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Evaluation of the Greater
Cambridge Investment Fund

Local Evaluation Framework

This Local Evaluation Framework (LEF) of the Greater Cambridge City Deal
was completed following the launch of the Department for Levelling Up
Housing and Communities (DLUHC) National Evaluation Framework (NEF) in
January 2023. The LEF was developed using information as available during
February through to April 2023. As a result, the information in this document
is subject to change as adjustments in project scope and budgets are
regularly made to account for feedback from the Executive Board as well as
economic conditions outside the GCPs control (such as inflationary impacts).
Any such impacts will be taken into account throughout the gateway review
assessment process in agreement with DLUHC.
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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1. Introduction

This document sets out the Local Evaluation Framework for the evaluation of the Greater
Cambridge Investment Fund to be undertaken and finalised by October 2024 to inform the second
Gateway Review of the fund. The Framework has been developed by the Greater Cambridge
Partnership (GCP?) in partnership with the Independent Evaluation Panel (IEP).

Greater Cambridge is one of the ‘Cohort 1 Areas’ covered by the National Evaluation Framework.
These Areas agreed their investment fund allocation with Central Government in 2015/16,
meaning the second five-year Gateway Review period runs to the end of the 2024 /25 fiscal year.
The Gateway Review will be framed by the Performance Indicators included in the National
Evaluation Framework and repeated as an Annex to this document.

As established in the National Evaluation Framework, the IEP is to:

e support Areas in the design of evaluation research in line with the National Evaluation
Framework

e oversee and guide its implementation in each Area

e review and synthesise the evidence generated into a report to inform the Gateway Review.
This Evaluation Framework contains six elements:

e anintroduction to Greater Cambridge and its socio-economic context

e an overview of the Investment Fund, the interventions that have been approved and are the
focus of this Evaluation Framework, and the evaluation category (impact, progress plus or
progress) for each intervention

e the approach to evaluation for those interventions that will be subject to progress evaluation,
with a focus on how this will be realised practically in Greater Cambridge

e the approach to evaluation for those interventions that will be subject to impact evaluation,
including a logic model, the analytical methods to be applied and data requirements
(including any primary research and baseline research requirements)

e the approach to evaluation for those interventions that will be subject to progress plus
evaluation, including a logic model, the analytical methods to be applied and data
requirements (including any primary research and baseline research requirements)

' See: https://www.greatercambridge.org.uk/
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1.5

e the approach to the complementary evaluation workstreams in Greater Cambridge covering
process evaluation, capacity development and partnership working, and contextual economic
forecasting

e animplementation plan, setting out the integrated timetable for evaluation activity.
Five supporting annexes are provided:

e Risklog

e Intended interviewees for the capacity development and partnership research

e Intervention level changes since Gateway Review 1

e Performance Indicators

e Evidence Assessment Criteria.
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2. Introduction to the Area

Summary of socio-economic context

2.1 In spatial terms, Greater Cambridge approximates to the area administered by two lower tier
local authority districts (LADs): Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire. It has a total population
of over 300,000 people, and an economy with GVA of around £.10.7bn. A snapshot of current
socio-economic data is provided in the table below.

Table 2-1: Key socio-economic data

Greater East of
Cambridge England
GVA (balanced), £m 2020 | 10,733 163,602 1,949,605
GVA per job, £k/job 2020 | Cambridge: 53,737 58,054
52,530
South Cambs:
57,993
Total population 2021 307,716 6,348,096 67,026,292
Working age population as % total | 2021 67% 62% 63%
population
Business enterprises per 10,000 2021 646 697 656
working age population
Jobs, thousand 2021 216,000 3,282,000 35,852,000
Unemployment rate aged 16-64 2021 3.6% 3.9% 4.5%
% with NVQ4+ aged 16-64 2021 | 63.2% 39.6% 43.5%
% with no qualifications (NVQ) 2021 3.3% 5.8% 6.8%
aged 16-64

Source: ONS, NOMIS Annual Population Survey, NOMIS UK business counts, NOMIS population estimates projections, NOMIS job density

2.2 For the last two decades, it has been characterised by rapid growth on many different indicators.
Data from the Census point to sustained and rapid population growth across Greater Cambridge.
Between 2001 and 2021, the population of Cambridge (LAD) grew by 33.8% while South
Cambridgeshire (LAD) saw an increase of 24.5%. In parallel, there has been significant housing
development and overall Local Plan targets have been exceeded. Data published by Cambridge
Ahead? - based on MHCLG/DLUHC Live Tables and Local Plans - suggest that over the decade
from 2012:

e Cambridge surpassed its Local Plan requirement - delivering an average of 811 new homes
per annum against a plan requirement of 700 (average delivery rate)

2 Cambridge Ahead — Housing Dashboard, January 2023
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e South Cambridgeshire delivered average of 885 new homes per annum against a plan
requirement of 975 (average delivery rate)

e collectively the two districts delivered an average of 1,695 new homes per annum against a
collective plan requirement of 1,675.

2.3 Although there is much debate within Greater Cambridge about the appropriateness of different
measures and the accuracy of different data sources, the pace of employment growth appears to
have exceeded the rate of growth in net new dwellings. In the period to 2020/21, CBR estimates
employment growth of 4.1% per annum over the preceding three years and 5.9% over the last
six. Corresponding figures from ONS (through BRES) are considered to be an underestimate and
are reported as 3.4% per annum and 3.1% per annum respectively. Over both periods, the stock
of net new dwellings has increased by about 1.4% per annum, with implications for the local
housing market and affordability.

2.4 Greater Cambridge is one of the most important sub-regional economies in the UK. It has a
substantial concentration of knowledge-based assets. This includes the University of Cambridge
and its associated colleges, departments and institutes, but also major research organisations and
a strong cadre of research-intensive businesses - ranging from the research facilities /labs linked
to multinational companies (e.g. Astra Zeneca, Arm, Microsoft); to now well-established
‘Cambridge companies’ (e.g. Cambridge Consultants, Amgen); and to smaller, venture-backed
companies, some of which are growing quickly (e.g. Owlstone Medical, Qkine, etc.). Key hubs
within Greater Cambridge include sites in or close to the city (e.g., Cambridge Science Park to the
north and Cambridge Biomedical Campus, around Addenbrooke’s Hospital, to the south),
alongside major sites which are well into South Cambridgeshire (e.g. Babraham Research
Campus and Wellcome Genome Campus (Hinxton)). However, defined, Greater Cambridge’s
knowledge economy has grown (and is growing) rapidly; and as a cluster context, there has been
a premium on adjacency and more general proximity.

2.5 Inparallel, Cambridge has grown as a city within a wider Greater Cambridge context. There have
been (and will be) many major housing schemes - some through new settlements (e.g,
Cambourne, Northstowe, Bourn Airfield), others as major de facto urban extensions (e.g.,
Eddington to the west of central Cambridge, Trumpington Meadows to the south, Marleigh to the
east). Cambridge ‘as a city’ is adjusting and adapting. Although there have been some major
investments in infrastructure over the last decade - notably the Cambridgeshire Guided Busway,
significant improvements to the A14 and the new railway station at Cambridge North - the
pressures linked to congestion, travel and traffic continue to be acute.

2.6 It is also important to note that alongside the growth narrative, Greater Cambridge is
characterised by high and rising levels of inequality; indeed, Centre for Cities has identified
Cambridge as the UK’s most unequal city. Many local areas that are still characterised by high
levels of deprivation. In Cambridge itself, areas to the east (e.g., Abbey ward) and north (e.g,,
King’s Hedges ward) are characterised by high levels of deprivation. Cambridge has been
identified as a ‘cold spot’ in terms of social mobility. In response, Cambridge City Council’s vision
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is of a united city, ‘One Cambridge - Fair for All', in which economic dynamism and prosperity are
combined with social justice and equality.

Policy context

Greater Cambridge City Deal

2.7 The devolved Investment Fund covered by this evaluation forms a key part of the Greater
Cambridge City Deal, which was approved in June 2014 between the UK Government and Greater
Cambridge (represented by the three local authorities that serve the area, the University of
Cambridge and local business as initially represented by the Greater Cambridge and Greater
Peterborough Local Enterprise Partnership).

2.8 Over its lifetime, by investing £1bn of national and local public sector funding in housing,
transport infrastructure and skills - it was estimated that the Greater Cambridge City Deal
would3:

e create an infrastructure Investment Fund worth a total of E500m, with an initial £100m over
the first five years and then a further £400m over the next 10-15 years (the Investment Fund
is the focus of this LEF)

e supportan additional overall increase of around 44,000 jobs in the City Region (including the
delivery of 420 new Apprenticeships to young people)

e accelerate the delivery of around 33,500 planned homes, and enable the delivery of 1,000
extra new homes on rural exception sites

e enable an estimated £4bn of private sector investment in the Greater Cambridge area

create a governance arrangement for joint decision making between the councils.

2.9 The City Deal and the Fund are based on a partnership between the three local authorities;
Cambridgeshire County Council, and two of the district authorities within it, namely Cambridge
City Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council. The districts of Cambridge and South
Cambridgeshire map onto the functional economic area referred to in this report as Greater
Cambridge encompassing the whole city and its commuter hinterland. The GCP was established
by the authorities to deliver the City Deal and Investment Fund.

