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5.  Project objectives originally outlined in proposal: 

 This project aims to review the learning from PHPES (2013-17) and use this to 
develop recommendations for a revised scheme within the current SPHR programme 
(2017-22). 
The specific objectives are: 
1) To conduct a rapid review of applications and reports from PHPES projects:      
a) to identify their original objectives in relation to generating generalizable findings 
and their dissemination/implementation  
b) identify factors that predict i) a successful application ii) an effectively delivered 
project iii) any evidence of early impact 
2) To sample up to eight varied projects (from all applications including funded and 
unfunded projects) and to review applications and project reports in detail; to 
interview at least one researcher and one practitioner involved in each sampled 
application/project to explore their experience in depth.  
3) To conduct an online survey of practitioners (applicants), researchers (PIs) and 
PHPES panel members (academic, practitioner and lay reviewers) to identify the 
relative importance of the factors that influence submission of applications/success of 
applications/effective delivery and dissemination of evaluations  



                         

4) To synthesis findings and discuss the implications with a wide range of PHPES 
stakeholders (including lay representatives/community members and PHE) at a 
national workshop 
5) To make recommendations to the SPHR executive on the scope and 
implementation of a future responsive research fund. 

6.  Briefly describe and explain the reason(s) for any changes to the project 
originally outlined in proposal: 

 No changes 

7. Brief summary of methods, findings against objectives, and conclusions (2-4 
pages max): 

 METHODS  
Work package 1:  Rapid review of all 81 applications and the project reports from 14 
funded projects 
The purpose of the review was to understand the scope of applications and more 
specifically to identify their original objectives in relation to generating generalizable 
findings and their dissemination/implementation. The review aimed to identify any 
common factors that are associated with i) a successful application ii) an effectively 
delivered project iii) evidence of early impact. 
Work package 2: Individual in depth interviews (mainly via telephone/skype)  
We sampled eight varied projects (from all applications potentially including funded 
and unfunded projects). The sampling frame/selection criteria was developed based 
on the review of documentation including applications and project reports. We 
interviewed one researcher and one practitioner involved in each sampled 
application/project. Topic guides included: factors that make for a successful 
application; potential tensions between responsiveness and generalisability; 
mechanisms for impact on policy and practice Interviews were audiotaped and 
transcribed and a thematic analysis undertaken using NVivo software. To ensure we 
captured the breadth of relevant views on the programme, we will also shared these 
initial findings and sought views from Imperial colleagues who were not part of the 
School at that time, and from the Chair and members of the PHPES panel which 
reviewed applications. 
Work package 3: Online survey of all applicants and their LA colleagues not involved 
in applications, PHPES researchers, PHPES reviewers and SPHR Executive 
members 
The online survey was developed based on WP1 and 2 findings; it aimed to elicit 
views on the factors that influence applications/effective delivery/dissemination of 
evaluations and impact on policy and practice. The survey aimed to identify the 
relative importance of the factors that influence submission of applications/success of 
applications/effective delivery and dissemination of evaluations. Additional questions 
collected information on future research needs and priorities. LA staff, SPHR 
researchers and reviewers involved in any of the 81 PHPES applications, plus Exec 
members and PPI panel networks were invited to complete the survey and share it 
with colleagues who may not have been involved, to ensure a range of perspectives 
was included. 
Work package 4:  Exploring the implications of the study findings.  
Informed by findings from the first two work packages, a national workshop was 
organised in Sheffield to which a range of PHPES stakeholders (including lay 



                         

representatives/community members/public health practitioners and other LA 
colleagues/PHE) were invited to discuss the implications of the findings and how they 
might inform a future responsive funding scheme. Through a series of interactive 
discussions, closely facilitated by the research team, participants were invited to 
reflect on future selection criteria, such as contributions to major public health 
problems, potential for impact and scalability and assessment of evaluability, and on 
suggestions for co-producing knowledge within PHPES projects and measuring their 
impact on policy and practice. 
 
