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This interim report presents the findings of Stage 2 of the independent evaluation of the National Capability in Behavioural Research (NCBR), a major investment funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) to strengthen the UK’s behavioural research (BR) system. The evaluation examines both programme processes and emerging impacts, drawing on documentary analysis, stakeholder interviews and survey evidence. Given the programme’s stage, the focus is on implementation quality, early outcomes, and progress against the programme’s Theory of Change, rather than on longer‑term impacts.
Programme overview and purpose
NCBR was designed to address long‑standing fragmentation in the UK behavioural research landscape, and to strengthen links between behavioural research, policy and practice. It seeks to do this through a combination of national coordination, targeted research, training and skills development, and boundary‑spanning mechanisms between academia, government, and third and private sectors. The programme is delivered primarily through two core investments: (1) Behavioural Research UK (BR‑UK), the national leadership hub, responsible for convening the behavioural research community, advancing methods and evidence synthesis, and supporting policy‑relevant research and rapid advice; and (2) Centre‑UB, a Centre for Doctoral Training Plus (CDT+), designed to build a critical mass of applied behavioural researchers through doctoral training, fellowships and a national training offer.
Both investments are complemented by senior policy fellow posts embedded within central government, intended to catalyse sustained two‑way exchange between behavioural researchers and policymakers.
Key findings: process evaluation
Overall, there is reasonably strong evidence that NCBR is being delivered broadly as intended, and that the programme’s design and commissioning processes have supported early momentum.
Programme design and commissioning benefited from extensive internal and external scoping, helping to ground the investment in clearly articulated system needs. Stakeholders consistently reported that the emphasis on national capability‑building and policy connectivity was well‑aligned with gaps in the existing behavioural research landscape.
Commissioning and assessment processes were regarded as robust and proportionate given the scale and novelty of the investments. Standard ESRC mechanisms supported application quality, though our evaluation highlights opportunities to improve clarity for assessors when judging complex, large‑scale leadership and delivery capacity. The evaluation identifies targeted recommendations to further strengthen guidance for assessors on large-scale, complex investments of this kind.
Implementation has progressed well overall, with both BR‑UK and Centre‑UB establishing governance structures, recruitment processes and delivery plans. Initial delays were largely driven by system‑level and administrative factors (e.g. subsidy control, contracting, and recruitment of novel embedded posts) with important lessons learned for future similar investments.
Governance and oversight arrangements at programme level are fit for purpose. The combination of a Senior Responsible Officer, Programme Board and Investment Management Group (IMG) has provided continuity, flexibility and effective issue escalation. The Stage Gate Review (SGR) for BR‑UK proved a valuable accountability mechanism, generating learning that shaped subsequent delivery - particularly around disciplinary breadth and strategic focus - and providing assurance for a large and novel investment
The original hub‑and‑spoke model, which envisaged additional thematic investments over time; changes to UKRI budget allocations meant these were not added. While this altered the scope of the programme as originally conceived, collaboration between BR-UK and Centre-UB has developed positively, and the programme's core design flexibility has remained a guiding principle.
Key findings: emerging outcomes and early impacts
As expected at this stage of the programme, most outcomes are emerging rather than fully realised, but there is credible early evidence of progress across several areas.
Convening and system‑building: BR‑UK has made measurable progress in connecting the behavioural research community. It has established a national network of around 3,000 members, delivered a wide range of engagement activities, and increased awareness of behavioural research capabilities and actors. Survey evidence shows improved stakeholder recognition of BR‑UK as a credible source of behavioural research evidence, though perceptions of broader disciplinary diversification are more mixed.
Research and knowledge generation: BR‑UK’s research output is still modest in volume but strong in quality, with early publications showing high citation impact and notable visibility in policy and media debates. Volume is expected to grow as the programme moves into its main delivery phase. Demonstration projects and methods‑focused work have laid foundations for future advances in behavioural research synthesis and application.
Research uptake and policy influence: Clear early examples show how BR‑UK’s responsive mode work - including rapid reviews and the Ask BR‑UK service - is contributing to changes in policy practice (e.g. in public communications, monitoring and evaluation approaches, and screening participation). These cases remain selective but illustrate the programme’s potential, with further uptake expected as delivery matures.
People and skills: Centre‑UB has successfully recruited doctoral students and fellows across multiple cohorts, with strong interdisciplinary and cross‑sector participation. Survey data point to self‑reported improvements in skills related to developing and using behavioural research, particularly among those directly involved in the programme. Impacts on leadership development and career trajectories are necessarily longer‑term and not yet observable.
Embedded posts: The policy fellow roles in GO‑Science and Government Skills represent a novel and promising mechanism. Despite initial set‑up challenges, especially for the Government Skills one, there is emerging evidence that these posts are strengthening government capability, supporting applied research uptake, and building durable links between policy teams and the behavioural research community.
Overall assessment and next steps
In summary, we find that NCBR is on track, with good quality delivery, credible early outcomes, and strong potential to realise longer‑term impacts. The programme is beginning to address longstanding weaknesses in the UK behavioural research ecosystem, particularly around coordination, policy relevance and applied skills. 
Impacts on public policy effectiveness and system-wide behaviour change are longer-term objectives, and the foundations being laid now position the programme well to achieve them over the remainder of its lifetime.
The final stages of the evaluation will focus on tracking whether early gains translate into durable changes in capability, collaboration and policy uptake of behavioural research, and on assessing the longer‑term value of NCBR’s more innovative elements, including the CDT+ model and embedded policy roles.
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[bookmark: _Toc232173117]Overview of the NCBR
The National Capability in Behavioural Research (NCBR) is a programme funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) that aims to harness, connect, and extend the UK’s existing capacity and capability to research fundamental questions about human behaviour. Its objectives are to:
Facilitate evidence-based decision making through timely, high impact, and independent research on human behaviour that meets the needs of policymakers, industry, and civil society
Build a critical mass of researchers with the knowledge and skills to transform our understanding of human behaviour by applying a diverse range of relevant methods
NCBR comprises a ‘leadership hub’ (Behavioural Research UK, BR-UK) designed to connect stakeholders and drive interdisciplinary innovation in theory, methods and applied behavioural research; and the Centre for National Training and Research Excellence in Understanding Behaviour, Centre-UB – a Centre for Doctoral Training Plus (CDT+) that aims to build a critical mass of interdisciplinary researchers with the knowledge and skills to transform our understanding of human behaviour. Additionally, senior policy fellow posts embedded within government organisations are intended to help catalyse the exchange of knowledge and people between the research community and the public sector. Section 2 provides a more detailed overview of the programme.
[bookmark: _Toc232173118]This study
Technopolis was commissioned to undertake a process and impact evaluation of the NCBR programme, with two key objectives: 
The process evaluation aims to identify how the programme can be delivered most effectively and provide recommendations for programme improvements
The impact evaluation aims to understand how far the programme has achieved its objectives, its impact and any unintended outcomes for delivery partners, participants and the wider economy
The study is taking place in three stages over the period August 2024 to June 2029. Figure 1 shows the key deliverables for each one. This report presents the findings for Stage 2.
[bookmark: _Ref194672058][bookmark: _Toc232173167]Figure 1	Evaluation stages
[image: Graph showing the evaluation stages for the NCBR evaluation, which is currently at Stage 2.]
[bookmark: _Toc232173119]Methodological Approach for Stage 2
The evaluation adopts a theory-based mixed-methods approach, in line with the guidance set out in the HM Treasury Green Book for the evaluation of complex programmes. The approach is grounded in the programme Theory of Change (ToC) developed during Stage 1 of the evaluation (Figure 2). It sets out a visual summary of how the various inputs and activities of NCBR are expected to result in a series of immediate outputs, which could then lead to a series of intended short-to-medium-term outcomes, which in turn could contribute to wider and longer-term intended impacts
Stage 2 of the evaluation builds on the baseline review[footnoteRef:2] and focuses on assessing programme implementation and early progress towards intended outcomes. The evaluation team used a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods to gather evidence on both programme processes and emerging impacts. This mixed-methods design allows for the triangulation of multiple sources, enabling comparisons between the baseline position and developments since programme launch. [2:  NCBR Evaluation Baseline Report (June 2025).] 

Several complementary data sources inform this stage of the evaluation. A programme of 12 semi-structured stakeholder interviews was conducted in January 2026 with ESRC stakeholders involved in the design and/or delivery of the programme (4), the BR-UK (3) and Centre-UB (2) directorates, the senior policy fellows embedded within government (known in the programme as embedded posts) and government stakeholders (4), and application assessors (3). The interviews explored programme implementation, governance arrangements, partnership working and early programme effects (Appendix D).
An interim stakeholder survey was administered to BR-UK, Centre-UB and a broader set of stakeholders involved in behavioural research, including individuals who are not directly involved in programme delivery. Building on the baseline survey, the interim questionnaire includes a repeated cross section component designed to capture changes in perceptions, engagement and collaboration across the behavioural research ecosystem between the pre-programme, baseline and the current position (Appendix C). 
The survey received 42 responses, including 13 from individuals directly involved in the delivery of BR-UK and Centre-UB; and 30 from wider stakeholders engaged in behavioural research, of which 19 reported having engaged with the programme in some form (e.g. attending webinars or using resources). Across the full sample, 48% of respondents were based in academia and most within psychology, public health, and sociology; 5% were from public research establishments, while 33% were from other public sector organisations, 5% from the private sector, and 9% from the public sector. The sample was 60% female and 33% male, with the majority identifying as from White backgrounds (83%). Overall, the respondent profile is broadly consistent with the demographic distribution from the baseline survey, though the sample size is considerably smaller. Survey dissemination was primarily conducted via the investments’ networks and social media (e.g. LinkedIn). This facilitated engagement within the behavioural research ecosystem, but proved insufficient in reaching industry and private sector stakeholders. Response rates vary by question as respondents were not required to answer all items.
These primary data sources are complemented by an extensive review of programme documentation, including internal materials such as implementation and management meeting papers, progress reports, and monitoring information. This review provides insight into programme delivery, governance processes and progress against planned activities and outputs. In addition, the evaluation team carried out desk-based research of publicly available information, including materials published on the BR-UK and Centre-UB websites and outputs available through open-access repositories. Together, these sources provide a robust and comprehensive evidence base to assess programme implementation and early progress, in relation to the programme’s objectives and ToC.

[bookmark: _Ref223685128][bookmark: _Toc232173168]Figure 2	NCBR Theory of Change (ToC)

I1: Financial investment from ESRC
IM1. A national BR capability that effectively connects and convenes stakeholders across academia, the public sector, private sector and third sector to address key societal challenges 
IM2. Increased capacity to embed and deliver effective BR across the public sector, private sector and third sector 
IM3. Increased effectiveness of public policy interventions
IM4. Increased capability among UK and international researchers to conduct leading-edge multi- and interdisciplinary research incorporating BR
IMPACTS
OUTCOMES
OC5. New generation of applied BR leaders outside and within academia
OC6. Upskilled BR researchers and users
OC7. Increased collaboration between researchers and public, private and third sector in development and delivery of training 
People and skills
OC1. Stakeholder awareness and recognition of BR-UK as important and credible source for BR evidence needs 
OC2. Improved alignment of research priorities between BR researchers and users
OC3. Increased capability and capacity within public sector and other users to use BR evidence in local and national decision making
OC4. Increased use of BR in public policy design and implementation
Behavioural research
OC8. Broader range of disciplines and sectors collaborating and contributing to BR
OC9. Increased relevance of BR output to UK stakeholder needs
OC10. Increase in existing BR evidence synthesised 
OC11. Improved access to and use of data among BR researchers and users
A2. Mapping BR needs and capabilities
A3. Co-creation of research agenda with BR-UK stakeholders
A4. Research activities
A5. Dissemination and engagement activities
A6. Reviews and advice for government and other BR users (incl. rapid response function and Ask BR-UK)
A7. Establishment and management of BR network
A8. Capacity building
A9. Management and administration activities
Future activities
A10. Awardee selection
Research uptake
Needs and capabilities
O1. New knowledge related to UK’s BR capabilities (e.g. stakeholders, institutions)
O2. Identification of UK’s BR needs (or potential areas for contribution) across BR researchers and users
O3. New BR training courses and training materials
O4. Doctoral researchers and fellows funded and trained
New methods, theories and knowledge
O5. New tools, methods and theories for producing, innovating and applying BR
O6. New BR research knowledge (e.g. publications, policy briefs)
O7. Syntheses of existing BR knowledge for wider audiences
O8. Increased stakeholder awareness of BR use-cases and careers (incl. outside academia)
New or strengthened partnerships and networks
Cross-cutting
Centre-UB
ESRC
A1. Investment management (incl. governance and monitoring activities)


BR-UK
I3: Knowledge, networks and staff time from ESRC, NCBR Programme Board, BR-UK team, Centre-UB team, awardees, embedded post holders, GO-Science team, Government Skills team
I4: BR community in the UK and globally (researchers and users)
A19. Embedded posts in GO-Science (BR-UK) and Government Skills (Centre-UB)
A20. Coordination between BR-UK and investment spokes
A21. Implementation of open science practices
A22. Embedding of EDI throughout NCBR practice
A11. Selection of doctoral researchers and fellows
A12. Training, including training for Centre-UB awardees and continuing professional development for non-academic partners
A13. Mapping training needs in academia, the public, private and third sector
A14. Research activities conducted by doctoral researchers and fellows
A15. Co-creation of research and training agenda with Centre-UB partners
A16. Researcher placements
A17. Dissemination and engagement activities
A18. Management and administration activities
O12. New funding and investments into BR from public, private and third sector
O13. New BR interventions in UK public, private and third sector

New or strengthened policies and interventions
O9. New or strengthened partnerships between academia, public, private and third sector to conduct and use BR
O10. New or strengthened networks within UK BR
O11. Increased use of BR data infrastructure 
OUTPUTS
ACTIVITIES
I2: In-kind and financial resources from participating universities and other partners (public, private and third sector)
INPUTS



[bookmark: _Toc232173120]Caveats and limitations
This process and interim evaluation provides an evidence base for understanding programme delivery and early signs of change. However, some methodological limitations should be considered in interpreting the findings. 
First, the qualitative interview programme was designed to primarily inform the process evaluation. As such, interviews with investment leads and embedded posts were focused on their experiences with the pre-award and implementation processes. While emerging outcomes were discussed, this consultation was less structured given time constraints during interviews. The next stage of the evaluation will place greater emphasis on systematically capturing and triangulating outcome-level data. 
Second, many of the findings on the interim impacts of the programme relied on survey responses, which may introduce a degree of bias. This was due to the fact that the evidence to answer the impact evaluation questions for this study does not exist within secondary data sources. To mitigate this, we have tried to mobilise other sources of information as much as possible, to triangulate the evidence and reduce subjectivity.
Third, the interim survey returned a smaller sample size with limited representation from private sector stakeholders. To address this limitation, the study team complemented the dissemination efforts through the investment’s networks with additional contacts identified through internal expertise, but this did not increase the number of responses significantly. As a result, findings may not fully reflect the diversity of perspectives across the whole behavioural research ecosystem. In the next stage of the evaluation, a more targeted engagement strategy will be implemented to strengthen participation from industry.
Finally, the evaluation draws on the most recent programme documentation available at the time of the analysis. In some cases, this documentation may not fully reflect the programme’s current position, given the pace of ongoing delivery and reporting timeframes, which may introduce a degree of temporal lag in the evidence base. 
Despite limitations, the evaluation applies a consistent methodological framework and, where possible, triangulates evidence across multiple sources, providing confidence in the validity of the core findings and conclusions. The insights generated are sufficiently robust, but also highlight clear areas for methodological strengthening for the next stage of the evaluation.
[bookmark: _Toc232173121]Structure of Report
This interim report presents evidence on the implementation of the programme to date and emerging progress towards its intended outcomes. The remainder of the report is structured as described below.
Section 2 presents findings from the process evaluation, examining the design and implementation of the programme. It maps the key stages of programme delivery from programme design and funding opportunity launch through to application, assessment, award and implementation. It concludes with a set of reflections and recommendations based on the process evaluation findings
Section 3 presents findings from the impact evaluation. It presents evidence on emerging outcomes and on evidence of progress towards impact, including progress on strengthening national behavioural research capability, increasing capacity to embed behavioural research across sectors, supporting more effective public policy interventions, and enhancing the capability of UK and international researchers to undertake interdisciplinary research incorporating behavioural research
The appendices provide supporting material for the report, including detailed process mapping (Appendix A), impact case studies (Appendix B), the survey questionnaires (Appendix C), and interview topic guides (Appendix D). 

[bookmark: _Toc223710897][bookmark: _Ref225166026][bookmark: _Toc232173122][bookmark: _Ref225165552]Process Evaluation
This section presents the process evaluation findings related to the programme’s design and early implementation. It first provides a concise description of the key design and development processes, followed by a set of reflections drawn from qualitative interviews with programme funders, project leads and assessors. Reflections summarise views on the rationale, sequencing, strengths and challenges of the pre-award and implementation processes. These specifically include:
Programme design
Funding opportunity launch
Application and assessment (including for the Hub, and Centre for Doctoral Training Plus)
Award process
Implementation (for BR-UK, Centre-UB, Embedded Posts, and the programme level)
 Appendix A provides a more detailed description of the programme’s processes.
[bookmark: _Toc223710898][bookmark: _Toc232173123][bookmark: _Toc228962400]Process Mapping
Figure 3 summarises the intended end-to-end delivery process. Our assessment indicates that delivery has largely followed this pathway, with the main divergences driven by (i) system and administrative requirements (e.g. subsidy control and contracting) and (ii) the set-up time required for novel mechanisms (notably the embedded posts and the BR-UK SGR). The remainder of Section 2 draws out the key enablers, bottlenecks and lessons at each stage.

[bookmark: _Ref225166022][bookmark: _Ref227155872][bookmark: _Toc223710888][bookmark: _Toc232173169]Figure 3	NCBR Programme Process Map
Programme Designa
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Source: Technopolis

[bookmark: _Toc223710899][bookmark: _Toc232173124]Programme Design
Design processes
Key findings
The programme rationale was grounded in a clear diagnosis of system fragmentation and weak links between behavioural research and policy, informed by a phased scoping process combining an externally commissioned study and an ESRC internal exercise. Stakeholders broadly viewed the emphasis on national capability-building and policy connectivity as well aligned with gaps in the behavioural research landscape.
The decision to combine a national hub with a CDT+ provided a coherent dual route to system coordination and talent development, with in-built flexibility to add thematic spokes over time. Changes to UKRI budget allocations meant additional spokes were not added; while this altered the programme's original scope, collaboration between BR-UK and Centre-UB has developed positively and the programme's design flexibility has remained a guiding principle.

In 2021, ESRC identified behavioural research as a strategic priority area that lacked a major coordinated investment, and, following initial internal discussions on the need for an intervention, it was decided to take it forward into ESRC’s formal strategic development cycle. Two complementary scoping exercises informed the development of an outline business case later submitted to the ESRC Council. First, ESRC commissioned an external scoping study, led by Public Health England following a procurement exercise, to provide an open and independent assessment of the behavioural research landscape, demand from policy stakeholders, and structural gaps in capability. A further more targeted internal scoping exercise complemented this, engaging government departments, other funders, private sector organisations and academic stakeholders. 
Drawing on this evidence base, ESRC refined the programme model to prioritise national capability-building, coordination and policy connectivity rather than primarily funding new research. ESRC designed the programme around a hub-and-spoke structure to provide central leadership alongside distributed expertise and training capacity. The ESRC Strategic Delivery Plan 2022-25 formalised this strategic direction with a funding commitment to provide the mandate and resources to establish a national behavioural research capability, and to create an interdisciplinary Centre for Doctoral Training Plus (CDT+) in behavioural research.[footnoteRef:3] The CDT+ model in its configuration for NCBR is an extension of a traditional CDT approach, adding additional capacity and capabilities not typically included in traditional doctoral training centres (Table 1). [3:  Note that the ESRC Strategic Delivery Plan 2022-25 (p.26) committed to the creation of a CDT without explicitly mentioning the plus element.] 

[bookmark: _Ref226978907][bookmark: _Toc232173160]Table 1	Comparison of CDT and CDT+ models
	
	Standard CDT Model
	CDT+ Model (Centre-UB)

	Scope of provision
	Primarily PhD studentships
	PhD programme with dedicated fellowship programme and broader talent development approach across career stages (Early Career Researchers (ECRs), established researchers, non-academic professionals)

	Training approach
	Structured, cohort-based doctoral training within thematic areas
	Cohort-based doctoral training and flexible, multi-level training (e.g. Continued Professional Development (CDP) courses, webinars, masterclasses)

	Interdisciplinarity
	Not always a requirement
	Strong emphasis on interdisciplinary research and interdisciplinary PhD supervision

	Cross-sector engagement
	Not always a requirement
	Active collaboration with government, public, private and third sectors, explicit focus on informing policy and supporting uptake in decision-making



ESRC then finalised the strategic case for the NCBR investment, setting out the rationale, objectives and delivery architecture for its implementation. From the outset, the design included a central hub and the CDT+ as its first spoke. ESRC envisaged developing additional spokes over time to address emerging thematic priorities. At design stage, these future spokes did not have a defined remit, providing freedom to determine this later in the programme’s lifetime. Ultimately, a change in UKRI funding allocations meant that these additional spokes were not added. This means that ESRC no longer has a route to support a dedicated funding opportunity for new spokes as it once did.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  More information about UKRI’s budget allocations is available on UKRI’s website.] 

