helped
you and if so, in what ways.

The discussion is completely voluntary and you are free to refuse to answer any question
or to stop the interview at any time. There will be no consequences for you as a result of
your decision to take part or not in this interview.

The results of our research will be integrated into a final [PROJECT NAME] evaluation
report. As part of this report, we might use quotes to illustrate findings. Your name will not
be used in any reporting and the responses you give will not be attributed to you as an
individual. However, responses will be attributed to the [PROJECT NAME] and in doing so,
it may be possible to identify you due to the small number of beneficiaries participating.
Findings will be shared with DLUHC and [PROJECT NAME].

Provide and run through information sheet and provide participant(s) with the opportunity
to ask questions (where already provided prior to interview, run through main points
quickly and provide opportunity to ask questions).

Provide and run through privacy notice and provide participant(s) with the opportunity to
ask questions (where already provided prior to interview, run through main points quickly
and provide opportunity to ask questions).

Ensure consent form is signed and collected

Do | have your permission to record this? This is for note-taking purposes. Recordings are
stored securely and will be securely destroyed once the final report is complete.

Turn on the recorder.

B. Start

Please include all questions from the matrix with the corresponding CODE.

Text in italics in the questions included in the matrix refer to interviewer instructions and
are not to be read out loud.

Process questions
Background (5 mins)

ROLE_PB.1 How long have you lived in the [area]?
AREA_PB.5 How would you describe your local area in 3 words?
AREA_PB.2 What, in your view, are the main issues/ problems facing your local area?

Recruitment & engagement (10 mins)
RECRUIT_PB.6 How did you hear about this CMF project?
RECRUIT_PB.7 How did you start participating in the CMF project's activities? When was
this and how did you get involved? Probe on process: who was involved in contacting and
selecting them, what they were told, how active they were in this process or whether it was
driven by those who selected them.
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RECRUIT_PB.10 Can you tell me about your participation? What type of activities did you
go to? Probe: How many times, for what period?

ENGAGE_PB.5 Did you experience any difficulties/ problems taking part in the project?
Probe: What were these? Why? Was a solution found?

INTENDED _PB.2 How helpful did you find the project? What helped you the most? What
was less helpful?

RECRUIT_PB.12 Do you know any similar projects in [area]? If so, please provide details.
Probe: the name of the project, the organisation, project activities and aims.
INTENDED_PB.1 To what extent does the project help the right people in your area?
Probe: Did the project's activities seem in general to be helpful for your needs and the
needs of the other participants?

ENGAGE_PB.4 In your view, was there anyone else who you think should have
participated/ been involved in the project who wasn't? Probe: Would it have been helpful to
have someone else present at the activities or provide you with other types of information/
support/ assistance?

Design & relevance (5 mins)

DESIGN_PB.4 Were the activities/ events relevant/ useful to you? How/ why not? Which
were the most and least helpful?

DESIGN_PB.5 Are there any events/ activities that you particularly enjoyed/ didn't enjoy?
Why? Probe: What did you enjoy most about taking part?

DESIGN_PB.6 What, if anything, do you feel could be improved/ made better about
[project]?

DESIGN_PB.7 Would you recommend this CMF [project] to others? Why/ why not?
Outcome questions

General outcome questions (10 mins)
include in all topic guides

GEN_PB.9 Has anything changed as a result of / with the contribution of this project in
your life? If yes, what? Probe on positive as well as negative changes.

Were there other factors not related to this project that have had a role in this change?
Probe: Changes related to their situation (i.e. the need that is addressed by the project), to
relations with the community of residents (British and non-British), relations to their own
community, etc.

GEN_PB.10 What other activities would you find helpful? Probe: suggestions that are
relevant to their own needs/ issues/ problems they identified in the interview that the CMF
project addresses.

Project outcome questions aligned with CMF ToC (10 mins)
include relevant outcomes aligned to the CMF ToC

Project specific outcome questions (5 mins)
include relevant project specific outcomes (not aligned with CMF ToC)

Economic evaluation
Additionality (5 mins)

ECONOMIC_PB.7 What would have happened without the project? For each outcome
related to beneficiaries:
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Do you think you would have (improved your wellbeing / gained employment / volunteering
/ qualification / be in better health) if the project had not gone ahead?

What degree of the outcome do they think they would have achieved? Why? Why not?
Would you have achieved the outcome at a later date?

Wrap-up

Wrap-up Qs (5 mins)

WRAP_PB.1 To summarise, what do you think are the most important benefits for you
personally (or your family) that have resulted from your participation in the project? How
about the benefits for the wider community (e.g. other migrant and non-migrant residents
of your local area)?

WRAP_PB.2 What are the key learnings you would like to share with other (potential)
participants based on your experience of participating in the CMF project’s activities to
date? Probe: key positive aspects that they consider helpful for them and
recommendations about what the projects could improve to better answer their needs.
WRAP_PB.3 Is there anything you think can be improved in the project to provide you with
more support/ skills/ information? Probe: type of activities, duration, type of content, staff
involved, location, hours when the activities are delivered etc.

Check if participants have any questions. Thank and close.
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Figure A4.1 Qualitative questions matrix: process questions

Process questions

Wider stakeholders Project beneficiaries (migrants/ established residents) Counterfactual

ENERAL Qs - Background (5 mins) ROLE &.1Could you tell me 3 little about your role relatad to the CMF project? ROLE_W.1 Could you tell me a little about your involvement in the CMF project How long have you lived in the [area]?

few the profile of your How would you describe your local area in 3
Probe: how did you hear 3bout the project, how did you become invelved, what is words?
the nature of your involvement.

ROLE_S.2 Has your role or key responsibilities in relation to the CMF project changed ROLE_W.2 Has your role or key responsibilities in relation to the CMF project
since we spoke last since the project started? If so, how and why? changad since we spoke last/ since the project started? If so, how and why?

AREA_PB.1 How long have you lived in the [area]? What, in your view, are the main issues facing your
local area?
Probe issues related to migration/ migration
status.
[Section lead in] 'd now like to discuss the key issues that the project is seekingto  (Section (eod in] I'd now like to discuss the key issues that the project is seekingto  AREA_PB.2 What are the main issues/ problems facing your local area?

address address

AREA_S.2 (If /nterviewed before) Have the key issues changed since we last spoke? If  AREA_W.2 What in your view are the key issues that the CMF project isseeking to
50, inwhat ways? [refer to familiarisation interview) address?

Probe: issues due to recent migration, issues related to resident concerns, other
(Ifnot interviewed befors) What in your view are the key issues that the CMF project issues
is seeking to address?
Probe: issues due to recent migration, issues related to resident concerns, other
issues

AREA_S.3 How have these issues been identified?
Probe: any data sources used to identify problematic areas, anecdotal evidence,

with resid
AREA W.4 Doyou feel that there is there a need for this project? Why/ why not?
AREA_PB.5 How would you describe your local area in 3 words?
AREA 5.6 i thisissue inyourlocal  AREA_W.E Are you aware of other work being undertaken on this issue in your local
area? If so, please provide details. Probe: the name ofthe project, the organisation, area? Ifsa, please provide details. Probe: the name of the project, the organisation,
source offunding, a short description of known objective. source offunding, a short description of known objective.
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Recruitment and engagement (10

mins)

RECRUIT_S.1 indirectly inolved in recruiting participants
for the CMF project? If your i iefly. IF YES, asicall
recruitment questions below. IF NO, skip to guestion about REACHING targeted
beneficiaries.

RECRUIT_S.2 To what extent were the right individuals targeted [i.e. the right
i i to meet i aims)? P| I

RECRUIT_S.3 How were participants recruited?
Probe: How did you decide about which individuals to select [e.g. channels used,
qualifying criteria, selection process)?

RECRUIT_S.4 Was i iciy rive? Why/ why not?

RECRUIT_S.5' i time? What?

Wider stakeholders

Project beneficiaries (migrants/ established residents)

RECRUIT_W.1 Have you been directly or indirectly involved in recruiting participants
for the CMF project? If so, p ibe your iefly. IF YES, ask il
recruitment questions beiow. IF NO, skip to question about REACHING targeted
Beneficiaries

RECRUIT_W.3 How were participants recruited?
Probe: How did you decide about which individuals to select (e.g. channels used,
qualifying criteria, selection process)?

RECRUIT_W.4 Was i of partici rive? Why/ why not?

RECRUIT_W.5 i time? What?

RECRUIT_PB.& How did you hear about this CMF project?

RECRUIT_PE.7 How did icipating in the CMF projec

Probe on process: who was invelved in contacting and selecting them, what they
were told, how active they were in this process or whether it was driven by those

who selected them.

RECRUIT_PB.8 When did you start participating in this CMF [project]?

RECRUIT_PB.3 Why did you get involved/ participate in this CMF [project/ activity]?

Probe answers related to migration issues/ migrant status.

RECRUIT_PB.10 Can you your participation? What
you go to? How many times, for what period?
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Counterfactual

Have you heard about the CMF [project]?

[Ifyes] What have you heard?

[Tfyes] s thi ling you

in taking part in? Why/ why not?
[fna] Provide a briefproject description and then
wsk. Would you be interested in participating in
such a project? Why/ why not?
Probe: would they find it helpful?

Have you heard about other projects that are.

aimingat addressing issues relating to increased
igration in this Egi ccess

to services, raising awareness sbout existing

services, organising English language classes or

=nything similar?

[Ifyes] Please provide details.

What typ i ivities doyou think

flows to this local area?




Process questions

INTENDED._S.1 [Ask all i ] Towhat

Engagement of partners

Wider stakeholders

INTENDED_W.1 [Ask all intarviewees] To what extent has the project reached the
intended beneficiaries?
maost from the project? Why? Was this expected?

i ject? Why? Was
Are there any intended groups wha did not benefit? Why not?

