


SOCIAL INNOVATION FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY &  LOW CARBON TRANSITIONS
EVALUATION APPROACH ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT
The OEE Social Innovation Unit’s evaluation and performance measurement framework has been co-created with Steve Montague (Performance Management Network Inc).
Annexes A, B and C were developed by Steve Montague as refercen material to support the development of results plans and measurement.
The purpose of this work is to frame, guide and report out on the Social Innovation Unit’s projects both individually and collectively. It also provides an opportunity to embed an evaluation approach more directly into what we do as we do it to inform learning and actions as opposed to relying solely on retrospective evaluation after a prolonged period.


1. INTRODUCTION
Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) has a mandate through the Energy Efficiency Act to promote energy efficiency, to make and enforce regulations that prescribe standards and labelling requirements for energy-using products and products that affect energy use, and to collect data on energy use.  The federal government also plays a role in providing leadership, identifying and coordinating solutions across jurisdictions and creating national frameworks, standards and tools that can be used by other jurisdictions and organizations. This role helps to overcome financial and non-financial barriers to energy efficiency, including the lack of policies, high incremental costs, and low consumer awareness and confidence.
To support this mandate, NRCan’s Office of Energy Efficiency (OEE) Social Innovation Unit is introducing and using new ways of engaging Canadians and partners to inform and advance research, prototyping and testing of innovative solutions that help overcome barriers, continuously improve the uptake of existing tools and programs, and/or create new tools, services and partnerships that work.

1.1 THE OBJECTIVES OF THIS FRAMEWORK
The objectives of this framework are to develop a performance measurement and developmental evaluation approach[footnoteRef:1] to drive the following objectives: [1:  Michael Quinn Patton defines developmental evaluation as an approach that assists social innovators develop social change initiatives in complex or uncertain environments.  This is the context (almost by definition) for the Social Innovation Unit.  The developmental evaluation approach is context sensitive and adoptive.  This means that while the tasks outlined here are expected activities at this time, there will almost certainly be some variances in efforts as a result of emergent observations and developments. ] 

1. Confirm the value propositions, performance issues, and questions to be used to build a performance measurement and developmental evaluation approach for the Social Innovation Unit and its projects;
2. Determine and advise on ‘evaluability’ of projects, individually and collectively (e.g., data availability and quality); and,
3. Identify the most appropriate performance measurement and evaluation approach based on multiple lines of evidence, costs, timeliness, data availability, and the performance issues to be addressed.

2. A DEVELOPMENTAL EVALUATION APPROACH FOR OEE’S SOCIAL INNOVATION INITIATIVES
According to Dozios et al (2010) developmental evaluation differs from traditional forms of evaluation in several key ways:
· The primary focus is on adaptive learning rather than accountability to an external authority.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Accountability is still a key part of developmental evaluation; however, accountability priorities shift from supporting oversight to supporting learning and impact.] 

· The purpose is to provide real-time feedback and generate learnings to inform development.
· The evaluator is embedded in the initiative as a member of the team.
· The DE role extends well beyond data collection and analysis; the evaluator actively intervenes to shape the course of development, helping to inform decision-making and facilitate learning.
· The evaluation is designed to capture system dynamics and surface innovative strategies and ideas.
· The approach is flexible, with new measures and monitoring mechanisms evolving as understanding of the situation deepens and the initiative’s goals emerge (adapted from Westley, Zimmerman & Patton, 2006).

As such the approach seems ideally suited to an enterprise such as that of the Social Innovation Unit (SIU). As Patton (2008) notes developmental evaluation is but suited to those engaged in innovative initiatives and development – complex and interdependent initiatives which feature emergent learning and outcomes as the processes take place. At the end of the day developmental evaluation is focused on learning and requires strategic (also systems) thinking, pattern recognition, relationship-building and leadership boiling down to strong listening and facilitation skills.
As noted by Gamble (2008) developmental evaluation closely hinges on the process of strategy development and execution. As such there is a need to have a structured and disciplined conversation or dialogue about "what one is intending to do with whom and why?" while recognizing that the structure must follow frequent updating and adjustment to plans, expected results and even goals, as new information is sensed, interpreted, shared and in some cases more deeply understood creating knowledge and wisdom.
As applied to the SIU, in a sense, the evolution of developmental evaluation parallels the modern evolution of thinking about how data, information and evidence (from projects, studies, research etc.) affect decision making.
When it comes to a basic theory, many groups – consider a core theory of change to be what has been deemed the knowledge pyramid.[footnoteRef:3] The knowledge pyramid is based on knowledge management theory and capacity development literature. Wisdom, in this context, is judgment derived from applying knowledge to decisions and learning from the impacts of those decisions. [3:  Ackoff, R. L., "From Data to Wisdom", Journal of Applies Systems Analysis, Volume 16, 1989 p 3-9.] 


The Knowledge Pyramid Illustrates the Use of Data to Enhance Wisdom
[image: ]Source:  Ackoff, R. L., "From Data to Wisdom", Journal of Applies Systems Analysis, Volume 16, 1989 p 3-9.
As such, the knowledge pyramid can be seen as one version of the theory of reasoned action.  Theories of reasoned action and planned behavior underpin the vast majority of logic models, theories of change and basic strategies of information management, decision support[footnoteRef:4] and innovation. Typical information management plans (guided by Management Accountability Frameworks which have emphasized key processes) , based on the knowledge management theory and capacity development literature, have typically committed to specific targets for improved capacity for data collection, the analysis of data to produce information, and the interpretation of information as knowledge.  Wisdom, in this context, is judgment derived from applying knowledge to decisions and learning from the impacts of those decisions.  [4:  See for example Funnell and Rogers (2011) The authors earliest found results chain logic was in fact done by Suchman (1967) who codified a results chain demonstrating how the production of information was intended to reach and influence persons in tobacco control. The theory of reasoned action and planned behavior espoused by Fishbein and Ajzen (1980), is also seen in the stages of change theory from psychology (Prochaska and DiClemente 1983) who note pre-contemplation, contemplation, preparation, action and maintenance as behaviours. These theories have further evolved to include further cognitive processes – such as weighing the pros and cons of a decision etc. The criticism of these theories is that they focus on individual rational decision-making, ignoring socio-ecological components and the iterative and interactive effects of engagement processes.] 