Design process reflections
Stakeholder engagement was critical in diagnosing system fragmentation, and clarifying the need for dedicated investment in behavioural research. Engagement across academia, policymakers and other stakeholders highlighted that behavioural research expertise was dispersed across disciplines and often siloed despite its cross-cutting relevance. The scoping studies revealed that certain disciplines (e.g. psychology) and institutions dominated behavioural research discussions, and a clear need for stronger, more systematic connections across government departments. Early involvement from all stakeholder groups ensured that the programme’s objectives were grounded in user demand rather than purely existing academic interests.
A phased, multi-layered scoping exercise strengthened the programme design, despite some limitations. The combination of an externally commissioned scoping study by Public Health England and subsequent ESRC internal scoping exercise helped validate and refine the outline business case. The external study also helped corroborate ESRC’s understanding of the landscape and (reportedly) produced broad recommendations. However, some ESRC stakeholders viewed this external study as slightly demanding, as it required some guidance on which stakeholders to approach what data to collect. ESRC stakeholders perceived the internal scoping as more operationally focused, allowing ESRC to test concrete design options and assess feasibility. ESRC stakeholders reported that the phased approach to scoping combined with direct engagement with academics, policymakers and third-party actors was instrumental in sharpening the programme’s focus, and ensuring it met the needs of target programme applicants and beneficiaries. 
ESRC stakeholders reported that the programme was well-designed to meet its objectives and stakeholder needs due to its in-built flexibility. They felt that establishing the Hub with the CDT+ as the first spoke was the most appropriate way to address the dual aims of national capability-building and targeted research depth. They also highlighted that the original hub-and-spoke design structure enabled flexibility in the programme’s research remit. It allows additional thematic spokes to be added over time, providing scope for deeper dives in potential research areas of interest (e.g. environment) without prematurely narrowing the research agenda. The scoping studies did not identify a single research topic to focus on. Instead, stakeholders highlighted the need to build skills and capabilities beyond academia, leading to the selection of the CDT+ model in the programme. Even though ESRC did not ultimately implement the hub-spoke model as originally intended, the programme’s design flexibility has remained a key principle. 
On this matter, it is worth noting that BR-UK stakeholders also reflected that once implementation was underway, uncertainty around what future spokes might look like created a degree of ambiguity (described as a “blind spot”) in relation to capability-building activities. There was a risk of duplication or misalignment with potential areas of expansion without clarity on future thematic priorities.
[bookmark: _Toc223710900][bookmark: _Toc232173125]Funding Opportunity Launch 
Key findings
Webinars, guidance and FAQs helped align applicant understanding and supported application quality, particularly for the CDT+ pathway. Holding two webinars at different points in the funding opportunity period was beneficial, giving applicants time to reflect before returning with more specific questions.
The launch approach successfully reached core academic and policy-facing audiences in line with the programme's primary objectives. The funding opportunity's deliberate emphasis on policy engagement meant that industry engagement was more limited at the outset, reflecting a conscious prioritisation rather than a gap in reach.
Standard procurement rules limiting pre-award contact with the Cabinet Office created some uncertainty for applicants around the embedded post requirement - a tension between commissioning conventions and the novel nature of this element that offers a useful lesson for future investments of this kind.
[bookmark: _Ref227165860]Funding opportunity launch processes
Following the launch of the Leadership team and the CDT+ opportunities in September 2022, ESRC delivered two national webinars in October and December 2022 to inform potential applicants about both funding opportunities, eligibility, and the Joint Electronic Submission (Je-S) process. These sessions also provided a platform to address questions and clarify requirements, and the FAQs developed from these events served as a key reference during the application and assessment stages. Further detail on the funding opportunity launch processes for each investment is provided below.
[bookmark: _Toc223710901]Leadership Team
ESRC published the Leadership team funding opportunity in July 2022 and opened it on 8 September 2022 for 20 weeks. The total funding available was £12.15 million over five years, with ESRC funding 80% of full economic costs. The programme was expected to begin in September 2023 following an assessment and interview process concluding in mid-2023. 
The funding opportunity emphasised interdisciplinary leadership, experience in behavioural research with societal or policy impact, and an ability to deliver large-scale, cross-sector programmes. Applications were also expected to demonstrate strong commitments to equality, diversity, and inclusion (EDI), sustainability, and collaboration.
[bookmark: _Toc223710902]Centre for Doctoral Training Plus
The funding opportunity for the CDT+ opened on 22 September 2022 for 23 weeks, a total award value of £7.17 million with £2.66 million ring-fenced for studentships costs. For fellowships supported through the CDT+ and embedded post within Government Skills, ESRC provided funding for 80% of full economic costs. Funding opportunity materials clearly articulated the purpose, eligibility, expected structure (doctoral and fellowship components), and alignment requirements with the NCBR Leadership team. The funding opportunity documentation set out both the standard ESRC application requirements, including Training and Development Guidelines,[footnoteRef:5] and detailed assessment criteria, covering partnership, training content, EDI, delivery and governance, and allocation of studentships/fellowships. The process involved an initial Expression of Interest (EoI), followed by a full application which was subject to external peer review, then panel assessment and a final interview. [5:  ESRC Postgraduate Training and Development Guidelines detail how the CDT+ would be expected to meet expectations for core conceptual, general and specialist research training.] 

Funding opportunity launch process reflections
Early engagement choices and targeted communication meant the funding opportunity broadly reached the intended research and policy communities, aligning delivery with the programme’s core aims. ESRC stakeholders reflected that pre-funding opportunity engagement enabled ESRC to reach relevant applicants about the opportunity. Applicants’ accounts reinforce this, describing how they gained programme awareness through standard ESRC communication channels, their institutional research offices and own established professional networks.
ESRC’s standard commissioning practices supported effective application and assessment. ESRC stakeholders viewed the use of standard mechanisms (e.g. EOIs for the CDT+, standardised guidelines, webinars) as strengthening the quality and readiness of applications. They helped reassure funders that applications would meet minimum standards and facilitated a robust assessment process. BR-UK leadership saw webinars as a useful and candid space to clarify applicant expectations and sense-check interpretations of the funding opportunity, even if it was not considered a source of fundamentally new information. Holding two webinars at different points in the funding opportunity period allowed potential applicants time to reflect on the information provided and return with more specific or follow-up questions. This helped to clarify expectations and strengthen application quality. Overall, pre-award engagement contributed to confidence in the opportunity and also helped create applications aligned with ESRC’s intent.
The funders recognised that the funding opportunity’s emphasis on policy engagement shaped applicant behaviour. While this was intentional and aligned with programme objectives, it had the secondary effect of producing relatively weaker industry engagement at the outset. 
Standard procurement rules created some applicant uncertainty in novel areas. Centre-UB leadership highlighted the funding opportunity specified the need for close engagement with the Cabinet Office during delivery with regard to the embedded post, but there were restrictions on pre-award contact with the Cabinet Office. This limited applicants’ ability to discuss, test assumptions or refine proposals regarding what a successful ‘close engagement’ would/should look like. 
At funding opportunity stage, learning was informal and perception-based rather than systematically captured through monitoring mechanisms. ESRC stakeholders reflected positively on webinars and EOIs as tools for investigating interest and shaping delivery, but also noted that attendance, engagement and effectiveness were not formally measured. Judgements about success were therefore largely based on the quality of applications received and the competitiveness of the assessment process, rather than on structured monitoring data on the attendance of webinars. This approach was sufficient for commissioning purposes but more evidence gathering at this stage could inform future programme learning, particularly around reach, inclusivity and stakeholder mix.
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Key findings
Hub
The hub received three applications, assessed through a streamlined panel process (without external peer review) that supported holistic judgement of leadership, delivery capability and policy relevance. The approach was broadly viewed as robust and proportionate for a complex, high-value investment, and assessment decisions were consistently described as fair and transparent.
Assessors noted some areas where additional guidance would have been helpful, particularly on the level of detail expected for large-scale delivery plans and on evidencing leadership experience.
Continuity between assessment and programme governance, with several panel members subsequently taking up oversight roles, supported institutional memory and consistent expectations across commissioning and delivery.
CDT+
The CDT+ received five applications and followed established multi-stage ESRC doctoral training procedures (including expression of interest, peer review, panel assessment and interview), which supported application quality and assessor confidence. However, the multi-stage process increased exposure to timetable risks, including delays caused by industrial action, with knock-on effects for start-up timing.
Assessment criteria and post-award reporting requirements were central in safeguarding national reach and EDI expectations. As is common with complex investments, the operational detail of embedding EDI in practice was refined as delivery commenced, building on the foundations established at application stage.

[bookmark: _Toc223710904]Hub
Application and assessment processes
The application and assessment process entailed the stages described in Figure 3 (from full application to interviews).
The leadership hub funding opportunity received three applications in total, which were assessed against key criteria reflecting the programme's aims and operational needs. These criteria covered alignment with NCBR's objectives, the strength and complementarity of the leadership team, the clarity and feasibility of the proposed vision, plans for collaboration across academic, government, industry, and civil society partners, research ambition and methodological robustness, EDI and career development, operational delivery and governance, and the host institution's strength and overall value for money.
Prior to the assessment panel and interview, applicants could respond to peer reviewers’ comments before shortlisting decisions were finalised. 
Several members of the assessment panel were subsequently appointed to roles within the programme’s governance structure, providing continuity between the assessment process and the programme’s ongoing oversight.
Application and assessment process reflections
According to the ESRC stakeholders, application volume and quality were broadly in line with expectations. This provided confidence that the commissioning approach was fit for purpose. However, both ESRC and assessors observed psychology dominating applications. Even though applications included plans to diversify the disciplines involved in their proposed activity, the predominance of psychology in behavioural research prompted questions about whether the programme was achieving its cross-disciplinary ambitions.
The Hub’s streamlined assessment approach supported an informed judgement of investments but required an intense panel briefing. ESRC stakeholders emphasised that moving directly to an assessment panel (rather than relying on an external peer review) was particularly effective. It allowed ESRC to brief panel members directly on the programme’s objectives and to assess applications holistically, rather than through fragmented disciplinary lenses. Both ESRC stakeholders and assessors reflected that designing and briefing the Hub’s assessment panel was an intensive exercise, with attention paid to its sectoral, methodological and skills coverage. Stakeholders agreed that this exercise was particularly important given the Hub investment’s complexity. and the need to assess non-traditional criteria such as evidence translation and policy engagement.
While assessors generally thought assessment materials were thorough, they stated that more clarity as to how to judge leadership and delivery capacity would have been welcomed. Assessors thought the written guidance and briefing materials were generally sufficient. There was some uncertainty around expectations in specific areas, including what constituted “good enough” detail for a large and complex investment. Nonetheless, assessors consistently described the overall assessment process as fair and transparent, with funding decisions aligning with assessment findings.
Commissioning, assessment and governance arrangements led to continuity and informed oversight for the Hub. ESRC stakeholders highlighted the value of continuity between assessment and governance, with members of the original assessment panels also contributing to ongoing programme governance. Stakeholders felt that this created a “thread” from commissioning through to monitoring and learning, in turn strengthening institutional memory and enabling consistent expectations.
[bookmark: _Toc223710905]Centre for Doctoral Training Plus 
The process
The application and assessment process included the stages listed in Figure 3 (from Expression of Interest to full application and interviews).
The CDT+ funding opportunity received five applications. As described in section 2.3.1, the applicant and assessment process for the CDT+ followed standard ESRC procedures. The assessment criteria focused on several key areas. These included the strength of partnership working, the overall vision, quality of environment, justification of consortia, leadership, engagement, and alignment with institutional strategies. Assessors judged the content and delivery of training, including the quality of training, placements, supervision, development needs analysis, and collaboration with non-academic partners.
Further assessment criteria considered ECR support, namely the fellowship scheme design, approaches to career development, and plans for cohort building. The assessment also considered applicants’ approach to training beyond academia, including the accessibility, co-funding strategy, and engagement with government and industry, plus plans to embed EDI in all aspects of the CDT+ and supporting wellbeing.
Finally, applications were considered against their proposed delivery, management and governance plans, and their proposed approach to allocation of studentships and fellowships (i.e. the internal selection processes, supervisory capacity, and co-funding arrangements).
Process reflections
Adherence to standard doctoral training assessment processes ensured a good quality Centre-UB, though the multi-stage process introduced uneven burdens and timing challenges. As described above, the CDT+ assessment involved multiple stages, including EOIs, peer review, panels and interviews. This followed good practice used in other doctoral training investments. Centre-UB reported that using structural doctoral training guidelines helped ensure the alignment of applications to ESRC expectations, and in turn ensured a certain level of application quality. However, including multiple assessment stages also made the application process more susceptible to delays, with there being more points at which external factors (e.g. industrial action) could affect reviewer availability. 
For Centre-UB, national reach was primarily assured through assessment criteria and post-award monitoring. ESRC stakeholders described how the assessment criteria explicitly considered trade-offs between a concentrated institutional model and national reach for Centre-UB. Funding conditions helped safeguard programme-level coherence (e.g. requirements around national reach), while doctoral training reporting requirements also helped provide confidence on adherence to these criteria. 
In the early stages, EDI adherence came largely because of formal reporting expectations rather than being an integral part of project design. CDT+ applications had to follow the ESRC Postgraduate Training and Development Guidelines 2022, which embed EDI considerations in student recruitment and monitoring. Directors noted that EDI requirements were understood at application stage, but decisions on practically implementing these only emerged as delivery commenced.
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Key findings
Award decisions for both BR-UK (University of Edinburgh) and Centre-UB (University of Birmingham) secured delivery structures that stakeholders described as credible and "ready to mobilise", with both investments establishing governance and early delivery plans rapidly following formal approval.
Both awardees reported receiving clear, constructive feedback at award stage, which supported learning and helped ensure readiness ahead of delivery. Where start-up timelines slipped, this reflected system and administrative factors (notably subsidy control legislation and contracting processes) rather than weaknesses in the awarded plans.
The novelty of the embedded posts required additional iteration at contracting stage on grading, job design and cross-institutional arrangements. ESRC stakeholders viewed this as a valuable process that ultimately strengthened the quality and fit of appointments, and that offers codifiable learning for future novel investment models.

Award process
For both investments, the panel made funding recommendations following the interview stage, with ESRC retaining final authority for funding decisions. ESRC reviewed these recommendations to confirm alignment with national strategic priorities and budget constraints before announcing the final award. The leadership-hub funding opportunity received three full applications, of which one consortium, led by the University of Edinburgh, received funding. For the CDT+ funding opportunity, ESRC received five eligible applications, and one consortium, led by the University of Birmingham was selected. The award contracting processes followed standard ESRC procedures through the Je-S system.
The BR-UK award is worth approximately £12.15 million over five years, while the Centre-UB investment is funded at £7.17 million over the same period. The Centre‑UB, which commenced in October 2023, and BR‑UK, which followed in November 2023, are subject to UKRI’s standard terms and conditions and award‑specific requirements, including regular reporting. A formal SGR of BR-UK took place after 18 months from award, to assess progress, longer term plans and governance effectiveness. 
Award process reflections
The award decisions for BR-UK and Centre-UB helped secure credible delivery structures. Both investments demonstrated strong readiness and early momentum, despite some initial operational delays. ESRC stakeholders consistently described both investments as having “hit the ground running” following award - establishing governance, structures and delivery processes quickly, following formal approval. The stakeholders felt that this validated the assessment and award decisions, particularly around the leadership capability and institutional readiness of awarded applicants
Where delivery plans diverged from initial expectations, this mainly came from operational and system-level factors. In this context, delays to start dates (as seen with BR-UK) came from subsidy control legislation and associated processes and administrative transitions within ESRC systems, rather than issues in programme design or investment capacity.
Clear feedback and award communication supported learning and early effectiveness. Both BR-UK and Centre-UB leadership said they received clear, constructive, and useful feedback at award stage. Written feedback and interview questions not only helped assess application quality but also enabled learning and refinement ahead of delivery. This helped create confidence in the quality of awarded applications, and ensured the awardees’ readiness to proceed. 
The novelty of embedded posts meant that there were some initial teething problems. ESRC stakeholders acknowledged that novel elements, particularly embedded posts, introduced a higher level of complexity. In the case of the Government Skills post, agreeing appropriate grades, job descriptions and contractual arrangements took longer than expected. This caused recruitment delays. ESRC stakeholders framed this as a learning experience, while also noting that the time taken enabled more effective appointments. 
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Key findings
BR-UK
BR-UK established core delivery infrastructure efficiently, including governance bodies, work packages and research themes. An initial period of detailed operational planning, while resource-intensive, helped clarify how the hub needed to function and laid the groundwork for innovative delivery mechanisms, most notably the Ask BR-UK rapid advice service and responsive research mode.
The SGR proved a valuable accountability and directional mechanism, leading to suggestions for modifications in relevant elements of the work (e.g. on disciplinary breadth) and providing assurance for a significant public investment. Views on its scope were mixed, with some stakeholders suggesting a lighter-touch process could achieve similar goals, a useful consideration for future investments. 
The subsequent commissioning fund demonstrated exceptional demand, with the accelerator route attracting 90 applications for eight available places.
The fact that the additional spokes initially foreseen for NCBR did not materialise, due to a change in UKRI funding allocations, affected the original plans for BR-UK to be a hub coordinating various elements of the programme.
CENTRE-UB
Centre-UB mobilised core delivery structures efficiently, successfully recruiting two cohorts of PhD students and fellows, with strong demand across both routes. A National Training Strategy, co-produced through consultation with over 200 doctoral students, postdoctoral researchers and partner organisations, provided a clear organising framework for training development and delivery.
Monitoring and reporting arrangements are comparatively mature, benefiting from alignment with established ESRC doctoral training frameworks, and have supported confidence in oversight and learning. Collaboration with BR-UK - including a joint training capability working group - is developing positively and supports programme-level coherence.
Embedded posts
The embedded posts represent a novel and high-potential mechanism for two-way exchange between behavioural research and government. Initial set-up required more time than anticipated, reflecting the genuine novelty of the model and the complexity of secondment and cross-institutional arrangements.
Once established, both posts have generated positive early evidence: surfacing government training needs, raising awareness of BR-UK and Centre-UB across departments, contributing to policy-relevant outputs, and jointly establishing a Cross-Government Steering Group. Clarifying performance management and succession arrangements going forward would help consolidate the posts' longer-term sustainability.
[bookmark: _Toc223710908][bookmark: _Ref227328015]BR-UK
Following award contracting in 2023, BR-UK commenced project delivery and finalised its collaboration agreement between the Hub’s partners from academia, government departments and third and private sectors organisations in early 2024. 
The collaboration agreement enabled consortium partners to recruit staff and establish governance bodies (including an International Scientific Advisory Board (ISAB). During the initial delivery stages, ESRC requested that BR-UK outline in more detail many of the operational aspects in their application, including the workplan, governance structure, and the approaches to open science and EDII.[footnoteRef:6] BR-UK achieved this through a series of living documents, constantly updated and used to guide operations. [6:  Compared to EDI, the principles adopted by BR-UK also includes Intersectionality, defined as understanding that no social identity, characteristic or background exists in isolation from others and that disadvantage cannot be understood without analysing and understanding the ways in which everybody is multiply positioned.] 

Governance and initial working structure
In terms of governance, several distinct committees provide operational and scientific guidance to complement and support the working groups responsible for day-to-day research delivery. The Directorate, comprising the co-directors, deputy director and the Programme Manager, is responsible for day-to-day management. A Leadership Group comprising the co-investigators, work package and theme leads provide support. It meets monthly and oversees scientific direction, risk, programme deliverables and operational coherence. In addition, ISAB, comprising leaders in the field from a range of countries and disciplines, provides scientific advice and scrutiny to facilitate and support the delivery of BR-UK’s research objectives. It meets annually and provides ad hoc advice as required in between.
In terms of internal structure, BR-UK comprises a transdisciplinary team from multiple universities and partners. The internal team is then structured around four work packages and four research themes (see below) with each having two leads. 
Work packages: Capability Building, Data and Technology, Engagement and Involvement, Methods and Evidence Synthesis
Themes: Environment and Sustainability, Health and Wellbeing, Resilient Communities, Organisations, Markets and the Economy.
The hub focused its first 18 months on scoping, engagement, and developing a vision and longer-term work programme alongside early research activities. This included a capability scoping study to map the UK’s behavioural research capabilities, and five demonstration projects examining how to generate new findings from existing and expanded frameworks. 
BR-UK also undertook responsive research and rapid reviews for the UK Government and piloted Ask BR-UK, which provides research users across all sectors with access to BR expertise (a more substantive description of Ask BR-UK is provided in Appendix B.1). Additionally, the hub conducted multiple knowledge mobilisation and engagement activities, including webinars, newsletters, blogs and other communication products.
Stage Gate review
In Spring 2025, BR-UK underwent a SGR approximately 18 months post launch. This sought to determine whether the investment should continue as planned, proceed with adjustments, or close. Specifically, the SGR examined whether BR-UK had established a clear and co-created vision for behavioural research, was delivering a high-quality interdisciplinary research programme that addressed key UK challenges, had a robust governance process in place, and demonstrated capacity to deliver long-term impact. 
The SGR recommended continuation of funding. Detailed findings and recommendations are not publicly available.
Post-Stage Gate review activities
BR-UK activity implementation continued under the four work packages and four themes mentioned before, which the SGR helped further refine. Additionally, the Hub continued implementing and expanding its responsive mode work, EDII work, and dissemination activities.
One additional post-SGR activity was delivering of a commissioning fund. For the funding opportunities, BR-UK identified three methodological themes building on findings from the capability scoping study, refined following feedback from the ISAB, and discussed with the NCBR Programme Board. 
BR-UK launched a funding opportunity in August 2025, with two funding routes. The first one was for accelerator applications, targeted at ECR, offering up to £50,000 (covering 80% of full economic costs) for 12-18 months to support the development of some initial research that could lead to larger grants. The second focused on larger research projects, up to £300,000(covering 80% of full economic costs) for 18-30 months. The application process for the second route included an initial expression of interest with successful applicants then submitting a full application, while the first route envisaged a one-step application process. The accelerator route was especially oversubscribed, receiving 90 applications when funding was available only for eight. BR-UK selected applicants through a peer-review process. A weighted scoring system emphasised scientific merit and impact, but also considered value for money, team make-up, and feasibility. 
BR-UK implementation process reflections
The initial stages of the hub implementation were more demanding than expected in terms of set up. The investment found ESRC’s initial request to define various aspects of delivery in more detail quite burdensome. This absorbed a large part of BR-UK capacity early in delivery, delaying activity commencement. At the same time, developing these documents helped clarify how the hub needed to function. 
The programme design and management positively impacted the functioning of the hub. The funding opportunity’s flexibility in requirements was very positive, allowing BR-UK to develop some innovative work packages. This included Ask BR-UK, which was based on a consultancy model that UCL run for the Centre for Behaviour Change. 
ESRC support helped to progress the challenging aspects of implementation. One of the most challenging activities to implement was the commissioning fund. However, BR-UK felt ESRC supported them well in this, putting them in contact with another investment, ACCESS Network, to discuss good practices.
The SGR received mixed views. Interviewed BR-UK stakeholders considered the SGR an important step to ensure the proper use of public money, especially given the investment’s size. Moreover, having 18 months to define the hub’s workplan in more detail gave flexibility in initial delivery requirements, but made it necessary to add a SGR to assess progress and future plans, and in turn, mitigate risks. Alternative approaches might have been more demanding, for instance ESRC considered a completely new application after the initial period, which would have added workload and uncertainties to the continuation of funding, with consequent impacts on long term plans and staff retention. Additionally, some ESRC interviewees said the required paperwork and subsequent meeting for the SGR were helpful as a light touch approach with less reporting could have limited the information and opened the door to panel questioning or criticism. Others from ESRC and BR-UK said the review involved too much work for both sides, equivalent almost to an additional application. They noted that a simpler review of BR-UK’s progress and future plans could have replaced it. 
BR-UK considered the SGR to be useful and helped steer the investment in the desired direction, despite its presence impacting the work plan. The SGR helped to assess the hub’s level of interdisciplinary and sector coverage. This subsequently led to extra effort in involving practitioners from other academic areas in multiple activities. Moreover, the SGR helped motivate demonstration project leads to complete their work in time. In contrast, the review’s timing gave the commissioning fund less time, limiting the potential scope and length of funded projects.
The strong internal governance processes have ensured a good level of information sharing on progress. ESRC stakeholders mentioned that governance arrangements have allowed partnership working, with idea exchanges and questions between the funder and the investment, and a collegiate way of resolving issues. The programme’s overall governance structure also meant the hub did not need to have a strategic advisory board as initially planned, helping reduce the bureaucratic burden.
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Governance 
A Director leads Centre-UB, with a Deputy Director and a Training Director providing support. Centre-UB also has an Advisory Board, meeting twice a year, which advises on effective decision-making, stakeholder engagement, and collaboration across all partners of the CDT+. 
Centre-UB monitoring arrangements capture detailed data on applications, awards and EDI characteristics, provided to ESRC in annual reports and meetings. The ESRC management team is also involved in monitoring, including a survey for the PhD students (as per other similar investments), and fellows. The surveys investigate their respective needs and issues, providing insights on potential improvements, and highlighting areas of strong performance.
First activities
Centre-UB began recruiting its first cohort of PhD students and fellows in the first half of 2024, with start dates in the second half of 2024, and finalised supervisory and partnership agreements, including for doctoral training. 
Centre-UB supports three cohorts of at least 17 PhD studentships, of which eight per year are ESRC-funded. The remainder are funded by the University of Birmingham and Centre-UB partners. The first two student cohorts have already been recruited, and recruitment for the third one is ongoing at the time of research (March 2026) and set to start in the second part of 2026. The CDT+ is also supporting three cohorts of eight early career research fellows. Here again, two cohorts have already been recruited: the first cohort in November 2024 (which included only seven fellows after one withdrew their application), the second in October 2025, with eight. The recruitment for the third and final one will begin soon and fellowships will start in October 2026.
Centre-UB developed a comprehensive National Training Strategy drawing on consultations with over two hundred doctoral students, post-doctoral researchers, and partner organisations, across a range of sectors. As part of this, Centre-UB identified priority areas of behavioural research training, designed to be accessible to a wide audience, including partner organisations, doctoral students, and post-doctoral fellows. Extensive engagement has been undertaken by Centre-UB with academic and non-academic partners to co-produce training that addresses broader needs across academia, including PhD and fellowship training. Delivery is provided via webinars, masterclasses and CDP courses, open to participants beyond Centre-UB.
Finally, Centre-UB activities include interchange and public engagement events, Roadshows co-produced and delivered with partners, Challenge Days, a Celebrating Research and Impact Day, and conferences in collaboration with BR-UK. Centre-UB’s website provides a platform to advertise events, host recordings of webinars, masterclasses and CDP courses, and showcase outputs from students and fellows. It also facilitates ongoing collaboration by hosting information on an increasing number of partners expressing interest in co-developing a PhD student proposal and partner and academic mentors expressing an interest in hosting a fellowship.
Process reflections
Feedback indicates that Centre‑UB is performing as expected. Participation in all activities has been as expected but interest in the PhD and fellowship positions has been particularly high. Centre-UB reached students and researchers from across UK and internationally. Underpinning all these activities is the national training strategy developed early in the programme. The strategy guided the topic selection and the training format, plus the training structure for PhD students and fellows. This helped ensure that Centre-UB’s focus matched ESRC’s needs. Moreover, collaboration with the other investments has been positive: a training capability working group with BR-UK meets regularly to plan training programmes and events together. 
Centre-UB benefited from comprehensive, established monitoring and reporting frameworks, supporting confidence in post-award oversight and learning. ESRC stakeholders viewed the CDT+’s monitoring arrangements as comprehensive, and embedded within an already well-established ESRC Doctoral Training Partnerships monitoring and evaluation framework. This helped ESRC feel more confident in the ability to assess Centre-UB’s progress. 
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The process
Both BR-UK and Centre-UB include a senior policy fellow post embedded within a government department. These are meant to help facilitate knowledge and people exchange between the research community and government, and in turn support the development of BR-UK and Centre-UB. The BR-UK post sits within the Government Office for Science (GO-Science) and the Centre-UB post sits within the Cabinet Office’s Government Skills (previously the Government Skills and Curriculum Unit).
The BR-UK Senior Policy Fellow / embedded post was employed by UCL and seconded to GO-Science. The post was created to support BR-UK’s objectives of facilitating evidence-based decision-making, and building a sustainable ecosystem between research and policy. The appointment has been full-time from late 2023. The role included conducting or convening policy-relevant research, producing outputs such as policy briefs and evidence syntheses, and supporting the wider BR-UK and CDT+ ecosystem by building behavioural evidence capability for use within the civil service. 
The post looked for candidates with a strong record of behavioural or social science research for policy audiences, proven experience in embedding evidence into applied contexts, and advanced stakeholder engagement skills. Selection occurred through an application and interview process, followed by standard security and Civil Service Code checks. While the post description outlined clear duties and reporting lines, there was limited detail on performance evaluation mechanisms, extension criteria, and handover or succession arrangements beyond the fellowship period.
The Centre-UB Behavioural Research Capacity Building Fellow / embedded post is employed by the University of Birmingham and seconded into Government Skills. The post is working to strengthen behavioural research capability across government through integration with Government Skills. The postholder led the development and implementation of a behavioural research training and capability-building offer, informed by a systematic mapping of government user needs. 
The post required doctoral-level behavioural or social science expertise, experience leading applied research, and capability-building interventions. The selection involved a written exercise and interview with presentation, with the final appointment subject to BPSS security clearance and compliance with the Civil Service Code. The role specification was refined following the initial recruitment round, in order to attract the appropriate level of experience. 
Process reflections
Embedded posts were a novel mechanism that required extensive early learning and an adjustment period. ESRC stakeholders described delays due to recruitment, grading and Memorandums of Understanding (MoUs). However, investments viewed these as a valuable process that helped refine the offer and ultimately strengthened the quality of postholders. Centre-UB leadership highlighted that re-advertising and adjusting the grading for the embedded post helped find candidates better suited for the post, but also reduced the total time available for the post. Moreover, rules about secondments into government required special permissions and therefore further additional work in setting up the posts.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Secondments into government (across all departments) that extend beyond two years to be approved as an exception by the Civil Service Commission due to employment law and civil service and local departmental rules. Usually, the permission is only for an additional year, while the plan for the embedded posts was five years, so a single case on for both posts made, an initial approval for three years was granted with a view applying for an extension. Apart from the extra work, this required to temporarily stop the recruitment for the GO-Science post, to ensure that it was possible to run a fair and open competition (e.g. advertised on the civil service website, interview panel requirements, etc.).] 