Greater Cambridge policy priorities

2.10 Although a Local Economic Recovery Strategy was produced by the Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough Combined Authority (CPCA) at the height of the pandemic, the key overarching
economic statement at the early stage of the Gateway Review 2 period was the Combined
Authority’s Local Industrial Strategy for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough from 2019 (even

3 Greater Cambridge City Deal
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though its links back to the Industrial Strategy White Paper are now dated and its commitment
to the Oxford-Cambridge Arc has varied over time). The LIS sets out three overarching priorities
for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough: improve the long-term capacity for growth in Greater
Cambridge by supporting the foundations of productivity; increase sustainability and broaden
the base of local economic growth; and expand and build upon the clusters and networks that
have enabled Cambridge to become a global leader in innovative growth. Underneath these high-
level priorities were more specific ambitions linked to key sectors/clusters. The LIS also
identified a wide range of actions under the five foundations of productivity.

2.11 Subsequently, in 2022 an Economic Growth Strategy for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
was developed by the CPCA. This established a vision that:

“Cambridgeshire and Peterborough is the place where unique business, natural and research assets
tackle world problems whilst creating good jobs and healthy lives for all our residents in all our
places. We are globally leading and competitive, and also more equal and sustainable.”

2.12 This vision was underpinned by a set of objectives to:
e reduce inequality, in terms of health, wealth and opportunity
e ensure transition to a green/low carbon economy
e deliver good quality jobs in high-performing businesses
e deliver better quality skills via a world-class skills system
e accelerate local placemaking and renewal
e accelerate business growth.

2.13 Within this context, in relation to transport, CPCA has strategic transport powers and is the Local
Transport Authority for the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough area. In 2022, it commenced the
refresh of the Local Transport and Connectivity Plan (LTCP). When completed, this will be the
region’s statutory transport plan. The draft strategy broadly set out a vision for transport to
support a more prosperous, fairer, more accessible, better connected, less polluting and lower
carbon transport network, which also delivered better public health. The draft LTCP aims to make
public transport, and cycling and walking infrastructure better, reaching more people and making
it a more attractive alternative to the car. The strategy aims to cut the miles driven on roads in
the region by 15%.

2.14 Araft of other strategies have been - or are being - developed for the wider area, including:

e Employment and Skills Strategy (2022) - focusing on whole system leadership across the
statutory education, post-16 skills, higher education, and employment sectors

e Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Digital Connectivity Infrastructure Strategy 2021-2025
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2.15 At a more local level, various planning statements are key. Cambridge City Council and South
Cambridgeshire District Councils currently have separate Local Plans - although the two councils
worked together to develop an evidence base with many shared elements and the level of co-
operation was high throughout. The existing Local Plans were adopted in 2018. They are now
being refreshed. For the nextiteration, Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire District
Council will work together to create a joint Local Plan for the two areas (i.e., Greater Cambridge).
This will ensure that there is a consistent approach to planning and building across both areas up
to 2041. The plan making process is currently at an early stage, but the overarching vision is
stated as follows: we want Greater Cambridge to be a place where a big decrease in our climate
impacts comes with a big increase in the quality of everyday life for all our communities.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3. The Investment Fund

Overview of the Investment Fund

The Investment Fund covered by the evaluation is part of the Greater Cambridge City Deal. The
Investment Fund is a 15-year, £500m fund that began in 2015. At the time of writing, £500m of
the Fund had been committed across 26 interventions, with expenditure of approximately
£118m.

Table 3-1: Investment Fund deployment at March 2023

Total number of interventions approved since Fund launch 30

...of which number of interventions completed 9 (12 by GR2)
Number of interventions approved at Gateway Review 1 report 24

...of which number of interventions completed 9

Number of interventions approved since Gateway Review 1 report 6

...of which number of interventions completed 0

Total Investment Fund resource committed since Fund launch £500.00m

... of which total Investment Fund expenditure at Gateway Review 1 £39.10m
...and total Investment Fund expenditure to date £117.66m

Source: GCP

Interventions supported by the Investment Fund have been approved under the City Deal
Assurance Framework agreed with Government. The Assurance Framework establishes the
membership, responsibilities, processes, and principles that are in place for agreeing and
overseeing investments to deliver the overarching City Deal objectives. The first version of the
Assurance Framework was agreed in July 2014. This was subsequently reviewed in May 2022,
and it was determined that the document is still in line with up to date national Guidelines and
Legislation, and ensures compliance with the Government’s National Local Growth Assurance
Framework (NLGAF).4

Interventions approved in the first Gateway Review period (i.e., the 24 noted in Table 3-1)
underwent a high-level assessment in line with criteria agreed between local partners and
Government within the Assurance Framework at the outset of the City Deal. This ensured that
schemes which offered maximum benefits and value for money were prioritised for investment.
This included the use of the DfT’s Early Assessment and Sifting Tool (EAST) methodology to
enable a robust prioritisation exercise. The scheme’s SRO then submitted the scheme for
prioritisation and review by the GCP Leadership Group (which reserves the right to decide not to

4 The latest version of the Assurance Framework document is available here
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

include a scheme in the prioritisation process if key information is missing or if it is not based on
arobust set of assumptions).

Subsequently, the GCP has refined this approach through the development of a Future Investment
Strategy (FIS), first drafted in March 2018 and updated in March 2019 (including evidence taken
from the 2018 Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Independent Economic Review), and December
2020 (particularly in the light of Covid-19 and reflecting on the City Deal’s priorities following the
first Gateway Review of the Investment Fund).

The FIS includes a series of strategic prioritisation criteria, designed to ensure that schemes are
prioritised which have the greatest potential to deliver the City Deal’s objectives, and to capture
new and emerging strategic priorities. For example, in December 2020, the FIS strategic
prioritisation criteria were updated to emphasise the importance of environmental objectives.
The FIS will be reviewed again in Autumn 2023 to reflect the current economic landscape. Full
details of the assessment and decision-making criteria are set out in the Assurance Framework.5

Within this context, the core driving principle of the Greater Cambridge City Deal, of which the
Investment Fund is a core part, is to unleash the potential of the ‘Cambridge Phenomenon’ by
relieving the transport, housing and skills constraints that currently prevent it from driving
growth as effectively as it could do. Investment is needed to deliver fast, reliable and affordable
ways of travelling between employment and housing hubs, and to deliver the right number, types
and tenures of housing, in the right places and well-connected to employment centres. This is
crucial so that workers can find the housing they need at a price they can afford, can get to work
to take up the jobs essential to the economic success of Greater Cambridge and the UK, and can
benefit from the high quality of life offer which is essential to maintaining and enhancing
Cambridge’s competitive position internationally as a place to do business, invest and grow.

In response to this agenda, the Investment Fund focuses primarily (though not exclusively) on
enhancing transport infrastructure, through a suite of interventions designed to address
blockages to growth resulting from congestion and the impacts this has on the economy. The
interventions comprise a mix of schemes intended to encourage people out of their cars and onto
other modes of transport, with a particular focus on active and sustainable travel modes,
including walking, cycling, and bus usage. This represents a long-term package of complementary
interventions, with the full impacts expected over the medium-to-long-term.

This principal focus on transforming transport infrastructure has been consistent across both the
Gateway Review 1 and Gateway Review 2 period. This includes schemes focused on providing
residents and workers with improved means to travel into and around Greater Cambridge, by
public transport or cycling, to prevent its growing pains from limiting Greater Cambridge’s
growth potential. The strategy includes enhanced ‘green’ transport routes into and through the
city, improved public transport with dedicated bus routes, city centre solutions to reduce traffic

5 Governance-Assurance-Framework-2022 (greatercambridge.org.uk)
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in the historic core, and enhanced transport interchanges and public transport infrastructure in
and outside the city.

3.9 The Investment Fund is part of a wider suite of developments to support the ongoing growth of
Greater Cambridge, with other initiatives including the development of new settlements, such as
Northstowe, Cambourne West and Waterbeach around the city to alleviate the growth pressure
on the city itself, spreading growth beyond the immediate area of Cambridge.

Parameters for consideration within the evaluation

3.10 As noted above, 24 interventions had been approved at the Gateway Review 1 reporting stage
with a further six interventions approved since the Gateway Review 1 report. These interventions
break down into three groups:

e Group A: Interventions which started before Gateway Review 1 and were complete by
Gateway Review 1

e Group B: Interventions which started before Gateway Review 1 and were in delivery after
Gateway Review 1 (some of which may now be complete)

e Group C: Interventions which started after Gateway Review 1 (some of which may now be
complete).

3.11 The focus of the evaluation is on interventions that have been approved formally and where
Investment Fund expenditure has been (or is expected to be) incurred within the second Gateway
Review period, i.e., Groups B and C. We return to Group A below.

e By ‘within the second Gateway Review period’, we mean expenditure after the Gateway
Review 1 report and at least 12 months in advance of the evaluation reporting requirement
for the Gateway Review in October 2024 i.e., Investment Fund expenditure began by October
2023. This is to allow sufficient time for evidence on progress of delivery to emerge, to inform
the evaluation in the Area.

e Interventions that are approved within the second Gateway Review period but where no
Investment Fund expenditure is planned prior to October 2023 are not covered by the
evaluation i.e., they are not within scope. By ‘expenditure’ we mean any form of expenditure
from the Investment Fund monies on an intervention after the formal project/programme
approval stage. This includes preparation/design/planning work for capital and revenue
interventions that is incurred following project approval, but does not include pre-approval
expenditure, for example on feasibilities studies, business case development or appraisals.