RESULTS 
Document analysis 
The initial analysis of 81 PHPES applications/projects for the document review 
illustrated a wide range of projects but also highlighted gaps in data collection about 
projects (e.g. lack of details on partners, funding and theme). Despite emphasis in 
guidelines on the importance of prior contact with SPHR partners, all of the funded 
projects gave no details on support received from SPHR members and the majority 
of applications did not detail prior contact with SPHR researchers before submission. 
Most proposals were evaluations of interventions that were newly established 
(24/44). Changing Behaviour was the most popular theme for applications (23 out of 
47) with Identifying cost-effective population health services being the least popular 
(7 out of 48).  All SPHR members were listed as partners on applications, with 
Sheffield being the most prolific (8/43) and Cambridge and London School of 
Hygiene and Tropic Medicine being the least involved with one application each. 
Most common topics of applications related to obesity, including diet, weight and 
physical activity (15), with the majority focused on adults or whole populations.  
The findings of the document analysis informed the interview schedules for 
practitioners and researchers in the second work package.  
 
Interviews 
Overall, the interview findings can be framed as a “SWOT” analysis of the PHPES:   
 Strengths: PHPES provides much needed resources for evaluation which often are 
not available locally and produces useful evidence to understand where a 
programme isn’t delivering, which can be used to develop interventions formatively.  
Practitioners benefit from academics with specific knowledge within their field and 
relationships between practice and academia are strengthened.  PHPES has 
generated some valuable case studies/exemplars of effective local evaluations with 
significant impact. Case studies of impactful PHPES collaborations can be found in 
the updated application guidelines for PHPES.   
Weaknesses: There may be a need to widen the objectives of PHPES beyond 
“effectiveness/cost effectiveness of interventions” to address the needs of 
practitioners e.g. evaluations which focus on implementation of programmes.  There 
was a request for more feedback on unfunded projects. More flexibility, for example 
around start and end dates to take into consideration any delays in the roll out of the 
intervention, setting up of the project or any contractual issues within the practitioner 
institution.  
Opportunities: Better developed interventions were more likely to be funded. The 
scheme could encourage novel/promising but less developed ideas. Funded time to 
develop a protocol and ensure feasibility of the intervention prior to application could 
increase intervention delivery success rates.  Potential for working with regional 



                         

public health research hubs (e.g. workshops) and phinder (e.g. advertising) in 
collaboration with PHE and NIHR.  
Threats: There may be a risk of increasing inequalities as applications clustered 
around SPHR partner institutions.  Some researchers feel there may be pressure of 
practitioners’ organisations to show “success” of the intervention.  There can be 
tensions between researchers and practitioners for example on use of existing 
research evidence; importance of generalisability of findings; and of generating peer 
reviewed publications.   
The interview findings were used to generate specific questions for the on-line survey 
and were shared at the national workshop held on 19 September.   
Online survey 
The  online survey, following the template of the SPHR funded evaluation about PPI 
in the first phase of the school, was developed and circulated widely among SPHR 
members, including the Executive Group, Advisory Board and administrators in each 
member organisation with a request to cascade to their policy and practice partners 
and PPI panels. The survey asked respondents questions about what makes 
research collaborations between practitioners and academic researchers more likely 
or unlikely and what their priorities were for future PHPES rounds.  Completed by 19 
people before the closing date of 1st October. 8 respondents (42%) had been 
previously involved in PHPES. Both practitioners (4) and researchers (9) engaged in 
the first and second phase of SPHR filled in the survey. Researchers were linked to 
various member organisations, including the Universities of Bristol, Exeter and 
Sheffield, UCL and the LiLaC and Fuse collaborations.  Respondents thought that 
meetings between practice partners and academics prior to developing PHPES 
applications would most likely increase the chances of successful research 
collaborations. These meetings could help to clarify expectations about the 
contributions of each partner in the project and what to do when these expectations 
were not met (conflict resolutions). Giving practitioners an active role in the research 
process would also make collaborations more likely and successful.  These factors 
were mirrored in the responses to the questions what makes collaborative research 
more unlikely, with no engagement between practitioners and researchers prior to 
submission, lack of support from academics and no active involvement from 
practitioners in the research process deemed as reducing the likelihood of successful 
collaborations. In addition, the evaluation of interventions that were still under 
development or implemented only recently were judged to impact negatively on the 
success of PHPES projects.  Therefore, the top 3 priorities emerging from the survey 
centred around facilitating mutual understanding of expectations by encouraging 
practitioners and academics to meet up before submitting proposals and providing 
practitioners with support from member organisation to work up their ideas into 
feasible projects on sufficiently established public health practices.  Most 
respondents agreed that dedicated support from an SPHR member was essential to 
develop ideas into feasible submissions. The strongest disagreement focused on 
whether only practitioners should be allowed to submit ideas to PHPES, with almost 
all respondents agreeing that researchers should also be able to present their 
suggestions for research.  
 