Probe —was project reach affected by budget —did they target the easiestta
engage, or more 'hard-to-reach’ groups? What difficulties did they face in engaging
with ‘hard-to-reach’ groups? How did this affect the outcomes achieved?

ENGAGE_S.1 To what extentis

Why or why not?
Probe: How did you decide about which partners to approach (e.g. channels used,
qualifying criteria, selection process)? What were the barriers [if any|? What were

the aspects that process?
ENGAGE_S.2 What are ¥ barri i i
stakeholders?

ENGAGE 5.3 i time? What?

Are there any intended groups wha did not benefit? Why not?
Probe —was project reach affected by budget —did they target the easiestta
engage, or more ‘hard-to-reach’ groups? What difficulties did they face in engaging
with ‘hard-te-reach’ groups? How did this affect the outcomes achieved?

ENGAGE_W.1 Towhat extent is the project targeting and engaging the right partners
and stakeholders? Why or why not?

ENGAGE_W.2 What are the key barriers to engaging the right partners and
stakeholders?
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Project benefidaries (migrants/ established residents)
RECRUIT_PB.12 Do you know any similar projects in [area]? If so, please provide
details.
Probe: the name of the project,

project activities and ai

INTENDED_PE. 1 To what extent does the project help the right people inyour area?
Probe: Did the project's activities seem in general to be helpful for your needs and
the needs of the other participants?

INTENDED_PE.2 you the mast?

‘What was less helpful?

ENGAGE_PB.4 In your view, was you
ici been involved in j 2

Probe: Would it have been helpful to have someone else present at the activities

‘or provide you with other types of information/ support/ assistance?

ENGAGE_PB.5 Did you experience any difficulties/ problems taking part in the
project?
Probe: What were these? Why? Was a solution found?



Key strengthsand

Process questions

DESIGN_S.1 What isyour view on how the CMF praject was set up? What worked
wellf what worked less well?

DESIGN_S.2 What i i
implementation easier?
Probe: key enablers making implementation easier.

DESIGN_S.3 Has j / i ince it started? Why? How
‘do these changes position it to address the local issues?

Wider stakeholders

DESIGN_W.1 What is your view on how the CMF project was set up? What worked
wellf what worked less well?

DESIGN_W.2 What it i
implementation easier?
Probe: key enablers making implementation easier.
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Project beneficiaries (migrants/ established residents)

ENGAGE_FB.4 Inyour view, was
icil been invalved in i 't

Probe: Would it have been helpful to have somecne else present at the activities

or provide you with other types of information/ support/ assistance?

ENGAGE_PB.5 Did you experience any difficulties/ problems taking part in the
project?
Probe: What were these? Why? Was a solution found?

DESIGN_PB.4 Were the activities/ events relevant/ useful to you? How/ why not?

the mastand ?

DESIGN_PB.5 Are y events/ activities that i joyed/ didn't
enjoy? Why?

Probe: What did you enjoy most about taking part?

DESIGN_PB.6 What, i i about

[project]?

DESIGN_PB.7 Would you recommend this CMF [project] to athers? Why/ why not?

unterfactual



Figure A4.2 Qualitative questions matrix: outcome questions

GENERAL OUTCOME Qs [5-10 mins)

GEN_S.2 To what eztent has your project effectively addressed the
issues it identified? Why is this?

Probe: Was the approach taken, the scale of the intervention and the activities
conducted appropriate to address the needs you identified and the outcomes that you
hawe simed ko achiewe?

GEI\I S 3 What [if any) processes are in place to measure the
= of the ivery model(s]?

GEN_S5 /7o de asbed for LA proyiect desds]

How well have the project outputs translated into outcomes?

Has the project achieved ! is on course to achieve the (number of)
outcomes expected For the level of Funding? Why § Why not?

Have any unezpected outcomes been achieved by the project (both
positive and negative impacts)? What were these? What was the scale
of achievement?

Have outputs been delivered as expected? Were the targets set
realistic?

S TESM THNE quiesticrrs te e ttsed o cther proyiect staff et o mo have i-cepth
AReaEe o et e Te ST iy S e

What would you say the main benefits of [project] are?

What impact has [project] had on participants [or the target audience]?
How does this compare to your expectations?

What unezpected impacts have there been [both positive and
negative]?

Hawve outputs been delivered as expected?

Were the targets set realistic?

GEN_SE Which types of activities have been most and least effective
and why?

Probe:

“wihich types of activities seem to work best to address the needs of the different
beneficiaries [residents, migrants, the LA)?

GEN_S.T i reesant i e, fropect sofisiies amd st
How has the CMF project addressed resident concerns? Please
provide examples.

GEM_S.8 To what eztent has the project enabled benefits for the wider
community in your area? Please ezplain and provide examples.
Probe: Which activities! content have contributed to this?

GEM_w.1 What do you consider the key issues in your area to be in
relation to migration and pressures on local services?

GEN_W.Z 15 the CMF project addressing any of the issues you just
mentioned?

GEM_W.4 Are you aware of how the CMF project’s delivery approach,
activities and outcomes! objectives? [F YES: Was the approach taken
and the scale of the intervention appropriate to address the needs

identified by the project and the outcomes it has aimed to achieve ?

GEN_'w.5 What would you say the main benefits of [project] are?

What impact has [project] had on participants [or the target audience]?
How does this compare to your expectations?

What unexpected impacts have there been [both positive and
negative)?

Have outputs been delivered as expected Sy meed o micins eramms of
RN e S A TR 2

Were the targets set realistic?

GEN_'w.E Which types of activities have been most and least effective
and why?

Probe:

Swhich types of activities seem towork best to address the needs of the different
beneficiaries [residents, migrants, the LA)?

GEM_'w.7 (ﬁ‘!ﬁ{w@?{ﬂvrﬁeﬁmmmmc s aimsyd - How has the CMF
project add ? Please provide examples.

GEM_w.% To what eztent has the project enabled benefits for the wider
community in your area? Please ezplain and provide examples.
Probe: Which activities! content have contributed to this?
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GEN_FE.9 Has angthing changed as a result of ! with the contribution of
this project in your life? If yes, what?
Frobe on positive as well as negative changes.

-Were there other factors not related to this project that have had a
role in this change?

-Probe: Changes related to their situation [j.e. the need that is addressed by the project),
to relations with the community of residents (British and non-Eritish), relations to their
DN COMmmUnity, b,

GEM_FPE.I0 What other activities would you find helpful?
Probe: suggestions that are relesant to their own needs{ issues! problems they identified
in the interview that the CMF project addresses.



SPECIFIC Qs - Intermediate
sutcomes: Local Authority [5-
10 mins)

1. Increased
insight into
local migration
patterns and
community
impact

2_Exzpanded {
strengthened
networks
partner

3. Increased co-
ordination and
co-operation
between
agencies

L1 MIGRATION_S1 To what extent [if at all) has lhe CMF project

L1 MIGRATION .1 To what extent [if at all] has the CMF project

LLMIGRATION_FE.1To what extent do the project staff understand local

an of local mig
Please explain Uhal has changed and what elements of lhe CMF
project have caused or contributed to this change. Were there other

of local mig

an
Please explain Uhal has changed and what elements of lhe CMF
project have caused or contributed to this change. Were there other

factors that have! could have influenced the outcomes you
have observed?

L1MIGRATION /.2 To what extent (if at all] has the CMF project

(extermnal) Factors that have! could have i the Jou
have observed?
L1 MIGF!ATIDN 52 To what extent [if at all] has the CMF project

ledge and of the impact of migration on the

local community? Please ezplain what has and what

and of the impact of migration on the

of the CMF project have caused or contributed to this change. Were
there other [external) Factors that have! could have influenced the
outcomes you observed?

L1_MIGRATION_S.3 Has this insight been applied to the wider work of
[organisation! LA department. LA senior staff. locally! i ] - i

local Please ezplain what has changed and what elements
of the CMF project have caused or contributed to this change. Were
there other [external) factors that have! could have influenced the
outcomes you observed?

L MIGHATIDN W 3 Has this insight been applied to the wider vork of

50, how? 'who will be able to access it? Willit be publicly available? Have there been
any barriers to applying insight={ knowledge generated?

L1_MIGRATION_S.4 Has there been any obsewable |mpacl lesulung from

. LA senior staff. locally? regionally] - if
50, how? 'Who wil be able to access it? Will it be publicly available? Have there been
any barriers to applying insight s/ knowledge generated?

L1 MIGRATION .4 Has there been any obsewahle |mpacl lesulung from

increased |ns|ghl on local mig LA ! other
organisation” activities?

Are there any remaining gaps in knowledge? What are these? How could these be
overcome?

L1_MIGRATION_S5 Are there any remaining gaps in knowledge? What are
these? How could these be overcome?

L2 METWORK_S.1wWhat types of relati hips! hips! k
have been established with partner agenoies as a result of or with the
contribution of the CMF project? Probe: Are these new or a continuation!
development of pre-existing contacts? What was the raled impact of the CMF praject in
the process? [Types of relationships could be: Formal or informal network s, regular
contacts, formal agreements between partners ete.)

Were there other (external) Factors that have! could have influenced
the outcomes you observed?

T LRSI S GNP TY STEEET - RS AN QUSRS SRR e I e
ST G O e AT o e

Lz_METWORK_S.Z Were the right partners targeted and engaged in the
CMF project? What could be improved in the future? Probe: How did you
decide about which partners to approach [e.g. channels used, qualifying criteria, selection
process)? What were the barriers [if any)? What were the aspects that Facilitated the
engagement process?

L2 METWORK_S.3 Are there any partners who could not be engaged or
should have been engaged in the CMF project and were not? Who and
why?

L3 COORO_S1Has the CMF project had any effect on how you work with
other agencies! organisations?  'Y£5, please explain what has
changed and what aspects of the CMF project have caused or
contributed to this change. What are the barriers? Were there other

d il slghl on local mig LA ! other
organisation’ activities?