> All ‘pre-approval’ expenditure should be presented at aggregate level, with no supporting
commentary required. Where these ‘pre-approval’ activity leads onto interventions that
are supported by the Investment Fund, the ‘full’ interventions should be included for
progress evaluation and, where appropriate, impact or progress plus evaluation (see
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below). The broader, strategic benefits of using Investment Fund resource to support
feasibility studies will be covered as part of the Capacity Development and Partnership
Working element (see Section 7).

e  Where the Investment Fund is matched to other sources of finance - be this public or private
- the intervention will be considered in scope only where Investment Fund monies have been
expended by October 2023.

3.12 Provided they meet the criteria set out above, ‘new’ interventions approved after the date of this
Local Evaluation Framework are also in-scope. The inclusion of any such interventions can be
confirmed in the Mid Term Report.

3.13 A separate approach is required for Group A interventions - those which started before Gateway
Review 1 and were complete by the Gateway Review 1 report. Where these interventions were
not fully evaluated at the first Gateway Review, they are in scope for impact evaluation at this
Gateway Review 2 stage. For example, where there is now a more developed impact story to be
told. These interventions are not in scope for progress evaluation.

Interventions within scope of the evaluation

3.14 Consistent with the parameters set out above, the interventions that are within scope of the
evaluation are set out in the tables overleaf. Progress evaluation (discussed in Section 4) will track
progress against these expenditure and delivery expectations.

3.15 The Gateway Review 1 evaluation process set out expected/achieved expenditure and output
profiles for each intervention which was in scope at that point (Groups A and B). In some cases,
these profiles have been updated to reflect changes in intervention delivery. These changes are
presented in Annex C.

3.16 Two points are noted regarding the tables that follow:

e Asreflected in Table 3-2, there are no projects completed in the Gateway Review 1 period
that remain in scope for impact evaluation in Gateway Review 2, as projects were evaluated
previously or are not considered viable for impact evaluation. Specifically: the Cross City
Cycling Improvements projects were fully evaluated in Gateway Review 1; and the A10
Shepreth-Meldreth Cycle Link was not considered viable for impact evaluation in Gateway
Review 1, with this position consistent for Gateway Review 2.6

e Table 3-3 includes c.£32m of ‘Other Income (NHB and interest)’ in the approved other
expenditure column. This reflects £32m of secured income for the programme that is not
specific to a project. This has been added to the general infrastructure pot and is accessible
across the programme. For example, this includes a percentage of New Homes Bonus that has

6 The link had been open for nearly 12 months at the time of the Evaluation Plan for the Gateway Review 1 (since 2017), and it
was not considered for impact evaluation at this point due to its modest investment relative to the much larger scheme of which
it forms a part and opening precluding any ‘pre’ and ‘post’ assessment.
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been provided to the GCP from the 3 Councils in the Greater Cambridge area. This income is
utilised across the programme.
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Table 3-2: Group A: Interventions which started before Gateway Review 1 and were complete by Gateway Review 1 (in scope for impact
evaluation onl

Name of Approved Approved Approved IF Approved other Intervent Interve National National

intervention other expenditure - expenditure - ionstart ntion . Evaluation
Evaluation
by end of by end of year end Framework

IF
expenditure -

expenditure
P total

- total

2024/5 2024/5 year Framework Primary

Theme Intervention Area

None

Source: GCP

Table 3-3: Group B: Interventions which started before Gateway Review 1 and were in delivery after Gateway Review 1 (in scope for
progress, and impact or progress plus where appropriate)

Name of Approved Approved Approved IF Approved other Intervent Interve National National
intervention other expenditure - expenditure - ionstart ntion . Evaluation
IF Evaluation
. by end of by end of year end Framework
. expenditure - .
expenditure total 2024/5 2024/5 year Framework Primary
- total .
Theme Intervention Area
Chisholm Trail £11.59m £6.32m £11.59m £6.32m 2015 2021 T1 1A
Phase 1
Histon Road £10.36m £0.24m £10.36m £0.24m 2015 2021 T1 1A
Skills Phase 1 £0.38m 0 £0.38m 0 2015 2020 T2 2D
Cambridge SW £42.00m (SW 0 £30.65m(SW+ 0 2017 2026 T1 1A
Travel Hub + Foxton Foxton Hubs)
Hubs)
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Name of
intervention

Cambridge South
East Transport
(CSET) Phase 1
and 2

Milton Road

Chisholm Trail
Phase 2

Cambourne to
Cambridge

Greenways
Programme

Foxton Travel Hub

Madingley Road

Waterbeach to
Cambridge

Approved
IF

expenditure
- total

£146.27m

£22.13m

£5.00m

£119.01m

£73.75m

£42.00m (SW
+ Foxton
Hubs)

£0.99m

£44.05m

Approved
other

expenditure -
total

£2.97m

£1.87m

£37.99m

£5.9m

£2.88m

£8.55m

Approved IF
expenditure -
by end of
2024/5

£48.8m

£22.13m

£5.00m

£40.06m

£43.33m

£30.65m (SW +
Foxton Hubs)

£0.99m

£5.06m

Approved other
expenditure -
by end of
2024/5

£0.77m

£1.87m

£1.6m

£1.24m

Intervent
ion start
year

2015

2015

2017

2015

2017

2018

2018

2018

Interve
ntion
end
year

2026

2024

2024

2026

2025

2026

2025

2027

National
Evaluation
Framework

Theme

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

T1

National
Evaluation
Framework
Primary

Intervention Area

1A+1B

1A

1A

1A+1B

1A

1A

1A

1A+1B
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Name of Approved Approved

intervention IF other

expenditure -
total

expenditure
- total

Approved IF
expenditure -
by end of
2024/5

Approved other
expenditure -
by end of
2024/5

15

City Access £19.171m £1.149m
Programme’

Smart Cambridge  £4.82m £0.25m
Other Income £0 £32.03m
(NHB and

interest)

£19.171m

£4.57m

£1.149m

£0.25m

Intervent Interve National National
ion start ntion . Evaluation
Evaluation
year end Framework
year Framework Primary
Theme Intervention Area
2015 2027 T1 1C
2015 2030 T1T3/T4 1C/3C/4B

Source: GCP

Table 3-4: Group C: Interventions which started after Gateway Review 1 (in scope for progress, and impact or progress plus where

Name of Approved Approved

intervention IF other

expenditure -
total

expenditure
- total

Approved IF
expenditure -
by end of
2024/5

Approved other
expenditure -
by end of
2024/5

Intervent Interve National National

ion start ntion . Evaluation
Evaluation

year end Framework

year Framework Primary

Theme Intervention Area

Cambridge £47.92m £2.58m
Eastern Access

£14.00m

£0.03m

2020 2027 T1 1A+1B

” This includes Making Connections and the City Access Quick Wins
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Name of
intervention

Waterbeach
Station

Cycling Plus (Hills
Road and A1134)

Skills Phase 2

Energy grid
substations

Approved
IF

expenditure
- total

£20.00m

£9.70m

£2.2m

£0.86m

Approved
other

expenditure -
total

£17.00m

£0.5m

Approved IF

expenditure -

by end of
2024/5

£12.5m

£3.40m

£1.21m

£0.78m

Approved other
expenditure -
by end of
2024/5

Intervent
ion start
year

2022

2021

2021

2020

Interve
ntion
end
year

2025

2027

2025

2026

National
Evaluation
Framework

Theme

T1

T1

T2

T3

National
Evaluation
Framework
Primary

Intervention Area

1A+1B

1A

2D

3A

16

Source: GCP
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Evaluation category

Impact, progress plus and progress evaluation

3.17 The purpose of the Gateway Review is to evaluate the impact of (locally appraised)
interventions funded by each Investment Fund on local economic growth, and the process by
which these interventions were agreed and implemented. As such, impact evaluation is the
core focus of this Evaluation Framework. All interventions (expected to) complete one year
in advance of the Gateway Review Final Report are in scope for impact evaluation.

3.18 However, as discussed in the National Evaluation Framework, in some cases it may be too
early for the evaluation to evidence impacts by the Gateway Review, even of an interim form.
The Evaluation Framework therefore also includes progress evaluation that reports on the
progress that interventions have made by the point of the Gateway Review in their delivery,
for example, against anticipated expenditure, delivery milestones, and in generating outputs.
Note that ‘process’ issues are covered in the Complementary Workstreams (Section 7).

3.19 If impact evaluation is not appropriate, progress plus evaluation can be a secondary option
for interventions which are significant in terms of progress with implementation, financial
scale, novel delivery method, strategic importance etc. Progress plus research will identify
emerging outcomes and consider the anticipated future beneficial impacts of an intervention
(or group of linked interventions).