In a parallel model, diffusion of innovation models such as those discussed by Rogers (1995,2003) [footnoteRef:5]  show a somewhat linear and building model of innovation. This is paralleled by psychological decision models and can be considered to include the following:   [5:  Rogers, E. (2003) Diffusion of Innovations (5th Edition) Free Press] 

· Knowledge: it occurs when an individual is exposed to the innovation's existence and gains some understanding of how it functions
· Persuasion: it occurs when an individual forms a favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the innovation
· Decision: it occurs when an individual engages in activities that lead to a choice to adopt or reject the innovation
· Implementation: it occurs when an individual puts an innovation into use
· Confirmation: it occurs when an individual seeks reinforcement of an innovation decision or reverse the previous decision due to the conflict

The following chart summarizes the Rogers and Prochaska framework.
	Rogers' Stages of Innovation Decision Process
	Prochaska's Stages of Change

	Knowledge Stage 
· Recall of information 
· Comprehension of messages 
· Knowledge or skill for effective adoption of innovation 
	Pre-contemplation 

	Persuasion Stage 
· Liking 
· Discussion of new behavior with others 
· Acceptance of the message 
· Formation of positive image of the message and innovation 
· Support for the innovative behavior from the system 
	Contemplation

	Decision Stage 
· Intention to seek additional information about the innovation 
· Intention to try innovation 
	Preparation

	Implementation 
· Acquisition of additional info about innovation 
· Use of innovation on regular basis 
· Continued use of innovation 
	Action

	Confirmation Stage 
· Recognition of the benefits of using the innovation. 
· Integration of the innovation into ongoing routine 
· Promotion of innovation to others 
	Maintenance


Adapted from Everett Rogers, Diffusion of Innovations, 4th ed. (New York: Freepress), 1995, p. 190.
In this model, ‘diffusion’ is a process by which an innovation is communicated through certain channels over time among the members of a social system.
The definition indicates that:
· The adopters can be an individual, groups, or organization at different levels of social system.
· The target is innovation
· The process is communication
· The means is communication channels
· The context of innovation is a social system
· It is a change over time.

According to Rogers (1995), there are five major factors affecting the rate of adoption:
1. Perceived Attributes of Innovation

An innovation is an idea, practice or object that is perceived as new by an individual or other unit of adoption. How the adopter perceived characteristics of the innovation has impacts on the process of adoption.
· Relative advantage: the degree to which an innovation is perceived as better than the idea it supersedes. The underlying principle is that the greater the perceived relative advantage of an innovation, the more raid its rate of adoption
· Compatibility: the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent with the existing values, past experiences, and needs of potential adopters
· Complexity: the degree to which an innovation is perceived as difficult to understand and use
· Trialability: the degree to which an innovation may be experimented with on a limited basis. If an innovation is trialable, it results in less uncertainty for adoption
· Observability: the degree to which the results of an innovation are visible to others. The easier it is for individuals to see the results of an innovation, the more likely they are to adopt.

2. Type of Innovation-Decision

· Optional: an individual flexibility
· Collective: a balance between maximum efficiency and freedom
· Authority: it yields the high rate of adoption, but produces high resistance.

3. Communication Channels

· Mass Media
· Interpersonal 

4. Nature of the Social System

A social system is defined as a set of interrelated units that are engaged in joint problem solving to accomplish a common goal. The members or units of a social system may be individuals, informal groups, organizations, and or subsystems. All members cooperate at least to the extent of seeking to solve a common problem in order to reach a mutual goal: Sharing of a common objective binds the system together. The social structure affects the innovation's diffusion in several ways:
· Social structure and communication structure: patterned arrangements of the units in a system
· System norms: norms are established behavior patterns for the members of a social system
· Roles of opinion leaders and change agents: opinion leadership is the degree to which an individual is able to influence other individual's attitudes or overt behavior informally in a desired way with relative frequency
· Types of innovation decisions: optional innovation-decision, collective innovation -decision, authority innovation-decision; contingent innovation-decision
· The consequences of innovation: desirable vs. undesirable, direct vs. indirect, anticipated vs. unanticipated

5. Extent of Change Agent's Promotion

Finally, and perhaps most famously, Rogers suggests that innovators can be categorized by different types as follows:
· Innovators (risk takers)
· Early adopters (hedgers)
· Early majority (waiters)
· Late majority (skeptics)
· Late adopters (slowpokes)

Later analysts such as Moore (Crossing the Chasm - 2002) suggest that in fact, when promoting an innovation it is useful to go beyond the innovators and early adopters and to appeal to the early majority if an innovation is to ‘stick’. In fact Moore suggests that the criteria used to adopt an innovation by the early majority are fundamentally different than innovators and early adopters and that one needs to appeal to their sense of practicality (will this save me time and/or money?) rather than to an innovation’s ‘novelty’ – which would appeal to innovators and early adopters.  This can have a profound effect on strategy.[footnoteRef:6]   [6:  Further more recent analysis suggests that the capacity, the opportunity and the motivation of target groups can profoundly explain adoption.  See Mayne 2017) drawing on Michie, Stralen and West (2011)] 

More recent definitions of success for information management planning is to have the evidence inform the decision-making (EIDM).  This is the process of distilling and disseminating the best available evidence from research, practice and experience and using that evidence to inform and improve policy and practice.  Simply put, it means finding, using and sharing what will work in public policy contexts.  
Recent thinking has gone further to show that evidence based decision making is a two-way street featuring evidence generation and evidence use in an iterative process between the two. The following diagram was accessed from documents provided in February 2017:
[image: “The generation of evidence is at the heart of evaluation, and the use of evidence is at the heart of good governance.”   Carolyn Heider, World Bank Independent Evaluation Group][image: Iterative Process][image: 
Evidence Generation:

• Collect data
• Analyse trends & themes
• Share information

][image: 
Evidence Use:

• Access relevant knowledge
• Interpret meaning in context
• Apply as evidence for decisions
]

Source:  FNIHB Atlantic Evidence Management Strategic Plan
Derived from Cousins and Bourgeois Capacity to Develop and To Use Evaluation, NDE

The above diagram is a useful progression from the more linear depictions.[footnoteRef:7] Davison (2009) suggests two broad principles which are critical to judging the success of knowledge translation: interaction and knowledge use or application. She summarizes the indicators as follows:  [7:  See Ottoson and Hawe (2009) in New Directions for Evaluation who show a progression from more passive theories of knowledge diffusion to concepts of transfer and translation which emphasize the notion of engagement and the back and forth effort required by suppliers and users to ‘translate’ information into useable knowledge.] 

· Interactions between varied stakeholders in the production and use of knowledge, including the engagement of the target audience. Indicators might include evidence of:

· communication channels, processes, and context between knowledge translation actors;
· working relationships among stakeholders;
· an ongoing forum for sharing among stakeholders;
· opportunities for collaboration; 
· shared vocabulary among stakeholders;
· knowledge being relevant to and understood by the target audience;
· a linking or brokerage role being taken among stakeholders; and,
· members of the target audience being engaged as co-researchers.

· The use or application of knowledge, passive or active—for example:

· research products being used to inform policy or agenda setting;
· knowledge being used to inform decision making, in relation to individuals or in relation to policy and practice within systems, institutions, and states;
· changes in behavior, awareness, communication, or interaction patterns evident among varied stakeholders; and,
· knowledge being used to help create and support interventions.

Also important to note when thinking about evaluation and knowledge translation are:
· the context of the process: What is the issue being translated? What stage of knowledge translation is currently the focus? Who are the key actors? What are characteristics of the setting?
· the definitions of how the knowledge translation process is framed by the actors themselves;
· the decision-making processes that exist; and,
· the critical events that take place.

These indicators represent an evolution in thinking, but there would seem to be room to go even further.  
So while the pyramid model or the ‘build’ innovation diffusion or psychological model represents one way to present the transformation from data to information to knowledge and to wisdom (e.g. decisions for innovation adoption), and the idea of knowledge translation represents learning and knowledge translation to use as a two way process – the operationalization of this process continues to be shown as quite linear and cumulative in a one way or two-way fashion. Research suggests that there may be a third way to depict this vital process which is at once more valid to actual processes, consistent with the spirit of developmental evaluation – brought in the form of the epistemology of First Nations people. 
Research shows that in many Indigenous cultures the Medicine Wheel[footnoteRef:8] metaphor contains all of the traditional teachings and can therefore be used as a guide on any journey, including the educational or evidence informed decision-making process. While there is some variation in its teachings and representations across groups, the underlying web of meaning to Medicine Wheels remains the same: the importance of appreciating and respecting the ongoing interconnectedness and interrelatedness of all things. Therefore, there is no “right” or “wrong” way of representing or using Medicine Wheels: all forms hold particular meaning to the various Indigenous nations while all transmit a common understanding of the interconnectedness and interrelatedness of all things. [8:  The term “Medicine Wheel” was established when stone constructions in the shape of wheels were found on Medicine Mountain.] 

The following Medicine Wheel diagram (Figure 1) reviews the gifts of each of the directions as informed by Cree Elder Michael Thrasher. In the east the gift of vision is found, where one is able to “see.” In the south one spends time in which to relate to the vision. In the west, one uses the gift of reason to figure it out. In the north, one uses the gift of movement to do or actualize the vision. According to Absolon,[footnoteRef:9] in following the path of Medicine Wheels “the fourth direction involves creating a healing movement towards change – this is possible only when the other components have been acknowledged.”[footnoteRef:10] [9: K. Absolon, Building Health From the Medicine Wheel: Aboriginal program development. Paper presented at the meeting of the Native Physician’s Association (Winnipeg, Manitoba, March 1994).]  [10: Absolon, Building Health From the Medicine Wheel, 18.] 

Figure 1: Gifts of the Four Directions
[image: cid:image019.jpg@01D2A7CB.D598B440]

Moving into the “doing” phase of the North requires taking the knowledge gained from all the directions and enacting that knowledge. This form of application makes the balance achievable. Using Medicine Wheels as a tool for analysis in learning, decision making and adoptions demands the continuous and ongoing reflection of oneself in relation to others – thus balance must be maintained while embracing change. As noted by Graveline, Circle Works: Transforming Eurocentric consciousness (Halifax, NS: Fernwood Publishing, 1998), 182 “The teaching and healing process is evolutionary and cyclical in nature, as is the continuum of medicine wheels. It begins with a desire to understand and identify with the balance, wholeness and interconnectedness expressed in the medicine wheel.”[footnoteRef:11]  In order to create the movement required by the northern direction, one must re-visit the other directions to achieve a 360-degree vision.[footnoteRef:12]  [11:  F. J. Graveline, Circle Works: Transforming Eurocentric consciousness (Halifax, NS: Fernwood Publishing, 1998), 182.]  [12:  Dumont in S. Stigelbauer, The Individual is the Community; The Community is the World; Native Elders Talk About What Young People Need to Know. Paper presented at the meeting of the American Educational Research Association (San Francisco, CA, 1992).] 

By this thinking change will not “come into existence in a linear way, as the result of a single-minded drive, but in a cyclic, circular way, working in all dimensions of a culture, moving from one position to another, not in reaction but in interaction with other forces.”[footnoteRef:13]   According to Graveline, moving from linear models to the interconnectedness of the circle can guide the development of learning models for the future.[footnoteRef:14] It is noted that in SIU briefing materials (see Relationships, Possibilities, Actions briefing deck  2017,  the use of circular, iterative learning circle movements has been used to represent the discover – test – implement cycle of the policy innovation and experimentation process.  Our analysis suggests that a learning circle or wheel mental model might therefore suit this process. [13:  French in K. Gould, “Feminist Principles and Minority Concerns: Contributions, problems, and solutions,” Affilia 2, no 3 (1987): 18.]  [14:  Graveline, Circle Works, 288.] 