For both posts, there was an initial period at the start to establish balance between the work for the government unit and that for the university. This included time to establish a common understanding on the roles’ objectives, priority activities, and operational aspects. This was especially important given the limited ESRC prescriptions for the posts. 
There were some challenges in fulfilling different expectations of the posts, particularly managing tensions between the short timeframe for government work with the rigour required from academic research. However, there has also been a degree of flexibility from the host organisations, helping overcome these challenges.
The two posts have high potential for accelerating policy engagement. Feedback from stakeholders in ESRC, the government offices, BR-UK and Centre-UB on how the embedded posts function was largely positive. For instance, it mentioned how the posts had already encouraged greater use of behavioural research insights in policy making - they regularly met with relevant stakeholders across government to discuss the use of behavioural research and what BR-UK and Centre-UB have to offer. They also set up a Cross-Government Steering Group, meeting regularly to share updates on behavioural research. 
The embedded posts are successfully working together, and with their investments and government departments. As described above, they set up together a Cross-Government Steering Group, and are preparing together a masterclass focused on government civil servants. 
[bookmark: _Toc223710911]Programme level
Governance
ESRC provides programme-level coordination and oversight across all NCBR components, drawing on the governance models used for similar large-scale initiatives including IMPACT (Improving Adult Care Together). Together, a Senior Responsible Officer (SRO) and an ESRC Behavioural Research Programme Board (BRPB) oversee the programme. The former is accountable for successful programme delivery and effective governance, reports to ESRC’s Executive Chair, and keeps the ESRC Council informed. The BRPB provides a formal assurance mechanism for the investment; strategic oversight of delivery, risks, and evaluation; and strategic advice to the SRO and the investments where appropriate.
The ESRC IMG comprises investment managers who liaise with the investments’ leadership teams, engage with their respective project leads, and monitor delivery. The IMG ensures operational join up across the investments and related activity across ESRC. The group is also responsible for relaying the investments’ progress and escalating issues to the BRPB, for which it also acts as the secretariat. The investment managers, two for BR-UK and two for Centre-UB, engage with their respective investments, to ensure there are clear milestones, risk management, and monitoring and evaluation arrangements. The investment managers are also each investment’s contact point, and may attend their respective advisory group or leadership team meetings as observers.
Monitoring
Project monitoring occurs via regular meetings between ESRC investment managers and project leads and regular written reports and updates. ESRC’s monitoring framework requires both award holders to track delivery against work plans, outputs, and risk registers. As already discussed, ESRC required award holders to establish an M&E Framework capturing outputs, outcomes, and impacts. The framework aligns with UKRI evaluation standards and is regularly reviewed. Key indicators include research outputs, training delivery, and stakeholder engagement.
Implementation process reflections
Programme management feedback from BR-UK, Centre-UB and embedded posts interviewees has been overall very positive, mentioning the ESRC team’s responsiveness and collaborative approach.
Several interviewees highlighted the lack of clarity on the programme’s future and how this negatively affected delivery. Initially, the programme model envisioned various spokes beyond Centre-UB, and learning and insights stemming from those spokes would be coordinated by BR-UK. Uncertainties around UKRI budget allocations, led to postponements to the commissioning of additional spokes. Consequently, some programme plans, especially the hub role of BR-UK, did not materialise. 
The overall ESRC programme governance has been flexible, aligning with shifting needs. Initially, there was an internal working group for the scoping activities. This was later dissolved. The programme board helped make some targeted decisions early in the programme. It subsequently met less frequently as the programme progressed, addressing only specific issues as necessary. Thus, the management now is mainly in the hands of the IMG, which is more flexible and has managed to successfully deal with various changes in personnel. 
Early delivery challenges and successes informed adaptive learning at the programme level, with ESRC using emerging evidence from implementation to refine expectations and oversight. ESRC stakeholders described the initial delays and challenges as generating actionable learning for both the funder and investments. Evidence of early success, including rapid policy-relevant outputs facilitated by the embedded posts, reinforced confidence in the programme’s direction and has informed ESRC’s understanding of how monitoring and support could be adapted for novel investment models more broadly, including beyond NCBR. This learning is relevant beyond NCBR. 
[bookmark: _Toc223710912][bookmark: _Toc232173129]Conclusions and recommendations on NCBR processes
This section provides the conclusions for the process evaluation, organised around the programme and investment level evaluation questions. Drawing on these conclusions and our overall analysis, we also offer recommendations.
Programme level
PEQ1: Is the NCBR working and being delivered as intended and according to the original aims and objectives? How have its design and commissioning contributed to this?
There is reasonably strong evidence that NCBR is working as intended. The programme followed a multi-stage programme design grounded in external and internal scoping studies, and ESRC stakeholders consistently describe both BR-UK and Centre-UB as having "hit the ground running." Both investments established governance and delivery structures quickly post-award. However, there are qualifications: subsidy control processes and administrative transitions caused delays to start dates; UKRI budget uncertainties meant that ESRC could not implement the original hub-and-spoke model; and the large number of psychology-related applications to the hub funding opportunity made it difficult to achieve the programme’s cross-disciplinary ambition. 
PEQ2: To what extent and how have the individual investments within NCBR worked together to deliver a coherent programme and address programme aims?
Evidence here is limited but broadly positive. BR-UK and Centre-UB have a training capability working group that meets regularly to plan joint training and events, such as the first joint conference planned for June 2026. ESRC also brokered connections between BR-UK and the ACCESS Network to share good practice on the commissioning fund. However, the non-implementation of the wider hub-and-spoke model (with additional thematic spokes beyond Centre-UB) limited the originally intended scope.
PEQ3: How ESRC’s management and governance arrangements for the NCBR have influenced the timeliness and effectiveness of the programme’s delivery?
Evidence suggests that ESRC's governance structure (SRO, Programme Board, IMG) is broadly effective. The Programme Board helped make targeted decisions early on, later adopting a lighter-touch approach. Stakeholders see the IMG as flexible and adept at managing personnel changes. In contrast, in addition to delays mentioned above, BR-UK considered the early ESRC requests to define various aspects of delivery in more detail ultimately beneficial, albeit burdensome. Some saw the SGR process as disproportionately demanding relative to its purpose, but noted that it had been beneficial in helping adapt the programme’s strategic direction. 
PEQ4: How has monitoring, reporting and evaluation been used to support ongoing programme management, governance, learning and improvement?
Investments report quarterly and annually against workplans, outputs, and risk registers. ESRC has an M&E Framework aligned with UKRI standards, and investment managers engage regularly with project leads. The SGR for BR-UK generated actionable learning (e.g. the finding on limited disciplinary breadth). Centre-UB benefits from a comprehensive, well-established doctoral training monitoring framework. 
Investment level
PEQ5: How effectively have the investments within NCBR engaged with stakeholders and captured their needs and priorities? How and to what extent has this shaped the investments’ priorities, activities and delivery?
There is reasonably strong evidence here. BR-UK undertook a capability scoping study to map the UK's behavioural research landscape, co-created its research agenda with stakeholders, and deployed a range of engagement mechanisms (webinars, newsletters, blogs, rapid reviews, the Ask BR-UK consultancy model). The commissioning fund call was heavily oversubscribed (90 applications for 8 accelerator places). In turn, Centre-UB developed its National Training Strategy through consultation with over 200 doctoral students, postdoctoral researchers, and partner organisations. Moreover, extensive engagement has been undertaken by Centre-UB with academic and non-academic partners to co-produce training, and the Centre-UB website facilitates ongoing collaboration with partners and academic mentors.
PEQ6: How have the investments within NCBR addressed and embedded ethics and EDI in their design and delivery?
EDI was embedded in the CDT+ assessment criteria via the ESRC Postgraduate Training and Development Guidelines 2022. In the early stage, formal reporting expectation rather than active practice shaped EDI approaches. Operational decisions on embedding EDI came post-award. BR-UK has a systematic approach to embedding EDII across the programme, from the establishment of a cross-Hub working group to specific guidance for researchers and dissemination events.
PEQ7: To what extent and how are the posts embedded within UK government departments facilitating effective delivery across the programme, including facilitating the transfer of information and learning with each other, the investments and relevant departments?
There is positive emerging evidence on the role of embedded posts. Both posts took time to establish due to delays in grading, job descriptions, and MoU agreements. Once in post, feedback has been largely positive: the BR-UK post played a role in multiple high-profile pieces of research and engagement activities, increasing awareness of BR-UK activities in government, and had research published on the government website, typically difficult for academics. Similarly, the Centre-UB post’s engagement activities allowed them to create connections and disseminate information about Centre-UB and BR-UK work. Their position also allowed them to capture training needs across government departments for Centre-UB, increase the interest of these departments in co-developing PhDs proposal and hosting fellows, and advise them on behavioural research approaches. Both posts are also working collaboratively with each other, e.g. in setting up a Cross-Government Steering Group, and their respective investments. The main challenges involve balancing the short timelines expected in government with academic research standards, though host organisations have shown flexibility. Stakeholders recognise the posts as having high potential for accelerating policy engagement.
PEQ8: How effective are management and governance arrangements of the investments within NCBR, and how have they influenced delivery? How have the investments monitored, learned from and improved delivery during the programme?
There is good evidence for both investments. BR-UK's leadership team meets monthly, oversees scientific direction and risk, and is supported by an ISAB. The SGR was as an important accountability mechanism, and its findings have been acted upon and helped steer the investment in the desired direction. Centre-UB is led by a Director with a Deputy and Training Director, supported by an Advisory Board that meets twice a year. ESRC views monitoring arrangements as comprehensive, benefiting from alignment with the established doctoral training partnerships framework. 
Recommendations
The evidence from the process evaluation point to lessons learned and areas of improvement that the ESRC could consider for similar investments, including:
Recommendation 1. Making sure that communications on the funding opportunity retain a close alignment with the programme objectives. In the case of NCBR, this could have been improved by strengthening the clarity in terms of the ambition to set up a hub that covered a breadth of disciplines, and that fostered a closed engagement with industry.
Recommendation 2. Gathering data on pre-award engagement to understand the extent to which the opportunity has reached a wide enough audience, e.g. in terms of discipline diversity (again, in line with programme objectives). This could include, for instance asking attendees to information webinar to fill a simple form with the sector of activity and discipline. This could in turn inform further communication activities to ensure a good variety of options are available for review.
Recommendation 3. Improving guidance to assessors, in particular, on the level of detail expected from applications for large and complex investments (what is “good enough”).
Recommendation 4. Anticipating longer set-up for novel investments. In the case of embedded posts, initial set up time was needed for recruitment and institutional approvals. For similar investments this could be minimised by codifying knowledge from the programme. Embedding this learning into future commissioning and monitoring frameworks would support continuous improvement and ensure that innovation in programme design translates into durable organisational insight.
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[bookmark: _Ref227172004][bookmark: _Toc232173130]Impact Evaluation
This section presents the interim impact evaluation. In Section 3.1, we first provide an overview of key research outputs emerging so far. Sections 3.2 to 3.4 are then structured around the three key outcome categories as described in the ToC (Figure 2): 
Research Uptake
People & Skills
Behavioural Research
Each sub-section below examines how relevant activities and outputs have contributed to progress against key outcomes, which in turn could contribute in the future to the attainment of impacts. As different elements of NCBR contribute to different areas of impact, some sub-sections build on evidence coming mainly from the results of a specific element. It is important to note that most outcomes are still emerging given the stage of the programme and evaluation.
Where relevant, we summarise findings from the baseline report to provide a point of comparison and assess the scale of progress.[footnoteRef:8] As explained previously, the analysis draws on multiple evidence sources, including: survey data, stakeholder interviews, a review of programme documentation (e.g. monitoring reports), and online desk research. [8:  Baseline survey figures referred to in-text are documented in the NCBR evaluation baseline report (Table 7).] 

[bookmark: _Ref227241724][bookmark: _Toc232173131]Research outputs
[bookmark: _Ref227321654]Publications
At baseline, progress in producing new publications was still at the early stages, with five papers published in academic journals. This was not surprising since early activity centred around implementation and set-up.
At the interim stage, interviews with the BR-UK directorate highlighted strong performance in generating academic publications, noting that research teams had been “highly productive and had regularly contributed to high-profile studies.” 
Collectively, research activities by BR-UK have resulted in 51 publications to date, according to ResearchFish data up to March 2026. To complement the ResearchFish analysis, we linked the publications with OpenAlex (open-access catalogue of 474 million publications, including data on citations). Only 25 publications were found in OpenAlex due to duplicative entries.
The 25 publications cover three main research topics: tobacco and nicotine (x9), climate and energy (x5), psychology and behaviour (x1), in addition to 6 papers on methodological aspects.
We also explored the uptake of those articles via citation analysis using OpenAlex. This analysis shows that the average number of citations for these publications is 2.48, and that the average Field Weighted Citation Impact (FWCI)[footnoteRef:9] of these publications is 10.5, indicating that their citation impact is 10x what is expected for that field, publication type, and year.[footnoteRef:10] 36% of the publications (n=9) are in the top 10% of cited publications (based on FWCI), and 8% (n=2) are in the top 1% of citation impact. These are positive results that point towards the significance of the publications emerging from the programme. However, given the small sample size (25), the results need to be treated with some caution.  [9:  FWCI is a metric comparing the citations received and those expected that takes into account differences in publication type, field, and year of publication to help understand the citation impact of a particular publication.]  [10:  The FWCI is slightly inflated due to very recent publications with FWCIs of above 80. The metric is based on what is expected for the year of publication, so it is possible for works published in 2026 to receive very high FWCIs just for having any citations.] 

Awareness of research outputs goes beyond academic citation as illustrated in Box 1. The examples illustrate how programme-supported research is also contributing to public and policy discourse by bringing emerging behavioural trends to wider attention and audiences.

Box 1	BR-UK research outputs
BR-UK scientific articles are receiving significant attention, as showcased by examples in the area of tobacco use and smoking, and in the use of weight loss drugs.
In the former area, the research work has been cited in various policy making discussions. In the context of the proposed Tobacco and Vapes bill in the UK Parliament, Professor Bauld gave evidence to two parliamentary committees, on both occasions drawing on evidence from teams across BR-UK. A piece of research about tobacco and alcohol control policies was also mentioned in an evidence paper accompanying the Population Health Framework of the Scottish Government,[footnoteRef:11] regarding the use of fiscal and regulatory measures to prevent health harms. Some of the work was also covered by national media, such as a paper about the use of nicotine pouches, cited by the Guardian[footnoteRef:12] and the BBC[footnoteRef:13] among others. [11:  Scottish Government (2025). “Population Health Framework: Evidence paper”.]  [12:  Gregory, A. (2025). “Gen Z behind jump in use of oral nicotine pouches across Great Britain”, The Guardian, 16 December.]  [13:  Roxby, P. (2025). “Nicotine pouch rise driven by young men – study”, BBC, 17 December.] 

On the latter, there has been a more recent piece of research from the BR-UK team focused on the use of weight loss drugs in the UK.[footnoteRef:14] The research, published in BMC Medicine in January 2026, has already been cited by three other publications according to data from OpenAlex. The article received immediate coverage on national media, for instance on The Daily Mail[footnoteRef:15] and The Independent[footnoteRef:16] immediately after the publication. The study then continued being referenced in relation to other studies about weight loss drugs, such as in articles about a study on people regaining weight rapidly after stopping taking the drugs,[footnoteRef:17] about the market for these drugs,[footnoteRef:18] or about potential negative health consequences of the drugs.[footnoteRef:19] The study was also cited to provide context in a press release from the Medicines and Healthcare products Regulatory Agency, about updates to product information on the weight loss drugs.[footnoteRef:20] [14:  Jackson, S. E., Brown, H, Llewellyn, C., Mytton, O., Shahab, L. (2026) “Prevalence of use and interest in using glucagon-like peptide-1 receptor agonists for weight loss: a population study in Great Britain”, BMC Medicine.]  [15:  Hardy, Z. (2026). “1.6 MILLION Britons have used weight loss jabs in the past year and 3 million MORE want a prescription, study finds”, Daily Mail, 8 January.]  [16:  Whittaker, R. (2026). “One in seven people using drugs not licensed for weight loss as 1.6 million in UK now on them”, The independent, 9 January.]  [17:  Roberts, M. (2026). “People who come off slimming jabs regain weight four times faster than dieters”, BBC, 8 January.]  [18:  Kollewe, J. (2026). “Weight-loss race: how switch from injections to pills is expanding big pharma’s hopes”, The Guardian, 15 February.]  [19:  Roberts, M. (2026), “Weight loss jab users warned over rare but serious pancreas issue”, BBC, 29 January.]  [20:  MHRA (2026). “MHRA updates guidance for GLP-1 prescribers and patients”. Available online.] 


Regarding publications from Centre-UB, their number is still limited due to the nature of their activities and timing of the studentships and fellowships (described in section 3.3). According to interviews with Centre-UB the first cohort of fellows, which have recently completed their projects, and the first two cohorts of PhD students have been working on producing academic articles. Some examples of these articles are referenced on Centre-UB website,[footnoteRef:21] but a systematic analysis of these will be developed in the final stage of the evaluation, when a larger evidence base is expected to be available. [21:  Centre-UB Outputs and publications. Available online.] 

Other forms of codified knowledge
Other forms of knowledge outputs by BR-UK and Centre-UB include regular webinar series, blogs, and open science practices, used to share knowledge and promote transparency. 
Specifically, BR-UK has produced 15 blogs and opinion pieces on subjects broadly aligned to the topics covered in webinars. These are also publicly available and can be accessed through BR-UK’s website.[footnoteRef:22] The audiences reached are further presented in the subsection below. [22:  BR-UK Blog Library. Available online. ] 

Interviewed stakeholders noted that the programme was still at an early stage following the SGR, with “real research starting now” and engagement and awareness of BR-UK still developing. 
Centre-UB publishes all its open-access webinars and masterclasses on YouTube, with their channel currently hosting 14 webinars, which can be also accessed on their website.
New methods, theories and knowledge
Research activities carried out under the NCBR programme are expected to support the advancement of new methods, theories and knowledge. 
At baseline, progress in developing new tools, methods and theories for behavioural research were reflected on the initial work streams for BR-UK, which involved work to develop consensus definitions of key terms and concepts in behavioural research. This occurred through a Behavioural Concepts Group, focusing on terms like behaviour, behaviour change, research and leadership.
Additionally, during the initial 18 months, BR-UK implemented five demonstration projects focusing on how existing and expanded frameworks and data can be used to generate new findings, which focus on:
Understanding the translation of behavioural and social science advice to government during a UK public health emergency (COVID-19)
Examining the influence of statistical and anecdotal evidence on belief in policy effectiveness and support: a mixed method experiment in evidence evaluation
Development and evaluation of methods for creating and using ontologies in behavioural and social sciences
Assessing the transferability of evidence for environmental policy support across different socio-demographic clusters and countries
Behavioural interventions to reduce speed behaviour in car drivers
These demonstration projects produced key findings that informed the plans for BR-UK’s future work. It also led to the generation of other outputs such as submitted journal papers (which are reported in Section 3.1.1).
We explored via survey, stakeholders’ views on how far the programme has contributed to the development of new tools, methods and theories for behavioural research. As shown in Figure 4, those directly involved in the delivery of the programme were more likely to report that this had been achieved to a great or moderate extent relative to the wider stakeholder group. About a third of respondents from the wider stakeholder group said that these had not been the case yet, but it is likely in the future. That said, a substantial proportion also indicated that they did not know, suggesting that visibility of these outputs remain limited beyond core participants. 
When asked if they had used any of the tools, methods or theories, around a third of respondents across all stakeholder groups reported that they had. However, respondents did not provide further detail on the nature or extent of use. The next stage of the evaluation will explore in more depth how these outputs are being applied in practice, especially in relation to progress toward the realisation of programme outcomes.
[bookmark: _Ref227309620][bookmark: _Toc232173170]Figure 4	To date, to what extent has the NCBR programme overall led to the development of tools, methods and theories for producing, innovating and applying behavioural research?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing that stakeholders involved in NCBR are more likely to agree that the programme has contributed to the development of new tools, methods and theories for BR.] Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=13 
Dissemination and engagement
Evidence from ResearchFish submissions record 47 engagement activities delivered by BR-UK over the period 2024-2026. 
These include workshops, webinars, training sessions, networking events and collaborative forums, bringing together participants from academia, the public sector, private organisations and the third sectors. Overall, the most common format of engagement reported by BR-UK in their latest ResearchFish submission was talks, presentation and debates (29 activities), followed by formal working groups or expert panels (8), and events or workshops (6). Other forms of engagement, such as media engagement and broadcasts, feature more selectively. 
Activities include 18 webinars that have been delivered by BR-UK between March 2024 and March 2026. These cover topics ranging from public engagement in research and policy to using AI to improve behavioural research. Webinar recordings are publicly available and can be accessed through BR-UK’s website.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Webinar Recordings (BR-UK).] 