National workshop 
The results of the online survey were verified and expanded upon in a national 
workshop in Sheffield on 19 September. 



                         

The workshop discussions focussed on 3 questions around the key objectives, scope 
and scale of PHPES.   
 Key objective: Participants recommended a balance in funded projects that 
generated both local and generalizable knowledge. Transferability of knowledge was 
suggested as a key selection criteria for future projects. 
Focus: Expand the focus beyond effectiveness of interventions studies to include 
implementation research and qualitative process evaluations, but linked to the new 
SPHR themes to identify available expertise within member organisations.  
Scale: Fund a mix of large-scale (comparative) projects and small-scale projects in 
favour of a larger number of small-scale projects to ensure good spread of projects 
across regions and member organisations.  
 
CONCLUSIONS  
POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE RENEWED 
PROGRAMME  
Based on the interim findings summarised above, potential implications in terms of 
options to build on strengths and opportunities, whilst addressing perceived 
weaknesses and threats, have been identified.  
 1. Selection process/criteria: How do we ensure a fair and effective selection 
process with appropriate selection criteria to ensure the projects undertaken can 
deliver robust generalizable findings which can influence policy and practice?   
Regional development workshops could be held to facilitate prior development of 
ideas between researchers and practitioners before formally applying to PHPES.  

• Regional development workshops could be supported by the regional public 
health research hubs and advertised via the phinder website.   

• Variable level of funding could be offered to projects at different stages of 
development.  

 2. Maximising Impact: How do we identify PHPES projects with potential for 
national/regional as well as local impact?   To maximise the potential impact of 
PHPES projects applications should explicitly outline both the relevance to the local 
context and the potential generalisability of the findings at a national level. This 
approach would act to maximise project impact and also to satisfy the needs of both 
practitioner and academic partners.    

• More consideration and resources for disseminating findings across public 
health practice community nationally as well as practice partners involved in 
the projects locally.   

 3. Potential trade-offs between different priorities/perspectives: How do we manage 
the actual or perceived tensions in managing the need for both “responsive 
engagement” and delivering rigorous, generalizable research and ensure the 
“success” of PHPES projects from the perspective of different stakeholders?   

• Projects for consideration could be more varied in scope and objectives i.e. 
outcomes relating to implementation/reach etc. and qualitative evaluations 
could be considered alongside interventions testing effectiveness.    
 

GENERALISBLE FINDINGS FOR WIDER DISSEMINATION 



                         

Further analysis is planned to generate and develop the findings in relation to what 
has been learnt from the programme in terms of those that can be generalised 
beyond this specific programme. This includes a potential analysis of factors that 
influence whether and how successful co-production between researchers and 
practitioners occurs and/or factors that influence the impact of co-produced projects.  
It may also be possible to identify if there are specific features of either the 
interventions or the evaluation plans that predict successful delivery and/or impact. 

8. Plain English Summary (400 words max) 
Please provide a summary of the project, including background, findings and 
conclusions: 

 The Public Health Practice Evaluation Scheme (PHPES) was conceived as a 
response mode funded evaluation programme. 14 PHPES projects were supported 
during the first five years of the SPHR’s work, covering a wide range of topics, types 
of public health programmes, and evaluation designs and methods. During the first 
SPHR programme, between 2013 and 2017, there were 81 applications made to the 
PHPES from which the 14 funded evaluations were selected by a national panel. 
This project aims to review the learning from PHPES (2013-17) and use this to 
develop recommendations for a revised scheme within the current SPHR programme 
(2017-22). We conducted a review of all applications submitted to the PHPES 
scheme (funded and unfunded). We also conducted interviews with 8 researchers 
and 8 public health practitioners on their views and experience of the scheme. These 
individuals were selected to represent both funded and unfunded applications 
encompassing a broad range of topics and from a wide geographic range (including 
applications from all SPHR partners).  We then circulated an online survey to a wider 
group, obtaining 19 responses. Finally, we conducted a workshop to discuss how the 
findings could be used to develop recommendations for the new PHPES scheme.  
The combined findings from the document analysis, interviews and online survey 
were discussed in the workshop. Output from the workshop suggest that the 
following changes might maximise the value of the PHPES:  