As noted above, understanding Indigenous knowledge and worldview begins with Medicine Wheel teachings previously discussed: the gifts of the directions (vision, time, reason, movement), the actions of those gifts (see it, relate to it, figure it out, do it), and the learning process (awareness, understanding, knowledge, wisdom). Building from these understandings, Indigenous knowledge embraced by Medicine Wheels can also be defined as wholeness, interrelationships, interconnections, and balance/respect. Once again these values seem embedded in the work of the Social Innovation Unit, therefore such an interconnected mental model for innovation adoption should be considered.
While the overriding theory of evidence-informed decision making needs to evolve to a more obviously inter-connected and less linear way of thinking, the fact is that the SIU needs to operate in an environment that tends to emphasize linear, additive thinking and analysis.  How can these be reconciled?
In order to reconcile the need to embrace complex behaviors and show adaptability, while helping serve ongoing management needs such as planning on offering a support to strategy – a different template or construct is required from the conventional evaluation logic model.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Patton, M. Q. (2010). Developmental Evaluation Guilford Press. pg 18 Patton notes the limitations of conventional logic models which he says tend to create a static, fixed and mechanical cause-effect model.  He says such models have significant limitations and distorting effects in complex emergent interventions. ] 

An approach developed over several years for the Canadian Cancer Society may serve as a balance between the need for modeling complex, emergent initiatives and the need for strong structure.[footnoteRef:16] The system features a results chain logic based on an established and research based behavior change and information adoption model.[footnoteRef:17]  [16:  See John Mayne The COM-B Theory of Change Model, Working Paper, 2017 where he notes the Bennett hierarchy and its use in evaluation as an exception to the general practice that logic models do not make use of behavior change theory.]  [17:  See Cousins and Bourgeois Organizational Capacity to Do and Use Evaluation New Directions for Evaluation Number 141 Spring 2014 pg 60-67.] 

3. A SOCIAL INNOVATION PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORK
3.1 THE NEED FOR THE SOCIAL INNOVATION UNIT
An evaluation of the Office of Energy Efficiency conducted in 2014 and published in 2015 found the following:
1. Explain or enhance the value of some offerings: Energy Sector should address challenges identified with uptake and use of some OEE products and tools by improving awareness of and better explaining their value to target audiences. In some cases, Energy Sector should also enhance the value of certain tools and products. 

0. The Evaluation has found that OEE is not effectively communicating the value of some of its offerings to target groups. This challenge is being observed through limited consumer demand for and understanding of home labelling programs such as ENERGY STAR for New Homes, and the recently introduced ENERGY STAR Most Efficient product label; perceived uncertainty of the value to join SmartWay for some carriers and shippers; the difficulty in securing federal commitments to undergo building retrofits; and the identified opportunities to extend the reach of the Canadian Industry Program for Energy Conservation.

The SIU may be seen as part of the response to this perceived need in that it is seeking to more clearly and directly experiment with ways and means to connect with and to develop valuable offerings for Canadians.  As noted in section 2, however, the problem may involve a bit more than simply improving the communication of value.  The analysis conducted in section 2 suggests that a more context driven, holistic and adopter centric approach (informed by social science research) may be in order to improve the adoption of clean energy or energy reducing initiatives.
3.2 MANDATE FOR SOCIAL INNOVATION PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM
NRCan has a mandate through the Energy Efficiency Act to promote energy efficiency, to make and enforce regulations that prescribe standards and labelling requirements for energy-using products and products that affect energy use, and to collect data on energy use.  To support this mandate, NRCan’s OEE Social Innovation Unit is introducing and using new ways of engaging Canadians and partners to inform and advance research, prototyping and testing of innovative solutions that help overcome barriers, continuously improve the uptake of existing tools and programs, and/or create new tools, services and partnerships that work.
The OEE Social Innovation Unit was established through Budgets 2016 and 2017 funding to deliver the Social Innovation Partnerships pilot and help policy and program teams amplify their reach and impact.
3.3 ALIGNMENT WITH GOVERNMENT PRIORITIES
The mandate of the SIU directly aligns with current Government of Canada priorities – both to address clean growth and climate change, and to promote policy innovation and experimentation.
3.4 TARGET POPULATIONS AND STAKEHOLDERS
Target populations include groups involved with marketplace areas and systems in need of / or with an opportunity to adopt and / or adapt innovations or change.
Stakeholders include:
· OEE policy and program teams
· other federal departments, agencies, hubs and labs
· First Nation communities
· provincial/territorial/municipal authorities, including hubs and labs
· sustainability managers and networks
· industry and businesses
· citizens, consumers
· philanthropic foundations and funding networks 
· social enterprises and social impact start-ups
· social innovation networks, hubs, labs, incubators and accelerators
· digital and open government organizations and networks
· service organizations

3.5 GOVERNANCE
The SIU operates under NRCan’s Office of Energy Efficiency and as such is governed as part of that organization – albeit with numerous informal links and relationships.
Informed by the first year of the Social Innovation Unit’s work, the OEE is considering a service transformation model to further embed continuous improvement and innovation into its policy development and delivery. 
3.6 RESOURCES
The OEE’s Social Innovation Partnerships pilot received 2 years of funding via Budget 2016 and secured on-going funding as part of OEE’s core work in Budget 2017.
	Core Team
	O&M
	CAs