Are there any remaining gaps in knowledge? What are these? How could these be
overcome?

L1_MIGRATION_Ww.5 Are there any remaining gaps in knowledge? What are
these? How could these be overcome?

LZ_METWORK_'.1 Are you aware of any new types of relationships!
partnerships! networks that have been established as a result of or
with the contribution of the CMF project? Probe: Between which
organigations? Are these new or a continuation! development of pre-existing contacts?
‘what was the roled impact of the CRMF project in the process? [Types of relationships
could be: formal or informal networks, regular contacts, formal agreements betweean
partners etc.)

Were there other [external) Factors that have! could have influenced
the outcomes you observed?

R FUESENT R SIS STTNEAT - SO ORI USRS SR e I e
ST A O A L Sl o e i

L2_METWORK_'w.2 Were the right partners targeted and engaged in the
CMF project? What could be improved in the future? Probe: How did you

decide about which partners to approach [e.0. channels used, qualifying criteria, selection

process)? wWhat were the barriers [if any)? What were the aspects that Facilitated the
engagement process?

L2_METWORK_W.3 Are there any partners who could not be engaged or
should have been engaged in the CMF project and were not? Who and
why?

L3_COORD_'w.1Has the CMF project had any effect on how you work with

other agencies! organisations? # »£5, please explain what has
changed and what aspects of the CMF project have caused or
contributed to this change. What are the barriers? Were there other

[estemal) Factors that have! could have i the you
have observed?
L3_COORD ! 82 U’hal haue genelall; been the keg bal iers to working with

other g For your org Has your CMF
project d to ing this in any way? If so, how?
If not, why and what could be |mpmved in the Future?

Factors that have! could have influenced the outcomes you
have observed?

L3_CO0RD_ \M' 2 U’hal have genelallg been the ke; ba
other 9 for ,o r org Has your CMF

project d to g t il in any way? If so, how?
If not, why and what could be |mpmved in the Future?

110

15 to working with

and the impact of mlglauon on the local
community? Please explain.

L?_METWORK_FE.3 Were there any people who gou think should have
been engaged with the project who weren't engaged?



4. Acquired
expertise and
structures in
place to deal
with local issues

5. Improved
signposting and
referral systems

L3_COORD_S.2 Are learnings being shared between agencies!
organisations? If so, how? If not, why? How could the barriers be
overcome?

L4_EXFERT_S.1Have in-house capacity!/skills for dealing with local
issues as a result of migration patterns changed in any way as the
result of ¢ with the contribution of the CMF project? If so, in what ways
and what were the elements of the project that caused or contributed
to this? If not, what are the barriers? Were there other [ezternal)
Factors that havel could have influenced the outcomes you have
observed?

L4 EXFPERT_S.2 Have the structures! systems that are in place in your
organisation to help you deal with local issues changed in any way as a
result of the CMF project? If 5o, in what ways and what were the
elements of the project that caused or contributed to this? IF not, what
are the barriers? Were there other [external) Factors that have! could
have influenced the outcomes you observed?

L4_EXFERT_5.3 How effective [if at all) are the structures in place
helping you deal with local issues? What are the barriers! enablers? Are
there any improvements that you would make to the new structures?®

L3_COORD_w.2 Are learnings being shared between agencies!
organisations? If so, how? If not, why? How could the barriers be
overcome?

L4_EXPERT_W.1Hawve in-house capacity/skills for dealing with local
issues as a result of migration patterns changed in any way as the
result of { with the contribution of the CMF project? If 5o, in what ways
and what were the elements of the project that caused or contributed
to this? If not, what are the barriers? Were there other [ezternal)
Factors that havel could have influenced the ocutcomes you have
observed?

L4_EXPERT_W.2 Hauve the structures! systems that are in place in your
organisation to help you deal with local issues changed in any way as a
result of the CMF project? If 5o, in what ways and what were the
elements of the project that caused or contributed to this? If not, what
are the barriers? Were there other [external) Factors that have! could
hawve influenced the outcomes you observed?

L4_EXFPERT_W.2 How effective [if at all) are the structures in place
helping you deal with local issues? What are the barriers! enablers? Are
there any improvements that you would make to the new structures?

YWhat conditions would need to be in place for those i 5 to be
implemented and effective?

L4_EXFERT_S.4 Are there any gaps in expertise or structures for helping
with local issues?

L5_SIGMPOST_S.1 To what extent has the CMF project had effects on
your signpostingfreferral systems? In what ways and what were the
elements of the project that caused or contributed to this? What are
the barriers? Were there other [external) factors that havel! could have
influenced the outcomes you observed?

L5_SIGMPOST_S.2 Hawve any changes in signposting! referral systems had
effects on local migrants{ idents? the local horityl other
organisations! the local area? If 5o, in what ways? To what eztent did
the CMF project cause or contribute to this?* What were the barriers?
Were there other [external] Factors that have! could have influenced
the outcomes you have observed?

What diti would need to be in place for those imrovements to be
implemented and effective?

L4_EXPERT_W.4 Are there any gaps in expertise or structures for helping
with local issues?

L5_SIGMPOST_W.1To what extent has the CMF project had effects on
your signpostingfreferral systems? In what ways and what were the
elements of the project that caused or contributed to this? What are
the barriers? Were there other [external) factors that have! could have
infl d the you ob d?

L5_SIGMPOST_W.2 Have any changes in signpostingd referral systems had
effects on local migrantsd residents! the local authority! other
organisations! the local area? If 5o, in what ways? To what eztent did
the CMF project cause or contribute to this? What were the barriers?
Were there other [external] Factors that havel! could have influenced
the outcomes you have observed?
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L5 _SIGRFOST_FE.2 Has your understanding of [signposted service]
changed since taking part in this CMFproject? Has this changed
throughout your involvement in [project]? IF YES: In what way! to what
extent? What do you think caused this change?

Probe: Factors related to the CMF project, external factars,

L5 _SIGMRFOST_FE.3 How confident would you feel accessing [signposted
service]? Has this changed th gh your i 1| in [project]®
IF YES: In what way! to what extent? What do you think caused this
change? Frobe: factors related to the CMF project, external Factors,

L5 _SIGMRFOST_FE.4 How did the referral process work? Has it changed
throughout your involvement in [project]? IF YES: In what way! to what
extent? What do you think caused this change? Probe: factors related to the
CMF project, external factors

L5 _SIGMFOST_FES Are there any improvements that you would make to
the referral system?



SPECIFIC Qs - Intermediate
outcomes: Migrants [5-10 mins)

1. Increased

understanding
of and access

to public
services

NHS, schooling)

2. Huusing
issues

M1_UMDERS_S.1Have you ob d an il in und ding of how
to access local services (ie. GPs, policy, schools) among [target
group] since the project began? In what way? Can you provide examples for
each situation? Do you collect any data that could be used to provide additional
evidence?

Probe for each type of relevant senice.

MI_NOERS_S.2 To what extent has the project increased understanding
of and access to public services [i.e. GPs. policy, schools) among
[rarget group]? In what ways and what were the elements of the project
that caused or contributed to this? What are the bamriers? Were there
other [external) factors that could have influenced the outcomes you
observed?

MI_UNDERS_W.1Have you ob d i in und: ding of how
to access local services [i.e. GPs, poheg. schools] among [target
qroup] since the project began? In what way? Can you provide examples for
each situation? Do you collect any data that could be used to provide additional
evidence?

Probe for each type of relevant service.

MI_UNDERS_' 2 To what eztent has the project increased understanding
of and access to public services [i.e. GPs, policy, schools) among
[target group]? In what waygs and what were the elements of the project
that caused or contributed to this? What are the barriers? Were there
other [external) factors that could have influenced the outcomes you
observed?

MZ HDUSEIDEN S1To what extent (if at all) has the project contributed

overcrowdi

g
substandard

provision)

g issues? S Soulr you Rroiae sy eramies”

In what ways and what were the elements o[ the project that caused or
contributed to this? What are the ba ? Were there other [e:temal]
Factors that could have infl d the you have
Mz_HOUSEIDEN_%S.2 Have you seen any change in the number of housmg
issues identified among migrant groups as a result of the project? In
what way? Can you provide ezamples? [probe data sources]

X

Mz_HOUSEIDER_S.2 How did the project identify housing issues? Which
approaches! activities were most and least effective?

MZ HOUSEIDER_S.4 Have you seen any change in standards of living For
n the project? Did the CMF project cause
or contributed to this? Were there other factors that contributed to the
results you observed?

MZ_HOUSEIDEN_W.1 To what extent [if at all) has the project contributed

to identifying housing issues? Probe: Could you provide any etamples?

In what ways and what were the elements of the project that caused or
uted to this? What are the bamels" Were there other [eltemal]

Factors that could have infl d the you have

M2_HOUSEIDEM_'W.2 Have you seen any change in the number of housing
issues identified among migrant groups as a result of the project? In
what way? Can you provide ezamples? [probe data sources]

M2_HOUSEIDER .3 How did the project identify housing issues? Which
approaches? activities were most and least effective?

M2_HOUSEIDER .4 Have you seen any change in standards of living for
rant groups taking part in the project? Did the CMF project cause
or contributed to this? Were there other factors that contributed to the
results you observed?
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M1_URDERS_FPEJ1To what extent [if at all] has your [knowledgeluse of]
public services changed since taking part in the [%] project? Did the
project contribute? How and to what extent? Were there other Factors
that contributed?

MI_UMDERS_FE.3 To what extent [if at all) would you say public services
[e.g9. example service) are sensitive to the needs of people such as
yourself?

Prompt: The police, Eritish courts, Government institutions, State primary and
secandary schools, The NHS, Social services [ask about relevant service]

Frabe: Why do you say that? Have you had any personal experience

MI_UNDERS_FPE.4 How accessible do you find local [public service]? Has
this changed through your involvement in [project]? IF YES: In what way!
to what extent? What do you think caused this change? Frobe: factars
related to the CIMF project, esternal Factors.