[bookmark: _Ref227338020]In terms of reach, these activities have engaged small to medium-sized audiences, with the majority involving 11-50 participants (23 activities). Eleven activities reported engaging 101-500 participants and at least four activities are said to have reached over 500 individuals. High-reach engagement activities included, for example, national media coverage on finding from BR-UK’s rapid response research into the 2024 riots in England, and a widely accessed podcast on the role of nature-based interventions in improving mental health. Table 2 below, presents a cross-tabulation of activity types against the estimated number of people reached.
[bookmark: _Ref227338049][bookmark: _Toc232173161]Table 2	BR-UK Engagement Activities (2024-2026)
	Activity Type
	1-10
	11-50
	51-100
	101-500
	More than 500

	A talk or presentation or debate
	0
	13
	4
	10
	2

	A formal working group, expert panel or dialogue
	4
	3
	1
	0
	0

	Event, workshop or similar
	0
	6
	0
	0
	0

	Engagement focused website, blog or social media channel
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0

	Media interview, press release, press conference or other response to a media enquiry
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	A broadcast e.g. TV/radio/film/podcast (other than news/press)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1


Source: ResearchFish (2026); analysis authors’ own
The primary audiences for these activities were professional practitioners (20 activities) and policymakers or politicians (14 activities), alongside a small number of activities targeting postgraduate students and the general public. This reflects BR-UK’s approach to target audiences directly involved in the application and use of behavioural research in policy contexts.
Furthermore, 15 of these activities have led to plans for future related activities and 13 of them to requests for further information or involvement, suggesting that the activities are generating ongoing interest and follow-on engagement. There were two activities reported as having led to influencing decisions,[footnoteRef:24] but activities with more direct impacts were less frequently observed at this stage. Overall, the activities also indicate a role in building relationships and stimulating interest by facilitating dissemination of knowledge and collaboration. [24:  In the first instance, members of BR-UK were invited to provide evidence to the Health and Social Care Committee of the House of Commons on the Tobacco and Vapes Bill; in the second, BR-UK chaired the Annual Conference of the European Health Psychology Society, with a focus on applying ontologies across the research ecosystem to advance health psychology.] 

There has also been further dissemination and engagement in social media and online outlets, either driven by BR-UK or organically by users of the content. We analyse this using Meltwater (the largest aggregator of social media and online outlets). 
We identified that in the last year (1 April 2025 – 30 March 2026) there have been 324 mentions of “Behavioural Research UK or “BR-UK”, mostly in LinkedIn (131), X (103), Bluesky (55) and News online (23). More importantly those items have led to a total of 29.2k online engagements (measure as the number of, likes reposts, etc), suggesting a high reach to a larger audience (than those directly citing publications or attending activities. Activity seems to be decreasing over time (but this could be a seasonal effect).
[bookmark: _Toc232173171]Figure 5	Mentions of “Behavioural Research UK or “BR-UK”
[image: Line graph showing trends in mentions of BR-UK or Behavioural Research UK on social media from April 2025 to March 2026.]
Source: Technopolis using Meltwater 
[bookmark: _Ref227241734][bookmark: _Toc232173132]Outcomes: Research Uptake
[bookmark: _Ref227322278]Alignment of research priorities between behavioural research researchers and users.
In line with the ToC, NCBR is expected to develop a comprehensive understanding of the UK’s behavioural research needs and implement a range of collaborative initiatives to co-create research with diverse behavioural research users. This is expected to increase alignment between the priorities of behavioural research researchers and the practical needs of behavioural research users.
To explore the achievement of this outcome we collected evidence (via survey) on the extent to which BR-UK and Centre-UB have contributed to:
New knowledge about the UK's BR capabilities
New knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape 
Helping identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape
Helping identify potential areas for collaboration in the UK behavioural research landscape
New knowledge about the UK's behavioural research capabilities
Survey responses indicate that so far BR-UK has contributed to generating new knowledge about the UK's behavioural research capabilities, to some extent.
Unsurprisingly, those directly involved in the programme tend to be more positive, with 80% agreeing that this has been achieved to a great or moderate extent (see Figure 6). This is in line with baseline results (where results were 81%).
Wider stakeholders are more cautious in their responses, with 56% agreeing with the statement to varying degrees (to a great, moderate or slight extent). This, however, represents an increase from the baseline position where only 37% of the wider stakeholder group agreed that it had, and a further 48% from this group indicated that they did not know.
These results highlight the increased awareness of BR-UK activities among the wider stakeholders (which is also further explored in sub-section 3.2.2 below), as well as progress when it comes to knowledge generation.
[bookmark: _Ref227169142][bookmark: _Toc232173172]Figure 6	To date, to what extent do you believe that BR-UK has contributed to generating new knowledge about the UK's behavioural research capabilities?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing that stakeholders think that so far BR-UK has contributed to generating new knowledge about the UK's behavioural research capabilities.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=18
New knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape 
Survey responses also suggest that BR-UK and Centre-UB have contributed to improving understanding of the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape. Those directly involved in the programme reported more positive views in relation to BR-UK’s role toward achieving this, with 80% agreeing that this has been achieved to a great, moderate or slight extent, as shown in Figure 7. This is broadly consistent with baseline findings (78%), which indicate sustained confidence among programme participants.
Among the wider stakeholder group, perceptions are somewhat more mixed but show clear improvement. At the interim stage, 67% said they agreed to varying extents, representing a notable increase from 46% at baseline. At the same time, the proportion of respondents indicating that they do not know has decreased from 47% to 33%, suggesting once again increased visibility of BR-UK’s role in mapping the behavioural research landscape and identifying its key actors.
[bookmark: _Ref226988263][bookmark: _Ref226986580][bookmark: _Toc232173173]Figure 7	To date, to what extent do you believe BR-UK has contributed to generating new knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing that stakeholders think that BR-UK has contributed to improving understanding of the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK BR landscape.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=18

When considering the extent to which Centre-UB contributed to this, over half of BR-UK and Centre-UB respondents agreed to varying extents and 40% remain unsure (Figure 8). Among wider stakeholders, 76% of respondents agreed to varying extents, with 24% indicating they did not know, showing an improvement from the baseline position. The divergence in responses between the two groups likely reflects differing starting points, as for wider stakeholders the insights generated by Centre-UB are likely to be seen as genuinely new knowledge, whereas those already embedded in the behavioural research landscape may view them as an extension or consolidation of existing understanding rather than wholly new. 
[bookmark: _Ref228895878][bookmark: _Toc232173174]Figure 8	To date, to what extent do you believe Centre-UB has contributed to generating new knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape?

Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=17
Helping identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape
We also explored the extent to which BR-UK and Centre-UB have contributed to helping identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape.
Perceptions among those directly involved in the programme remain consistently positive, with 80% agreeing that this has been achieved to a great, moderate or slight extent (Figure 9), which is broadly in line with baseline findings (78%). Among wider stakeholders, again, views appear more cautious but show a clear positive shift. At the interim, 51% said they agree to varying extents, compared to 36% at baseline. Levels of uncertainty have also declined, though somewhat marginally, with 44% of respondents selecting “don’t know” compared to 50% at baseline. Similar insights can be drawn on the extent to which Centre-UB has contributed to this (Figure 10).
[bookmark: _Ref226988264][bookmark: _Toc232173175][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Figure 9	To date, to what extent do you believe that BR-UK has contributed to helping identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing a positive view from stakeholders on the extent to which BR-UK has contributed to helping identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=18
[bookmark: _Ref228896351][bookmark: _Toc232173176]Figure 10	To date, to what extent do you believe that Centre-UB has contributed to helping identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape?

Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=17
Helping identify potential areas for collaboration in the UK behavioural research landscape
A similar pattern is seen in relation to identifying potential areas for collaboration. Among those directly involved in the programme, perceptions were already strong at baseline and have strengthened further, with 90% agreeing to a great, moderate or slight extent (up from 78% at baseline) that BR-UK has helped identify potential areas for collaboration (Figure 11), and 60% agreeing to a great or moderate extent that Centre-UB has done so (Figure 12).
Wider stakeholders remain more measured in their views, but there has been a notable shift since baseline. Agreement on the extent to which BR-UK achieved this has risen to 56% compared to 34% at baseline. There has also been a reduction in uncertainty, with “don’t know” responses falling to 33% from 55% at baseline. Further, 77% of the wider stakeholders agreed that Centre-UB has achieved this, with the remaining 33% unsure.
Further outputs and outcomes in relation to newly enabled collaborations are discussed in subsequent sections of the report, including evidence on the development, depth and early results of collaborative activities (Section 3.3.2).
[bookmark: _Ref226988265][bookmark: _Toc232173177][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Figure 11	To date, to what extent do you believe that BR-UK has contributed to helping identify potential areas for collaboration in the UK behavioural research landscape?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing that stakeholders agree BR-UK has helped identifying potential areas for collaboration in the UK BR landscape.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=18
[bookmark: _Ref228896827][bookmark: _Toc232173178]Figure 12	To date, to what extent do you believe that Centre-UB has contributed to helping identify potential areas for collaboration in the UK behavioural research landscape?

Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=17
[bookmark: _Ref227310206]Stakeholder awareness and recognition of BR-UK and Centre-UB as important and credible sources for behavioural research evidence needs
In line with the Theory of Change, NCBR is expected to deliver high-impact research, capacity building, policy advice and stakeholder engagement outputs, establishing itself as a trusted authority for behavioural research evidence needs, including urgent evidence needs.
[bookmark: _Ref227171215]As described in Section 3.1, BR-UK has delivered various dissemination and engagement activities, and results from Section 3.2.1 on the use of the research outputs suggest that wider stakeholders are increasingly aware of their activities.
We explored this in a more direct way by capturing perceptions from stakeholders. At baseline, the majority of wider stakeholders reported some familiarity with BR-UK, but active engagement was still low, and awareness of Centre-UB remained more limited. The interim findings show notable improvement in this level of awareness with BR-UK and its activities (Figure 13), and Centre-UB and its activities (Figure 14).
[bookmark: _Ref227225188][bookmark: _Toc527534728][bookmark: _Toc527548221][bookmark: _Toc527549151][bookmark: _Toc232173179]Figure 13	How familiar are you with BR-UK and its activities?
	 
[image: A pie chart compares responses regarding the question in caption.]


Source: Technopolis Survey (Baseline & Interim); n(Wider Stakeholders[B])=99; n(Wider Stakeholders[I])=21
[bookmark: _Ref227225204][bookmark: _Toc232173180]Figure 14	How familiar are you Centre-UB and its activities?
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Source: Technopolis Survey (Baseline & Interim); n(Wider Stakeholders[B])=98 n (Wider Stakeholders[I])=20
We return to the topic of engagement (which we started to explore in the outputs section) as it provides an important angle to explore the investments convening role.
Engagement with BR-UK, as indicated by the wider stakeholder group in the survey, has primarily been through events and resource use, with 54% of respondents indicating they had attended webinars or events and 40% that they had used BR-UK-developed resources (e.g. frameworks, software, or datasets). More direct forms of support were less commonly reported, with 23% receiving research funding and 15% participating in training.
This engagement spans both academic and non-academic stakeholders. The former come from a range of disciplines, including geography, psychology, public health and economics, while non-academic participants include individuals working in central government and other public sector organisations. Interestingly, one respondent identified themselves as a non-academic researcher who is trying to get behavioural research started in their workplace. Those attending events and using resources also include a mix of researchers and non-researchers, suggesting that engagement is not limited to established behavioural scientists / researchers and traditional disciplines (e.g. psychology), but extends to those looking to apply behavioural insights in practice.
On the other hand, 50% of the respondents who said that they had engaged with Centre-UB activities did so via research funding, while a third of them indicated that they had received training and/or used resources developed by Centre-UB. Those reporting receipt of research funding are exclusively academics working in behavioural research and spanning disciplines such as geography, psychology, mathematics and public health. Participation in training activities was also only reported by academic researchers, though this may partly reflect a lack of representation from non-academic respondents in our survey sample. Use of Centre-UB resources shows slightly broader reach, including both academic researchers and a small number of non-academic users based in public sectors organisations. 
Together, these patterns of engagement with BR-UK and Centre-UB activities point to the programme’s emerging convening role across sectors and disciplines, particularly through lower-barrier entry points (e.g. webinars) and publicly available resources. More direct forms of support (e.g. funding) currently reach a smaller proportion of stakeholders (by design), but there is an apparent breadth in the disciplines reached, some of which are not traditionally associated with behavioural research (e.g. mathematics, geography). This suggests the programme is beginning to bring together a diverse set of actors and facilitate wider participation in the behavioural research landscape. Likewise, training activities currently appeared to be more academically anchored, as suggested by the survey, though further evidence on participation is still emerging. Training activities are discussed in greater detail in Section 3.3.
Increased capability and capacity within the public sector to use behavioural research evidence in local and national decision making.
In line with the ToC, NCBR is expected to provide stakeholders in the public sector with tailored capacity building and behavioural research tools that are expected to increase public sector capability and capacity to effectively use behavioural research evidence. The investments’ activities and outputs, ranging from the tools and resources, new collaborations and partnerships, and training, are collectively intended to strengthen the ability of the public sector to use behavioural research evidence in practice. 
At this stage, evidence of impacts and progress towards this outcome is still emerging. There are early indications of increased skills (discussed Section 3.3), but not enough time has elapsed for these to translate into sustained changes in public sector capability and capacity. The survey did not return sufficient responses from public sector stakeholders to robustly assess changes in ability for this group.
As explained in the process evaluation, both BR-UK and Centre-UB include senior policy fellow roles embedded within central government, acting as a bridge between the behavioural research community and government, facilitating knowledge exchange, strengthening relationships and supporting the development and uptake of programme activities within policy contexts. 
Evidence from stakeholder interviews suggest that the embedded posts have already played an important role towards progress in this outcome. Stakeholders described activities focused on mapping behavioural research capability within the civil service, including scoping work, stakeholder engagement, and the production of an initial findings report identifying learner groups, needs, and barriers to training. This work was complemented by the establishment of a cross-government strategic steering group and ongoing network-building across departments, with stakeholders reporting the creation of new relationships and connections between government and academia that had not previously existed. Dissemination activities included information sessions, FAQs, and promotion of fellowships and PhD opportunities, contributing to increased awareness and engagement with these schemes among government stakeholders.
Moreover, evidence was provided of increased collaboration between government and academia in research and training. For example, information sessions and engagement activities were associated with an increase in applications involving government collaborators in PhD rounds, as well as the development of joint training sessions on policy briefing for fellows and PhD students. These activities could have feedback loop effects that could facilitate the use of behavioural research knowledge and talent in the public sector.
The interviewed stakeholders also described ongoing work to systematically collect data on capability through surveys and focus groups, intended to inform future training programmes within the civil service. Embedded roles enabled direct input into government strategies and programmes (e.g. leadership programmes, communication strategies), providing behavioural research expertise and contributing to capability within departments.
Overall, while still at an early stage the embedded posts appear to be playing a key enabling role in connecting research and policy, supporting capability building within government, and creating pathways for the application of behavioural research in policymaking.
Increased use of behavioural research in public policy design and implementation.
In line with the ToC, NCBR will provide stakeholders in the public sector with policy-relevant research findings and tailored policy advice. This is expected to increase the public sector’s utilisation of behavioural research in policy design and implementation.
Following discussion of the embedded posts’ activities in increasing capacity and capability within the public sector, a key enabling mechanism to increase use of behavioural research in policymaking has been the responsive mode work by BR-UK which provides government (and other stakeholders) with the option to request BR-UK’s support. This includes responsive research, rapid reviews and Ask BR-UK (Box 2). Stakeholders highlighted these mechanisms as enabling progress on policy-relevant questions that stakeholders had previously struggled to initiate or complete.

[bookmark: _Ref227315837]Box 2	Ask BR-UK: On-demand behavioural research advice service
Ask BR-UK[footnoteRef:25] acts as an accessible service that provides timely behavioural research expertise to stakeholders across the public sector, industry, charities, and academia. It is designed to support the application of behavioural science to real-world challenges. Requests are submitted via an online form and are reviewed based on relevance, urgency and available capacity. Priority is given to high-impact and time-sensitive queries. Between June 2024 and February 2026, 12 requests have been received across the public, private, academic and third sectors, and 9 have progressed (8 completed and 1 ongoing). The support delivered ranges from one-to-one meetings with follow-up reports, scoping reviews of literature on behavioural research evidence and best practice, connections to other experts in the field, and expert reviews and feedback on client methods. The service has been praised by its users for its efficiency and responsiveness, and its role in strengthening interventions and enriching knowledge, especially in short timescales (more details are provided in the case study in Appendix B). [25:  A more complete description of Ask BR-UK is available on BR-UK’s website.] 


There is some evidence that support provided via BR-UK responsive mode work has already begun to influence changes in policies: 
Interviews with BR-UK suggest that the review on extreme heat, draught and wildfires has changed how the Met Office and other organisations communicate about concurrent risks[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Gov.uk Research and analysis: Public messages for summer concurrent risks (December 2025).] 

Testimonials from Scottish Forestry suggest that the service has led to tangible changes in monitoring and evaluation approaches for green space initiative 
Review evidence on invitation letters and screening uptake is being used by Public Health Wales to inform ongoing policy efforts to improve participation in health programmes 
On the last two cases, stakeholders emphasised the value of receiving timely, relevant and applied behavioural research expertise in contexts where internal capacity or time to engage with the evidence base is limited.
Moreover, the embedded stakeholders also reported contributions to policy-relevant research and rapid response activities, including coordination of work on riots and summer risks, resulting in reports, publications under review, and outputs published on government platforms. These activities were described as feeding into high-level government initiatives (e.g. GO-Science programmes such as “A Year of Misinformation”). The role facilitated engagement with senior government groups (e.g. COBRA, Ministry of Justice, Scottish Government), as well as workshops and symposiums bringing together policymakers and researchers. Stakeholders noted that the role evolved over time to focus more on emergencies and emerging policy areas, and that it enabled ongoing knowledge exchange despite challenges related to balancing academic and policy timelines and priorities.
For more general context, we have also gathered evidence on the use of behavioural research in policymaking to track how that changes over time (comparing the period before NCBR and now).
The interim survey asked respondents to reflect on the frequency with which behavioural research is used in the design and implementation of public policy. Respondents from the BR-UK and Centre-UB stakeholder group reported increases compared to the pre-programme position. In contrast, wider stakeholders indicated no significant change between the two points. However, their current ratings are broadly aligned with those of programme participants, suggesting convergence in perceptions over time. Additionally, most respondents agreed that the programme had contributed to these changes to some extent, although none reported a large contribution. This reflects the early stage of delivery (Figure 15).
Overall responses suggest that levels of behavioural research use in public policy have increased but remains relatively low, suggesting that behavioural research is still not being routinely embedded in policy design and implementation processes. That said, there is emerging evidence that NCBR activities, particularly through the embedded posts and rapid response function, are beginning to support uptake, even if their full effect is yet to be realised. 
[bookmark: _Ref227252912][bookmark: _Toc232173181]Figure 15	Frequency in which behavioural research is used in the design and implementation of public policy in the UK, before and after the programme
	[image: A vertical stacked bar chart showing that the frequency of BR use in public policy increased according to stakeholders involved in the programme, while decreased according to wider stakeholders.] [image: A vertical stacked bar chart showing that all stakeholders agree NCBR contributed to the changes in BR use in public policy.]


Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim), where 1=Very rarely and 5=Very often; n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10 n(Wider Stakeholders)=17
When asked to comment on barriers and enablers in the uptake of behavioural research in policymaking, the interim survey indicated that those identified at baseline are still very much present. These included limited time and resources for policymakers and low levels of understanding or misperceptions of behavioural research; structural challenges, such as lack of dedicated roles requiring behavioural expertise, and reduced capacity within both government and academia; and variable political will and organisational openness to using behavioural evidence. This suggests that these barriers are persistent and, given the programme’s stage of delivery, have not yet been addressed fully. That said, the investments’ activities and outputs generated to date are expected to improve awareness of how behavioural research can be used among policymakers, as well as access to research with actionable outputs.
In terms of enablers, respondents reflected that effective use of behavioural research is more likely where there are embedded behavioural research science teams, strong relationships between researchers and policymakers, and organisational cultures that value scientific evidence and advice. Access to individuals who could act as ‘knowledge brokers’ was also seen as critical in bridging the gap between research and practice. 
The next stage of the evaluation will consider the extent to which the barriers that have been consistently mentioned by behavioural research stakeholders have been addressed by the programme.
[bookmark: _Ref227322816][bookmark: _Ref227324099][bookmark: _Toc232173133]Outcomes: People and skills
[bookmark: _Ref227068022][bookmark: _Ref227313924][bookmark: _Ref227318705]Upskilled behavioural research researchers and users
NCBR is expected to enhance the skills of behavioural research researchers and users through a range of training courses, publicly available training materials and research tools as well as stakeholder engagement activities that collectively equip them to conduct and use behavioural research more effectively.
In line with this objective, Centre-UB developed, and is delivering, a portfolio of professional development opportunities designed to strengthen behavioural research capability within and beyond academia, as part of its CDT+ model.
The training programme includes a range of webinars, masterclasses and short courses designed to support researchers and practitioners in addressing complex and evolving societal challenges.[footnoteRef:27]  [27:  Centre-UB’s training programme is available on its website.] 

As of March 2026, courses and masterclasses reflect a broad and applied training offer that combine foundational behavioural research skills with more specialised and practice-oriented topics. The provision spans core methods and approaches (e.g. social marketing, behavioural research fundamentals), alongside sessions that address real-world challenges such as public service delivery, decarbonisation and sustainability. There is also a focus on emerging and complex areas that include neurodiversity, digital risks (e.g. ‘deepfakes’), and research with specific populations, as well as attention to researcher wellbeing and ethical practice when working with emotionally demanding content. At the time of research, the courses had not been running long enough to generate robust evidence on participation levels or participant feedback. The evaluation team will seek to gather and report this evidence in the next phase of the evaluation.
BR-UK has also developed and compiled a range of learning resources to support skills development and knowledge exchange in behavioural science. These include briefings and research papers, as well as links to free online training on public engagement and knowledge mobilisation, events, conferences, and postgraduate or other educational opportunities.[footnoteRef:28] Through its website, BR-UK provides a centralised point-of-access to resources produced by BR-UK and organisations not involved with the programme. It also includes a dedicated AI repository to support researchers and practitioners in navigating the opportunities and challenges associated with the use of AI in behavioural research.  [28:  BR-UK’s website provides a complete list of the available learning resources (accessed March 2026).] 