	4 FTEs
	616K/year
	245K/year



3.7. THE PROGRAM THEORY FOR THE SOCIAL INNOVATION PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM
Program theories and theories of change can take many shapes and forms. The following chart depicts the SIU’s overarching theory of change, which includes three interrelated value propositions with corresponding results information to monitor and demonstrate learning and performance over time:
1. Build relationships & capacity for policy improvement & innovation;
2. Co-create & test policy insights & interventions; and
3. Implement what works for policy change.
This model can be adapted and applied for each Social Innovation project and provides the frame to tell and demonstrate the overall performance story. 
Note that it allows for relationship building, co-creation and testing over time as a means to understand contexts and needs and learn from what works prior to implementing policy change.
As such this theory is subject to both a theory of implementation or action and a theory of change:
1) The theory of action or implementation[footnoteRef:18] for the SIU is that by commissioning a study or trials or research and then engaging in outreach and promotion in collaboration with other key interested parties that this will form the most cost-effective delivery system in terms of addressing the need to take-up and use of social innovation related to energy use in Canada.  As such, this theory puts a premium on the SIU capacity to deliver credible trial projects and evidence.  The key factors and assumptions which typically need to be considered for a theory of action such as this one includes the following: [18:  Funnell, S. and Rogers, P. (2011) Purposeful Program Theory Effective Use of Theories of Change and Logic Models Jossey-Bass.  pg 217-19. Accountability requisite components include clear roles and responsibilities, clear performance expectations, balanced expectations and capacity, credible reporting and reasonable review and adjustment (see Sager, F. and Andereggen, C.  (2012) Dealing with Complex Causality in Realist Synthesis: The Promise of Qualitative Comparative Analysis American Journal of Evaluation Vol 33 Number 1 March 2012 pg 60 – 78 and OAG principles for Accountability 2009).] 


a. Adequacy, dependability and credibility of resourcing (study proponents, contractors etc.).
b. All aspects of program delivery controlled or influenced by the SIU staff that are needed to achieve outcomes and sufficient flexibility to make delivery work in the most appropriate way.
c. Governance and management activities and processes controlled or influenced by program management that are needed to support project design, delivery, promotion and other features to achieve outcomes. This includes the clarity and appropriateness of roles and responsibilities, relationship management – including communications, staffing, leadership, monitoring progress and project promotion / socialization.

2) The theory of outreach, information, advice[footnoteRef:19] and in places education applies to a wide range of stakeholders across the system as noted in the theory chart at the start of this section. The theory suggests that behavior is subject to reasoned actions and planned behavior and therefore refers to a results chain logic that follows an awareness, engagement and then constructive reaction, leading to improved knowledge and understanding which in turn leads to behaviors (adopted or sustained provision or use of SIU projects) which then can be traced to positive benefits or impacts. The key factors and assumptions which should be considered for this type of theory of change include:  [19:  The results logic in this theory of change is derived from Kirkpatrick (1954-1995), Bennett (1979-1995) and the work of Rogers (1995). Further ideas around specific types of influence from research and information products can be derived from those established by Sumner 2009, Steven 2007, Pollard and Court 2005, Portes and Yeo 2001, Mendizabel 2006. See also Funnell and Rogers (2011) pg 356 for the influencing factors related to these areas as well as Sager and Andereggen (2012).] 


a. Targeting / reaching the right people (i.e. potential partnerships).
b. Using the right combination of media and the principles of innovation diffusion and knowledge translation. (See section 2.)
c. Credibility of the information sources and balanced messaging with target information recipients.
d. Coincidence between outcomes desired by all key participants.
e. The appropriate use of feedback about success arising from early responses to the study so as to help recruit more participants. 

As noted in section 2, just as the nature of the SIU projects is emergent and dynamic, so must the theory discussion consider alternative mental models to help explain the nature and rates of evidence use and innovation adoption.  It is anticipated that key factors and assumptions will be adjusted as more is cumulatively learned from project experience.
Practically speaking, while these models are helpful for thinking about the SIU’s value proposition, key theories and the assumption and factors that go along with it, the exigencies of developmental evaluation suggest that a static logic model or change theory is not sufficient. For this reason it is recommended that results plan models be developed for SIU projects (and functions if significant) using the following performance measurement framework and guidance material in Annex B.


3.7 THE SOCIAL INNOVATION PARTERSHIPS PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORK
A performance measurement strategy for the results chain plan above could involve indicators to monitor resource usage, activities, reach and engagement, capacity changes, behaviours, practices and impacts as follows:

	Social Innovation Partnerships Results Plan

	
	Build Relationships & Capacity for
Policy & Service Innovation
	Co-create & Test
Insights & Interventions
	Implement What Works
for Policy & Service Change

	
	Results Chain
	T0

	T1
(desired)
	T2
(desired)
	T3 +
(desired)

	
	
	current needs
	Results
	Indicators
	Results
	Indicators
	Results
	Indicators

	WHY?
	Ultimate Result
Describe the overall trends with
regard to the organization mission,
vision and goals.
	Scaling energy efficiency & lower carbon transportation in Canada requires addressing systemic gaps (infrastructure, institutions, inter-relationships, behaviours) through the continuous improvement, creation and uptake of policies, services, tools and practices. 
	
	
	
	
	 Energy savings
 GHG reductions
	 [include OEE indicators]

	
	Practice and behaviour change
Describe the practices and behaviour of individuals, groups, and partners over time.

[intermediate result(s)]

	There are gaps in reaching new & existing users & working collaboratively across jurisdictions and sectors.

There’s a need to design and/or test existing and new models, services and tools to improve the experience and uptake of energy efficient and lower carbon transportation practices.  
	
	
	 Tested interventions improve the uptake of existing tools or practices (project scale)
 Tested new interventions (e.g. models, tools or practices) improve energy efficiency and lower carbon transportation (project scale)
	 % of pilot projects that include prototyping & testing of interventions 
 [include applicable OEE indicators for existing]
 Users adopt the tested new interventions  
	 Tested interventions are adopted in existing program designs (policy/program scale)
 Tested interventions inform new policy development and program designs (policy/program scale)
	 [include applicable OEE indicators for existing]
 Users adopt the tested new interventions 

	
	Knowledge, ability, skill and/or aspiration changes

Describe the level of knowledge, abilities, skills and aspirations / commitment of individuals, groups, and/or communities.