M1_UNDERS_FPE.SHow confident would you feel to [access service]?
Why is this? Has this changed since your involvement in [project]? IF
¥ES: In what way! to what extent? What do you think caused this
change? Probe: factors related to the CMF project, external factors.

M2_| HDUSEIDEN FE.S Did you experience any housing issues? e_g. poor
g . risk of Please explain.

#¥EA Have your living ie

since [time scale of the project]?

45 ¥ESS In what wayd to what extent? What do you think caused this
change? Fiobe: Factors related to the CMF project, external factors.

Fseeking supnort because of rogue fanding

Mz_HOUSEIDEN_FE.& What suppoll did you lecewe" U’hal do you think
about the support p ? Has it ch d since your in
[project]?

45 FEA In what way! to what extent? What do you think caused this
change?

Probe: Factors related to the CRF project, external Factors.



4. Access to
ESOL and EAL
provision

5. Access to
labour market
skills, training
and
accreditations
[courses,
qualification)

E. Increased

M4_ES0L_S.1To what extent [if at all) has the CMF project contributed
to increasing access to ESOL and EAL provision for the migrant
residents? In what ways and what were the elements of the project that
caused or contributed to this? What are the barriers? Were there other
[external] Factors that could have infl d the you have

M4_ESOL_'.1To what extent [if at all) has the CMF project contributed
to increasing access to ESOL and EAL provision for the migrant
residents? In what ways and what were the elements of the project that
caused or contributed to this? What are the barriers? Were there other

observed?

M4_ES0L_S.Z Could you provide any data related to the progress made
by bene! ies during the ESOL! EAL course provided through CMF2
Probe: data collectd via questionnaires meazuring improvements in the level of Englizh
of the participants, results of any tests For beneficiaries [e.q. how many passed, how
many Failed ste.].

MS LABDUH B 1 TD uhal extent [iF at aII] has lhe plo|ect contributed to
ob In what ways
and uhal Iele lhe elements of the project lhal caused or contributed
hi: rs? Were there other [e:temal] [aclols that
you have ob
i your ?Eq
courses, gaining ong eto.

d you
entering

ha
provide any data to
employment,

ME_NORM_S1To what eatent (if at all] has the project contributed to
h [

1] [aclols that could have influenced the outcomes you have
observed:

M4_ESOL \M' 2 Could you provide any data related to the progress made

by benefi = during the ESOL! EAL course provided through CMF?

Probe: data collectd via questionnaires meazuring improvements in the level of English

of the participants, results of any tests For beneficiaries [e.q. how many passed, how

many Failed etc.).

M4_ESOL_FE.3 Has your English improved since you started the [¥]
project? To what extent? Is this because of the project or other
reasons?

45 Has your abili
involved in the pr
probe: confidence, ability to express simple concepts, everyday interactions, ability o
express complet concepts

M4_ESOL_FE.4 How confident are you having everday interations in
English?

Probe: neighbours, shopping et Has this changed through your involuement in
[project]? How! whyis this?

in English changed since being

M4_ESOL_FE.S5How do you feel [. local

g with your landlord? looking for a job? applying for a job] in
h? Has this ch d th igh your i in [project]?
What do you think caused this change"

Probe: factors related ta the CMF project, external factors.

M4_ESOL_FE.€ How will you improve your english in the future?
Frobe: formal classes, daily interations

MS LABDUH W 1 To Ihal extent [if at aII] has lhe pm|ect contributed to
ob In what ways
and uhal Iele lhe elements of the project lhal caused or contributed
to this? What are the barriers? Were there other [external) factors that
could have infl d the sou have ob d? Could you
provide any data to i your ? E.g.individuals entering
employment, accessing courses, gaining accreditations ete.

M5_LABOUR_FE.2 Have you improved your job relevant
skillsiqualifications since you started the [X] project?

45 FES: In what wag! to what extent? What do you think caused this
change? Frobe: factors related to the CMF project, external factors,

115_LABCIUR_PE.1 What steps have gou taken to improve gour
i 1 skills? If not yet, what steps are you
planning to take? Do you have the support you need! do you know where to get support?

ME_NORM_ 4.1 To what etent (if at all has the project contributed to
] in

of British
culture and
social norms

5|
th ocal alea‘) In what ways and uhal were the elemenls of the project
that caused or contributed to this? What are the barriers? ‘Were there
other [external) factors that could have influenced the outcomes you
have observed?

their Iocal alea‘) In what ways and uhal were the elemenls of the project
that caused or contributed to this? What are the barriers? Were there
other (external) factors that could have influenced the outcomes you
have observed?

ME_MORM_PE.2 Do you feel that you understand British values [ e.q. add
examples as relevant to your project] and social norms? Has this
changed since taking part in the [X] project? In what way? What do you
think caused this change?

Frobe: factors related to the CMF project, esternal Factors,
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SPECIFIC Qs - Intermediate
outcomes: Residents [5-10
mins)

1. Perceived

F1_PRESSURE_S.1To what extent [|[ at all] have you seen a reduction in

of
pressure on
public services

on [public 9] Has the CMF project
conmbuled in any wag? If 50, in what ways and what were the elements
of the project that caused or contributed to this? If not. what are the

barriers? Were there other [ezternal] factors that could have influenced

F1_PRESSURE_W.1 To what extent [|[ at all) have you seen a reduction in
on [public §]? Has the CMF project

conlll uted in any way? If 50, in what ways and what were the elements

of the project that caused or contributed to this? If not, what are the

barriers? Were there other [external] Factors that could have i

the

the outcomes you have observed? Is there any of
g this red of p ? Please explain and offer

2 Increased
access to public
Services

3. Increased

if possible.

ice]? Frobe data source.

F2_ACCESS .2 To what extent (if at all] has there been an increase in
access to public services in your local area? Has the CMF project
contributed in any way? If 5o, in what ways and what were the elements
of the project that caused or contributed to this? If not. what are the
barriers? Were there other [external) Factors that could have

i the you have 2

FES INTEGH 5.1To what extent [if at all) do gou think there has been an

CCESS_S.1How many individuals in your local area are using [public

? Please explain and offer examples

if possible.

FR2_ACCESS_W.1How many individuals in your local area are using [public
service]? Fiobe data source.

R2_ACCESS_'.2 To what extent [if at all) has there been an increase in
access to public services in your local area? Has the CMF project
contributed in any way? If 50, in what ways and what were the elements
of the project that caused or contributed to this? If not, what are the
barriers? Were there other [external) factors that could have

i the you have 2

F!G INTEGH W.1To what extent [if at all] do you think there has been an

on the part of re in led

volunleenng]

i [e-g. wol # Has the CMF project
conmbuled in any way? If 50, in what Iags and what were the elements
of the project that caused or contributed to this? If not. what are the
barriers? Were there other [external) Factors that could have
i the you have 2

on the part of residents in community led
i [e.g. vol ing)? Has the CMF project

conlllbuted in any way? If 50, in what uags and what were the elements

of the project that caused or contributed to this? If not. what are the

barriers? Were there other [external) factors that could have

i the you have 2
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Rl PHESSUHE FE.1Have you seen any reduction in pressures on [public
What have you seen?

Probe: waiting tlmes accessibility, availability of appointments, changes relevant to the

project.

F1_FRESSURE_FE.Z To what extent (if at all) are public services meeting
the demand of the local community? If not. why do you think this is?
Can you provide examples?

Frobe: Different services releyant to project

FR1_PRESSURE_FBE.2 To what extent do you think this was this as a result
of the [X] project? What other Factors do you think could explain the
changes you noticed? If not, why do you think this is?

FR1_FRESSURE_FE.4 To what extent, if at all, do you feel immigrants in
your local area put on public i [e.g. h ing.
education)?

Probe: Why do you think that?

FRZ_ACCESS_FE.Z To what extent [if at all) would you say public services
[e.9. example service) are sen: e to the needs of people such as
yourself?

Then ask same questions about:
hours, translations.
F2_ACCESS_FE.2Has your use of [public services] changed in any way
since the start of [z] project? In what way? Why do you think it has
changed? FProbe: factors related to the CMWIF project, external Factors.

location, ease of access, opening

F3_INTEGR_FE.Z To what extent (if at all) do you feel you belong in your
local area? Why do you say that? Has this changed since the start if [z]
project? In what way? Why do you think it has changed? Frobe: factors
related to the CMF project, external factors.

R2_INTEGR_FE.2 To what extent [if at all) are you involved in your local
community? Has this changed since the start if [z] project? In what
way? Why do you think it has changed? Probe: Factors related to the CRF
project, external Factars.

FR3_INTEGR_FE.4 Can you lell me aboul any unpald help or volunteering
for any type of local, 1 or . or charity
you have done in the last 12 months ?

Frompts: sports clubs, youth clubs, religious groups such as a local church or local
mozque

Probe: what didit inuolue?® Hawve you volunteered hefare? Wy did you choose to
volunteer?

Swappedland 2



4. Increased

Fi4_| MIXING S 1To what extent [if at all} do you think local residents have

pportu
for social mi;

5. Improved
quality of public
space [i.e_
related to
overcrowding)

6_Increased
confidence that
their concerns
listened to and
addressed

to interact with people from different backgrounds? Has
lhls changed since the start if [z] project? Has the CMF project
contributed in any way? If so. in what ways and what were the elements
of the project that caused or contributed to this? IF not, what are the
barriers? Were there other (external) Factors that could have
influenced the outcomes you have observed?

F5_SPACE_S.1Hawe you seen an improvement in the quality of [public
space] since the project began? Has the CMF project contributed in
any way? If so, in what ways and what were the elements of the project
that caused or contributed to this? If not. what are the barriers? Were
there other [external) Factors that could have influenced the outcomes
you have observed?