Approach by intervention

3.20 All interventions within scope of the evaluation will be included for progress evaluation (e.g.
reporting against expenditure and outputs milestones/targets). Table 3-5 sets out whether
interventions are also included for impact or progress plus evaluation. In total, three
interventions will be subject to impact evaluation, and four interventions will be subject to
progress plus evaluation. One further intervention, Making Connections, may be subject to
progress plus evaluation; this will be confirmed at the Mid-Term Report stage, following a key
decision point on the progress of the intervention which is expected in June 2023 (and with
several options currently being considered).
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Table 3-5: Evaluation approaches for the second Gateway Review

Intervention Impact Progress Factors influencing allocation
evaluation | plus
evaluation
Chisholm Trail v X e Intervention completed in 2021
Phase 1

e Outcomes anticipated to be emerging by
point of the Gateway Review 2

Skills Phase 1 v X e Intervention completed in 2021
e Outcomes anticipated to be emerging by
point of the Gateway Review 2
Histon Road v X e Intervention essentially completed in 2021
(with minor works completed in 2022)

e QOutcomes anticipated to be emerging by
point of the Gateway Review 2

SMART X v e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Significant in relation to: delivery progress
(launched in 2016); strategic alignment to
City Deal, value for money and return on
investment

e Theme-specific outcomes may be realised
alongside on-going delivery

Waterbeach X v e Intervention on-going, and will not be
Station complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Significant in relation to: strategic alignment
to City Deal; scale of potential contribution to
economic growth; financial scale

Cambridge X v e Intervention on-going, and will not be
Eastern Access complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Significant in relation to: strategic alignment
to City Deal; scale of potential contribution to
economic growth; financial scale

Cambourne to X v e Intervention on-going, and will not be
Cambridge complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Significant in relation to: strategic alignment
to City Deal; scale of potential contribution to
economic growth; financial scale

Making X ) e Intervention on-going, and will not be
Connections complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Significant in relation to: strategic alignment
to City Deal; scale of potential contribution to
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Factors influencing allocation

economic growth; financial scale;
novel/innovative delivery method

e Progress plus status to be confirmed at the
Mid-Term Report stage

Energy grid
substations

City Access

South West Travel
Hub

Madingley Road
Cycling Plus (Hills
Road and A1134)

Waterbeach to
Cambridge

Chisholm Phase 2
CSET Phase 1 and
Phase 2

Greenways

Skills Phase 2

Foxton Travel

Hub

Milton Road

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

e Intervention on-going, and will not be
complete one year before GR2 Final Report

Source: GCP

3.21 The spatial coverage of the transport-focused interventions which are subject to impact and

progress plus evaluation (and therefore a priority for this LEF) are set out in Figure 3-1.
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Figure 3-1: Spatial coverage of transport-focused interventions subject to impact and
progress plus

Waterbeach Station

Chilsholm Trail Phase 1
Impad Evaluation

Histon Road
Impad Evaluation
7

Carn 4
Cambourne to Cambridge (C2C)
Progress Plus Evaluation | it
Cambridge Eastern Access
Progress Plus Evaluation
0 2 4 km
[ a— s LA ©0penstreetMap contributors

Source: GCP
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4. Approach to Progress evaluation

Coverage

The following 12 interventions will be subject to progress evaluation only for the second

Gateway Review:

Energy infrastructure

e C(City Access (Quick Wins)

e South West Travel Hub

e Madingley Road

e Cycling Plus (A1134 and Hills Road)
e Waterbeach to Cambridge

e Chisholm Phase 2

e (Cambridge South East Transport (CSET) Phase 1 and Phase 2
e Greenways

e Skills Phase 2

e Foxton Travel Hub

Milton Road

The progress evaluation questions and approach set out below will also be delivered for
interventions subject to impact or progress evaluation.

Progress evaluation

The progress evaluation for each of the interventions will seek to answer five key progress
evaluation questions. The questions, source(s) of evidence, and relevance for the different
stages of the evaluation, are set out in Table 4-1. The sources of evidence will be monitoring
data and documents, and interviews with those involved in the delivery of the interventions
and the Investment Fund (discussed in more detail below).
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Table 4-1: Progress evaluation questions and source(s) of evidence

Progress evaluation question Mid Term Report Final Report
Q1: Is expenditure on budget? v 4
Q2. Have agreed delivery milestones been met? | v/ v
Q3: Have anticipated outputs been delivered, v v

and (where relevant) how does this compare to
planned outputs at this stage in terms of
scale/nature?

Q4: Have intermediate outcomes been delivered, | v/ v
and (where relevant) how does this compare to

planned outcomes at this stage in terms of

scale/nature?

Q5. Does the project remain on course to deliver | v/ v
against its original objectives?

Source: IEP
Mid Term and Final Report stages
4.4 The following work will be delivered by the GCP to inform the Reports:

e monitoring data (including expenditure and outputs) and documents will be gathered to
cover the Fund as a whole and all individual projects. This will include for each
intervention:

> planned expenditure by quarter: split by Investment Fund expenditure, other public
expenditure, and private expenditure

> actual expenditure by quarter: split by Investment Fund expenditure, other public
expenditure, and private expenditure

> planned outputs by year
> actual outputs by year
> planned intermediate outcomes by year (where captured in monitoring data)

> actual intermediate outcomes by year (where captured in monitoring data)

e primary evidence will be gathered from each ‘project lead’ on project progress. This will
include reference to the monitoring data

e primary evidence will be gathered from ‘central’ representatives from the GCP to provide
evidence for the progress evaluation across all interventions and overall levels of
Investment Fund commitment and expenditure.

4.5 The monitoring data on expenditure will be used to populate one standard table covering all
interventions. The monitoring data on outputs (and intermediate outcomes where available)
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will be combined with the primary evidence from project leads to populate a standard, c.1
page proforma framed by the five progress evaluation questions for each intervention.

Interim stages

4.6 This progress evaluation activity delivered for reporting stages will be complemented by a bi-
annual review of monitoring data with the IEP. The purpose will be to identify any issues/gaps
in the data and the reasons for this, to ensure any actions are taken in advance of Mid Term
and/or Final Reports. This bi-annual review will involve the Area providing monitoring data
to the IEP at intervention level and for the Fund in aggregate. The data should cover achieved
and expected expenditure, and achieved and expected outputs. The IEP will hold an online
discussion with arelevantlead at the Area responsible for the collation of the monitoring data.
Data should be provided for Q4 in May each year, and data for Q2 in November each year.

4.7 Two important points are noted regarding the monitoring process:

e At both the reporting and interim stages, the [EP will liaise with a single relevant lead at
the Area responsible for the collation of the monitoring data and completion of the
monitoring templates, not with individual project leads responsible for each intervention
covered by the Investment Fund. Any gaps/issues in the monitoring data identified will
be reported to the monitoring lead who will be responsible for subsequent engagement
with those delivering/managing each intervention.

e The Independent Evaluation Panel is not responsible for verification/audit of monitoring
information (including financial information and reported outputs). The role of the
Independent Evaluation Panel will be to check the coverage of the data provided and
identify any gaps/uncertainties in the material. Areas are responsible for ensuring that
the data provided are accurate.

Timing and delivery

4.8 The timetable for the progress evaluation - that will apply to all interventions covered - is set
outin Figure 4-1.

8 The IEP will provide a set of standard set of monitoring tables to be used by all Areas
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Figure 4-1: Timetable for progress evaluation

Tasks
Collate Ml data at end-March 2023
Interviews with project leads (Wave 1) .
Interviews with ‘central team’ (Wave 1) .
Drafting Evidence Paper and submission to IEP (by end-July) .

Mid-Term evidence provided to the IEP ¢

Meeting with IEP to review evidence A
Mid-Term Report ¢
Collate Mi data at end-September 2023 [ |
Provide Ml data at end-September 2023 to IEP B
B-annual meeting with the IEP
Address gaps/issues in data coverage/quality .
Collate Ml data at end-March 2024
Provide Ml data at end-March 2024 to IEP B
B-annual meeting with the IEP
Address gaps/issues in data coverage/quality in advance of final reporting .
Interviews with project leads (Wave 2) .
Interviews with ‘central team’ (Wave 2) .
|

Jun-23
Jul-23
Aug-23
Sep-23
Oct-23
Nov-23
Dec-23
Jan-24
Feb-24
Mar-24
Apr-24
May-24
Jun-24
Jul-24
Aug-24
Sep-24
Oct-24

i Vay-23

Drafting Evidence Paper and submission to IEP (by mid-August)
Final evidence provided to the IEP 3
Meeting with IEP to review evidence A
Final Report ¢

Source: GCP

4.9 The progress evaluation activity will be delivered by the independent provider appointed by

GCP following a competitive tender exercise to deliver the evaluation to inform the Gateway
Review.
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5. Plans for Impact evaluation

Coverage

The following three interventions will be subject to impact evaluation for the second Gateway

Review:

e Chisholm Trail Phase 1

e Skills Phase 1

e Histon Road

For each intervention, this section sets out the following:

e alogicmodel for the intervention that has been developed and used to inform the impact
evaluation approach

e the method for the impact evaluation covering: an overview of the approach; how the
counterfactual will be identified; the alignment of the method to the National Evaluation
Framework (and the explanation for any variance); other potential methods that were
considered for the evaluation, and why these were not progressed.

e the data requirements for the method covering primary evidence, monitoring
information, and secondary data; this includes requirements at different points in the
evaluation including at the baseline stage.

e the timing of the impact evaluation research for the intervention over the period up to
and including the Gateway Review report in October 2024, including identifying the key
tasks that will be required.

Chisholm Trail Phase 1

Logic model

In evaluating publicly funded interventions it is good practice to develop a ‘logic model’ which
articulates explicitly the relationship between inputs, activities, outputs and outcomes:

e inputs are the resources used by the intervention, including the Investment Fund
resource

e activities are those tasks undertaken by the intervention

e outputs are the readily measurable results of those activities
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e outcomes are the benefits attributable to the intervention, including ‘intermediate
outcomes’ for the direct beneficiaries of the intervention, and ‘final outcomes’ for the
wider economy/society.

5.4 Logic models are useful devices to inform evaluation because they encourage thinking about
the steps required for an intervention to have its desired effects, and the nature of effects that
can be covered in evaluation. Therefore, to be effective, a logic model should represent the
causal theory about why and how an intervention might work over time, that is, the ‘theory
of change’.