[immediate result(s)]
	Lack of a shared understanding of how 21st century change drivers present opportunities & challenges to the value propositions of OEE’s policies, services and tools.

Strengthened and new relationships, approaches and capabilities required to engage citizens and stakeholders in the design, testing and delivery of policies, programs and tools for continuous improvement and innovation.
	 Improved OEE understanding of change drivers and implications for energy use, energy efficiency and policies
 Improved user awareness of energy use and benefits of energy efficiency
 Improved awareness and openness to use new methods and approaches 
	 Self-assessed learning & use
 Level of knowledge recall (online metrics)
	 Interventions are co-created, prototyped and tested directly with end users to improve design
 Improved understanding  of opportunities to improve, and the barriers preventing, the uptake of OEE policies, programs and tools
	 Demonstrated capabilities (via prototypes)
 Level of knowledge recall (e.g. online metrics)
 % of pilot projects that generate insights that inform shared commitment(s) to action (e.g. prototyping, experiments, partnerships)
	 Internal and external stakeholder communities understand and are open to adopting the demonstrated improvement or innovation (policy/program scale)
	 Demonstrated knowledge and understanding of new evidence
 Self-assessed learning & use
 Level of knowledge recall (online metrics)

	WHAT by WHOM?
	Reactions
Describe the feedback individuals, groups, and/or partners: satisfaction, interests, reported strengths and weaknesses. 
	OEE evaluation identified challenges with uptake and use of some of OEE’s current products and tools. It was recommended to improve awareness of and better explain their value to target audiences. In some cases, OEE encouraged to enhance the value of certain tools and products.
	 Internal and external stakeholders want to collaborate 
 End users are open to participating in the policy process
	 Repeat and increase use of Social Innovation Unit services
 Partner and user feedback via post-event surveys and/or After Action Reviews
	 Participating partners and users are satisfied with the policy process design, engagement and execution
	 Partner and user feedback via post-event surveys and/or After Action Reviews

	 Internal and external stakeholders are interested and satisfied with quality of design and results reporting

	 Stakeholder feedback via post-event surveys and/or After Action Reviews


	
	Engagement/ involvement
Describe the characteristics of individuals, groups, and co-deliverers: numbers, nature of involvement.
	Existing engagement with FPTs, municipalities, stakeholders and citizens is transactional in nature, generally speaking. There are new and emerging stakeholders to consider and engage, including citizens.
	
 OEE policy and program teams are engaged to identify innovation opportunities and challenges

	
 % of pilot projects that have at least one OEE partner
	 Internal and external partners collaborate  on projects and initiatives
 End users of policies, programs or tools are directly engaged
	 % of pilot projects that have at least one partner
 % of pilot projects that involve direct engagement with end users
	 Research and results are shared with a broader range of stakeholder communities (internal and external)
	 % of pilot projects that are openly reported

	HOW?
	Activities / outputs
Describe the activity:
How will it be implemented? What does it offer?
	OEE’s traditional policy methods, instruments and approaches are well established and used. Current conditions and practices support existing policy development and program delivery. 

The principles and practices of social innovation and experimentation have recently been introduced and are not established or widely used. 
	 Network analysis & connections
 Stakeholder engagement
 Exploratory meetings
 Scanning and co-sensing sessions
 System and process mapping
 Evidence mapping & research reviews
	 # of workshops/ project
 % of project milestones delivered within timelines
	 User research
 Co-design processes & sessions
 Crowdsourcing
 Open ideation & prototyping sessions
 (Quasi-)experiments



	 # of workshops/ project
 % of project milestones delivered within timelines

	 Policy and operational improvements and innovations
 Policy development & design products (e.g. MCs, TB Subs)
 Open reporting
 Knowledge sharing & products
 Stakeholder engagement
	 ...

	
	Inputs / resources
Resources used: dollars 
spent, number and types of staff involved, dedicated time.
	
	· 
	 4 FTEs + partners
 600K O&M
 245K CA
	·  
	 4 FTEs + partners
 600K O&M
 245K CA
	· 
	 4 FTEs + partners
 600K O&M
 245K CA



Note that in addition to monitoring the indicators suggested here (often through specific projects – see Annex A.3 Case Studies and Annex B Using a Results Chain for Planning Monitoring and Evaluation) the program should engage in periodic evaluation.

4.8 THE EVALUATION APPROACH
The evaluation will draw on the program theories described in section 3.7 and assume a result planning approach as per Annex B. The evaluation will be limited to those activities where a direct cause-effect relationship can be established – primarily immediate and intermediate outcomes – and longer term impacts (e.g. economies and efficiencies achieved) as feasible given the limited time frame. 
In summary, the results chain logic (logic model) likely rendered as a results plan (see Annex B) and the performance measurement framework will be used to inform the evaluation in terms of the key issues related to the relevance and performance of the performance logic of its key elements and the performance measures and data generated from its delivery. 
The evaluation will provide an integrated evidence-based, neutral assessment to support accountability; support managing for results; and support policy and program improvements by identifying and sharing good practices. With this in mind, the evaluation will examine elements of impact as available, but will mainly focus on key elements of how to address needs, who is being served, how it is being implemented, where it seems to operate more or less successfully and where the SIU and its projects could be improved.
The evaluation will use both primary and secondary data collection in order to compile its evidence base, drawing on information already collected as much as validly feasible.  An evaluation plan will be developed prior to the evaluation to better define the data collection techniques to be used; the evaluation questions outlined below will serve as the basis for the evaluation planning but may need to be adjusted in light of an assessment of the availability of the performance information, the departmental evaluation resources available for the evaluation, specific information needs of management, and other considerations.
The proposed guiding issues for the evaluation are as follows:
Relevance
1. To what extent did projects address a demonstrable need? 