F5_SPACE_S.2 How has this impacted local migrants! residents?

FE&_COMCERM_S1Have you seen an i in Fid il 5
that their are li d to and addi d? Has lhe CMF
project contributed in any way? If 5o, in what way=s and what were the
elements of the project that caused or contributed to this? IF not. what
are the barriers? Were there other [external) Factors that could have
influenced the outcomes you have observed?

F4_MIEING_ W1 To what extent [if at all) do you think local residents have
opportu = to interact with people from different backg ds? Has

Fi4_| MIXING F'EHTo what eztent [if at all) do you Feel that you have
PP to interact with people from different backgrounds to

this changed since the start if [z] project? Has the CMF project
contributed in any way? If 5o, in what ways and what were the elements
of the project that caused or contributed to this? If not, what are the
barriers? Were there other [external] factors that could have
influenced the outcomes you have observed?

FR5_SPACE_W. Hawe you seen an improvement in the quality of [public
space] since the project began? Has the CMF project contributed in
any way? If so, in what ways and what were the elements of the project
that caused or contributed to this? If not. what are the barriers? Were
there other [external) Factors that could have influenced the outcomes
you have observed?

F5_SPACE_W.2 How has this impacted local migrantst! residents?

fid of v

FE&_COMCERM_W.1Have you seen an i in
that their concerns are listened to and addressed? Has the CMF
project contributed in any way? If 5o, in what ways and what were the
elements of the project that caused or contributed to this? If not, what
are the barriers? Were there other [external]) Factors that could have
influenced the outcomes you have observed?
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your own in your local area? By your area | mean within 15 minutes” walk
from here. Has this changed since the start if [z] project? In what way?
Why do you think it has changed? Frobe: Factors related to the CMF project,
external Factors.

F5_SPACE_PE.2How would you decribe the quality of [public space] in
your local area? Has this changed since the project began? In what
wayl why do you say that? Has this changed since the start if [z]
project? Why do you think it has changed? Probe: factors related to the CMF
project, external Factors.

FE_COMCERR_FE1To what extent [if at all] do you feel your concerns
are listened to by the local hority? Has this changed through your
involvement in [project]? In what way! why do you say that? Has this
changed since the start if [x] project? Why do you think it has changed?
Probe: Factors related to the CRF project, external factors.

FE&_CONMCERR_FE.2 To what extent [if at all] do you have con[ldence in
the local authority to add your ? Has this ch

through your involvement in [project]? In what way! why do you say
that? Has this changed since the start if [z] project? Why do you think




Figure A4.3 Qualitative questions matrix: economic assessment/ value for money

Project staff

Wider stakeholders

es (migrants/ establ residents)

ECONOMIC_S.1 Is the project expected to use all the CMF funding it was awarded? Did it receive
additional funding?

= What percentage of the funding has been spent?

« What proportion of the funding do you ant

GENERAL Qs - Funding (5
mins)

pate the project will spend on completion?

« What were the reasons for overspend / underspend?

= Probe: Some elements not delivered? Smaller number of participants? Goods/services purchased
at lower than expected cost?

ECONOMIC_S.2 Have any other resources required to deliver the project that were not CMF funded?

« probe: staff time, volunteers, existing LA resources, venues, services referred to

= For staff time, ask about average additional staffing resource used per week/month, and the type of

staff used.
« For venues, ask about size of venue and frequency of use

ECONOMIC_S 4 What processes does the project have in place to minimise costs?
= What are these? (e.g. procurement processes, ensuring lowest cost for products, using existing LA
purchasing frameworks)

GENERAL Qs - Value for
money

(Economy, efficiency,
effectiveness, equity) (5 mins) ECONOMIC_S.5 To what extent have the outputs achieved by the project been delivered in a cost-
efficient manner?

# How has cost effectiveness of outputs been monitored throughout the project?

# Have the outputs been more / less costly to achieve than expected? Why?

«* What steps have been taken to maximise the outputs achieved for the cost of the activity?

Please note that
section)

are included in the tab_(general

ECONOMIC_5.6 Who in your organisation is responsible for monitoring spending, outputs and
outcomes achieved?

-One person or shared responsibility?

GENERAL Qs - Responsible
officer (2 mins)

ECONOMIC_S.7 What do you think would have happened in the local area without the CMF funding?
For example:

#Would the project have gone shead in the absence of the funding? How? Funded by the LA? Another
organisation?

= Would it have looked the same or different? In what way?

= Probe: smaller scale, slightly different focus?

GENERAL Qs -Additionality (5
mins)

«Would it have taken place at a different time —e.g. delayed, happening in future years?

= Did the project mean that participants achieved the outcomes earlier than they would have in the
absence of the project?

+ Would some of the outputs and outcomes have been achieved by the participants in the absence of
any intervention (e.g. deciding to pay for their own ESOL course)? What proportion of participants?

ECOMOMIC_W 3 Are you aware of any resources used by the project that were not funded by
the CMF grant?

ECONOMIC_W.4 Are you aware of any processes the project has in place to minimise costs?

*What are these? (e.g. procurement processes, ensuring lowest cost for products, using existing

LA purchasing frameworks)

ECONOMIC_W 5 To what extent have the outputs achieved by the project been delivered in a
cost-efficient manner?

+ Are you aware of the outputs the project has achieved / is expected to achieve?

+(If aware) is this the level of outputs achieved that you would have expected for the project?
‘Why / Why not?

= {if not aware) Given the funding for the project (state value), what scale of outputs would you
have expected the project to achieve? Why?

+ Is this based on previous similar proiects? Which ones?

ECONOMIC_W 7 What do you think would have happened in the local area without the CMF
funding?

For example:

+Would the project have gone ahead in the absence of the funding? How? Funded by the LA?
Another organisation?

= Would it have looked the same or different? In what way?

« Probe: smaller scale, slightly different focus?

«Would it have taken place at a different time —e.g. delayed, happening in future years?

+ Did the project mean that participants achieved the outcomes earlier than they would have in
the absence of the project?

* Would some of the outputs and outcomes have been achieved by the parti

ipants in the
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ECONOMIC_PB.7 What would have happened without the project?

For each outcome related to beneficiaries:

Do you think you would have (improved your wellbeing / gained employment / volunteering /
qualification / be in better health) if the project had not gone ahead?

‘What degree of the outcome do they think they would have achieved? Why? Why not?

‘Would you have achieved the outcome at a later date?



GENERAL Qs -Sustainability (3 ECONOMIC_S.13 Do you think the project is sustainable without further CMF funding?

mins)

GENERAL Qs (but need to be
tailored to include specific
elements as relevant for
projects) - Monetary Benefits
(5-10 mins)

= Why/ why not?
* Have you explored potential sources of alternative funding?

ECONOMIC_S.14 Do you believe that the benefits of the project outweight the costs? (last question)

What is the evidence for this?

Benefits: Choose benefits that are relevant to your project (from logic model)

MOMNETARY_5.1 In what ways has the project increased participant wellbeing? For whom and in what

ways?
» Probe; Relationships, mental health, loneliness, physical health, local environment etc.
* What aspects of the project resulted in this?

# What is the scale of the outcomes achieved (have all participants benefitted, some, can the number

Benefits: Choose benefits that are relevant to your project (from logic model)

MOMETARY_S.2 What has the impact of the project been on the local community?

= probe: opportunities, public space, availability and accessibility of services, fly tipping and
littering, criminal activity etc.

* What aspects of the project resulted in this?

* What iz the scale of the outcomes achieved (have all participants benefitted, some, can the number

Benefits: Choose benefits that are relevant to your project (from logic model)

MOMNETARY_5.3 How has the project resulted in new opportunities for project beneficiaries in their
lives?

* What are these? (probe: volunteering, employment, involvement in the community)

= For employment - full-time, part-time, apprenticeships, job security

# For volunteering — number of hours, type of volunteering

= What aspects of the project resulted in this?

* What is the scale of the outcomes achieved (have all participants benefitted. some, can the number

Benefits: Choose benefits that are relevant to your project (from logic model)

MOMETARY_S 4 What skills have project beneficiaries developed?
= probe: skills for employment, life skills, confidence, critical thinking
* What aspects of the project resulted in this?

* What iz the scale of the outcomes achieved (have all participants benefitted, some, can the number

be quantified?)
Benefits: Choose benefits that are relevant to your project (from logic model)

MOMNETARY_5.5 Have any health outcomes been achieved by the project?

« What are these? Probe: changes in use of ARE, hospital admissions, GP appointments, better
management of health conditions, improved physical health, improved mental health

= What aspects of the project resulted in this?

# What is the scale of the cutcomes achieved (have all participants benefitted, some, can the number

be quantified?)
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ECONOMIC_W.13 Do you think the project is sustainable without further CMF funding?
= Why/ why not?

ECONOMIC_W.14 Do you believe that the benefits of the project outweight the costs? (last
question) What is the evidence for this?

Benefits: Choose benefits that are relevant to your project (from logic model)

MOMETARY_W 1 In what ways has the project increased participant wellbeing? For whom and in
what ways?

» Probe: Relationships, mental health, loneliness, physical health, local environment etc.

* What aspects of the project resulted in this?

Benefits: Choose benefits that are relevant to your preject (from logic medel)

MOMETARY_W 2 What has the impact of the project been on the local community?

= probe: opportunities, public space, availability and accessibility of services, fly tipping and
littering, criminal activity etc.

* What aspects of the project resulted in this?

Benefits: Choose benefits that are relevant to your project (from logic model)

MOMETARY_W .3 How has the project resulted in new opportunities for project beneficiaries in
their lives?

* What are these? (probe: volunteering, employment, invelvement in the community)

* For employment - full-time, part-time, apprenticeships, job security

# Far volunteering — number of hours, type of volunteering

= What aspects of the project resulted in this?