5.5 The National Evaluation Framework developed a set of headline logic models for each of the
13 Primary Intervention Areas, to provide an initial framework and starting point for the
development of tailored logic models, including the expected range of activities, outputs and
outcomes that may be delivered/generated through the Investment Funds.

5.6 The National Evaluation Framework logic models covering Theme 1A: Improved connectivity
has been used as the basis for the development of a logic model for Chisholm Trail Phase 1.
The logic model contains the following components:

e anarrative ‘theory of change’ that articulates how and why the intervention is expected
to generate benefits, and what the intervention involves

e an overview of the scale of inputs covered by the intervention included within the logic
model from the Investment Fund and other sources (in this case zero)

e the activities, outputs and outcomes that are expected to be delivered/generated by the
intervention included within the logic model

e the expected timescales for the inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes; for inputs and
activities, this includes the information on when expenditure/activities are planned to be
delivered, with ‘best estimates’ on the subsequent timescales for the realisation of outputs
and outcomes.

5.7 The logic model for Chisholm Trail Phase 1 is set out below.
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Logic model title Chisholm Trail Phase 1

Interventions / projects covered by logic model  [HRDRI LRSI L]

Theory of change:

Cycling usage is already high in Greater Cambridge. For example, at the 2021 Census, 31% of commutes to work were made by bicycle in Cambridge, and 9% in
South Cambridgeshire, compared to 3% across England®. Further, 43% of residents cycled at least once per week for any purpose in Cambridge in 2021, and 22%
in South Cambridgeshire, compared to 9% across England?0. The intended theory of change is that new dedicated cycling infrastructure will remove some of the
remaining barriers to cycling, in particular through greater segregation of cycling from motorised traffic, the provision of quicker and safer routes across Cambridge,
and providing direct links between housing and employment growth points and public transport infrastructure, such that those cycling intermittently cycle more
frequently and those not cycling at the moment will start to use cycling as a mode of transport for work and education. This further increase in cycling will represent
a modal shift away from using cars, resulting in reduced congestion in/around Cambridge and so in CO2 emissions, and increase modal share for cycling. The
segregated routes will make cycling safer, reducing the number of road traffic collisions involving cyclists. The route will also encourage higher levels of walking
for both leisure/exercise, and for work and education purposes, Specifically, Phase 1 of the Chisholm Trail will link Cambridge North Station (in close proximity to
several business and science parks) to Coldham's Lane, providing a dedicated new cycling and walking route including over the new Abbey-Chesterton Bridge
which forms part of the intervention, better linking the station to employment sites in the city. Subsequently, Phase 2 (a separate intervention) will create a link to
Cambridge Station and Addenbrooke’s Hospital and the Biomedical Campus in the south.

Key assumptions: there is scope to increase cycling usage further, i.e. there remains a group of people that are open to start taking up cycling or cycling more often;
housing and employment growth sites would be less accessible (such that success is adversely affected) without cycling improvements; and modal shift from motor
vehicle not outweighed by general growth in traffic or people switching to driving/driving more as they see reductions in congestion.

Other factors: other interventions that are designed to lead to modal shift such as bus priority measures; cycling schemes themselves are part of wider
improvements to national cycling network, which has funding through Cycle City Ambition Grant; and provision of appropriate complementary infrastructure such
as bike storage at employment sites.

Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes
Investment Fund e  Existing cycle paths improved / e Cycle routes become fully Theme-specific outcomes
inputs enhar;ce'd (1)nclud1ng widening and operational e Increased cycle usage, including for work and education
resurfacing .
¢ fllém * Kmofneworimproved cycle e Increased walking, including for work and school
Other inputs e New cycle paths developed paths
. . P ) ) ) ) ) e Improved safety (including via reduction in road traffic
(including staffing e  Associated infrastructure works (e.g. e Associated infrastructure collisions involving pedestrians and cyclists)
and in-kind) construction of a new underpass completed &P y

below Newmarket Road, construction

9 Census 2021, TS061 - Method used to travel to work. Data excludes those working mainly at or from home.
0 Active Lives Survey by Sport England, Table CW0302: Proportion of adults who cycle, by any purpose, frequency, and local authority, England, November 2015 to November 2021
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£6.3m S106
developer
contribution

of the Abbey-Chesterton Bridge
Bridge)

Construction years of
employment (i.e. to build
infrastructure)

Reduced traffic congestion (via fewer numbers of vehicle
trips)

CO02 savings via modal shift

Enhanced local environment through improved air
quality

Improved independence and wellbeing

Broader outcomes

Enhanced access to training and employment
Enhanced access to green spaces

Enhanced attractiveness and deliverability of
employment growth sites, e.g., North East Cambridge
(15,000 new jobs), and wider city centre

Enhanced attractiveness and deliverability of new
housing development sites, e.g. North East Cambridge
(8,350 new homes)

Long-term positive effects on socio-economic conditions
including:
> improved business productivity via travel time

savings, agglomeration effect

> improved public health (via increased active travel,
air quality)
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Expected timescales for inputs / activities / delivery of outputs and outcomes

e Inputs over °
2015-2021

Activities spread over the period of
inputs. The scheme opened in late-
2021.

Outputs realised on
completion of the scheme in
late-2021

Construction employment
realised during delivery of
activities

Theme-specific outcomes are expected to start to be
realised from the scheme opening, and are expected to
increase over time as behaviours are influenced and
more people are encouraged to walk/cycle.

Broader-outcomes listed above in relation to enhanced
access and access and the attractiveness and
deliverability of employment and housing sites can be
expected to be realised following scheme opening, but it
will take several years for this to be realised fully, and
will depend on the status of each site and expected
delivery periods. The long-term positive effects on socio-
economic conditions are expected to take 3-5 years post-
opening to start to be realised and observable.

Relationship to other interventions
Other Investment Fund logic models:

e This scheme is related to the other Active Travel schemes in the Programme including the Greenways Programme and Cross-City Cycling Programme. It is
also directly linked to the Chisholm Trail Phase 2 which will provide onward connection to Cambridge Railway Station from the end of this scheme.

e Other interventions including City Access, Public Transport Corridor schemes (including Cambourne to Cambridge) and the Histon and Milton corridor
schemes are all designed to reduce congestion and bring about modal shift from the car to public transport/ active travel

e  Other schemes will also facilitate developments in wider city centre

Other non-Investment Fund activities:

e The scheme is linked to wider development around Cambridge including the North East Cambridge development.

Source: GCP

Evaluation of the Greater Cambridge Investment Fund



5.8

5.9

30

Method
Overview of the approach

The impact evaluation of Chisholm Trail Phase 1 will be theory-based, using mixed-methods,
including evidence on ‘pre’ and ‘post’ behaviours and indicators to assess how the scheme has
contributed to intended outcomes. This is in line with guidance in the National Evaluation
Framework for Theme 1A interventions.

The principal focus of the evaluation will be to assess whether the intervention can plausibly
be considered to have led to increased levels of cycling and walking and associated modal
shift from car usage, which is recognised as key to relieving the transport pressures acting as
a constraint to the economic growth of Cambridge. This will be based on (i) primary evidence
from users of the Chisholm Trail, collected by two waves of cyclist and pedestrian intercept
surveys in June 2023 and 2024 and (ii) analysis of time-series data on cycle usage and
pedestrians both before and after the completion of the scheme drawn from a range of
existing sources including annual surveys and traffic counts.

5.10 The time-series data will include data at three levels: “on-trail locations”, several “proximate

locations”, and wider city-centre trends.

5.11 The “on-trail locations” data will provide the evaluation with evidence on the level of cycle

usage and pedestrians on the trail route post-intervention, and in one location both pre-
intervention and post-intervention. When complemented with the survey evidence collected
in 2023 and 2024, this will be used to estimate the effects of the scheme on increased cycle
usage and walking.

5.12 The cycle and pedestrian counts data from “proximate locations” and wider city-centre trends

will be used to provide the evaluation with insight on (i) potential displacement effects from
the scheme on other cycle/walking routes in the area (which will also be considered in the
surveys) and (ii) wider cycling/walking trends in Cambridge, including in relation to how this
may have been influenced by the Covid-19 pandemic and its legacy effect on travel
movements, most notably commuting patterns and levels. This evidence will be used to
inform the theory-based assessment of the extent to which the scheme can plausibly be seen
to have led to increased levels of cycling and walking, and so modal shift, taking into account
wider factors and other potential drivers of behaviour.

5.13 Alongside the principal focus of the evaluation on increased levels of cycling and walking, the

surveys will also be used to gather self-reported evidence on whether the scheme has led to:
reduced traffic congestion (via fewer numbers of vehicle trips made owing to modal shift),
improved safety (via perceptions of safety), an enhanced local environment (via perceptions
of the environment), improved independence and wellbeing (via personal perception of these
issues), enhanced access to training and employment and green spaces (via personal

Evaluation of the Greater Cambridge Investment Fund



31

perception of these issues), and improved public health (via whether people are cycling /

walking more frequently as a result of the route).

5.14 The following are also noted in relation to the outcomes set out in the logic model:

Time-series data on road traffic collisions involving pedestrians and cyclists in the area
around the Chisholm Trail will be considered alongside the primary evidence from the
surveys in relation to improved safety (using Cambridgeshire Road Traffic Collision Data).
[t will not be possible to directly attribute any observed changes in collision to the scheme
quantitatively, given the range of other factors that will influence collision levels.
Contextual data on road traffic collisions on roads potentially influenced by the scheme
(which will be confirmed in a detailed scoping stage) will be reviewed both pre- and post-
intervention, in order to inform the theory-based assessment on whether it is plausible
that the scheme may have contributed to improved safety, including triangulated with
self-reported data from survey respondents.