2. To what extent did projects align with the roles and responsibilities of the federal government?

Performance: Achievement of Expected Outcomes
3. What have been the early results of the SIU in terms of what has worked (to what extent) for whom in what conditions and why?

3.1. Have there been unintended effects – including elements which create positive or negative reinforcements to various implementation features or results? 
3.2. What factors have influenced results (positively or negatively) and in what patterns, areas and surrounding conditions? 
3.3. What appear to be the barriers to success and opportunities to increase success at this stage in SIU development? How could SIU be adjusted to address these barriers and opportunities 

4. To what extent and in what circumstances is monitoring the SIU performance adequate to inform accountability reporting and management decisions? 

Program Design
5. To what extent and in what circumstances the SIU demonstrate effectiveness, efficiency and economy?

5.1. How has the design of the SIU facilitate or inhibit the achievement of outcomes in various contexts and conditions? 
5.2. Are there alternative approaches that would increase the cost-effectiveness of the SIU?

While the final evaluation design is to be determined, the following sources and methodologies could be considered for the evaluation of the SIU.
Sources
Document Review:  This could include a blend of program documents (e.g. records of assessments of applications, minutes Governance meetings, including various project related networks, or others etc.) and documents from various partner entities (e.g. annual performance reports, case reporting, budgets, financial statements, etc.).

Program Data: This should include all data collected as part of ongoing performance measurement and would include both project and program files as well as the following:
· Correspondence: Various types of correspondence may be analyzed to assess the level of engagement, reactions, capacity and actions of various groups or individuals in various contexts.  Correspondence may also be content analyzed for tone and attitude. 

· Web metrics: The worldwide web will serve a s key source for this online phenomenon. See methods below.

· Media mentions: Both formal traditional media and social and new media mentions may allow for the evaluation to gage the prominence, viewpoints and attitudes out there re: various innovations and adoptions. 

Surveys: Some form of outreaching survey may be used for groups and individuals who can offer medium to low depth perspectives on SIU projects. A survey may also be used to ensure sufficient sample coverage. Higher depth respondents will be covered by interviews. 

Interviews: In order to address issues, interviews with a OEE-SIU staff, and various stakeholders in the initiative’s sphere of influence (e.g. policy makers and government representatives, subject area experts, businesses, civil society members, academia and consumers – along with their associations) will be asked to provide input into a range of evaluation issues.

Case Studies: In this case, case studies refer to analysis of information on relevant evaluation questions for specific initiatives. Case study reports will present results for significant SIU project initiatives – potentially selected for ‘best in area’, representativeness or materiality of investment. 

Case studies will be used to complement more general information from performance measures and broadly expressed opinions. Each case area is expected to have a history and life of its own. They therefore can best be understood by first developing an in-depth knowledge of its context, nature and dynamics.  Given the limited number of projects conducted to date, a selection may be reviewed so as to draw the most insight possible with the data available.

Each case study will involve an in-depth review of the need area, and therefore will include methods to address all evaluation questions of direct relevance to the SIU using multiple lines of evidence.  Each case study write-up could be structured similarly to a program’s evaluation report and based on the project based results logic. (See Annex B.)

The case studies will therefore include at minimum a review of documents and program administrative data and key informant interviews. Some cases might draw on other methods and approaches such as web analytics service blueprinting and possibly even survey data. Case study information will be analyzed by entity and across entities and other data sources for integrated analysis and reporting.  See Annex A.3 for a further discussion of case study approaches.

Approaches
Developmental Evaluation:  (DE) is an evaluation approach that can assist social innovators develop social change initiatives in complex or uncertain environments. As noted, developmental evaluation principles will be at the core of the evaluation of the SIU.  Having said this, the approach will draw on a number of specific approaches to support evaluation.
Program Theory Driven:  A program theory driven evaluation[footnoteRef:20] involves the systematic use of substantive knowledge about the program being examined and rigorous approaches  to improve, to produce knowledge and feedback about, and to determine the merit, worth, and significance of the initiative – in this case the OEE-SIU. The Government of Canada was one of the first to advocate for this type of evaluation approach and it is in fact essentially built in to current Federal Government evaluation practice.  [20:  See Leeuw and Donaldson, Theory in evaluation: Reducing Confucian and encouraging debate Evaluation October 2015] 

Mixed Methods:  The evaluation of the OEE-SIU will be conducted as a mixed methods evaluation seeking to integrate social science disciplines with predominantly quantitative and predominantly qualitative approaches to theory, data collection, data analysis and interpretation. The purpose is to strengthen the reliability of data, validity of the findings and recommendations, and to broaden and deepen our understanding of the processes through which outcomes and impacts are achieved, and how these are affected by the context within which the program is implemented. [footnoteRef:21] [21:  See Bamberger Introduction To Mixed Methods Evaluation in Impact Evaluation InterAct No. 3 ,  August 2012] 