Benefits: Choose benefits that are relevant to your project (from logic medel)

MOMETARY_W 4 What skills have project beneficiaries developed?
= probe: skills for employment, life skills, confidence, critical thinking
* What aspects of the project resulted in this?

Benefits: Choose benefits that are relevant to your project (from logic model)

MOMETARY_W .5 Have any health outcomes been achieved by the project?

* What are these? Probe: changes in use of ARE, hospital admissions, GP appointments, better
management of health conditions, improved physical health, improved mental health

= What aspects of the project resulted in this?
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Annex 1 Error! Bookmark not defined.

— (Guidance overview

This document provides the following tools to help you when evaluating your project or
projects:
e Guidance on how and when to use the question toolkit.

e Questions from the toolkit for each outcome of the logic model: this recommends key
questions to use in order to assess performance against your anticipated outcome(s).

— Why should | use the question toolkit?

The questionnaire toolkit is designed to help you choose questions for any surveys or
discussion groups that you are conducting with your project staff, participants or with
volunteers and partners as part of your evaluation activity. Originally, this toolkit was
designed for the evaluation of the Controlling Migration Fund (CMF) being undertaken by
Ipsos MORI, an independent evaluator, on behalf of the Ministry for Housing, Communities
and Local Government. This has been updated for all projects being funded under CMF as
a useful additional tool for you to consider as part of your evaluation of your project.

This toolkit allows you to pick and choose the questions that you wish to ask, while still
ensuring a consistent set of measures across the evaluation.
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Before using this toolkit it will be useful to refer to/to develop a logic model for your project.
This should outline the inputs into your project, the outputs, the short term outcomes, the
longer term outcomes and finally the overall impact you expect your project to achieve. You
can find more information about how to develop logic models here. Please see the overall
CMF logic model in Annex 1.

Your choice of questions should be guided by the outcomes the project is seeking to achieve
by the end of the project and the views they wish to seek. The outcomes that you select
must be derived from your project level logic model.

While you are encouraged to choose from these questions included in this toolkit where
possible you may also need to develop your own questions for questionnaires and
interviews that help you to understand what has worked for your specific project.

If data are not already collected about participants age, gender, ethnicity or religion, we
strongly recommended that you also use the questions outlined in the questionnaire toolkit
relating to personal project participant information.

It is also important to note that the toolkit focuses only on primary data collection (e.g.
qualitative interviews, surveys) but you may also want to also consider triangulating these
views through secondary data sources for each outcome, for example from your own
management information or other pubic data sources.

—  Who should | speak to?

We recommend that you aim to speak to a cross-section of those involved in the project —
both from a delivery point of view and a participant point of view. The questionnaire toolkit
provides a suggested set of questions for 3 core audiences — delivery staff (or partners),
established residents and new migrants.

We reocmmend you aim to capture views from all audiences involved in your project. Below
we have provided some short descriptions of how we have defined each type of audience.
You may wish to redefine these for your project and there may be some outcomes and
questions in one section that you may want to ask a different population according to your
project outcomes.

Delivery staff:

Members of the project team responsible for either the design of the project or delivery of
project activities (e.g. carrying out sessions or workshops). They could be full time staff, part
time staff or volunteers. You may also wish to include project partner agencies within this
group (e.g. schools, police force, GPs etc.). If these partners are essential to data collection
or project delivery we recommend they are included

Established residents:

Individuals who have been residing in the local authority area for at least 10 years and who
may benefit or be targeted by the project. This could include those who were born outside
of the UK but have been living in the UK for a long time.

In addition, you may also want to include people who may have been affected by the issue that
triggered the CMF intervention even if they are not established residents.

New migrants:
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Individuals born outside of the UK who have been living in the UK for less than 10 years and
who are likely to be impacted or targeted as part of the project.

For each audience group, a set of questions has been provided.

— How do | capture views among these
audience groups?

To get the most of the toolkit, you will may need consider the best way to ask the research
questions given the design of your evaluation (i.e. whether this question should be asked
just once or multiple times during the project) and whether there are challenges accessing
participants and time constraints. You may want to consider the following according to
your project design:

Design Considerations

PRE Could this question be asked at the beginning or as near as
possible to the beginning of the project in order to assess the
initial status of a view/behaviour/skill/attitude etc. before the
project has been implemented?

POST Could this question be asked at the end or near the end of the
project in order to see how a view/behaviour/skill/attitude etc. has
changed since the beginning of the project?

This question should be as similar as possible to the question
asked at the beginning of the project in order to track change over
time. The post question could also be asked at an interim point
during the project.

POST ONLY Could this question be asked at the end of the project only if it has
not been possible to capture a baseline (i.e. because the project
is already too far underway)?

This asks the interviewee to reflect on whether they have seen a
change since the beginning of the project and what this has
looked like.

CONTROL GROUP | The control group is defined as the group in the study that does
not receive treatment (been involved in CMF) by the researchers
and is then used as a benchmark to measure how the other
tested subjects do. Could this question be asked with a group of
participants who are not part of your project intervention but have
a similar set of characteristics? i.e. in another area, part of a

waiting list?
SECONDARY For some outcomes there may be secondary data or monitoring
DATA data available which can validate the findings captured through

available primary data.
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Key Significance

OPEN This does not have fixed response codes and should be asked as
a free form option to allow the interviewee to provide as much
information as they like. This is better suited to interviews than
surveys.

CLOSED This is a closed question which has a fixed set of answers or

codes that the interviewee must select. This is suitable for

surveys.

Each question in the toolkit is accompanied by a note detailing the type of question.

How do | use other sources of evidence
(i.e. secondary data)?

In some circumstances, you might find that the views across audiences conflict or that you
have insufficient primary data in order to draw conclusions as to whether an outcome has
been met. In order to validate the primary data and monitoring data available via the project,
you may want to seek to triangulate this with secondary data sources. Secondary data
sources are integral to understanding the potential impact of the project on the wider local

area.

We recommend that you identify secondary data sources that could be used to verify

views collected with secondary evidence.

Example of secondary data assessment table:

Assessment (e.g. af end
of the project)
Have there been any

External

over time) By GP
surgery

Outcomes Indicator . Source
changes in patterns or data source
trends in the data during
the lifetime of the project?
ONS: NiNo
Increased insight Change in number of registrations
into local migration | NiNo registrations for by global :
. wo 2 Public
patterns and migrant groups (by region",
community impact | global region) broken down
by LA
% residents agree
with statement: "in
this organisation NHS patient
there are enough . .
. . : experience Public
Perceived reduction | staff available to : .
. . questionnaire
of pressure on meet patient / service
public services and | user needs. By
private facilities (i.e. | hospital/CCG".
gyms) Satisfaction with
booking process, by .
ethnicity (change GP patient Public
survey
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Satisfaction with

Local Police

. Private
police response rates data
Participation in ESOL Further
Af:"eizisot: Sl by local authority education Public
P 2011/12 to 2016/17 data library

Further information

For further information about how to use the toolkit or assessment template, please contact Kirsty
Hendry (DLUHC) Kirsty Hendry Kirsty.Hendry@communities.gov.uk or Raynette Bierman (Project

Level Evaluation lead) Raynette.Bierman@ipsos.com
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We recommend you consider the questions or indicators below if your project is collecting views
among delivery teams. You will need to adapt them depending on if they are pre/post or post only.

This type of information is best gathered from staff and volunteers involved in designing, delivering
or implementing the project. We suggest that this is best asked as part of a one to one interview with
the lead for the project and partners allowing for a free form, open response. This is best used when
dealing with small sample sizes. More numeric information can be collated from secondary data or
monitoring data, where available.

Closed questions could be asked at the very beginning and very end of your project to assess
whether there has been a perceived reduction of pressure on public services.

Open questions can be asked at the beginning, middle or end of your project among those closest
to the delivery (e.g. project leads and partners).

Increased insight into local migration patterns and community impact

¢ What do you understand to be the current local migration patterns in your area? What
data sources are used to monitor this? What is the quality of this data and are there any
gaps? [OPEN]

¢ What types of data are you collecting about local migration patterns as part of this [X]
project? Has this changed as part of the [X] project? [OPEN]

Expanded networks of community and statutory partners°

« What types of relationships have been established with partner agencies as a result of
the [X] project? Are these new or existing relationships? [OPEN]

Increased co-ordination and co-operation between agencies™

¢ In what ways do you work with other agencies to deliver your project? In what ways has
this changed since the [X] project began? [OPEN]

1 Can also be asked of partner agencies
" Could also be asked of partner agencies
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Acquired expertise and structures in place to deal with local issues

¢ What in-house capacity/skills does the local authority have for dealing with local issues
as a result of migration patterns? Has this changed as the result of your project? [OPEN]

¢ What structures are in place to help you deal with local issues? [OPEN]

Established resident outcomes:

Perceived reduction of pressure on public services and private facilities
(i.e. gyms)

¢ To what extent have you seen a reduction in pressures on [public service/facility] as a
result of the [X] project? What changes have you seen? [OPEN]

Increased access to public services

¢ How many individuals in your local area are using [public service]? [CLOSED
QUESTION] How has this changed since the project began? Is this attributable to the
project? [OPEN]

¢ Which ethnic groups are using [public services]? [CLOSED QUESTION]
Select as many boxes as apply.
A. White
T English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British
[ lrish
[0 Gypsy or Irish Traveller
[l Any other White background,
B. Mixed / multiple ethnic groups
71 White and Black Caribbean
[l White and Black African
[l White and Asian
71 Any other Mixed / multiple ethnic background,
C. Asian / Asian British
[ Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Chinese
Any other Asian background,
D. Black / African / Caribbean / Black British
01 African
71 Caribbean
71 Any other Black / African / Caribbean background,
E. Other ethnic group
[1 Arab
1 Any other ethnic group,

t
U
U
U

o How has this changed since the project began? Is this attributable to the
project?[OPEN]
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Increased involvement in community-led integration activities (i.e.
volunteering)

e To what extent do you think residents are involved in their local community? Has this
changed as a result of the project? [OPEN]

Increased opportunities for social mixing

¢ To what extent do you think local residents have opportunities to interact with people
from different backgrounds? Has this changed as a result of the project? [OPEN]

Increased understanding of other cultures and nationalities

e To what extent do you think local residents have a better understanding of
[culture/nationality] in their local area? Has this changed as a result of the project? Has
this impacted on levels of tolerance to other cultures/nationalities?[OPEN]

Increased understanding of and access to public services (i.e. NHS,
schooling)

¢ Have you seen an increase in understanding of how to access local services (i.e. GPs,
policy, schools) among [target group] since the project began? In what way? [OPEN]

Housing issues identified (i.e. overcrowding, substandard provision)

¢ Have you seen any change in standards of living for migrant groups since taking part in
the project? In what way? [OPEN]

o To what extent has the project contributed to identifying housing issues? Do you have
any examples? PROBE ON: overcrowding; substandard provision; trafficking;
organised crime; other [OPEN]

Housing issues resolved (i.e. improved housing standards)

¢ To what extent has the [X] project contributed to the resolution of housing issues? In
what way? [OPEN]
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Intended outcomes: established resident views

We recommend you consider the questions or indicators below if your project is seeking to achieve
outcomes related to the local resident community affected by the project; this could be a local ward,
street or the broader local authority area.