The effects of the scheme on reduced traffic congestion will be based on the survey
evidence and analysis of cycle-count and pedestrian-count data to estimate quantitatively
the direct effects on the number of vehicle trips saved. The evaluation will not seek to
model or quantify the impact of the scheme on the road network using secondary data,
for example on traffic volumes or average travel times. This reflects both the nature and
scale of the intervention and the likely level of contribution to overall traffic patterns in
the city, and a range of other activity in the area (including other Investment Fund
interventions including Histon Road, Milton Road, Greenways, and the Cambridge Eastern
Access) that will influence road usage and congestion. In turn, CO2 savings will not be
quantified. It is noted that potential impacts on air quality will be considered at a
programme level, with the findings included in GCP’s Complementary Report.

The effects of the scheme on enhanced attractiveness and deliverability of employment
growth and housing development sites will be considered via qualitative research with
key stakeholders. Stakeholders will also provide qualitative evidence on observed
enhanced access to training and employment outcomes for learners/staff.

The potential longer-term effects of the scheme on improved business productivity will
not be assessed directly by the evaluation.

5.15 This final point reflects that the links between enhanced transport connectivity, including

improved active travel provision, business productivity, and economic growth are complex.

However, faster and more reliable movement for some sectors can enhance business

productivity by reducing time wasted in transit by both people and goods. Further, for

knowledge-based industries in particular - prominent in Cambridge - maintaining a healthy

and attractive environment, and ensuring appropriate accessibility to jobs and other services

are important factors in attracting and retaining knowledge workers, and thereby critical to

supporting growth and maintaining Cambridge’s position as a leading centre internationally
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for investment. Further, providing all residents and workers with improved means to travel
into and around Cambridge, to prevent its growing pains (including increasing traffic
congestion owing to car usage) from limiting Greater Cambridge’s growth potential is core to
the strategic focus of the City Deal and Investment Fund.

5.16 This strategic case for the scheme and its role within the rationale for the Investment Fund’s

focus on active travel and related interventions to support economic growth over the longer-
term will be recognised fully in the evaluation. The focus of the analysis will be to consider
whether the new active travel provision via the Chisholm Trail Phase 1 has led directly to
outcomes associated with the take up or increase in the level of cycling and walking, and the
resulting modal shift (from car to active travel), thereby delivering against this strategic
economic growth narrative.

Analytical approach

5.17 As noted above, the evaluation will be theory-based, applying a mixed-methods approach and

the use of Contribution Analysis.

5.18 This will include a pre- and post-assessment on cycle usage and walking, based on

triangulating the evidence from the cyclist and pedestrian surveys with the time-series data
on route usage. The surveys will be used in particular to gather evidence - using respondent
recall - on the extent to which behaviours have been changed as a result of the Chisholm Trail
(i.e. are individuals cycling/walking more or less now than before the scheme, and is this
instead of using other travel modes?). This alongside the time-series data on actual usage
before and after the scheme will be used to estimate quantitatively the potential scale of the
effect of the scheme on levels of cycling and walking and the associated modal shift, taking
into account wider evidence on trends in cycling and walking across Cambridge.

5.19 The survey evidence will also be used to provide perception-based evidence on other

outcomes (as discussed above), which in some cases will be complemented via secondary
data (e.g., on collisions), and qualitative perspectives from stakeholders (e.g., attractiveness
of employment and housing sites).

5.20 In analysing the data, the focus of the impact evaluation of Chisholm Trail 1 will be to test the

5.21

extent to which the activities and outputs of the logic model (as set out above) have been
delivered, and whether there is plausible evidence that the scheme has made a contribution
to realising the anticipated outcomes, based on the range of evidence collated and analysed.

This will include a formal Contribution Analysis. This involves assessing the evidence
collected against the logic model and theory of change, to assess the scale and nature of
outcomes observed (e.g., change in levels and patterns of cycling and walking), and the
contribution of the Chisholm Trail Phase 1 to this, relative to other factors, drawing on the
quantitative and qualitative data collected. Other factors influencing outcomes may include
the effects and legacy of Covid-19 leading to changes in travel behaviours, the effect of other
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transport investments or developments in the city (notably Cambridge North Station which
opened in 2017), wider investments and developments which may have led to
increased/reduced movements associated with the trail, and broader social and economic
drivers and conditions which may influence behaviours.

5.22 In this context, a plausible association can be made (or attribution is demonstrated beyond
reasonable doubt) if the following are satisfied:

e areasoned theory of change is set out
e the activities have been implemented as set out in the theory of change
e the chain of expected results, e.g., effects on cyclists can be shown to have occurred

e other influencing factors have been shown not to have made a difference, or the decisive
difference.

5.23 It is important to recognise that a Contribution Analysis approach does not provide definitive
proof that the intervention has had a causal effect. Rather, it provides an evidenced,
systematic, and logical line of reasoning which gives a level of confidence of an intervention’s
contribution to the outcomes observed. This assessment of a contribution is consistent with
the challenges discussed below that preclude the use of a formal comparison group, time-lags
in the collation of data on the route, and the complexity of the delivery environment including
the potential influence of other schemes and the legacy effects of Covid-19 on travel and
particularly commuting patterns.

Key sources of evidence
Intercept surveys - cyclists

5.24 Two surveys of cyclists using the Chisholm Trail will be a core source of evidence for the
impact evaluation. This will have two main aims, namely to:

e gather data on users’ travel behaviours before and after the intervention, including any
changes in behaviours as a result of the Chisholm Trail (to estimate quantitatively change
in usage and modal shift), and any changes in the reasons for journeys (to estimate effects
on usage for employment or education purposes)

e gather data on effects of the Chisholm Trail on users’ perceptions of safety, their
independence and wellbeing, and access to training, employment and green space and the
quality of the local environment.

5.25 The surveys can also gather data on satisfaction with the Chisholm Trail, which can provide
useful evidence on the potential wider effects and contribution of the scheme to active travel
in Cambridge. For example, has the scheme led to changes in broader perceptions
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of/engagement in cycling and active travel, and feedback to inform potentially Phase 2 e.g,,
related to signage, surfacing, associated infrastructure. Changes in behaviours may also vary
by different groups - so data on demographics and characteristics will be captured.

5.26 Practically, the surveys will involve cyclists being handed cards at a selected safe point (or
points) along the route (to be confirmed, subject to detailed planning), inviting the cyclists to
complete an online survey (by visiting a weblink referenced on the card). CCTV will be
installed for the period that these cards are handed out, so as to understand how
representative a sample is obtained from the population of cyclists that passes the survey
team (e.g., by monitoring principal characteristics such as gender and age). Surveys will be
handed out between 7am and 7pm on selected (and different) weekdays and at the weekend
over the first two weeks of June in 2023 and 2024, in order to obtain a broad sample of users.

5.27 Two waves of survey are proposed in June 2023 and June 2024 respectively. The data from
2023 will provide evidence from users as close to the point of the trail opening (in late-2021)
as possible, and generate initial evidence for the Mid-Term Report. The aim will be to
complete at least 200 survey completions in each wave. The population is not known at this
stage in advance of the research (with the population captured by the CCTV installed for the
work). However, 200 completions has been proposed as the target sample size to provide an
expected deliverable, reasonable and proportionate level of confidence in the results (with
200 completions resulting in a 95% confidence interval of up to +/-6.5%%?1). It is also noted
that this is explicitly a minimum completion target (not a maximum target), and fieldwork on
surveys will continue as planned even if the target is reached.

5.28 The data from 2024 will provide a further year of data on the potential effects of the trail on
levels of cycling and modal shift, reflecting that it may take time for the full benefits of the
intervention to emerge (and/or that behaviours may have changed as the novelty of the trail
diminishes over time). Data from a further year post-Covid-19 will also support the analysis
and interpretation associated with ongoing changes in commuting patterns, and allow for
triangulation with a further year of cycle count data from the on-trail locations, proximate
locations, and the wider city-centre locations. At the final evaluation stage, the survey data
from the two years can also be pooled to provide a more robust evidence base on the post-
intervention position. Statistical analysis will be undertaken to compare the results from the
two years to inform the impact analysis and interpretation, which may also generate evidence
e.g., if there is evidence of a change in the types of user or journey purpose over time.

5.29 Close involvement of the GCP (and other organisations as required) will be essential in
undertaking these surveys, to ensure that survey work aligns with and complements any
similar efforts already underway, and to ensure that the process obtains appropriate
permissions and sufficiently takes account of any sensitivities.