Realist Evaluation:  Realist evaluation is a form of theory-driven evaluation. Pawson and Tilley (1997) developed the first realist evaluation approach. They argued that in order to be useful for decision makers, evaluations need to identify ‘what works in which circumstances and for whom?’, rather than merely ‘does it work’? Part of the process is to identify mechanisms which associate with people responding with certain behaviors. (e.g. Education could be seen as a mechanism which people are expected to respond to by learning things and then rationally adopting products, practices and behaviours.)  Each mechanism is thought to take place in context – such that the context affects the level and extent that the mechanism will work to produce a desired outcome. (So, if the individual being ‘educated’ is under significant stress, or perhaps lacks some basic capacity in e-commerce usage, the messages regarding an online energy saving ‘app’ may not result in appropriate learning and adoptive actions but rather in misperceptions, anxiety and ‘overkill’ behaviours or continued (blissful) ignorance – leading to suboptimal results.) 
Contribution Analysis:  Contribution Analysis is an approach for assessing cause-effect questions and inferring causality in real-life program evaluations. It offers a step-by-step approach designed to help managers, researchers, and policymakers arrive at conclusions about the contribution their program or initiative has made (or is currently making) to particular outcomes. The essential value of contribution analysis is that it offers an approach designed to reduce uncertainty about the contribution the intervention is making to the observed results through an increased understanding of why the observed results have occurred (or not!) and the roles played by the intervention and other internal and external factors.
Contribution analysis will be usefully applied in this case because the nature of SIU interventions often makes difficult an assessment of directly attributable causation. For this reason a contribution analysis approach will be used to more pragmatically assess what difference the various SIU initiatives have been making. 
Methods
Content Analysis:  Content analysis is a research option in the social sciences used to reduce large amounts of unstructured textual content into manageable data relevant to the (evaluation) research questions.  
Texts refer to any occurrence of communications – including websites, social media, books, essays, interviews, focus groups, diaries, discussions, articles, speeches, conversations, advertising, theater, informal conversation, and so on. To conduct a content analysis on any such text, the text is broken down into manageable categories on a variety of levels (i.e., key words, word sense, phrase, sentence, or theme) and coded. The coded content can then be quantitatively analyzed for trends, patterns, relationships, similarities, differences etc., from which researchers can get insights and make inferences about the messages within the texts, the writer(s) and the context.  Interpretation of the data may be based on:
· comparisons to what was expected predicted or vs. a rubric for awareness or knowledge;
· frequency of occurrences (e.g. in different samples, or at different times);
· patterns of co-occurrence (e.g. ‘Boolean operators’, cluster analysis); and,
· sequence of occurrences.

In the case of SIU initiatives meeting records or correspondence with a respondent (could be a target operator or a desired intermediary or partner) coding could be performed  according to a rubric such as 0 = no knowledge of specific opportunities, 1 = knows of the opportunity’s existence but not aware of key practice requirements, 2 = displays knowledge of some basic requirements, 3 = shows complete or near complete knowledge of opportunities and requirements in the context of the topics discussed.
Survey Conduct / Interpretation:  The basic definition of a survey is to ask (many people) a question or a series of questions in order to gather information about what most people do or think about something. In this case there may be surveys applied to some aspects of SIU projects. Most likely the questions would relate to implementation and performance issue areas. In the case of this evaluation a survey may be applied where it is not economical to interview people and the level of questions involved will be relatively basic.
Interview Usage / Interpretation:  Interviews involve more intensive consultations with people than surveys and can be relatively structured or unstructured. In this case interviews will be used to in some cases directly address issues (likely for relevance, implementation and performance) from key stakeholders who are knowledgeable about the relevant area being addressed.  Due to the fact that interviews are time intensive, best efforts will be made to be selective and focused (i.e. at least semi-structured) in conducting interviews for an evaluation of SIU. 
Service blueprinting:  Service blue printing is a form of process mapping which distinctly shows the processes of an initiative, service or function while clearly showing the clients and users from the various parties involved in delivery. This method has been found useful in following circumstances: 
· providing a bird’s eye view of a program’s inner workings; and, 
· for complex operating environments – a services blueprint (process map) approach can show more clearly the activities of a program that can be challenging to understand, follow and assess with respect to client and user reach, points of communication (moments of truth), effectiveness, efficiency and economy.

In the case of the SIU various project systems for delivery and for reporting could be examined. 
Web analytics:  Web Analytics involves the measurement, collection, analysis and reporting of internet data for the purposes of understanding (and optimizing) Web usage. In the case of the SIU it may be useful in providing insights into where key parts of SIU project initiatives are being most used, by whom and in some areas for what.  There may also be ways to note the relative network being created via people and groups connecting in this way.
4.9 FURTHER INFORMATION & GUIDANCE (available separately)
Annex A: Definitions, Rubrics & Tools - This Annex presents further considerations to help with performance measurement strategy development for individual social innovation projects and functions.  A number of the performance measurement frequently used terms are defined and described in section A.1.  In section A.2, some rubrics and assessment tools are demonstrated.  Finally in section A.3, an outline for a case study is shown.
Annex B: Results Plan Guidance - Using a Results Chain for Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation – This annex provides practical guidance on how a results planning approach can be used to describe the context or area of focus, the alignment of inputs and activities to reach and influence key system actors leading to ultimate benefits or long range outcomes, and a means to show progress and demonstrate value. The guidance also displays a menu of measures which may be used to help to track progress. Note the approach can be applied at a program, project or specific initiative level. It also has the feature of being easily open to adaptation over time (i.e. it can be used for actual work planning).
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Social Innovation Partnerships THEORY OF CHANGE

Scaling energy efficiency & lower carbon transportation in Canada is a complex challenge (systemic & behavioural) requiring new ideas,  interventions & approaches that engage and enable Canadians, stakeholders & partners across sectors & jurisdictions. 

OEE policy & program teams

End users of OEE tools & services

Existing, new & emerging service organizations, partners & stakeholders

The Social Innovation Partnerships pilot program and our projects provide channels to work directly with OEE divisions, partners and the ‘users’ of our programs and services to continuously improve and innovate what we do and how we do it. 

Relationships  are established to co-create new knowledge, ideas & insights 

New knowledge, ideas and insights are co-created

Research & evidence  informs action

Improved uptake of OEE tools & services;



Energy efficiency is improved 

New partnerships & strengthened networks

Broadening & deepening our evidence base

Building innovation capabilities, Continuous learning & scaling what works 

Ultimately, we want OEE to be a policy and service delivery leader that creates value for stakeholders and citizens and drives energy savings and GHG reductions in Canada. 

OEE agrees that EE is complex challenge requiring new approaches.

We work directly with colleagues in partnership & engage ‘users’.

Prototypes are tested to generate evidence and buy-in for what works

Solutions are implemented that improve energy efficiency outcomes  

We have the capacity, resources & support to work in partnership & engage ‘users’.

OEE & its partners understand the value & have the capacity & resources to work in this manner.

We have the means in place to rigorously track and report learning & performance.

We ‘design for scale’ from the outset and communicate our learning effectively

OEE policy & program teams, citizens & ‘end users, partners & stakeholders
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