Who to ask and how?
Residents affected by the project.

Closed question can be asked in a pre-questionnaire and a post-questionnaire where there are more
than approximately 30 residents affected. Questionnaires can be administered online or on paper
during project delivery. You can then look at the results from participants’ responses both before and
after they have taken part in the project, helping you to understand any changes in attitude, behaviour
or perception.

If you are working with non-English speaking groups please consider the possibility of using
gatekeepers for translation or if the project can facilitate translation.

Open questions are best asked in a focus group setting with residents directly affected by the project.
This is best used when dealing with small sample sizes.

When to ask?

Closed questions can be asked at the very beginning and very end of your project to assess whether
there has been a perceived reduction of pressure on public services. Open questions can be asked
at the end of your project.

Perceived reduction of pressure on public services and private facilities
(i.e. gyms)

¢ To what extent do you feel that [public service] is [oversubscribed/ overcrowded/
overused]? [CLOSED]

PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY
e Alot

e A fair amount
¢ Not very much
e Not at all
e Don’'t know
What do you feel has caused this? [OPEN]

e To what extent have you seen a reduction in pressures on [public service/facility] as a
result of the [X] project? [OPEN]

e To what extent do you agree or disagree that immigrants in your local area put pressure
on public services (e.g. housing, education)? [CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY
e Strongly agree
¢ Somewhat agree
e Neither agree nor disagree
¢ Somewhat disagree
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e Strongly disagree
e Don’t know

Would you say that any of the groups on this list get too much access when it comes to
public services in Britain, like benefits, housing, health services and schools?'?
[CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX PER ROW ONLY

Yes No Don’t know

Christian
Muslim
Hindu

Sikh

Jewish
Buddhist

No religion
White

Black

Asian
Gypsy, traveller or Roma
communities
Arabic
Mixed

EU migrants

Migrants from outside of the
EU
Asylum seekers

Refugees

People claiming benefits
Wealthy people
Working class people

People who are gay or
lesbian, bisexual or
transgender

People with disabilities

"2 This is taken from the Community Life Survey
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Increased access to public services
I

¢ Can you tell me whether you think each of these public services are sensitive to the
needs of people like you? [CLOSED]"

Strongly | Agree | Neither | Disagree | Strongly | Don’t | Not
agree agree disagree | know | applicable
nor
disagree

The police
British
courts

Government
institutions
State
primary and
secondary
schools
The NHS
Social
services

Job Centre

¢ On average, how often do you [or your family if in caring role] use [public service]?
[CLOSED]

PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY
¢ More than once a week

e Once every 1-2 weeks
e Once a month

¢ Once every 3-6 months
e Once ayear

e Less often

e Never

e Don’t know

[Response scale tailored to type of service]

Increased involvement in community-led integration activities (i.e.

volunteering)
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

¢ In the last 12 months, have you given any unpaid help or worked as a volunteer for any
type of local, national or international organisation or charity?'*
o Yes
o No
¢ Which types of community activities, if any, are you involved in? [CLOSED]

'3 This is taken from Community Life Survey
14 From the Ipsos ‘Understanding Society’ survey
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e Volunteering

e Sports club

e Youth club

¢ Religious group (e.g. local church, local mosque)
e Other [please specify]

e None

e Don’'t know/prefer not to say

¢ Inthe last 12 months have you taken any of the following actions in an attempt to solve
a problem affecting people in your local area?'® [CLOSED]
SELECT ALL THAT APPLY
¢ Contacted a local radio station, television station or newspaper

o Contacted the appropriate organisation to deal with the problem, such as the council
e Contacted a local councillor or MP

¢ Attended a public meeting or neighbourhood forum to discuss local issues

e Attended a tenants’ or local residents’ group

o Attended a protest meeting or joined an action group

o Helped organise a petition on a local issue

e No local problems

¢ None of the above

o Don't know

e Other

¢ How able do you feel to influence decisions affecting your local area? [CLOSED]

e \Very able
e Somewhat able
e Unable

e Don’t know

Increased opportunities for social mixing
I

¢ To what extent do you agree or disagree that you can interact with people from different

backgrounds to your own in your local area? By your area | mean within 15 minutes’
walk from here. [CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY

e Strongly agree

e Somewhat agree

o Neither agree nor disagree

e Somewhat disagree

e Strongly disagree

e Don’'t know

¢ To what extent do you agree or disagree that your neighbourhood is a place where
people from different backgrounds get on well together?'® [CLOSED]

5 From the Community Life Survey
6 From the Community Life Survey
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PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY
o Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat disagree

Strongly disagree

Don’t know

Not applicable — all from same background

Not applicable — too few people in my neighbourhood

O O O 0O O O

¢ How much of a problem is it for people being attacked or harassed because of their skin
colour, ethnic origin or religion?'” By your area | mean within 15 minutes’ walk from
here. [CLOSED]

PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY
Very big problem

Fairly big problem

Not a very big problem
Not a problem at all
Don’t know

o O O O O

¢ In an average month, how often are you likely to talk to someone of a different
background to you in each of the following places?'® [CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY

Most | Very | Fairly | Sometimes | Almost | Never/ not | Don’t
days | often | often never applicable | know

When you are
walking
around in in
your local
area (i.e.
within around
a 15-minute
walk of your
home)

At work
At social
events

Ata
community
group or club

¢ How often are there opportunities in your local area to mix with people who are of
a different background to you? [CLOSED]
o Never

7 From the Community Life Survey
8 From the Community Life Survey
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Less than once a month
Once a month

Several times a month
Once a week

Several times a week
Every day

O O O O O O

¢ How often do you have any contact with people who are of a different race or
ethnic group from most [country] people when you are in public and not at
home? This could be on public transport, in the street, in shops or in the local area.™

[CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY
o Never
o Less than once a month
o Once a month
o Several times a month
o Once a week
o Several times a week

o Every day
¢ Thinking about the people who live in this neighbourhood, to what extent do you
believe they can be trusted??° [CLOSED]
o Many of the people can be trusted
Some of the people can be trusted
A few of the people can be trusted
None of the people can be trusted
Just moved here

o O O

Improved quality of public space (i.e. related to overcrowding)
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

¢ How would you rate the quality of [public space] in your local area? [CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY

e Very good
e Good

e Neither

e Poor

e Very poor

¢ Don’t know/not applicable

Increased understanding of other cultures and nationalities
I

¢ How would you rate your knowledge of the way of life of [culture/nationality] in your
local area? By your area | mean within 15 minutes’ walk from here. [CLOSED]

PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY
e Very good

® From the European Social Survey
20 From the Community Life Survey
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Good

Neither

Poor

Very poor

Don’t know/not applicable
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o Some people have positive feelings for different groups of people, some have negative
feelings. Using a scale from 0 to 10, please indicate your feelings towards people from
the following groups. 10 means that you have very positive feelings and 0 means that you
have very negative feelings and 5 means your feelings are neutral. 2’

[CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY

Different religious backgrounds

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | DK

Christian

Muslim

Hindu

Sikh

Jewish

Buddhist

No religion

Different ethnic backgrounds

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 |DK

Different social and cultural backgrounds or particular characteristics

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | DK

EU
migrants

Migrants
from
outside of
the EU

Asylum
seekers

Refugees

People
claiming
benefits

Wealthy
people

Working
class
people

2! From the Community Life Survey
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People who
are gay or
lesbian,
bisexual or
transgender

People with
disabilities
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— Intended outcomes: migrant views

You should consider the questions or indicators below if your project is working with local migrant
groups and is seeking to achieve outcomes related to the migrant community.

Who to ask and how?
Migrant groups affected by the project and taking part in project activity (e.g. workshops, sessions,
classes).

Closed question can be asked in a pre-questionnaire and a post-questionnaire where there are more
than approximately 30 residents affected. Questionnaires can be administered online or on paper
during project delivery such as before or after a class or workshop. You can then look at the results
from participants’ responses both before and after they have taken part in the project, helping you to
understand any changes in attitude, behaviour or perception.

Open questions are best asked in a focus group setting or one to one interview with participants
directly affected by the project or delivery staff working with participants. This is best used when
dealing with small sample sizes.

When to ask?

Closed questions can be asked at the very beginning and very end of your project to assess whether
there has been a perceived reduction of pressure on public services. Open questions can be asked
at the end of your project.