" The exact confidence limits will depend on the individual survey question and results which cannot be known at this
stage.
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5.30 Several points/limitations regarding the approach (and proposed solutions to help
address/mitigate these issues where relevant) are highlighted explicitly.

e First, the 7am-7pm time fieldwork period may influence the results, with users outside
this time not captured, and potential differences in the use/purpose of usage. However,
these hours are considered to be the most appropriate and proportionate to cover both
commuting (on weekdays) and leisure (on weekends) usage.!? Further, this period
includes the points when effects on modal shift are expected to be most pronounced i.e.
including both the morning and evening ‘rush hour’ period for commuting, school-related
travel etc.

e Second, a consistent time-period in June each year is proposed to allow both comparison
of the results, and pooling of the data to provide a more robust evidence base on the post-
intervention position (which would not be possible using different time-periods owing to
seasonal variation in usage). Different days will be selected in each week to avoid any
particular patterns, and to mitigate the risk of conditions on individual days (notably
weather) influencing the survey results. Further, it is noted that the survey data will not
be used as the main source of evidence on usage levels; this will be drawn from the “on-
trail locations” time-series data, which will also provide data from other points in the year
(with seasonal variation in cycling) which can inform the analysis of potential levels of
modal shift when triangulated with the survey evidence, and wider insight into the use of
the trail throughout the year (and how this may vary in volume and pattern).

e Third, individuals that do not have access to the internet will not be able to complete the
survey, which may lead to some variation in the representativeness of the survey sample
to the population. Given the likely demographic and spatial context for the survey, it is not
considered a material risk that a sufficient number of individuals will not able to access
the internet, and that this will lead to a statistically significant effect on the
representativeness of the sample. In this context, it is noted that a similar survey approach
was completed successfully for the evaluation of Cross-City Cycling Scheme in the
Gateway Review 1 and this was not found to be an issue. Given these considerations it is
not considered proportionate to offer alternative response mechanisms at this stage.
However, reasons for refusal in the wave one survey will collected, and if this is found to
be an issue influencing variation between the sample and the population (i.e. individuals
indicating they would be willing to complete the survey but are unable to do so as they do
not have access to the internet), the wave two survey will include an option for an
alternative mechanism of survey completion e.g. by post, telephone.

e Fourth, the construction of Phase 2 of the Chisholm Trial will be underway during the
survey period. This will need to be taken into account in the survey fieldwork (e.g. related
to intercept locations) and analysis of results, with the potential that the on-going works
for Phase 2 may lead to reduced usage of Phase 1 e.g. owing to information gaps (where

12 1t is also noted that surveys will require the presence of researchers on-site, potentially working alone, meaning that
times before/after 7am and 7pm are not considered appropriate or proportionate.
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residents believe that the route is closed for on-going construction) or where construction
activity on Phase 2 limits access to existing routes, meaning that individuals make
alternative travel arrangements impacting on the use of Phase 1.

e Fifth, for any survey the results are subject to potential response bias and a degree of
uncertainty. As noted above, CCTV data will be used to understand how representative a
sample is obtained from the population of cyclists that passes the survey team. Where the
sample is found to not be representative of the population, weighting will be employed to
adjust the survey results to reflect the population.

Intercept surveys - pedestrians

5.31 Equivalent surveys of pedestrians to those for cyclists set out above will also be completed.
These surveys will be completed over the same period, and potentially using consistent safe
points for the intercepts, and cover the same issues, adjusted to reflect the focus on walking
rather than cycling.

5.32 The principal survey method will be to ask individuals to complete the survey on-site/in-
person at the time of the intercept (via responding to questions from a researcher who will
record the results in ‘real time’). Pedestrians will also be provided with the opportunity to
complete the survey online (being given a card with a weblink consistent with the approach
for the cyclist surveys). Again, CCTV will be installed to understand how representative a
sample is obtained from the population of pedestrians that passes the survey team (and any
variation between on-site and online completion). Weighting will be employed to adjust the
survey results to reflect the population if this is found to be necessary.

5.33 The aim will be to complete at least 200 survey completions in each wave. Again, this has
been identified as the sample size to provide an expected reasonable and proportionate level
of confidence in the results (with 200 completions resulting in a 95% confidence interval of
up to +/-6.5%13). It is also noted that this is explicitly a minimum target (not a maximum
target), and surveys will continue as planned even if the target is reached.

5.34 The issues and mitigation factors associated with the fieldwork period (both in terms of the
time of days and fieldwork in June), construction of Phase 2 of the Chisholm Trial, and
response bias related to the cycling survey are also relevant here. The issue of individuals that
do not have access to the internet not being able to complete the survey is not an issue for the
pedestrian survey which will be completed both on-site/in-person at the time of the intercept
and online.

Cycle and pedestrian counts

5.35 Time-series data on cycle and pedestrian counts will be collated and analysed at three levels:

3 The exact confidence limits will depend on the individual survey question and results which cannot be known at this
stage
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e ‘“on-trail locations”, with data available at four points from a combination of existing

counters and annual surveys
e several “proximate locations”, with data available at five points from annual surveys

e wider city-centre trends, with data available at multiple points across the city from a

combination of existing counters and annual surveys.
5.36 The “on-trail” and “proximate” locations are set out below.

Figure 5-1: On-trail and proximate locations for cycle and pedestrian count data
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Source: GCP

5.37 As shown in the Table 5-1 below, in three of the four “on-trail locations”, the data available
will be for the post-intervention position, as these counters/survey locations were
established following the completion of the Chisholm Trail Phase 1. This will include:

e detailed data from November 2022-July 2024 for the two Vivacity sensors (which
includes data from continuous monitoring sensors providing data at 5-minute, 15-minute,
hourly and daily intervals and can be used to construct average daily values)

e datafor April 2022, April 2023 and April 2024 for the Screenline Survey (providing a one-
day average based on a manually classified count each year); this counter is located on

the Abbey-Chesterton Bridge.
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5.38 The River Cam Path location from the Cambridge Radial Survey will provide data at both the
pre- and post-intervention position, with annual data available from 2017. This provides a 1-
day average, based on a manually classified count. It is noted that care will be needed in
interpreting this data, with the Chisholm Trail construction influencing potentially the data,
and a spike in usage in October 2020. Further, post-intervention data for the River Cam Path
Radial Survey location will include 2022 and 2023 only; the data is collected in October each
year, meaning data for 2024 will not be available for the final evaluation.

5.39 Both pre- and post-intervention position data will be available for the “proximate locations”,
covering the period from 2017-2021 and 2022-2024.

Table 5-1: Cycle and pedestrian counter data pre- and post-intervention coverage

Location Type and frequency Pre- Post-

intervention | intervention

On-trail locations

Barnwell West Path Vivacity (on-going) x v
Ditton Meadows Bridge Vivacity (on-going) x 4
Chisholm Trail Footbridge Screenline Survey (annual) x v
River Cam Path Radial Survey (annual) 4 v

Proximate locations

Green Dragon Footbridge Screenline Survey (annual) 4 4
Riverside Footbridge Screenline Survey (annual) v v
Elizabeth Way Screenline Survey (annual) 4 4
Jubilee Way Cycle Route Monitoring (annual) v v
Coldham'’s Lane Cycle Route Monitoring (annual) v v

Source: GCP

5.40 It is noted that there are four further Tag Master Cycle Sensors in close proximity to the
scheme, which provide detailed data counting cycles in 15-minute, 30-minute and hourly
intervals. There are some gaps in the data available from these sensors in both the pre- and
post-intervention period (e.g., all four have no data in 2022, three of the four have no data in
2021, and one has partial data only 2017-2019). However, there may be specific
periods/points where consistent data is available from these sensors over 2017-2020 and
2023-24 that could be used meaningfully to inform the evaluation as additional “proximate
locations” for cycling data. This will be considered in more detail in the scoping stage (and is
consistent with the approach taken to the Impact Evaluation of the Cross City Cycling Schemes
completed for Gateway Review 1).
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5.41 Data on wider city-centre cycling and pedestrian trends will also be collated, using the range
of counters and surveys available. The specific locations to be included in the analysis will be
determined during the scoping stage, including to identify any issues in the
quality/consistency of the data for different sources of evidence, and to ensure any
comparisons to the Chisholm Trail Phase 1 are meaningful and appropriate (notably for
pedestrians, with many of the counters covering areas of Cambridge with high numbers of
tourists, which will have been influenced very significantly over 2020-2022 by the COVID-19
pandemic and associated restrictions). The spatial coverage of sensors and survey points that
will form the basis of this scoping in the wider area are set out in the map below.

Figure 5-2: Location of sensors/counts across Cambridge (Blue = Annual Cycle Route
Monitoring, Green = TagMaster Cycle Sensors, Orange = Annual Radial Survey)
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Qualitative research

5.42 Up to 20 consultations will be undertaken with key stakeholders to understand any effects of
Chisholm Trail Phase 1 on the attractiveness and deliverability of new housing and
employment sites near the route. The consultations will also consider (where relevant):
observed enhanced access to training and employment outcomes for learners/staff as a result
of the Chisholm Trail Phase 1, which may include the development of their own incentives,
initiatives or investments (realised or planned) related to active travel, including considering
how and why the scheme may have influenced this; and any wider organisational benefits or
effects of the Chisholm Trail Phase 1 (both direct and indirect).
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5.43 Consultee organisations will be confirmed in the scoping stage, however, at this point the
expectation is that this will include, for example, local councillors and council officials
involved in planning/economic development/cycling, tenants and managing agents at
relevant proximate business and science parks, local schools and educational institutions
(including potentially Anglia Ruskin University, Cambridge Campus), Cam Cycle, and
landowners and developers involved in bringing forward relevant employment and housing
sites. The effects will be considered qualitatively.

Other approaches considered

5.44 Establishing a formal control area as the basis for a quasi-experimental evaluation was
considered. Two options were possible.

e First, identifying a control area in another location/city. However, Cambridge is unique in
terms of transport and active travel habits, with higher cycling rates than any other city
in the country. For example, cycling statistics from Sport England’s Active Lives Survey
indicated that 50% of adults in Cambridge cycled at least once a month in 2021, some ten
percentage points above Oxford (at 40%, the second highest proportion) and 13% across
England overall. Likewise, whilst 43% of adults in Cambridge cycled at least once a week
in 2021, the equivalent for Oxford (again, the closest comparator) was just 34%, and the
equivalent for England was 9%. As such, there is no sensible external location with a
similar context elsewhere to use as a control area.

e Second, identifying a control area within Cambridge. However, a wide range of cycle and
active travel improvement schemes have been delivered across the city, and other mixed
transport interventions (such as on Histon Road and Milton Road) also include cycling
and active travel improvements. This leaves no viable options for identifying a ‘non-
affected’ route to use as a formal control area.