We explore the effect of these activities, via survey. Respondents were asked to rate their skills in developing and using behavioural research before the programme began and at the present time. This allows for an indication of perceived shifts in skills over the course of the programme. 
The results in Table 3 indicate overall improvements in skills related to behavioural research across both respondent groups, with stronger gains reported among those directly involved in the programme. Interestingly, the wider stakeholder group reported a higher pre-NCBR position than BR-UK and Centre-UB respondents. Among BR-UK and Centre-UB respondents, the largest increase is observed in skills related to using behavioural research in practice, followed by improvements in skills relative to the use of behavioural research evidence in local and national decision-making, and skills related to developing behavioural research. Wider stakeholders also reported greater improvements in skills related to using behavioural research in practice, followed by skills relevant to the use of behavioural research evidence in local and national decision-making, and skills related to developing behavioural research (Table 3). 
[bookmark: _Ref227078269][bookmark: _Toc232173162]Table 3	How would you rate your skills related to developing and using behavioural research before the programme began and now?
	
	
	pre-NCBR Position
	Current Position
	Average Differences (Interim)

	Skills related to developing behavioural research
	BR-UK & Centre-UB (n=10)
	5.7
	6.9
	1.2

	
	Wider Stakeholders (n=13)
	6.8
	7.4
	0.5

	Skills related to using behavioural research in practice
	BR-UK & Centre-UB (n=10)
	5,3
	7.0
	1.7

	
	Wider Stakeholders (n=13)
	6.1
	7.2
	1.1

	Skills relevant to the use of behavioural research evidence in local and national decision-making within the public, private and third sectors
	BR-UK & Centre-UB (n=10)
	4.6
	6.1
	1.5

	
	Wider Stakeholders (n=13)
	5.8
	6.7
	0.8


Technopolis Survey (Interim); * Where 1 is “poor” and 10 is “excellent”. 
When asked about the extent to which NCBR had contributed to any observed changes, a greater proportion of respondents from the BR-UK and Centre-UB group said that it had to a large extent compared to the wider stakeholder group, suggesting that improvements are more pronounced for those directly involved in the programme.
[bookmark: _Toc232173182]Figure 16	To what extent has your organisation’s involvement in NCBR led to changes in your skills?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing that stakeholders agree their involvement in NCBR led to changes in their skills.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=13
Evidence from the ESRC 2025 Student Survey of CDT+ students (n=7) also provides early insights into skills development outcomes. Specifically, all respondents reported having completed a Development Needs Analysis (DNA) within the past 12 months. The majority (5 out of 7) stated that their development needs are currently being met. All students were aware of training opportunities available within and outside the CDT. However, most noted that it is still too early to assess the extent to which this training is equipping them for their future careers, which reflects the early nature of the studentships. 
We also explore the issue of skills from a perspective of organisational capabilities, however due to a methodological inconsistency we are not presenting it in this stage of the evaluation.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  The overarching question asked about “capabilities” but the option then refer to “capacity”. We will correct this wording in the next iteration of the survey.] 

[bookmark: _Ref227313500]Increased collaboration between stakeholders in development and delivery of training 
This outcome results from Centre-UB’s co-creation and implementation of a national behavioural research training strategy with diverse stakeholders, as well as its collaborative research-in-practice programme via its studentship and fellowship programme.
The development of a National Training Strategy occurred in consultation with over two hundred doctoral students, post-doctoral researchers, and partner organisations across a range of sectors. This engagement was achieved through the Centre-UB Director Team and Leadership Team's established relations with doctoral and post-doctoral training programmes, and their partner networks. This has also been central to identifying priority areas for training and provision described in the 3.3.1).
Centre-UB’s fellowship programme will respectively recruit 24 fellows across three cohorts. At this interim stage, the second cohort started in October 2025, bringing the total number of fellows to 15.[footnoteRef:30] The third and final cohort is due to start in October 2026 following submission of applications in May 2026. Fellowship projects involve a diverse range of external partners spanning the public, private and third sectors. Fellowship applications are co-produced by the prospective fellow, an academic mentor and a partner organisation, which then hosts fellows for research placements and provides mentorship. Partners include, among others, the NHS Trusts, Birmingham City Council, Thames Valley Police, the National Police Chiefs Council and Diabetes UK. The portfolio of current fellowship projects also demonstrates thematic breadth and a strong applied focus, including:[footnoteRef:31]  [30:  The first cohort of fellows was made of seven fellows as one withdrew their application.]  [31:  The full list of projects from the first two cohorts is available on Centre-UB’s website.] 

Health and wellbeing, such as mental health support in elite sport, autism-related decision-making, and stigma associated with type 2 diabetes
Public safety and justice, including policing approaches to street harassment and wellbeing support within criminal justice professions
Inclusion and equity, with projects addressing participation barriers (e.g. in sport), representation of minority groups, and service access for marginalised populations
Urban environments and infrastructure, including behavioural factors in housing design and emerging technologies such as medical drone logistics
In terms of studentships, Centre-UB is expected to recruit 51 doctoral students across three cohorts over the lifetime of the programme. A second cohort had been recruited at the interim stage, increasing the total number of doctoral students currently enrolled in Centre-UB’s PhD programme to 34. The call for applications for the final cohort closed in February 2026 and is expected to start in the 2026-27 academic year. 
Like the fellowships, the projects are also developed in collaboration with external (i.e. non-academic) organisations, enabling students to work on real-world challenges and enhancing opportunities for knowledge exchange and impact. The current portfolio of studentship projects demonstrates considerable thematic reach, with research spanning topics such as:
Health and wellbeing, including mental health, neurodiversity, digital health engagement, and physical activity
Environmental sustainability, such as pro-environmental behaviour, clean air policies, and climate-related decision-making
Public safety and societal challenges, including violent extremism, gang involvement, domestic abuse, and waste crime
Digital and technological applications, including virtual reality interventions, digital therapeutics, deepfake analysis, and data-driven tools
Inequality and inclusion, with a focus on food insecurity, neurodivergence, accessibility, and community-based participatory research
Behaviour in everyday contexts, including transport, education transitions, cultural engagement, and consumer or social decision-making
The interdisciplinary nature of the studentships is reflected in the range of academic departments in which students are based, namely psychology, earth and environmental sciences, sport, exercise and rehabilitation sciences, health research, music, computer science, education, and economics.
[bookmark: _Toc227222846][bookmark: _Toc227223052]All respondents to the ESRC 2025 Student Survey reported having a supervisory team that includes member from non-academic organisations, again highlighting the embedded cross-sector nature of the programme. In addition, all students who responded to the survey said they had been offered opportunities for collaboration, with all but one having already engaged in collaborative activities beyond academia. These experiences were reported to contribute to knowledge exchange, skills development, networking, and enhancements to their PhD research. All respondents also indicated that participation in Centre-UB has been either very or moderately effective in improving their ability to apply behavioural research methods in real-world contexts.
[bookmark: _Toc227222847][bookmark: _Toc227223053]New generation of applied behavioural research leaders outside and within academia
Centre-UB doctoral researchers and fellows are expected to form part of a new generation of applied behavioural research leaders across academia and the public, private and third sectors. At the interim, the evidence on progress against this outcome remains limited reflecting the programme’s stage of implementation. 
Centre-UB’s activity will be central to achieving this outcome. As described in section 3.3.2, it has awarded various cohorts of doctoral studentships and fellowships, which are expected to play an important role in developing this leadership capacity, although they remain at an early stage of delivery. Fellowships were explicitly designed to support early career development, with a focus on: building capability as behavioural researchers, enabling knowledge exchange and real-world impact of behavioural research, supporting the delivery of future applied behavioural research across sectors. Alongside this, there is an explicit emphasis on promoting a positive and inclusive research culture with commitments to embedding EDI in research activities and outputs.[footnoteRef:32]  [32:  Further information on the application process, eligibility criteria, and guidance for prospective fellowship applicants is available through programme materials online.] 

The outputs produced by the fellows and students are expected to contribute to this outcome as well. To date, Centre-UB stakeholders reported outputs from fellows and students including blogs, academic papers, articles in outlets such as The Conversation and Counsel Magazine, and conference presentations, with these outputs made publicly available via the website and institutional repositories.
Beyond Centre-UB’s activities, BR-UK’s activities (training, advancements in research enabled by the commissioning fund, involvement of ECRs) are also expected to contribute toward this outcome. Specifically, BR-UK reported instances in which ECRs are encouraged to participate in meetings, and several attended the 2025 Centre for Behaviour Change conference in Lisbon and one who had recently been awarded a funded place at the summer school organised by the Max Planck Institute for Human Development in Berlin. Similarly, members of the BR-UK leadership team described the accelerator grants funded by the commissioning fund as “springboards for ECRs” to apply for bigger grants and help them develop more connections. Some evidence may emerge in the final evaluation stage, and we plan to interview ECRs, though impacts on leadership development may not fully emerge even at that point. 
Interview evidence also highlights targeted efforts to support early and mid-career researchers involved with the programme. To this end, a member of the BR-UK leadership team is running a regular ECR forum, creating an informal engagement space (e.g. “coffee mornings”) that provides an opportunity to present work-in-progress (e.g. working papers, conference posters, research ideas or protocols), receive structured feedback and engage in critical discussion. The interviewee further explained that the initiative reduced hierarchical pressures and encouraged community-building.
Additionally, it was also expected that the programme will help to support a better understanding of career paths. Respondents to the interim evaluation survey were asked to rate their knowledge of career pathways within behavioural research (and beyond their current sector). The results, shown in Table 4 suggest that those directly involved in the programme demonstrate higher levels of increased knowledge than the wider stakeholder group. While the positive shift is consistent with baseline finding, in nearly all cases the difference observed at this interim stage is larger than the difference computed at baseline, suggesting that programme engagement may be reinforcing these effects among core participants. 
[bookmark: _Ref227009671][bookmark: _Toc232173163]Table 4	Could you please rate your knowledge on behavioural research career paths (including beyond your current sector of activity)?*
	
	Survey Group
	pre-NCBR Position
	Current Position (Interim)
	Average Differences (Interim)

	Behavioural research career paths (beyond your current sector of activity)
	BR-UK & Centre-UB (n=10)
	4.3
	6.3
	1.6

	
	Wider stakeholders (n=18)
	4.6
	6.0
	1.4


Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim). *Scale from 1-10, where 1 is “Not knowledgeable at all” and 10 is “Highly knowledgeable.” 
[bookmark: _Ref227338741]When asked about the extent to which the programme contributed to this change, most respondents reported that it had done so to some or a large extent, with only a small minority indicating that it had not at all (Figure 17). Taken together, the findings suggest that the programme is supporting more diverse forms of engagement with behavioural research, and that this is effect is currently more evidenced among those more closely involved in its activities.
[bookmark: _Ref227338756][bookmark: _Ref227321029][bookmark: _Toc232173183]Figure 17	To what extent do you think the programme has contributed to any changes you have observed?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing that stakeholders think NCBR has improved their knowledge of BR career paths.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=18
[bookmark: _Toc187335383][bookmark: _Ref227241746][bookmark: _Toc232173134]Outcomes: Behavioural research
Broader range of disciplines and sectors collaborating and contributing to behavioural research
NCBR is expected to foster research collaboration across both academic and non-academic sectors, as well as across academic disciplines. This is expected to result from the NCBR’s network-building and partnership-building activities, as well as through the research activities of BR-UK, Centre-UB and the embedded posts. 
Several of BR-UK’s and Centre-UB’s activities and outputs described so far (e.g. capability scoping studies, training development) have enabled connections between researchers, policymakers and practitioners. These have already supported knowledge exchange, joint projects and the co-creation of evidence to address complex societal challenges, as described previously.
BR-UK’s ResearchFish submissions describe two activities in terms of collaborations and partnerships. One is a partnership with a global digital infrastructure and traffic analytics company, which agreed to provide data to BR-UK on driver behaviour. The other is the Pharma Pollution Hub, a consortium of 22 academic and non-academic partners, in which BR-UK representatives provided inputs related to behavioural and implementation science.
The interim survey sought to gather evidence on changes in cross-sector collaboration. As shown in Figure 18 (left), perceived levels of cross-sector collaboration have increased between the pre-NCBR and current period across respondent groups, with the increase being more pronounced among those directly involved in the programme. This group also reported a lower baseline position. A similar interpretation can be drawn from responses to the frequency of collaboration in Figure 18 (right hand chart). Both groups reported a similar baseline, but increases are again higher among those directly involved in BR-UK and Centre-UB. 
[bookmark: _Ref227229180][bookmark: _Toc232173184]Figure 18	Level and frequency of collaboration between different sectors (i.e. academia, public sector, private sector, third sector) before the programme began and now (averages).
	[image: A vertical stacked bar chart showing increased levels of collaboration between sectors according to stakeholders.] [image: A vertical stacked bar chart showing increased frequency of cross-sector collaboration according to stakeholders.]


Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim), where (left) Level of collaboration: 1=Minimal collaboration and 5=Highly collaboration; and (right) Frequency of collaboration, 1=Very rarely and 5=Very frequently; n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=9; n(Wider Stakeholders=14
When asked about the extent to which NCBR had enabled these changes, respondents involved with the programme generally indicated that the programme had contributed to a large or some extent, while the wider stakeholder group expressed some more uncertainty on the NCBR’s influence on this change (Figure 19). 
This reinforces BR-UK’s role in convening stakeholders through workshops, events and targeted engagement (as discussed previously) as helping to initiate collaborations and strengthen relationships, lowering barriers for cross-sector collaboration. 
[bookmark: _Ref227338287][bookmark: _Ref227240339][bookmark: _Toc232173185]Figure 19	To what extent has the NCBR programme led to changes in the level and frequency of cross-sector collaborations?
	[image: A vertical stacked bar chart showing increased levels of collaboration between sectors according to stakeholders.] [image: A vertical stacked bar chart showing increased frequency of cross-sector collaboration according to stakeholders.]


Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=9; n(Wider Stakeholders)=14
Furthermore, the interim survey results indicate an improvement in organisational capabilities to engage in partnerships and/or collaboration. This was the case for those directly involved in the programme and the wider stakeholders. (see Table 5). 
[bookmark: _Ref227339789][bookmark: _Ref227339774][bookmark: _Toc232173164]Table 5	How would you rate the capabilities of your organisation in the following areas?* Averages
	
	
	pre-NCBR Position
	Current Position
	Average Differences (Interim)

	Engagement of your organisation in partnerships and/or collaborations for using behavioural research
	BR-UK & Centre-UB (n=10)
	6.4
	8.5
	2.1

	
	Wider Stakeholders (n=14)
	5.7
	6.8
	1.1


Technopolis Survey (Interim); * Where 1 is “poor” and 10 is “excellent”. 
When asked about the extent to which the observed changes were attributable to the programme, the majority of respondents from both stakeholder groups agreed that it had to a large or some extent (Figure 20). 
[bookmark: _Ref227338315][bookmark: _Toc232173186]Figure 20	To what extent has your organisation’s involvement in NCBR led to changes in your capabilities?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing improvements in capabilities thanks to NCBR involvement according to stakeholders.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=13
However, in interviews, NCBR stakeholders indicated that collaborations to conduct behavioural research occurred occasionally and that cross-sector collaboration was limited. Stakeholders described the research ecosystem as ‘fragmented,’ referring to the way in which sectors and organisations had often worked in isolation. Survey respondents also explained that competition within academia for limited funding opportunities was a barrier to cross-institutional partnerships. Similarly, respondents discussed how cross-sector partnerships were driven by funding structures, with partnerships typically forming only where required as part of eligibility criteria for specific projects, rather than as an embedded way of working.
Efforts to create new or stronger partnerships can be also seen in BR-UK’s investments in networking and knowledge sharing activities for ECRs and research fellows recruited under the different work packages. BR-UK provides funding and a physical space to enable them to come together and share experiences from their respective work areas and different disciplines. For instance, an in-person event bringing together early- and mid-career behavioural researchers, to discuss their capabilities, EDII and wellbeing needs, occurred in Manchester in February 2025. 
Bringing the above together, our survey also sought to gather perceptions on the extent to which BR-UK has led to a broader range of disciplines and sectors contributing to behavioural research and helped connect people and foster interdisciplinary collaboration. The responses suggest greater certainty and stronger agreement in relation to the programme’s convening role (Figure 22) compared to perceptions on the extent to which BR-UK has broadened participation across disciplines and sectors (Figure 21). 
[bookmark: _Ref227080660][bookmark: _Toc232173187][bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Figure 21	To date, to what extent do you believe that BR-UK has contributed to a broader range of disciplines and sectors contributing to behavioural research?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing increased involvement of different disciplines and sectors to BR thanks to BR-UK according to stakeholders.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=18
[bookmark: _Ref227080663][bookmark: _Toc232173188][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Figure 22	To date, to what extent do you believe that BR-UK has contributed connecting people and fostering interdisciplinary collaboration?
 
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=18
Interestingly, the pattern is reversed for Centre-UB’s convening role. Respondents express greater certainty and stronger agreement that Centre-UB has been effective in connecting people and fostering interdisciplinary collaboration (Figure 23), compared with more tentative views on its success in broadening participation across disciplines and sectors (Figure 24). This reflects the nature of the activities and outputs delivered by Centre-UB to date.
[bookmark: _Ref228897747][bookmark: _Toc232173189]Figure 23	To date, to what extent do you believe that Centre-UB has contributed connecting people and fostering interdisciplinary collaboration?

Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=17
[bookmark: _Ref228897760][bookmark: _Toc232173190]Figure 24	To date, to what extent do you believe that Centre-UB has contributed to a broader range of disciplines and sectors contributing to behavioural research?

Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=17
Nevertheless, the breadth of sectors and disciplines involved in collaboration is still somewhat narrow. Interview evidence with the BR-UK leadership team suggests that, while the programme has made progress in engaging stakeholders beyond academia, it remains an area of ongoing development. Engagement and collaboration to date have been particularly strong within the health-related research community and psychology, reflecting existing networks and areas of expertise (as well as current subject areas of outputs generated). The interviewed stakeholders noted the need for a more strategic approach to broadening participation across other sectors and some activities are beginning to address this. For example, the annual conference is intentionally targeting participation from behavioural economics, government departments and regulatory bodies to diversity the range of perspectives involved. Similarly, the commissioning fund is another enabling mechanism to engage new partners beyond existing networks and broaden the disciplinary reach of the programme. While there is evidence that the programme is successfully bringing people together, fostering collaboration, and initiating new strands of work, many of the more substantial projects are only just beginning. As such, current activities are best understood as laying the foundations for longer-term cross-sector collaboration and impact, with further evidence expected to emerge over time.
New or strengthened networks within behavioural research
As well as helping develop individual partnerships, the NCBR programme also looks to support a much wider and larger network of behavioural research stakeholders. At baseline, stakeholders consistently described the behavioural research ecosystem as fragmented, with collaboration often occurring within existing silos (e.g. disciplines, funded consortia or personal networks) rather than through cross-sector structures or establishment of new relationships. As noted above, cross-sector engagement was also limited. 
Since the baseline assessment, the investments have undertaken a variety of activities to help support the growth of behavioural research networks. These follow the mapping activity identifying organisations and institutions active in behavioural research that was part of the capability scoping study by BR-UK (and discussed in Section 2.6.1). BR-UK established and manages a network of behavioural researchers and research users, whose members receive a newsletter and are invited to attend webinars and to access the range of resources produced by BR-UK. Currently, the mailing list includes around 3,000 people. 
The mailing list is confidential, and the study team does not have access to information on its disciplinary composition. The list was however used by BR-UK to distribute the wider stakeholder survey. As such the distribution of responses provides some insights into the disciplinary fields of those stakeholders as shown in Table 6, albeit the low numbers. It shows that wide range of areas, with strong representation from Psychology (which as noted before reflects the strong presence of this field on behavioural research more generally).
[bookmark: _Ref227337523][bookmark: _Toc232173165]Table 6	Disciplines / research areas of wider stakeholders that responded to survey
	Discipline
	Number

	Behavioural Science
	1

	Business management
	1

	Consumer Policy
	1

	Digital health
	1

	Economics
	2

	Geography
	1

	Mathematics
	1

	Psychology
	11

	Public Health
	2

	Total
	21


Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim)
Moreover, BR-UK’s SGR progress report indicated that they had engaged with different organisations across sectors, often involving online meetings to introduce their activities and learn more about network members’ work. Examples include meetings with the National Crime Agency, Nature England, the Competition and Markets Authority, Our Future Health, British Psychological Society, the Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service, and industry.
Additionally, a large part of the effort to establish networks are the two biennial conferences initially foreseen for BR-UK, and now officially co-organised with Centre-UB. The first one will take place on the 30th of June 2026 at the University of Birmingham, and it will provide an opportunity to bring together behavioural research actors from academia, government, third sector and private sector. Three main themes for the conference have been identified as (i) Digital and AI; (ii) Environment and sustainability; and (iii) Health. A call for abstracts is underway, focusing on both knowledge and use of behavioural research inside and outside academia. The study team will collect information on attendees and on the extent to which it includes participants beyond those directly involved in the investments.
Overall, we explored via survey the progress made by the programme so far towards strengthening networks. Respondents across all stakeholder groups indicated that behavioural research networks are becoming stronger and more connected, as they reported an increase in the perceived strength of behavioural research networks before the programme began relative to the current position (Figure 25).
[bookmark: _Ref227328017][bookmark: _Toc232173191]Figure 25	Strength of networks within the UK behavioural research community (considering connectivity, resource sharing, collaboration)
	[image: A vertical stacked bar chart showing increased strenght of netwroks in UK BR community according to stakeholders.] [image: A vertical stacked bar chart showing NCBR contribution to increased strenght of netwroks in UK BR community according to stakeholders.]


Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); where 1=Very weak and 5=Very strong; n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=16
Increase in existing synthesised behavioural research evidence 
In line with the ToC, this outcome is driven by BR-UK’s rapid systematic review (part of BR-UK’s responsive mode work, described above) and Ask-BR-UK outputs, along with policy-relevant research conducted by the embedded posts. Together, these initiatives are expected to increase the availability of synthesised behavioural research evidence. 
More concretely, improved synthesis of behavioural research evidence is being taken forward by BR-UK through a dedicated work package focused on the engaging the reliability and integration of behavioural research methods and outputs. This work, as explained previously, includes the development of underpinning ontologies, robust analytical frameworks and causal models, alongside tools to support more effective data integration and visualisation. Collectively, these efforts are intended to support more consistent and transparent synthesis of behavioural research evidence, enabling users to better interpret and apply findings in policy and practice contexts. 
At this stage, evidence of outcomes remains limited. Progress reports highlight the expected results from various work packages around, for example, synthesising BR-UK’s knowledge mobilisation practices and plans to include webinar series content to synthesise findings. The interim survey reflects this, showing that stakeholders are more divided on the extent to which BR-UK has already led to an increase in the availability of synthesised behavioural research evidence (Figure 26).
[bookmark: _Ref227328824][bookmark: _Toc232173192]Figure 26	To date, to what extent do you believe that BR-UK has contributed to an increased availability of synthesised behavioural research evidence
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing that BR-UK has contributed to an increase in availability of synthesised BR evidence according to stakeholders.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim); n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=18
Improved access to and use of data among behavioural research researchers and users
This outcome results from a set of related outputs. These include the research activities of BR-UK and Centre-UB, BR-UK engagement with relevant stakeholders, promotion of the widespread use of behavioural datasets with open science and data-sharing approaches.
To this end, BR-UK has a dedicated work package focused on strengthening this area, recognising the need for more robust, well-structured and accessible data systems to support the scale and impact of behavioural research. This includes improving data infrastructure via underpinning ontologies to better organise and link data, as well as developing more efficient mechanisms for collecting and reporting results. 
Responses to the interim survey on the frequency of relevant data and data infrastructure usage suggest relatively high levels of engagement among those closest to the programme. Within the BR-UK & Centre-UB respondent group, over half reported using relevant data and data infrastructure several times a week, 9% reporting usage as once a week further, and a further 9% as 2-3 times a month. The wider stakeholder group, report lower but still notable usage, with 36% indicating usage several times per week, 21% once a week, and 14% several times a month (Figure 27). 
[bookmark: _Ref227323176][bookmark: _Toc232173193]Figure 27	How frequently do you use data and data infrastructure that is relevant to behavioural research in your work?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing an increased use of data relevant to BR from stakeholders.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim), n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=11; n(Wider Stakeholders)=28
While the figures represent an increase compared to those presented in the baseline report, both respondent groups are already (by design) engaged with the behavioural research ecosystem. Thus, patterns of high usage are broadly expected. We take the findings as a “temperature check” of engagement rather than as assessment of demand or impact. In this sense, frequency of use does not reflect their value of effectiveness. More analytically substantive questions lie in dimensions around access, scope and relevance of the data and data infrastructure, as well as any programme attribution to improvements. 
In this sense, the interim survey findings indicate improvements in perceptions of the data and infrastructure supporting behavioural research compared to before the pre-programme position. The charts displayed in Figure 28 show a moderately strong baseline position across all dimensions, equally perceived by both respondent groups. The current positions remain relatively unchanged for the wider stakeholder group, but show notable improvements by BR-UK & Centre-UB respondents. Responses in relation to programme attribution to any changes, however, suggest a mixed picture, with half the respondents unsure on the extent to which programme activities to date had in fact led to the improvements observed.
[bookmark: _Ref227331163][bookmark: _Toc232173194]Figure 28	How would you rate the following, with respect to the available data and data infrastructure to conduct behavioural research in the UK?
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Source: Technopolis Survey, where 1=Very low and 5=Very good; n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=10, n(Wider Stakeholders)=18
Increased relevance of behavioural research output to UK stakeholder needs. 
In line with the ToC, NCBR will systematically assess the UK’s behavioural research needs and use this evidence to inform the research initiatives it will support. This is expected to lead to improved fit between behavioural research output and the needs of UK stakeholders. 
To date, much of the progress in this area has been concentrated in the initial capability scoping work, which (as explained in section 3.3.1) has helped to identify key gaps, priorities and areas for potential collaboration across the UK behavioural research landscape. Beyond this, there is currently limited evidence to robustly assess progress toward this outcome, but the activities undertaken so far represent necessary and foundational steps toward it. As insights from these outputs are increasingly embedded into commissioning, training and collaborative activities by the investments and embedded posts, they are expected to support the production of relevant and targeted behavioural research output over time. 
It is important to note that studentships / fellowships undertaken are highly likely to produce outputs relevant to stakeholder needs since they are all in partnership with stakeholders. However, it is too early to measure this yet.
Qualitative evidence from BR-UK leadership team interviews revealed how programme activities are designed to respond to stakeholder needs. For example, BR-UK’s webinar series are also used to gather feedback, with participant questions and post-event survey responses collated and reviewed to identify emerging areas of interest and demand by the research community. These insights are then used to shape subsequent activities and guidance. This type of iterative approach supports the development of outputs that are responsive to user needs. This had led, among others, to the development of additional guidance on open science practices in qualitative research as a response to stakeholder feedback following a webinar on open science practices in quantitative research.
The interim survey explored how far available behavioural research evidence met stakeholder needs. Across respondent groups, most indicated that evidence meets their needs either frequently or sometimes, suggesting a generally positive but not yet consistent fit between the existing supply and demand of behavioural research evidence. Improvements in relevance will take time to materialise as programme activities mature (as well as awareness of outputs improves) and the evaluation will continue to monitor this indicator in the next phase to assess whether the alignment between behavioural research outputs and stakeholder needs strengthen over time.
[bookmark: _Toc232173195]Figure 29	In instances where your work requires behavioural research evidence (such as research, literature reviews, policy briefs), how often does the evidence available meet your professional needs?
[image: A horizontal stacked bar chart showing that BR evidence available meet the needs of stakeholders involved in NCBR, less so for wider stakeholders.]
Source: Technopolis Survey (Interim), n(BR-UK & Centre-UB)=11; n(Wider Stakeholders)=28
[bookmark: _Toc232173135]Conclusions
EQ1: To what extent has NCBR developed a national capability that effectively connects and convenes stakeholders across academia, the public, private and third sectors to address key societal challenges?
We have found some evidence that NCBR is supporting the development of behavioural research capabilities, as well as playing a role convening stakeholders.
In terms of capabilities, evidence from the survey indicates that NCBR has contributed to new knowledge on UK's behavioural research capabilities, as well as new knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape. The evidence also suggests that NCBR has supported access to better data and infrastructure for behavioural research, at least to some extent.
On the convening role, BR-UK has established a mailing list of around 3,000 people and delivered 47 engagement activities (2024–2026), primarily talks, expert panels and workshops, mostly reaching audiences of 11–50 people though some activities reached over 500 people. Social media monitoring shows 29,200 online engagements from 323 mentions of BR-UK over the past year. 
Awareness of the investments among wider stakeholders has improved noticeably since the baseline: 67% now recognise BR-UK's role in mapping the behavioural research landscape (up from 46%), and familiarity with both BR-UK and Centre-UB has increased. 
Evidence from the survey suggest that the programme has supported increased engagement in partnerships and/or collaborations for using behavioural research, among those directly involved in the programme and wider stakeholders - as well as the strength of networks within the UK behavioural research community. These findings are supported by anecdotal evidence from interviews with the investments’ leadership teams. 
Engagement has drawn in participants from across disciplines (geography, economics, mathematics, public health) and non-academic sectors including central government (but data is limited). Noting, however, that the convening role of BR-UK (connecting people) is rated more strongly than its disciplinary broadening role. 
It is also important to note that interviews stated that the broader behavioural research ecosystem is still very "fragmented," with cross-sector collaboration largely driven by funding requirements rather than embedded practice.
EQ2: To what extent has NCBR increased capacity to embed and deliver effective behavioural research across the public, private and third sectors?
Evidence here is emerging and mostly positive among those directly involved with the investments. 
Survey data shows self-reported skills improvements across both programme participants and wider stakeholders, with the largest gains among BR-UK and Centre-UB respondents, particularly in using behavioural research in practice (+1.7) and applying it to public sector decision-making (+1.5).
Organisational capacity for partnerships and collaboration has also increased, particularly among programme participants (average rating up from 6.4 to 8.5 out of 10). 
The embedded posts have been a key mechanism, with both GO-Science and Government Skills fellows undertaking systematic mapping of civil service behavioural research capability, establishing cross-government steering groups, and developing joint training between government and academia. These activities have contributed to increased applications involving government collaborators in Centre-UB PhD rounds, though the overall evidence base on public sector capability changes remains thin - the survey did not return sufficient responses from public sector stakeholders to assess this group robustly.
EQ3: To what extent has NCBR contributed to increasing the effectiveness of public policy interventions?
We did not yet find strong evidence on this impact, which is expected given the programme's stage. However, some concrete early examples are available: BR-UK's rapid response work on extreme heat changed how the Met Office communicates concurrent risks; Scottish Forestry changed its monitoring and evaluation approach for green space initiatives following BR-UK support; and Public Health Wales is using BR-UK evidence on invitation letters to inform health screening participation. 
The embedded posts have contributed to policy-relevant work including a report on summer riots, input into a GO-Science misinformation programme, and engagement with senior government forums (COBRA, Ministry of Justice, Scottish Government). 
However, survey data shows that wider stakeholders perceive no significant change in how frequently behavioural research is used in public policy design, and programme participants themselves note only modest progress. Persistent barriers remain: limited time and resources for policymakers, structural gaps, and variable political will. The evaluation notes these barriers have not yet been meaningfully addressed.
EQ4: To what extent has NCBR increased capability among UK and international researchers to conduct leading-edge, multi- and interdisciplinary research incorporating behavioural research?
Evidence here is largely concentrated in Centre-UB's activities, which are still at an early stage. 34 doctoral students are enrolled across two cohorts, with 15 fellows in place, all working on projects co-developed with external partners spanning the NHS, local councils, police, and charities. The studentships are genuinely interdisciplinary, spanning psychology, earth sciences, computer science, economics, music, and education. 
All student survey respondents reported having non-academic supervisors and having engaged in collaborative activities beyond academia. 
However, it is too early to assess the leadership development outcome - the first student cohort won't complete until Autumn 2028 at the earliest. Fellowship outputs (blogs, academic papers, conference presentations) are beginning to emerge but impacts on the next generation of behavioural research leaders are not yet visible.
Finally, BR-UK's publication record is small but impactful: it includes 25 publications to date, with a field-weighted citation impact of 10.5x the expected average, and 36% of traceable publications in the top 10% for citation impact. 

[bookmark: _Toc223710913][bookmark: _Toc232173136]NCBR Programme and Delivery Processes background 
This appendix provides additional background on the programme and a more detailed account of the processes that took place prior to its launch. The material brings together information compiled during the development of the evaluation framework and baseline report, alongside further evidence gathered through document review and stakeholder engagement conducted for this stage of the evaluation. Its purpose is to provide contextual detail on the strategic origins of the programme, early scoping activities and the key steps that informed the programme’s design. This supplementary narrative supports the main report by documenting the pre-programme processes in greater depth.
[bookmark: _Toc232173137]Programme origin and design
Background
Behavioural research plays a key role in the UK policy landscape and its use within the UK Government has increased in recent years. Over the past fifteen years, there has been ongoing support for behavioural expertise across UK nations and in a range of government departments and organisations. Some of these, such as those in GO-Science and Government Skills, are directly involved in the programme under analysis. Moreover, behavioural research features prominently across key UK Government strategic documents. It is included in most of GO-Science’s Areas of Research Interest (ARI) documents,[footnoteRef:33] and is highlighted as a key underpinning need in strategies outlining government ambition, including the 2021 Plan for Health and Social Care[footnoteRef:34] and the Integrated Review.[footnoteRef:35] [33:  UK Cabinet Office & GO-Science, Areas of Research Interest.]  [34:  HM Government (2021). “Building Back Better: Our Plan for Health and Social Care”. ]  [35:  Cabinet Office (2021). “Global Britain in a Competitive Age: the Integrated Review of Security, Defence, Development and Foreign Policy”. ] 

Furthermore, behavioural research was central to the UK’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Academic research and policy analysis conducted on this experience has documented how teams of applied behavioural scientists in the UK Government worked to balance agility and scientific rigour in applying behavioural research to policy challenges during the pandemic[footnoteRef:36] in addition to several tools developed for policy practitioners.[footnoteRef:37] Importantly, however, this research has also pointed to a number of ongoing challenges in this field related to building collaboration mechanisms between behavioural researchers and policymakers, synthesising and communicating evidence to inform policymakers, and conducting meta-analyses.[footnoteRef:38] [36:  Deo, R. et al (2021). “The role of behavioural science in addressing Covid-19 challenges: Examples from local government.” Behavioural Science and Public Health Network.]  [37:  Byrne-Davis, L. et al (2022). “Using behavioural science in public health settings during the COVID-19 pandemic: The experience of public health practitioners and behavioural scientists.” Acta Psychologica; Apr; 224; Deo et al (2021).]  [38:  Bryne-Davis et al (2022); Hubbard, G. et al. (2023). “Behavioural Sciences Contribution to Suppressing Transmission of Covid-19 in the UK: A Systematic Literature Review.” International Journal of Behavioural Medicine.] 

ESRC considered research that improves the understanding of human behaviour as a critical priority theme in its Strategic Delivery Plan for the period 2022-2025. This theme also underpinned several of the other research priority themes included in the plan.[footnoteRef:39] ESRC’s vision was to establish a national capability in behavioural research with a similar function to the technology and infrastructure capabilities developed by UKRI for other areas of science,[footnoteRef:40] aiming to drive a step-change in applied behavioural research in the UK. [39:  Economic and Social Research Council Strategic Delivery Plan 2022-2025.]  [40:  Behavioural Research UK (BR-UK) Launch Event, 04/03/2024.] 

Programme design
In this context, ESRC identified behavioural research as a strategic priority area that lacked a major coordinated investment. This was formalised through a short internal paper that highlighted the need to bring together UK expertise and improve the speed and coherence with which behavioural evidence reached policymakers and decision-makers. The concept was subsequently taken forward through ESRC’s formal strategic development cycle.
Between May and September 2021, ESRC undertook a scoping exercise to better understand the need in the area. This took the form of small-scale independent research, with £10k of budget, commissioned and delivered for ESRC by Public Health England. The exercise saw an iterative process of feedback via an advisory group, a mid-point progress presentation to the ESRC Council and delivery of a concise, action-oriented final report. This initial external work was complemented by further internal research and several one-to-one discussions between ESRC staff and stakeholders across academia, government departments (including devolved administrations) and other funders and relevant non-academic actors.
The results of the scoping exercise highlighted several elements. In general, it identified fragmentation across the behavioural research landscape, a mismatch between demand for evidence and agility of funding or topics of existing funded research, and a lack of shared understanding across behavioural research disciplines. It also highlighted that researchers do not always have skills or networks to work effectively with government, that there are opportunities and constraints in data-driven behavioural research (including data availability, linkage and funder enablement), and that there are thematic areas where policy demand outstrips current research capability. Finally, the exercise demonstrated the value of early and sustained stakeholder involvement in aligning research investment with real-world needs and, in turn, programme design and future funding mechanisms, supporting more targeted, coordinated and impactful behavioural science investments.
The Strategic Outline Case (SOC) for the NCBR was presented to, and endorsed by, the ESRC Council in November 2021, with the funding commitment formalised in ESRC Delivery Plan in September 2022. The SOC set out the case for ESRC investment to harness, connect, and extend existing UK behavioural research capacity. It positioned behavioural research as a foundational capability critical to tackling national priorities such as Net Zero, health and wellbeing, crime, security, and inequalities. It also established the rationale for intervention by ESRC: as the UK’s key funder for social and behavioural sciences, ESRC is uniquely positioned to convene academic, governmental, and private-sector expertise, linking data, research, and skills development in a coherent system.
The SOC defined two overarching objectives and associated delivery processes:
Facilitate evidence-based decision making through timely, high impact, and independent research on human behaviour that meets the needs of policymakers, industry, and civil society
Build a critical mass of researchers with the knowledge and skills to transform our understanding of human behaviour by applying a diverse range of relevant methods
To deliver on the first objective, the programme set out to deliver cutting-edge interdisciplinary research using advanced methods and global expertise. Central to this was the creation of agile funding mechanisms that could respond quickly to emerging policy needs, supported by stronger links between academia, government, and business through structured partnerships and engagement. The programme also aimed to improve access to and use of existing data infrastructures, ensuring that both researchers and policymakers could draw on high-quality evidence. Together, these elements form a continuous process: identifying policy challenges, designing research interventions, commissioning projects rapidly, disseminating results, and integrating findings into policy design and evaluation.
To deliver on its second objective, the programme focused on enhancing national capability and capacity in behavioural research by developing a critical mass of skilled researchers through coordinated training and capacity-building initiatives. This included providing doctoral and professional development opportunities across all career stages to ensure a strong and sustainable talent pipeline. By promoting interdisciplinary collaboration across UKRI disciplines, the programme aimed to generate behaviourally informed solutions to complex societal challenges. The process follows a clear progression: identifying skills and capacity gaps, designing targeted training interventions, delivering them through doctoral training centres and related initiatives, and sustaining growth through ongoing networks and fellowship activities.
Based on this, ESRC designed the programme around a hub-and-spoke structure to provide central leadership alongside distributed expertise and training capacity. NCBR comprises a central ‘hub’ (BR-UK) designed to connect stakeholders and drive interdisciplinary innovation in applied behavioural research. This was to be complemented by ‘spokes’ to be established over time to deliver key elements of the national capability. In the end, one spoke has been established: Centre-UB, a CDT+ that aimed to build a critical mass of interdisciplinary researchers with the knowledge and skills to transform the understanding of human behaviour. Both BR-UK and Centre-UB include a post embedded within a government department. The hub post sits within the GO-Science and the CDT+ post sits within Government Skills in the Cabinet Office.
Several dependencies underpin successful delivery. These include securing sufficient budgetary headroom within ESRC’s core funding, achieving commitment from government departments and devolved administrations to ensure research outputs are used effectively, and establishing productive interactions with data providers – such as ADR UK – to secure access to key data sources. The programme must also align with existing ESRC and UKRI investments, such as Policy Fellowships and Smart Data research UK (SDR-UK), to ensure complementarity and avoid duplication.
[bookmark: _Toc223710918]Stakeholders
The stakeholders of NCBR can be categorised as follows.
ESRC / UKRI: The funder and commissioner of the NCBR programme, responsible for its strategic design, investment, and oversight. Beyond their role in commissioning the programme, ESRC and UKRI are also stakeholders because NCBR has the potential to engage with and complement other UKRI investments relevant to behavioural research.
Delivery partners: The organisations commissioned by ESRC to deliver core elements of the NCBR programme. To date, this includes the University of Edinburgh and University College London (UCL) in leading BR-UK and the University of Birmingham as host of the Centre-UB.
Academia: Universities and research institutions are engaged at multiple levels:
Institutions directly involved in the programme as delivery partners (see above) 
Academic institutions and researchers that are involved in NCBR research projects, training or other activities
Academic institutions and researchers who may benefit indirectly from the tools, research, methodologies, and theories produced by the NCBR programme, including those participating in stakeholder engagement activities, such as seminars, workshops, and networks facilitated by BR-UK and Centre-UB
Public sector: Government departments, agencies, and public bodies engaged with NCBR as research users, trainees or hosts for embedded posts, in addition to those contributing to or benefitting from behavioural research insights, engaging in co-funding, placements, or collaborations to advance applied behavioural research.
Private sector: Businesses and industry partners engaged with NCBR as research users and trainees, in addition to those contributing to or benefitting from behavioural research insights, engaging in co-funding, placements, or collaborations to advance applied behavioural research.
Third sector: Charities, nonprofits, and civil society organisations contributing to or benefitting from behavioural research insights, engaging in co-funding, placements, or collaborations to advance applied behavioural research.
The public: Individuals and groups engaged as beneficiaries, participants, or stakeholders in NCBR activities, such as co-produced research and public engagement efforts.
[bookmark: _Toc232173138]Funding opportunities 
Launch
The pre-award stage involved extensive engagement and communication activities to ensure applicant readiness for the funding opportunity launch. The UKRI Funding Finder pages formally launched both opportunities (the Leadership Hub and the CDT+), detailing the funding opportunity timeline, eligibility criteria, and assessment process. ESRC delivered two national information webinars on 19 October and 1 December 2022, providing applicants the opportunity to clarify the overarching aims of the NCBR investment, the specific expectations for the hub and CDT+ elements, the eligibility for the funding opportunities, and the Je-S process.[footnoteRef:41] Presentation slides and a recording of the webinar were made available on the ESRC website to inform potential applicants about the application process and eligibility criteria. [41:  The use of Je-S is also explained in a specific guidance available online. ] 

These sessions also provided a platform to address questions and clarify requirements before submission of applications. The FAQs developed from these events served as a key reference for the operational teams (applicants and assessors) during the application and assessment stages. The stakeholder engagement and communications strategies ensured alignment between applicant support, internal approvals, and stakeholder readiness for commissioning.
Leadership Team
The funding opportunity for the Leadership Team was developed and issued by ESRC, with GO-Science and Government Skills contributing to shaping a novel component of the programme: the policy-facing posts embedded within government. The funding opportunity was published on 1 July 2022, opened for applications on 8 September 2022 and closed on 24 January 2023. The total funding available for the Leadership Team was £12.15 million over five years, with ESRC funding 80% of full economic costs. The hub was expected to begin in September 2023 following an assessment and interview process concluding in mid-2023.
The funding opportunity documentation and associated webinars (October and December 2022) provided information on the structure of the programme, expectations for governance, and application requirements. Communication channels included the UKRI Funding Finder, the ESRC website, ESRC-hosted information webinars to clarify eligibility, objectives, and expectations, and dedicated ESRC email addresses for potential applicants to ask specific questions.
Applications were submitted via the Je-S system under the funding opportunity “ESRC Behavioural Hub 2022.” Applicants were required to be based at UK research organisations eligible for ESRC funding. Co-investigators could come from academia, government, third sector, or industry, with international partners encouraged.
Applications could be led by a director or two co-directors in a job-share arrangement, supported by co-investigators across academic, government, third sector, or business sectors. Required attachments included:
Case for support 
Justification of resources 
Data management plan 
CVs for all named applicants 
Institutional letter of support 
The funding opportunity emphasised interdisciplinary leadership, experience in behavioural research with societal or policy impact, and an ability to deliver large-scale, cross-sector programmes. Applications were also expected to demonstrate strong commitments to EDI, sustainability, and collaboration. The funding opportunity only requested detailed plans on the first 18 months of activity, as these first 18 months would be used by the successful team to engage broadly and develop a detailed vision for subsequent activity.
Centre for Doctoral Training Plus
The funding opportunity for the CDT+ was developed and issued by ESRC. It opened on 22 September 2022, with the EoI due on 9 December 2022 and the final deadline on 2 March 2023. The total award value for the CDT+ was £7.17 million. This included £2.66 million ring-fenced for studentships funded at 100% of full economic costs, while for the funds for the fellowships and the embedded post ESRC provided funding for 80% of full economic costs The centre was expected to begin in October 2023, following a decision at the end of the assessment process expected in August 2023.
Funding opportunity materials clearly articulated the purpose, eligibility, expected structure (doctoral and fellowship components), and alignment requirements with the hub. The funding opportunity documentation set out both the standard ESRC application requirements and detailed assessment criteria (covering partnership, training content, EDI, delivery and governance, and allocation of studentships/fellowships).
The webinars functioned as the main communication channel between ESRC and potential applicants, complementing the published funding opportunity guidance. No additional outreach activities were specified, but ESRC encouraged wide engagement across research organisations and consortia to reduce fragmentation and strengthen interdisciplinary training proposals.
Eligible applicants included all UK-based research organisations that are eligible to receive research council funding and have the infrastructure to deliver postgraduate training. Both single-institution and consortia applications were permitted, provided the partnership structure and collaboration strategy were fully justified. Each organisation could lead only one application but could participate as a partner in others.
The application process involved two main stages. In the EoI stage, applicants were required to submit a brief EoI by 9 December 2022, naming the proposed director and listing participating organisations and partners. The EoIs were used solely for planning the peer review process, not for assessment. Full applications were submitted through the Je-S system by 2 March 2023. Applicants were advised to follow internal institutional submission routes before this deadline.
Required attachments included:
Case for Support (with annexes on research environment; EDI; delivery and governance; management and reporting)
Justification of Resources (for all non-studentship costs)
CVs for the proposed CDT+ Director, Deputy Director, and Training Lead.
Applications were expected to demonstrate institutional commitment, clear governance structures, partnership arrangements, and plans for managing both the doctoral and fellowship components.
Application and assessment
Hub
Applications were assessed and shortlisted through expert peer review, followed by a panel interview stage for shortlisted applicants. Applicants had an opportunity to respond to peer reviewers’ comments before shortlisting.
Stage 1 – Expert Peer Review: Independent experts assessed applications against the published criteria
Stage 2 – Shortlisting Panel: A panel reviewed peer reviewer comments and applicant responses, selecting a shortlist
Stage 3 – Interviews: Shortlisted applicants were invited to interviews held in June 2023, conducted by an ESRC-appointed panel comprising senior academics and cross-sector representatives
Applications were assessed against the following key criteria:
Fit to the funding opportunity objectives – Alignment with the aims of the NCBR
Leadership and expertise – Strength and complementarity of the leadership team’s skills
Vision for the hub – Clarity, ambition, and feasibility of the proposed vision
Collaboration and interdisciplinarity – Plans to engage academic, government, industry, and civil society partners
Research ambition and methodology – Innovation and methodological robustness
Research environment and EDI – Embedding ethics, equality, diversity, inclusion, and career development
Operational delivery and governance – Management structure, programme governance, and commissioning fund administration
Institutional commitment – Strength of host institution support and sustainability
Value for money
Following the interview stage, the panel made recommendations to ESRC, which retained final authority for funding decisions. ESRC and UKRI jointly reviewed these recommendations to confirm alignment with national strategic priorities and budget constraints before announcing the final award.
Centre for Doctoral Training Plus
The assessment process followed standard ESRC peer review procedures.
Peer Review Stage (March–April 2023): All applications were subject to external peer review against the published assessment criteria. Applications meeting ESRC’s minimum quality threshold were returned to applicants for a written response to reviewer comments.
Panel Assessment (May–June 2023): A specially convened commissioning panel reviewed the peer reviews, applicant responses, and grades, assessing the application against the detailed criteria provided in the funding opportunity.
Interviews (July 2023): Applications of sufficient quality were invited to an interview during the week commencing 10 July 2023. Each applicant team could include the proposed CDT+ Director and up to three other team members.
Decision-making: Following interviews, the panel agreed final grades and made recommendations to ESRC for funding. ESRC then made the final funding decision, with applicants notified in August 2023.
The award start date was set for October 2023 and the assessment criteria focused on:
Working in partnership: vision, quality of environment, justification of consortia, leadership, engagement, and alignment with institutional strategies
Content and delivery of training: quality of training, placements, supervision, needs analysis, and collaboration with non-academic partners
ECR support: fellowship scheme design, career development, and cohort building
Training beyond academia: accessibility, co-funding strategy, engagement with government and industry
Equality, diversity and inclusion: embedding EDI in all aspects of the CDT+ and supporting wellbeing
Delivery, management and governance: effectiveness of governance, oversight, responsiveness, stakeholder engagement, and sustainability
Allocation of studentships and fellowships: internal selection processes, supervisory capacity, and co-funding arrangements
The process ensured that only applications demonstrating strong leadership, robust governance, and alignment with the NCBR’s strategic objectives were shortlisted for final consideration.
Award
The NCBR commissioning exercise attracted significant interest from across the research and policy communities. According to the ESRC funding-decision record, the BR-UK leadership-hub funding opportunity received three full applications, of which one consortium, led by the University of Edinburgh, was awarded funding. For the Centre-UB (CDT+) funding opportunity, ESRC received five eligible applications, and the University of Birmingham was selected following panel assessment and interview.
Award contracting processes followed standard ESRC procedures through the Je-S system. Formal grant start dates were set for September 2023. The contracts included stipulations for delivery milestones and an 18-month stage-gate review for BR-UK.
[bookmark: _Toc232173139]Implementation
This section outlines the implementation of NCBR following the commissioning of its two core investments, BR-UK and Centre-UB. It describes how the programme moved from design to delivery, setting out the operational structures, early activities and monitoring arrangements now in place. The section draws on documentation from ESRC, the award holders and associated governance papers to illustrate the transition from funding award to active delivery.
[bookmark: _Ref227166804]BR-UK
BR-UK was established in November 2023 and will run until 2028. It is composed of a transdisciplinary team from a range of universities and partners, with one Co-Director (Professor Linda Bauld) based at the University of Edinburgh and a second Co-Director (Professor Susan Michie) at University College London (UCL). It involves researchers from a range of disciplines in eight UK Universities,[footnoteRef:42] with partners including The Scottish Government, Welsh Government, government departments in Northern Ireland, the UK Health Security Agency, GO-Science, Public Health Wales, TRL Ltd and Zinc Ltd, along with the support of a range of other organisations. [42:  UCL, University of Edinburgh, University of Oxford, University of Manchester, University of Sheffield, Cardiff University, University of St Andrews, Queen’s University Belfast.] 