Secondary data sources or monitoring information can be utilised to verify findings from delivery staff
and beneficiaries. To assess any changes in the number of rogue landlords identified in the local
area, the rogue landlord database could be used. To assess the number of beneficiaries accessing
ESOL attendance rates on ESOL courses collected by the delivery staff can be analysed.

Increased understanding of and access to public services (i.e. NHS,

schooling)
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

¢ Can you tell me whether you think each of these public services are sensitive to the
needs of people like you? [CLOSED]??

Strongly | Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly | Don’t
agree agree nor disagree | know
disagree

The police
British courts
Government

institutions

State primary
and
secondary
schools

The NHS

22 From the Community Life Survey
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Social
services

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

"l feel able to use local [public service]" [CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY

e Strongly agree

¢ Somewhat agree

e Neither agree nor disagree
¢ Somewhat disagree

e Strongly disagree

e Don’t know
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¢ To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

"I know how to access [public service] when | need to" [CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY
e Strongly agree

e Somewhat agree

o Neither agree nor disagree
¢ Somewhat disagree

e Strongly disagree

o Don’t know

* On average, how often do you use [public service]? [CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY
e More than once a week

e Once every 1-2 weeks
e Once a month

¢ Once every 3-6 months
e Once ayear

e Lessoften

e Never

e Don’t know

[Response scale tailored to type of service]

To what extent would you feel confident that you would be able to do the following?

[CLOSED QUESTION]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY

Very Somewhat | Neither | Not very | Not atall | Don’t
confident | confident confident | confident | know

Discuss particular
issues with an NHS
doctor or nurse

Go to the police
about an offence that
may have been
committed against
you

Go to your local
council to seek
advice on
accommaodation or
council services
Attend a job centre to
seek employment
advice

¢ To what extent has your [knowledge/use of] public services changed since taking part in
the [X] project? [OPEN]

Housing issues resolved (i.e. improved housing standards)
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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¢ Have you seen any change in your standard of living since taking part in the [X] project?
In what way? [OPEN]

e Which of the following, if any, do you have available to you in your home? [CLOSED]

PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY
e Hot and cold running water

o Stable supply of electricity and heating
¢ Toilet/bathroom/shower

e Free from mould and damp

¢ No faulty wiring or fire risks

e Locks on the doors and windows

e No pest problems

e Other [please specify]

¢ Don’t know

e Does [your/this] household have the whole of the accommodation to
[yourself/lyourselves/themselves] or is any of it shared with someone outside [your/this]
household (or would share if currently vacant accommodation was occupied)??
[CLOSED]

e Have the whole accommodation
¢ Share with someone else outside household

Access to ESOL provision
|

¢ To what extent do you feel that your English has improved since you started the [X]
project? Is this due to the project or other reasons? [OPEN]

¢ Which of the following best describes your level of English language? [CLOSED]
e Able to communicate in a simple way.
¢ Able to deal with straightforward information
o Able to express yourself on a range of topics
e Able to communicate about unfamiliar topics
e Able express complex concepts
e Don’t know

e Apart from your English class, how many people did you speak to last week using
English??* [CLOSED]

e 0 people

o 1to 2 people

e 3to4 people

e 5106 people

e 7to 8 people

e 9to 10 people

ZBhttps://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/658481/EHS_Questionnaire_docum
entation_Year_9 2016_17.pdf
2 From the CBEL RCT
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11 to 12 people
13 to 14 people
15 to 16 people
17 to 18 people
19 to 20 people
21 or more people
Don’t know
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Access to labour market skills, training and accreditations (courses,

qualifications)
|
¢ To what extent do you feel you have improved your employment skills/qualifications
since you started the [X] project? In what way have you achieved this? Is this due to the
project or other reasons? [OPEN]

e Which of the following activities have you done in order to improve your employment
opportunities/educational skills? Please select all that apply. [CLOSED]
o Registered/enrolled in a training course (e.g. computer skills, ESOL course)
o Visited a job centre
¢ Received a qualification (e.g. ESOL Entry Level 1-3)
¢ Enrolled in a higher education course (e.g. college, university)
e Asked someone to review your CV/Resume
e Other [please specify]
e Don’t know

Increased understanding of British culture and social norms
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

¢ To what extent do you feel that you understand British cultures and social norms?
[CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY

o Agreatdeal

e A fair amount
e Not very much
e Notatall

¢ To what extent do you feel that you understand British values [ e.g. add examples as
relevant to your project] and social norms? Has this changed since taking part in the [X]
project? In what way? [OPEN]

e To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements??* [CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX PER ROW ONLY

Strongly | Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly | Don’t
agree agree nor disagree | know
disagree

‘It is important
to always
abide by the
law even if it
clashes with
my religious
beliefs.

It is important
to always

% From the Community Life Survey
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abide by the
law even if it
clashes with
my traditions
or cultural
practices

Where it does not go against UK law, to what extent do you agree or disagree that everyone
should be freely able to the following?¢: [CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX PER ROW ONLY

Strongly | Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly | Don’t
agree agree nor disagree | know
disagree

Practice their
religion
Practice
cultural
traditions
Publicly
express their
views

Increased civic society participation
|
o Which types of community activities, if any, are you involved in? [CLOSED]
o Volunteering
Sports club
Youth club
Religious group (e.g. local church, local mosque)
Other [please specify]
None
Don’t know/prefer not to say

O O O O O O

¢ In the last 12 months have you taken any of the following actions in an attempt to solve
a problem affecting people in your local area??” [CLOSED]

SELECT ALL THAT APPLY
o Contacted a local radio station, television station or newspaper

Contacted the appropriate organisation to deal with the problem, such as the council
Contacted a local councillor or MP

Attended a public meeting or neighbourhood forum to discuss local issues

Attended a tenants’ or local residents’ group

Attended a protest meeting or joined an action group

Helped organise a petition on a local issue

No local problems

None of the above

Don’t know

O O O O O O O O O

% From the Community Life Survey
27 From the Community Life Survey
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¢ Please tell me how strongly you feel you belong to each place.?® [CLOSED]
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX PER ROW ONLY

Very Fairly Not very Not at all Don’t know
strongly strongly strongly strongly

Your local area
(i.e. 15-20-minute
walk from your
home)

Britain

o To what extent are you in involved in your local community? Has this changed as a
result of the [X] project? [OPEN]

2 From the Community Life Survey
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— Participant personal information
questions

The following questions are used by the Office of National Statistics for the census. These are
standardised ways of capturing key demographic information in questionnaires and are used across
a wide range of surveys. We strongly recommend you include these in any questionnaires you
design (such as have a more detailed breakdown of age or religion). These can help to structure
your analysis to understand what impact your project has had on whom.

CATEGORY | QUESTION

AGE What age were you on your last birthday?
1 0-15

16-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

75-84

85+

Prefer not to say

I

GENDER What is your sex?

(1 Male

[1 Female

00 Other

[0 Prefer not to say

ETHNICITY | What is your ethnic group?

F. White
[0 English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British
71 lIrish

[l Gypsy or Irish Traveller
"1 Any other White background,
G. Mixed / multiple ethnic groups
[J  White and Black Caribbean
[J White and Black African
[1  White and Asian
71 Any other Mixed / multiple ethnic background,
H. Asian/ Asian British
0 Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Chinese
Any other Asian background,
I. Black / African / Caribbean / Black British
[ African
[J Caribbean

U
U
U
U
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[0 Any other Black / African / Caribbean background,

J. Other ethnic group
(1 Arab
[0 Any other ethnic group,

RELIGION What is your religion even if you are not currently practising?
[J No religion
Christian
Buddhist

Hindu

Jewish

Muslim

Sikh

Any other religion,

I O O I

RESIDENT How long have you live in the local area? By this | mean within a 15-20-
minute walk of your home.?®
71 6 months or less

More than 6 months but less than 1 year
1 year or more but less than 3 years

3 years or more but less than 5 years

5 years or more but less than 10 years
More than 10 years

Don’t know

I O A

UK BORN How long have you lived in the UK?
6 months or less

More than 6 months but less than 1 year

1 year or more but less than 3 years

3 years or more but less than 5 years

5 years or more but less than 10 years

More than 10 years but | was not born in the UK
| was born in the UK

Don’t know

I Y A O A O

LANDSCAPE | How would you describe the area where you currently live?3°

[0 An area where almost nobody is of a different race or ethnic group
from most people in the UK

71 Some people are of a different race or ethnic group from most people
in the UK

[0 Many people are of a different race or ethnic group

71 Don’t know

2 From the Community Life Survey
%0 From the European Social Survey

146



147



	Controlling Migration Fund evaluation report: Appendices
	Appendix 1: Methodology
	Overview and aims of the evaluation
	Scoping stage
	Common Outcomes Framework
	Purpose and overview
	Outputs
	Intermediate outcomes

	Project level evaluations
	Project typology and shortlist selection
	Sampling approach and selection criteria
	Shortlist

	Value for money analysis
	Data only strand
	Data-only project consultations


	Appendix 2: CMF Theory of Change
	Rationale for public intervention
	Planned work: inputs and activities
	Inputs
	Activities

	Intended results: outputs, outcomes and impact
	Outputs


	Appendix 3: Project-level logic models
	Figure A3.2 Logic model for the Tackling Alcohol Misuse project, Cambridgeshire, Area 1 (Peterborough)

	Appendix 4: Research materials
	Data only strand
	Baseline interview guide

	Follow-up interview guide
	Project-level evaluations
	Template guide: stakeholders
	Template guide: Project beneficiaries (migrants)
	Template guide: Project beneficiaries: wider residents

	Questionnaire toolkit


	 Guidance overview
	 Why should I use the question toolkit?
	 Who should I speak to?
	 How do I capture views among these audience groups?
	 How do I use other sources of evidence (i.e. secondary data)?
	 Further information
	QUESTIONNAIRE TOOLKIT

	 Intended outcomes: delivery staff views
	 Intended outcomes: migrant views
	 Participant personal information questions