5.45 The Chisholm Trail Phase 1 scheme is also highly context-specific, including through the
Abbey-Chesterton Bridge delivered via the Investment Fund, which has provided a new
cycling and pedestrian route across the River Cam, and enhancing access to Cambridge North
Station. Formal comparisons with other locations/routes may be potentially highly
misleading given this scheme-specific context.

5.46 Further, the wide range of other interventions designed to influence active travel within
Cambridge means that the intervention has been delivered within a complex environment
with multiple factors that may influence the outcomes of interest. There is also the significant
challenge in observing impact quantitatively when considering the effects and legacy of
Covid-19, and changing patterns of cycling and commuting. In this context, an experimental
or quasi-experimental approach is not considered viable.

5.47 Therefore, it was agreed that other routes either within Cambridge or elsewhere cannot
robustly be used as formal control areas. However, as noted above, data on “proximate
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locations” and wider city-centre trends will be used to provide context as part of a theory-
based approach, including in relation to potential displacement effects, wider cycling and
walking trends, and to help triangulate the evidence on how Covid-19 may have influenced
effects in relation to cycle usage, walking, and wider associated outcomes.

5.48 In practice, the comparison will include analysis of data on cycle and pedestrian counts and
road traffic collisions involving cyclists, with data available from the GCP. No primary
research on the “proximate locations” is proposed, given the site-specific context for Chisholm
Trail, the fact that any survey work would be post-intervention only, the availability of both
pre- and post-intervention count data, and taking into account the proportionality of
evaluation activity.

5.49 Undertaking primary research with ‘non-users’ of the Trail was also considered, to provide
evidence potentially on the factors that may influence the use of the Trail, and modal shift.
However, this would be more appropriate to inform learning for future schemes and on-going
implementation, rather than impact evaluation and is therefore not considered
proportionate. Identifying an appropriate ‘non-user’ group would also be very challenging
conceptually, as behaviours may change over time, and the research itself may lead to
“contamination” in the evaluation (where non-users surveyed then do make use of the Trail
as a result of the experience/participation in the research).

Data requirements

5.50 The data requirements for the evaluation approach for Chisholm Trail Phase 1 are
summarised in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2: Data requirements for the proposed evaluation approach for Chisholm
Trail Phase 1

Source of Requirements and approach

evidence

Primary evidence | e Surveys of cyclists and pedestrians (and associated CCTV count data to
gather data on the representativeness of the sample), to be completed in
June 2023 and June 2024 on the Chisholm Trail (specific locations to be
agreed as part of an initial scoping stage). Key points include:

> The two surveys will be largely consistent to allow the data to be
pooled for the final evaluation where appropriate, and to enable a
comparison of results in 2023 and 2024 respectively. The 2024
survey will also include tailored questions for individuals that
responded in the previous year to understand any changes in
behaviours/perceptions between the two surveys.

> Data to be collected in June to allow for data to align with student
term-time (Cambridge University and Anglia Ruskin University)

> The aim would be to achieve at least 200 survey completions with
cyclists and pedestrians respectively for each wave of research,
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Source of Requirements and approach

evidence

although this will need to be confirmed in the scoping phase (based
on existing usage data)

e Consultations with stakeholders, to understand the wider effects and
provide qualitative evidence to inform the theory-based assessment. Up
to 20 consultations will be completed, for the final report in 2024.

Monitoring data e Data on the outputs set out in the logic model related to the scheme

and information delivery should be collated and reported as part of the evaluation (i.e.
progress on cycle routes becoming fully operational, km of new or
improved cycle paths, associated infrastructure completed).

e Construction years of employment (i.e. to build infrastructure) should be
provided by the GCP where available (e.g. using data from contractors),
and where this is not available should be estimated by the evaluators
using conversion rates from expenditure to construction years of
employment. This analysis (where necessary) will be completed for the
final evaluation.

Secondary data e Cycle and pedestrian count data for the “on-trail locations’, "proximate
locations” and the wider city-centre should be collated and provided to
the evaluators to facilitate the pre and post assessment for the route and
wider context (including an assessment of potential displacement
effects)

e Data on road traffic collisions involving cyclists and pedestrians for the
area around the Chisholm Trail should be provided to understand
potential effects on improved safety outcomes.

e These data should be provided in June 2023 and June 2024 to inform the
mid-term and final report.

Source: GCP

5.51 As noted above, there will need to be an initial detailed scoping stage at the outset of the
evaluation to review the consistency and quality of secondary data in relation to wider city
cycle and pedestrian counts and road traffic collisions, to confirm stakeholder consultees, and
undertake detailed research design for the cyclist and pedestrian surveys. This scoping
exercise should also seek to gather information from the GCP on other investments and
activities supporting the development/enhancement of the active travel infrastructure across
the city in order to provide context for the theory-based assessment of the potential
contribution of the Chisholm Trail Phase 1 to observed outcomes.

Timing and delivery

5.52 The timing of the evaluation for the Chisholm Trail Phase 1 and the key tasks to be delivered
is set outin Figure 5-3. For context, the timetable includes the fixed milestones for the overall
evaluation of the Investment Fund in Greater Cambridge, including the Mid Term and Final
Reports that will draw on the evidence from the intervention-level impact evaluation.
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Figure 5-3: Timetable for the evaluation of Chisholm Trail Phase 1
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5.53 The impact evaluation of Chisholm Trail Phase 1 will be delivered by the independent

provider appointed by GCP following a competitive tender exercise to deliver the evaluation
to inform the Gateway Review.

Skills Phase 1

Logic model

5.54 The logic model for the GCP skills intervention is set out below.
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Logic model title GCP Skills 1

Logic model type People theme: 2B Skills revenue and 2D School age education

1180 @72 108 () A ) W o) [Te R 745 Lo M)A [ Fea (0 11 11 (5 B Greater Cambridge Apprenticeship Service (delivery March 2019- March 2021)
/ Careers advisers in schools

Theory of change:

A locally responsive skills systems is needed to forge stronger links between employers and the education system to drive growth across Greater Cambridge.
'While Cambridge is successful in attracting graduate and post-graduate talent, businesses have suffered from skills shortages for technical and support
functions and frequently claim that an inability to attract or retain a skilled workforce is their biggest barrier to growth4. One way to develop these
skills is through apprenticeships. Apprenticeships blend learning and working and allow companies to develop employees with exactly the skills they need to help
their organisations grow. At the same time as providing the companies with the talent to increase productivity, offer a step into a career for young people - and a
step up for others. The Greater Cambridge Partnership is committed to substantially increasing the number of successful, high-quality apprenticeships across
Greater Cambridge!5. However, companies may not consider apprenticeships as part of their workforce recruitment strategy because they may not fully
understand the recent changes to Standards and the Levy, be wary about the commitment, or be unable to attract suitable candidates for new apprenticeship
opportunities. On the supply side potential candidates for apprenticeship roles may not know about such opportunities (due in part to insufficient career
information or guidance) or, how to secure them.

The deal agreed between Government and Greater Cambridge committed to increasing the uptake of apprenticeships in growing sectors, specifically delivering
1,556 apprenticeships aligned to local growth sectors (professional scientific, bio-medical, clean-tech, technology, and advanced manufacturing); 420 of whom
were additional (i.e. they started an apprenticeship as a result of the intervention) and at level 2 or 3.

The Investment Fund developed and supported the Greater Cambridge Apprenticeship Service between February 2019 and February 2021. Delivery of this phase
of funding is now complete. The programme was delivered by Form the Future (FTF) and Cambridge Regional College (CRC) who supported and placed
apprentices with employers. Training support was provided by CRC, West Suffolk College, Anglia Ruskin University and other independent training providers. It
supported both organisations to create new apprenticeships, and candidates who could take these up. Financial support was concluded in 2021 at which point the
partners had exceeded all their KPIs1¢. A subsequent phase of investment to support career guidance in schools and develop new learning pathways has built on
the activity delivered in this phase (skills phase 2).

Assumptions: the two key partners brought their brands, skills and networks to the scheme to enable it to become operational very quickly, employers who
participated either had not offered apprenticeships before, or apprenticeships at levels 2 or 3, or this type had not been offered before, candidates for
apprenticeships made decisions to apply after impartial careers advice.

Other factors: the lockdowns associated with COVID-19 affected employers, schools and training providers, services had to shift mode rapidly and some recruitment
decisions were paused during this period. In a tight labour market some apprentices may leave for other paid work before it is completed as soon as they have their
qualifications / certificates and this may be especially prevalent in certain sectors (such as construction).

4 Form the Future Final Report May 2021

5 GCP Apprenticeship Service Specification.pdf (April 2018)

16 The four KPIs were: KPI 1: 420 people starting an apprenticeship as a result of intervention by the Service; KPI2: 20 new employers have agreed to support an apprenticeship scheme, KPI3:
18 schools have agreed to support enhanced apprenticeship activity, and KPI 4: 7,500 students connected with employers.
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Activities

Outputs

Outcomes

Investment Fund inputs
e £300,000 investment fun