During the initial delivery stages, ESRC requested that BR-UK outline in more detail many of the operational aspects presented in the application. This included:
A work plan, focused primarily on the first 18 months of BR-UK’s work
A risk register, including mitigation actions
A communication plan, outlining the initial framework for communications activity
A document describing the governance structure and procedures
A monitoring and evaluation plan, including a ToC
An EDII statement, describing the commitment by BR-UK and setting out points of action
An open science statement, supported by and Open Science Framework site[footnoteRef:43] [43:  The Open Science Framework site has a specific BR-UK project page.] 

This series of living documents is being constantly updated and used to guide the functioning of BR-UK. They also recruited staff, established governance structures and agreed ways of working both internally amongst investigators and institutions, and externally with ESRC, Centre-UB and external stakeholders.
Governance and initial working structure
The Directorate (Co-Directors and Deputy Directors, Programme Manager) is responsible for day-to-day management supported by a Leadership Group made up of the Co-investigators. The Work Package (WP) and Theme leads will convene working groups to deliver the specific activities assigned to them. There are then some specific working groups, such as the Knowledge Mobilisation Group, including BR-UK researchers from government, agencies and industry, and the Network Group, which guides the coordination of the UK Behavioural Research Network as well as joint working with Centre-UB. The ISAB provides scientific advice and a ‘challenge function’. Their role is to ensure that BR-UK approach is informed by a global awareness, use of cutting-edge methods and best practice in advancing and applying behavioural theories and concepts.
The delivery of the work plan was organised around the SGR planned for May 2025. The first 18 months for were focused on scoping, engagement and development of a vision and longer-term work programme alongside early research activities. 
BR-UK conducted a capability scoping study to determine needs, priorities and opportunities for behavioural research. Activities and outputs from the capability scoping study included the following:
The first phase of a national cross-sector survey of behavioural researchers and research users in public, private and third sectors to gather views on current capabilities and future needs and input to mapping activities
The BR-UK behavioural research map, a dynamic public database of organisations that are conducting behavioural research and current networks for behavioural researchers within the UK[footnoteRef:44] [44:  Behavioural Research Map (BR-UK). ] 

A documentary review of recent strategies for advancing behavioural research from national and devolved governments, as well as research funders
A survey to assess the needs and identify opportunities for behavioural research in UK start-ups and scale-ups[footnoteRef:45] [45:  Zinc (2025), Building Behavioural Research Capabilities in UK Startups & Scaleups.] 

In parallel, BR-UK carried out work to develop definitions of key concepts in behavioural research, through a Behavioural Concepts Group, focusing on terms like behaviour, behaviour change, research and leadership. They also set up their responsive mode work, including for rapid reviews and a responsive mode consultancy service (Ask BR-UK) for behavioural research. Initial activities a rapid review in response to an outbreak of Avian Influenza in cattle in the USA and rapid primary research in relation to the 2024 Summer riots in England. Ask BR-UK was trialled via two pilot projects: one with Public Health Wales on how modifications to invitation letters affect cancer screening attendance; and another with Scottish Forestry to improve monitoring and evaluation for their green space initiatives and access to woodlands.
In terms of research, the plan was to illustrate potential for innovation and advancement of the field through demonstration projects, focusing on how existing and expanded frameworks and data can be used to generate new findings. They were on:
Understanding the translation of behavioural and social science advice to government during a UK public health emergency (COVID-19)
Examining the influence of statistical and anecdotal evidence on belief in policy effectiveness and support: a mixed method experiment in evidence evaluation
Development and evaluation of methods for creating and using ontologies in behavioural and social sciences
Assessing the transferability of evidence for environmental policy support across different socio-demographic clusters and countries
Behavioural interventions to reduce speed behaviour in car drivers
Other activities involved developing engagement and involvement functions, including building a national network. BR-UK was very active on social media and networking platforms (e.g. LinkedIn) and BR-UK’s own website to publicise webinars and other online engagement events. A series of blogs and opinion pieces were published by BR-UK members, together with publications covering topics ranging from public support for tobacco and alcohol control policies in Great Britain to smoking cessation interventions, nicotine use during pregnancy, and trends in e-liquid strength among adult vapers published Heliyon, Addiction, BMC Public Health and BMJ.[footnoteRef:46] [46:  As noted on Gateway to Research’s page for BR-UK.] 

The EDII programme began with establishing a working group that includes members from across BR-UK, including ECR. The group initially conducted a desk-based review of the approaches used by other research investments. This led to a specific policy and position statement and the development of principles and guidance to be followed throughout BR-UK activities. Moreover, an internal survey mapped the experience, backgrounds and characteristics, and BR-UK hosted an online webinar on EDII.
Stage Gate review
BR-UK's grant was subject to break clause tied to the SGR, which aim was to assess BR-UK’s progress after 18 months and its longer-term vision and plans, to determine whether it should proceed, continue with adjustments, or close. ESRC established a small SGR assessment panel which drew from members of the BRPB and the original commissioning panel, to review the materials prepared by BR-UK. These included a progress report, a new case for support, resources and cost justification, the operational procedures for the commissioning fund and the updated M&E and governance frameworks. The panel discussed their assessments in a meeting and agreed a recommendation to the SRO. The decision to continue was then communicated to BR-UK, together with a set of recommendations.
Post-Stage Gate review activities
The activities after the SGR are organised around the original four work packages and themes, as well as a continuation of the responsive mode work. Each work package and theme has two leads and involves other members from across BR-UK. 
[bookmark: _Toc1728374][bookmark: _Toc26825593][bookmark: _Toc232173166]Table 7	BR-UK work packages and themes
	Title
	Description
	Methods

	WP1: Capability Building 
	Regularly reviewing the scoping study and building on its results, developing a network of behavioural research researchers and users, and increasing engagement with behavioural research
	Mixed-methods cross-sector capability scoping survey
Mapping training offer and needs
Secondary data analysis of grants, tenders and contracts

	WP2: Data and Technology
	Developing and using behavioural ontologies for data integration across large datasets
	National monthly surveys on smoking and alcohol across the UK
Use and update of ontologies on behavioural research

	WP3: Methods and Evidence Synthesis
	Advancing behavioural research methods through a series of studies producing a set of methodological principles and associated scientific articles to guide behavioural research
	Series of studies on behavioural research methods

	WP4: Engagement and Involvement
	Delivering training courses for behavioural researchers and practitioners and advising on strategies to enhance and evaluate the use of behavioural research evidence in policy and practice
	Two projects on ‘Imagining and Engaging Publics’ and ‘Innovative Public Engagement in Behavioural Interventions’
Online courses on public engagement and stakeholder involvement for behavioural researchers and practitioners
Knowledge Mobilisation group

	Theme 1: Environment and Sustainability
	Examining which theories and methods permit understanding and intervening in the ways in which behaviours contribute to environmental resilience and adaptation
	Rapid evidence review
Secondary analysis of a qualitative longitudinal dataset
Deliberative workshops with public participants

	Theme 2: Health and Wellbeing
	Exploring how behavioural research theories and methods can contribute to improving population health data and interventions, with a focus on children and mental health
	Mapping exercise to identify surveys and other data sources
Scoping UK-wide administrative data
Coding the behavioural aspects of published interventions

	Theme 3: Resilient Communities
	Understanding what behaviour change techniques can be applied to guide evidence-based prevention relating to sustainable and safe transport (particularly reducing speeding) and keeping children safe online
	Creation of ontologies in the two topic areas
Using data to frame public messaging around safer communities
Mapping causal pathways
Understanding cognitive biases and psychological behavioural underpinnings

	Theme 4: Organisations, Markets and the Economy
	Understanding the processes and methods that could effectively embed behavioural research within organisations and markets
	Desk-based and qualitative methods to examine how behavioural research is conducted and used within organisations
Pre-registered surveys to measure variation in perceptions


Source: Document review
In addition, BR-UK continued to expand its responsive mode work, building on the learnings from the initial activities in this area. Similarly, it continued work to develop the Behavioural Research UK Network, which currently has more than 3,000 members. This relied on various communication enablers e.g., regularly updated map of behavioural research teams, webinars, newsletter. Moreover, BR-UK is investing in networking and knowledge sharing activities for ECRs and research fellows which have been recruited under the different work packages, with funding and a physical space to enable them to come together and share experiences, learning from each other’s work in different areas and different disciplines.
A key aspect of the network development are the two conferences planned during BR-UK’s lifetime. They are being planned together with Centre-UB, and the first one will take place in June 2026. Members of both investments are contributing to the operational planning group and the conference scientific programme committee. The aim is to bring together groups from across all sectors, going beyond academia. The themes for the conference are:
Digital and AI
Environment and sustainability
Health
Abstracts have been collected around these themes and are undergoing peer review, to be elected for an oral presentation or a poster.
More in general, there is a positive cooperation with Centre-UB, regular meetings are held between the leadership teams, with cross-sharing of communication material. BR-UK also established an early and mid-career research group with Centre-UB. Another important connection is between the two embedded posts, which is described more in detail below.
Finally, a central element of the post SGW activities is the commissioning fund. This was a requirement of the original funding opportunity which specified the team must “design and manage a commissioning fund for exemplar projects that drive advances in behavioural research and research methods.”
A funding opportunity was launched in August 2025, and invited applications around three broad themes: 
Use of AI in building knowledge and conducting behavioural research, including how best to integrate human and AI contributions
Integration of knowledge across types of data, academic disciplines and sectors, involving methods that: triangulate different types of data, improve integration of knowledge across disciplinary ‘silos’; and advance how behaviours are measured
Explaining variations in effectiveness of behavioural interventions across contexts (e.g. types of populations, settings and behaviours
Applications were open to researchers from a range of disciplines and sectors. Based on the size of the financial request, applications progressed via either accelerator grants (expected to be ECR led) or grants for research projects with a value greater than £50,000 but no more than £300,000. The projects were selected in January 2026 and are expected to run for 12-18 months for “accelerator grants” and 2.5 years for “large research projects”.
Centre-UB
Governance 
Centre-UB is a national CDT+ focused on behavioural research which is hosted at the University of Birmingham. It aims to develop a new generation of highly skilled PhD graduates, ECRs and provide relevant training and other developmental activities to non-academics. It was launched in October 2023 and will run beyond 2029, the end date for the programme. Its objectives are:
To produce the next generation of well-rounded researchers with expertise in behavioural research who are ready to take up leadership-track positions in academia, industry, policy and wider professional communities
To promote a positive research culture and a commitment to EDI through specific training and good practice, embedding throughout engagement with stakeholders, experts-by-experience and the public
To deliver training and knowledge exchange that brings cutting edge, actionable insights to policymakers, industry and charitable sectors, leading to impact in communities beyond Higher Education
A Director leads Centre-UB, with a Deputy Director and a Training Director providing support. Centre-UB also has an Advisory Board, meeting twice a year, which advises on effective decision-making, stakeholder engagement, and collaboration across all partners of the CDT+. 
Centre-UB monitoring arrangements capture detailed data on applications, awards and EDI characteristics, provided to ESRC in annual reports and meetings. The ESRC management team is also involved in monitoring, including a survey for the PhD students (as per other similar investments), and fellows. The surveys investigate their respective needs and issues, providing insights on potential improvements, and highlighting areas of strong performance.
First activities
It is expected that Centre-UB will support three cohorts of at least 17 PhD studentships per academic year, of which eight per year will be ESRC-funded students with the remainder funded by the University of Birmingham and Centre-UB partners. The centre is also expected to secure co-funding to support a minimum of two additional students annually from non-academic partners. The CDT+ will also support three cohorts of eight early career research fellows and deliver a programme of additional training and development activities for behavioural researchers and users of behavioural research both within and outside of academia. All Centre-UB activities are co-produced with partners from the private, public and third sector, which contributed to the design of the training strategy and collaborate in the delivery of the studentships and fellowships. Partner organizations support PhD students and fellows, provide mentorship and supervision, and deliver training to the PhD students and early career research fellows. 
The first two student cohorts have already been recruited, and recruitment for the third one is ongoing at the time of research (March 2026) and set to start in the second part of 2026. For the fellows, two cohorts have already been recruited: the first cohort in November 2024 (which included only seven fellows after one withdrew their application), the second in October 2025, with eight. The recruitment for the third and final one will begin soon and will start in October 2026.
Moreover, Centre-UB developed a comprehensive National Training Strategy by consulting with over two hundred doctoral students, post-doctoral researchers, and partner organisation, across a range of sectors. As part of this, priority areas of behavioural research training have been identified, with training activities that have been designed to be accessible to a wide audience, including partner organisations, doctoral students, and post-doctoral fellows.
Embedded posts
Both the BR-UK and Centre-UB include a post embedded within a government department to facilitate the exchange of knowledge and people between the research community and government, therefore supporting the development of the hub and CDT+. BR-UK post sits within the Government Office for Science (GO-Science) and Centre-UB post sat within Government Skills (previously the Government Skills and Curriculum Unit) in the Cabinet Office. 
BR-UK
The BR-UK Senior Policy Fellow embedded post is employed by UCL and seconded to GO-Science, the Fellow acts as a critical interface between BR-UK and policy teams across government. The post was created to operationalise BR-UK’s objectives of facilitating evidence-based decision-making and building sustainable ecosystem between research and policy. The appointment is full-time for 36 months from late 2023, with a possible extension to October 2028, aligning to the hub’s initial five-year funding window.
The Fellow jointly reports to Professor Susan Michie (UCL/BR-UK) and Carrie Heitmeyer (GO-Science), reflecting a dual accountability model that balances academic independence with policy relevance. The role involves identifying behavioural research priorities across government, brokering collaborations with BR-UK researchers, and leading engagement activities that connect policy needs with research expertise. It also includes conducting or commissioning policy-relevant research, producing outputs such as policy briefs and evidence syntheses, and supporting the wider BR-UK and Centre-UB ecosystem by building capability for behavioural evidence use within the civil service. Further details on the activities of the post are provided in Appendix B.3.
Eligibility focused on candidates with a strong record of behavioural or social science research for policy audiences, proven experience in embedding evidence into applied contexts, and advanced stakeholder engagement skills. Selection was through application and interview, followed by standard security and Civil Service Code checks. While the post description outlined clear duties and reporting lines, there was limited detail on performance evaluation mechanisms, extension criteria, and handover or succession arrangements beyond the fellowship period.
Centre-UB
The Centre-UB Behavioural Research Capacity Building Fellow is the second embedded post established under the NCBR programme, designed to strengthen behavioural research capability across government through integration with the Government Skills in the Cabinet Office. Employed by the University of Birmingham and seconded into Government Skills, this post extends the reach of the behavioural research hub into the skills and training infrastructure of government, embedding behavioural science within the Curriculum for Government. The long-term appointment reflects the longer-term ambition of the programme to build sustainable behavioural science literacy and practice among civil servants and ministers, ensuring that behavioural insights are embedded in strategic decision-making and public service delivery.
The postholder leads the development and implementation of a behavioural research training and capability-building offer, informed by systematic mapping of government user needs. Working collaboratively with Centre UK, Government Skills, and the wider behavioural science community, the Fellow designs and evaluates evidence-based training programmes, curates existing interventions into professional learning pathways, and identifies opportunities to integrate behavioural methods into broader development initiatives. The role also carries a strong strategic dimension, developing frameworks for monitoring, evaluation, and continuous improvement, while contributing to the sustainability of both Centre-UB and the behavioural research curriculum within government. Further details on the activities of the post are provided in Appendix B.4.
The post required doctoral-level behavioural or social science expertise, experience leading applied research and capability-building interventions, and proven ability to navigate complex systems and stakeholder networks. Selection involves a written exercise and interview with presentation, with final appointment subject to BPSS security clearance and compliance with the Civil Service Code. As with the GO-Science embedded post, the fellowship agreement is tripartite between UKRI (funder), Government Skills (host), and the University of Birmingham (employer). Notably, while the role’s processes for curriculum design and evaluation are well-defined, areas such as performance management across institutional boundaries and long-term handover arrangements post-fellowship remain unspecified.
Programme level
In terms of governance the programme is overseen by a Senior Responsible Officer and a Programme Board. Delivery is managed by investment managers who liaise with the investments’ leadership teams and are supported by an IMG. Each investment also maintains its own governance arrangements to ensure alignment with programme objectives while addressing its specific needs.
In terms of governance, the programme is overseen by a SRO and a BRPB within ESRC. The former is accountable for successful programme delivery and effective governance, reports to ESRC’s Executive Chair and keeps ESRC Council informed. The BRPB provides a formal assurance mechanism for the investment as a whole, together with strategic oversight of delivery, risks, and evaluation, and strategic advice to the SRO and the investments where appropriate. 
The ESRC IMG is composed of investment managers who liaise with the investments’ leadership teams and monitor delivery. The IMG ensures operational join up across the investments and related activity across ESRC. The group is also responsible for relaying the investments’ progress and escalating issues to the BRPB, for which it also acts as the secretariat. The investment managers, two for BR-UK and two for Centre-UB, engage with their respective investments, to ensure that there are clear milestones, risk management, and monitoring and evaluation arrangements in place. They are the first point of contact point for the investments and may attend their respective advisory group or leadership team meetings as observers.
In terms of governance and oversight, the ESRC SOC states that the Hub operates with oversight from ESRC, supported by robust governance structures, including risk management, stakeholder engagement, and communication plans. Processes for risk mitigation include co-creation with stakeholders, clear communication strategies, scalability planning, and internal expertise in managing complex multi-partner programmes.
Senior Responsible Officer
The SRO holds strategic accountability for the national capability and reports directly to the ESRC Executive Chair. The role includes ensuring effective governance, addressing risks, and maintaining alignment with ESRC’s strategic objectives.
ESRC Behavioural Research Programme Board
The BRPB is the formal assurance mechanism for NCBR. It provides strategic oversight of delivery, risks, governance, evaluation and communications across the programme. The Board meets more frequently during the initial 18-month phase (three to four times per year) before moving to a lighter annual rhythm. It brings together ESRC senior leadership, government stakeholders and expert advisors to maximise interdisciplinary impact.
Key responsibilities include:
Oversight of performance against delivery plans
Scrutiny of the investments’ governance arrangements
Review of strategic risks and escalation of issues where required
Enhancing coordination between BR-UK, Centre-UB and future spokes
Oversight of ethics, equality, diversity and inclusion
Providing strategic advice on impact, communications and evaluation
Oversight of the SGR and future programme development
Investment Management Group
The IMG provides operational oversight across NCBR and acts as secretariat to the BRPB. It ensures coordination between the investments, reviews programme-level risks, supports the external evaluation, and manages the process for the SGR. It meets weekly during the early phase of the programme.
Investment Managers
Investment managers are responsible for day-to-day oversight of BR-UK and Centre-UB, including monitoring, reporting, evaluation liaison and issue escalation. Investment managers make up the IMG and supports the investments’ leadership teams.
[bookmark: _Toc232173140]Case studies
[bookmark: _Ref228357806]These following case studies have been selected to allow the evaluation team to test key pathways to impact identified in the NCBR ToC, with a particular focus on pathways that are challenging to quantify. As the implementation of the programme is still ongoing, the evidence of the achieved impacts has in many cases still to materialise. Thus, we have collected information available at this stage and will further develop the case studies in the next iteration of the study.
[bookmark: _Ref232086759][bookmark: _Toc232173141]Ask BR-UK
Ask BR-UK is one of the elements of the responsive work carried out by BR-UK. It is a responsive and accessible consultancy service providing timely behavioural research expertise to help research users in the public sector, industry, third sector organisations and academia. It follows a format originally established by UCL’s Centre for Behaviour Change for the Department of Health and Social Care. Users submit their question/need and book an appointment to be led by a senior scientist and ECR/PhD student. The aims of the appointment are to:
Assess whether and how behavioural research is relevant to the user’s work
Summarise key behavioural research evidence, principles, and applications
Advise on conducting behavioural research
Connect user with relevant behavioural research experts
Where necessary, follow up work is performed to gather and generate the information needed. 
The service has been trialled via two pilot projects in 2024: one with Public Health Wales on how modifications to invitation letters affect cancer screening attendance; and another with Scottish Forestry to improve monitoring and evaluation for their green space initiatives and access to woodlands. Following the two pilots, BR-UK has refined the guidance and processes for this and publicised it on their website, via their newsletter and networks.
Between April 2025 and February 2026, ten additional requests have been received. The majority come from public sector organisations from across the UK, both at national and local level, but some of them arrived from academia, even from outside the UK, as well as the private and third sectors. Including the two pilot projects, nine requests have been or are being fulfilled by BR-UK, while the other three did not continue either due to users not responding to follow up emails or gaining support from other sources. The support delivered ranges from one-to-one meetings with follow-up reports, scoping reviews of literature on behavioural research evidence and best practice, connections to other experts in the field, and expert reviews and feedback on client methods.
The feedback collected by BR-UK on the service has been positive. Users praised the service and the BR-UK team for the efficiency, and the responsiveness and good communication. They explained that the results of the service strengthened their interventions and enriched their knowledge. For instance, one user stated that: 
“Ask BR-UK has been essential in helping us […] They were incredibly responsive to our requests and supported our very early thinking in this area through both challenging enquiry into our assumptions and providing us with research and literary outputs that supported us in identifying existing research in this area. Without BR-UK, we would not have been able to have the access or skillset to deliver such authoritative and well-rounded research within the timescales.”
Similarly, other users explained how the service allowed them to connect with potential independent researchers or to inform their academic research processes, including ethics documents, study design decisions, and behaviour change methodology.
[bookmark: _Toc232173142]Centre-UB continuing professional development
As part of its CDT+ model, Centre-UB developed, and is delivering, a portfolio of professional development opportunities designed to strengthen behavioural research capability within and beyond academia. The training programme includes a range of webinars, masterclasses and short courses designed to support researchers and practitioners in addressing complex and rapidly evolving societal challenges.[footnoteRef:47]  [47:  Centre-UB’s training programme is available on its website.] 