• Provision of regional evaluation development workshops for those interested 
in applying to PHPES (or conducting their own evaluations?) to explore 
feasibility of ideas and clarify expectations between practitioners and 
researchers.  

• Variable level of funding could be offered to projects at different stages of 
development, with smaller grants available for exploration and scoping 
studies and larger grants dedicated to scaling up and (cost)-effectiveness 
studies. 

• More consideration and resources could be provided for disseminating 
findings across the public health practice community nationally as well as to 
practice partners involved in the projects locally. 

• Projects for consideration could be more varied in scope and objectives For 
example funding process evaluations examining specific aspects of 
implementation, delivery or developing systems models for programmes. 

9. Keywords 
Please provide up to 8 keywords that relate to the research undertaken in this 
study: 

 Public Health, Evaluation, Collaborative research, Funding. 



                         

10
. 

Dissemination – please detail planned or published articles in peer-reviewed 
journals (including web links): 

 A paper relating to the project is being drafted. 
We are also developing a user guide which will be used to assist applications to the 
new PHPES scheme.  
 

 Used 
during 
project 

Used 
after 

projec
t 

Woul
d 

have 
liked 

to use 
but 

didn’t 

Academic Journals (e.g. BMJ) ☐  ☐ 

Full Report (paper)   ☐ ☐ 

Full report (web access) ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Summary report (paper) ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Summary report (web access) ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Academic conference - talks    ☐ 

Academic conference – posters ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Academic seminars ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Academic workshops  ☐ ☐ 

Other (please give details) ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 
Evaluation workshop 19th September, Sheffield.  
 
Presentation to joint meeting of the SPHR Executive Group and 
Advisory Board , 16th October, London 
 

 Used 
during 
project 

Used 
after 

project 

Would have 
liked to use 
but didn’t 

Professional Journals (e.g. Pulse) ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Report to non-academic collaborators ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Press releases ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Newsletters ☐ X ☐ 

Policy briefing paper       X ☐ 

Targeted mailings ☐ ☐ ☐ 

   



                         

Event to launch the project etc ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Non-academic conferences ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Face-to-face meetings (e.g. with policy 
makers) 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

Institution’s website ☐      X ☐ 

Project website ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Web-based lectures (e.g. TED) ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Other (please give details) ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 Used during 
project 

Used after project Would have 
liked to use 
but didn’t 

Podcasts/webcasts ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Blogs ☐ X ☐ 

Facebook ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Twitter X  ☐ 

LinkedIn ☐ ☐ ☐ 

YouTube ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Other (please give details) ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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. 

Impact – please use this space to capture information (e.g. data, case studies, 
quotes, ‘thank you’ emails etc.) that can be used now and in the future to 
effectively and concisely demonstrate the impact of your project: 

The research has contribute to discussion on shaping the next PHPES scheme. 

12
. 

Public and practitioner involvement and engagement - please summarise your 
progress to date in implementing your plan for PPIE.  Please provide comment 
on your experiences, any changes made and lessons drawn: 

 We found it challenging to involve practitioners in the research at all levels. 
Especially those who had been involved in applications that had not been funded. 
Even for funded projects a number of the practice partners could not be engaged due 
to moving on from the position they held at the time of the PHPES project they were 
involved in. Other practitioners, who had committed to attending the national 
workshop, had to cancel last-minute due to other commitments on the day.  
 
Lay PPI participants were recruited via the Sheffield SPHR PPI group. This was 
successful and allowed PPI input into the development of the project as well as input 
into the scope of the findings. 
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. 

Any other information: 
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