The topics for these training activities are identified through ongoing engagement with the research community, public sector partners and other stakeholders and through the collaborations facilitated through Centre-UB’s embedded post in the Government Skills Directorate (Cabinet Office), as well as its close collaboration with the NCBR Hub, BR-UK, and its capability scoping work. This engagement helps ensure that the training provision responds directly to emerging needs in the behavioural research ecosystem, and aligns with the broader objectives of the NCBR programme in its contribution to building a critical mass of researchers with the practical skills necessary to advance behavioural research.
Centre-UB has developed a short professional course on protecting wellbeing when working with distressing topics and content (DToC). The course is aimed at researchers, civil servants and practitioners across a wider range of fields that may encounter sensitive material or engage with individuals and communities affected by trauma, violence, or other challenging experiences in their work. While behavioural research frequently engages with such issues in seeking to understand how people think, feel, and act in response to complex social problems, many people across research, policy, and practice settings face similar challenges. 
The decision to develop this course was driven by the identification of a clear gap in existing training provision through Centre-UB scoping work, which identified interest from many stakeholders, especially those working in law enforcement and academia. Despite the prevalence of work involving distressing or emotionally demanding material across multiple sectors, there are no structured courses that directly address how to manage its impacts, thus the need for targeted, practical training in this area.
The course is delivered through the FutureLearn platform,[footnoteRef:48] which enables wide and flexible access for learners across sectors. It is structured as a three-week programme designed to be completed at learners’ own pace. The material is applicable to individuals at all levels: from new entrants to experienced professionals. The course itself is publicised through Centre-UB’s professional networks, partner organisations, and policy and practice communities engaged in behavioural research and related fields.  [48:  FutureLearn is a digital learning platform that provides access to a wide range of courses from leading universities and cultural institutions worldwide. Courses are delivered in a flexible, step-by-step format and can be accessed across mobile, tablet, and desktop. Centre-UB’s course on DToC can be accessed on the platform.] 

Participants are introduced to core concepts and practical strategies for managing emotionally demanding work. The course explores how terms such as “distressing” and “emotionally demanding” are understood in professional contexts, who typically works with such material, and examines how experiences of distress can vary between individuals and change over time and considers the potential impacts of exposure to challenging material on individual teams and organisations. 
The course emphasises practical approaches to supporting wellbeing and resilience. Topics include the role of reflective practice in professional settings; the importance of healthy professional relationships and supportive organisations environments; and the development of personalised wellbeing strategies. Participants are introduced to a range of approaches (exercise, sleep hygiene, mindfulness, wellbeing) and are guided to maintain a personalised toolkit to support their ongoing wellbeing when working with emotionally demanding material. 
As of March 2026, the course had only recently been launched, and a formal evaluation is currently underway. In line with this, a more comprehensive assessment of the reach of the course and impact will be undertaken in the next phase of the evaluation, including evidence on participation, outcomes, and participant feedback.
[bookmark: _Ref227341764][bookmark: _Toc232173143]GO-Science embedded post
The decision to have an embedded post in the Government Office for Science (GO-Science) was at the heart of the design of the NCBR programme, in recognition of the of the importance of behavioural research for policy making. The BR-UK Senior Policy Fellow was posted to GO-Science with the ambition of catalysing the exchange of knowledge, skills and people between behavioural research and government communities, conducting policy-relevant research, and supporting the delivery of BR-UK’s objectives. According to the evidence collected so far, very good progress has been achieved on all of this.
There are various examples of this success, as the post has played a role in multiple high-profile pieces of research and engagement activities. Thet were involved in the responsive mode research activities of BR-UK around the Southport summer riots of 2024, that has resulted in two publications[footnoteRef:49] and various internal presentations to relevant Government departments. This includes engagement with senior figures across government, such as the COBR unit in the Cabinet Office, which leads and coordinates the government work in case of national emergencies.  [49:  Drury J, Ball R, Alejandre J, Hart N, Saunders K, Acar Y, ... Wild R. (2026). Understanding the 2024 Summer Riots in the UK : Three Case Studies. Journal of Community & Applied Social Psychology, (2), doi: 10.1002/casp.70239; Drury J, Stott C, Radburn M, Templeton A, Neville F, Vestergren S, ... Saunders K. (2024). Research Protocol: Rapid research on the 2024 riots in England - A multi-method study of behaviour. Open Science Framework.] 

Another example is the research that the cross Government Social and Behavioural Science for Emergencies (SBSE) Steering Group commissioned BR-UK about summer risks messaging, including drought, wildfires and extreme heat. The post was involved in the conversations around the commissioning of the work and then coordinated it across the BR-UK teams and personally performed some of the research. An important achievement was the publication of the results on GO-Science’s website,[footnoteRef:50] that according to many interviewees from BR-UK and the government is very significant feature for a piece of academic research, as government tends to be very cautious in decisions on what to publish. [50:  Public messaging for summer concurrent risks on GO-Science’s website.] 

More recently, the post has supported the BR-UK team in submitting a successful application for a research grant of £50k from GO-Science, for a misinformation evidence review including providing expert advice on the design of the study, ensuring it met GO-Science’s priorities. This piece of work, which should be completed in April, is considered of utmost strategic importance as it forms the foundation of Dame Professor Angela McLean’s, the Government Chief Scientific Adviser, Year of Trustworthy Information, beginning April 2026. Dame McLean mentioned the importance of the topic in a speech last summer, when she also explicitly mentioned the work that BR-UK in general, and the post more specifically are doing.[footnoteRef:51] Thus, this work on misinformation and disinformation could be a central piece that leads to further engagement across government and more conversations with senior figures such as Dame McLean. [51:  A summary of the interview with Dame McLean is available on the British Academy’s website. ] 

[bookmark: _Ref227576789][bookmark: _Toc232173144]Government Skills embedded post 
Having a fellow seconded into the Cabinet Office in the Government Skills Directorate is an important feature of the NCBR programme. It aims at developing behavioural research capability through training interventions to upskill Civil Servants, with the intention of embedding behavioural research evidence and techniques into policy, strategy and delivery processes in the work of government in the future. It also allows to connect government departments to the opportunities at Centre-UB, such as becoming a partner to co-develop a PhD student proposal or to host a fellowship in behavioural research.
The post was recruited for this position in February 2025, and in one year has already managed to make progress on many different activities, which are having an impact on the success of the programme. Given the limited time since the recruitment, evidence of this impact is still limited, but more is expected to emerge as a result of the activities described here. Their initial work focused on assessing current capabilities and gaps in behavioural research and skills across the civil service. This was summarised in an initial finding scoping report identifying needs, potential learners, and barriers and facilitators to training, which is being used by Centre-UB as a basis to conduct deeper data collection to base future training strategy on. This strand of work continued with additional data collection to systematically map behavioural research capabilities in the Civil Service, e.g. through surveys and focus groups. This will inform a training strategy for Government Skills.
An important part of their work has been engaging civil servants from across government departments. This engagement activities allowed them to create connections and disseminate information about Centre-UB and BR-UK work. They also allowed the post to collect evidence to inform the capabilities scoping work mentioned above. Related to this, they set up and are managing a Cross-Government Steering Group together with the post embedded in GO-Science. This group comprises government members with both strategic roles (e.g. directors and deputy-directors) and professional ones. It provides strategic advice, helps influencing change, and supports Centre-UB’s work with PhD students and fellows.
The post has also supported the activities of Centre-UB. Thet developed a document for government partners providing tailored information on Centre-UB PhD and Fellowship opportunities, disseminated through several networks in government. They also organised a specific Government Q&A session regarding Centre-UB PhDs and Fellowships. According to interviews with Centre-UB, this has resulted in an increased number of partners submitting expressions of interest in partnering with Centre-UB to co-develop a PhD student proposal or to host a fellow for a period of time as part of their programme of activities. They are also involved in supporting the training activities for students and fellows, for instance with a joint training session with BR-UK on policy briefing.
Similarly, the post has contributed to the internal work of Government Skills. For instance, they used their skills in behavioural research approaches to advise on the Senior Civil Servant Leadership Curriculum and on the Public Sector Leadership Scheme. Moreover, they contributed to an internal ‘thought piece’ on Government Mission Skills and current research and provided feedback on the current Government Skills review of their operating model and the new digital platform (Government Skills Campus) for Civil Service Learning and Development.
[bookmark: _Toc232173145]Survey Questionnaires
[bookmark: _Toc220398867][bookmark: _Toc232173146]Invitation e-mail
Dear [Recipient's Name],
We are pleased to invite you to participate in the second wave of our survey to evaluate the National Capability in Behavioural Research (NCBR). Technopolis has been commissioned to conduct this evaluation on behalf of the programme funder, ESRC. 
Why have I been invited?
The survey is addressed to the wider community of researchers and individuals working on behavioural research in the UK.
You have received this email because you may be a member of the cross-government behavioural insights network or a stakeholder involved and interested in NCBR and its investments, namely Behavioural Research UK (BR-UK) and the Centre for National Training and Research Excellence in Understanding Behaviour (Centre-UB).
What are the aims of the survey?
This follow-up survey is designed to build on our baseline assessment of the behavioural research ecosystem in the UK. Your responses will help us understand key areas such as:
The alignment of behavioural research priorities with stakeholder needs.
The role of NCBR in generating new knowledge, tools, and methods within the behavioural research field.
How NCBR has contributed to career development, research opportunities, and the broader application of behavioural research in public policy and other sectors.
How will my responses be used?
Your responses will provide valuable insights to help assess the importance and effectiveness of NCBR and contribute to ESRC’s understanding of how best to support behavioural research.
The survey should take about 10 minutes to complete. If you have any further questions, please contact the Project Manager of this evaluation, Alessandro Sica, ncbr_evaluation@technopolis-group.com 
To begin the survey and to read more about the survey’s confidentiality policy, please click here.
[bookmark: _Toc165459940][bookmark: _Toc220398868][bookmark: _Toc232173147]Introduction
This survey is part of the ongoing independent evaluation of the National Capability in Behavioural Research (NCBR). Technopolis was commissioned to conduct this evaluation on behalf of the programme funder, ESRC.
The purpose of the survey is to collect feedback from NCBR stakeholders and the wider community of researchers and individuals involved in behavioural research to better understand the impact and benefits of the programme. 
The NCBR currently comprises Behavioural Research UK (BR-UK) and the Centre for National Training and Research Excellence in Understanding Behaviour (Centre-UB).
Your responses will provide valuable insights that will help highlight the importance of NCBR. ESRC will use the evidence from the evaluation to inform future decisions on NCBR and for similar future initiatives. 
Survey privacy and confidentiality:
None of the questions in the survey are mandatory and you can leave the questionnaire at any time. You are free to request the withdrawal and deletion of your submission and data at any point during the study. 
All data and information provided will be considered as confidential and will only be used for the purposes of conducting the study. Any publication of results from the survey will only be in a synthesised and anonymised form. The data will be presented as aggregate statistics or charts and will not be linked to individuals. In compliance with GDPR, Technopolis has established processes to ensure the security of the data and information that we collect and hold. For further information on your rights and how to contact us, please refer to our Privacy Notice. 
We will erase your data within six months of the conclusion of the study. 
Should you wish to receive any additional information or clarifications about the study, please do not hesitate to contact the Project Manager of the evaluation, Alessandro Sica, ncbr_evaluation@technopolis-group.com 
Before proceeding, please indicate whether you give consent to the following statement concerning the use of your data:
By clicking Next I give consent for my response to this questionnaire to be processed and used according to the assurances on confidentiality and data provided in the introductory section about ‘survey privacy and confidentiality’
[bookmark: _Toc188433130][bookmark: _Toc188433150][bookmark: _Toc220398869][bookmark: _Toc187153122]What do we mean by Behavioural Research?
For the purposes of this survey, behavioural research is defined as research that aims to understand what influences, characterises, changes, or results from people’s individual or collective behaviour. This conceptualisation of behavioural research goes beyond individual approaches to human behaviour, incorporating broader societal and economic contexts.
[bookmark: _Toc220398870][bookmark: _Toc232173148]Your background
The first section contains questions about your professional background and role to better understand the perspectives and experiences you bring to this survey. 
Any information you provide about your background or role with the programme will be kept separate and anonymous from your views about the programme.

[bookmark: _Ref187683207]Please select the option that best describes your current role.  
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one] 
I am an academic researcher engaged in behavioural research.
I am a non-academic researcher engaged in behavioural research.
I am not a researcher, but I apply insights from behavioural research in my professional role.
Other, please specify [comment box]

In which sector are you currently employed? 
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
Academia
Public research establishment
Other public sector organisation
Private organisation / business
Third sector (NGOs, non-profit, et cetera)
Other, please specify [comment box]

[Behavioural researchers; display IF Q3 == 1 OR 2] Please select the discipline most closely aligned with your research.
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
Anthropology
Business management
Economics
Education
Neuroscience
Political Science
Psychology
Public Health
Sociology
Other, please specify [comment box]

Gender
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
Female
Male
Other, please specify [comment box]
Prefer not to say

Do you consider yourself to have a disability? 
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
Yes 
No
Prefer not to say

Which of the following best describes your ethnic group? Please select the most appropriate option. 
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
Asian or Asian British (including Bangladeshi, Chinese, Indian, Pakistani)
Black or Black British (including African, Caribbean)
Mixed or Multiple
White (including British, English, Gypsy, Irish, Irish Traveller, Northern Irish, Roma, Scottish, Welsh, other white groups)
Other ethnic group
Prefer not to say

[bookmark: _Ref220330785]Which of the following best describes your role in relation to the National Capability in Behavioural Research (NCBR) programme?
[Routing depending on answer to the question]
I am directly involved in the delivery of the Hub, BR-UK (e.g. Director, Manager, Work Package or Theme Lead, researcher, Embedded post in GO-Science)
I am directly involved in the delivery of the CDT+, Centre-UB (e.g. Director, Manager, Fellow, Embedded post in Government Skills)
I engage, or have engaged, with the activities and/or outputs of NCBR, but have not been involved with the delivery of programme
I am not directly involved in the programme and have limited or no familiarity with it, but I am involved in behavioural research activities more generally

[bookmark: _Toc220398871][bookmark: _Toc232173149]State of the behavioural research landscape
This section contains questions regarding your perspective on the state of behavioural research. Please note that the questions are meant to gather evidence from the behavioural research community perspective (rather than to rate individuals’ knowledge).
Your responses will be used to compare and assess how the behavioural research landscape has changed since the programme began (i.e. before October 2023).

To what extent do you agree with this statement: “There is an active community of behavioural researchers producing knowledge that is directly relevant to my professional needs in the UK and internationally” 
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]	
Highly agree
Somewhat agree 
Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat disagree
Highly disagree

UK
Internationally

In instances where your work requires behavioural research evidence (such as research, literature reviews, policy briefs), how often does the evidence available meet your professional needs?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
Always
Frequently
Sometimes
Rarely
Never
My work does not require behavioural research evidence

[bookmark: _Ref187683083]How frequently do you use data and data infrastructure that is relevant to behavioural research in your work? 
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
Several times a week
About once a week
2-3 times a month
About monthly
A few times a year
Annually or less often
Behavioural data is not relevant to my work

In your opinion, what are the main barriers or enablers for the uptake of behavioural research in the design and implementation of public policy in the UK? 
If you completed the survey previously, please reflect on any changes you have observed since then and the role, if any, of the programme in contributing to those changes, 
[Question type: Open text]

Reflecting on your personal experience, how would you rate the UK behavioural research ecosystem across the following areas now and before the programme began (i.e., before October 2023)?
[Question type: Matrix with drop-down range, ‘Don’t know’ option included]
Please use a 1-5 scale to rate each area, noting that the scale applies differently depending on the category. If there has been no change so far, please enter the same number in both columns.
Level of collaboration among institutions within the UK behavioural research community, where 1=Minimal collaboration and 5=Highly collaborative
Frequency of collaboration between different sectors (i.e. academia, public sector, private sector, third sector), where 1=Very rarely and 5=Very frequently 
Strength of networks within the UK behavioural research community (considering connectivity, resource sharing, collaboration), where 1=Very weak and 5=Very strong
Access to data and data infrastructure (e.g. survey datasets, administrative datasets) to conduct behavioural research in the UK, where 1=Very low and 5=Very good
Quality of data and data infrastructure (e.g. survey datasets, administrative datasets) to conduct behavioural research in the UK, where 1=Very low and 5=Very good
Scope of data and data infrastructure (e.g. survey datasets, administrative datasets) to conduct behavioural research in the UK, where 1=Very low and 5=Very good
Frequency in which behavioural research is used in the design and implementation of public policy in the UK, where 1=Very rarely and 5=Very often

Before Oct 2023 (pre-NCBR)
Now

[Hide if Q7 ==4] To what extent do you think the programme has contributed to any changes you have observed between the pre-programme period and now across the areas above? 
[Question type: Matrix of radio buttons, select one per row] 
Level of collaboration among institutions within the UK behavioural research community
Frequency of collaboration between different sectors (i.e. academia, public sector, private sector, third sector) 
Strength of networks within the UK behavioural research community (considering connectivity, resource sharing, collaboration)
Access to data and data infrastructure (e.g. survey datasets, administrative datasets) to conduct behavioural research in the UK
Quality of data and data infrastructure (e.g. survey datasets, administrative datasets) to conduct behavioural research in the UK
Scope of data and data infrastructure (e.g. survey datasets, administrative datasets) to conduct behavioural research in the UK
Frequency in which behavioural research is used in the design and implementation of public policy in the UK

a) To a large extent
b) To some extent
c) Not at all
d) Don’t know

[Hide if Q7 ==4] To what extent do you think the UK's National Capability in Behavioural Research (NCBR) programme is likely to contribute to improving the behavioural research ecosystem (including collaboration, strength of networks, availability of data and data infrastructures and relevance to public policy design and implementation)?
Please use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is “No contribution at all”, and 10 is “Significant contribution”
[Question type: 1-10, single choice, horizontally]
Could you briefly explain your answer above? [comment box]

[bookmark: _Toc188433133][bookmark: _Toc188433153][bookmark: _Toc187153124][bookmark: _Toc220398872][bookmark: _Toc232173150]National Capability in Behavioural Research
This section contains questions regarding your perspective on the work of the UK's National Capability in Behavioural Research (NCBR). 
[bookmark: _Toc220398873]Questions for BR-UK respondents [Display only if Q7 == 1]
What is your role in BR-UK?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
Member of the Directorate
Co-Investigator and Work Package / Theme Lead
Researcher (incl. Early Career Researcher)
PhD student
Other, please specify [comment box]

How are you involved with the activities of BR-UK?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select multiple]
Research activities
Dissemination and engagement activities
Reviews and advice for government and other BR users
Capacity building activities
Management and administration activities
Other, please specifiy [comment box]

To date, to what extent do you believe that BR-UK has contributed to the following:
[Question type: Matrix of radio buttons, select one per row]
Generated new knowledge about the UK's behavioural research capabilities?
Generated new knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify potential areas for contribution in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Improved the ability of UK stakeholders to use behavioural research evidence in decision making?
Led to a broader range of disciplines and sectors contributing to BR?
Helped connect people and foster interdisciplinary collaboration?
Led to an increased availability of synthesised BR evidence?

a) To a great extent
b) To a moderate extent
c) To a slight extent
d) Not yet, but this is likely in the future
e) Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future
f) I don't know

What, if any, would you consider to be BR-UK’s most significant achievements to date? [comment box]

[bookmark: _Ref190186754]How familiar are you with Centre-UB and its activities?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
I am regularly engaged with Centre-UB and actively participate in its activities or projects.
I am familiar with Centre-UB and have engaged with its activities or communications.
I am familiar with Centre-UB but have not engaged with its activities or communications.
I have heard of Centre-UB but am not familiar with its objectives or activities.
Not familiar at all.

[Display IF Q21 == 1, 2, 3 OR 4] To date, to what extent do you believe that Centre-UB has:
[Question type: Matrix of radio buttons, select one per row]
Generated new knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify potential areas for contribution in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Improved the ability of UK stakeholders to use behavioural research evidence in decision making?
Led to a broader range of disciplines and sectors contributing to BR?
Helped connect people and foster interdisciplinary collaboration?

a) To a great extent
b) To a moderate extent
c) To a slight extent
d) Not yet, but this is likely in the future
e) Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future
f) I don't know

What, if any, would you consider to be Centre-UB’s most significant achievements to date? [comment box]

Could you please rate your knowledge on (a) practical applications of behavioural research in your field and (b) behavioural research career paths (including beyond your current sector of activity)? 
Please use a scale from 1-10, where 1 is “Not knowledgeable at all” and 10 is “Highly knowledgeable.” If there has been no change so far, please enter the same number in both columns.
[Question type: Matrix, rating] 
	
	Pre-NCBR 
(before Oct 2023)
	Current position

	Practical applications of behavioural research in your field
	
	 

	Behavioural research career paths beyond your current sector of activity
	
	



To what extent do you think the programme has contributed to any changes you have observed?
To a large extent
To some extent
Not at all
Could you briefly explain your answer above? [comment box]

How would you rate the capabilities of your organisation in the following areas now and before the programme began? 
Use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is “poor” and 10 is “excellent”. If there has been no change so far, please enter the same number in both columns.
[Question type: Matrix of drop-down numbers, include one per cell]
	
	Pre-NCBR
(before Oct 2023)
	Current position

	Capacity of your organisation to embed and deliver effective behavioural research
	
	 

	Engagement of your organisation in partnerships and/or collaborations for using behavioural research
	
	

	Capacity of your organisation to identify funding opportunities and secure funding for behavioural research
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc166774544]
To what extent has your organisation’s involvement in the NCBR programme led to those changes?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
To a large extent
To some extent
Not at all
Could you briefly explain your answer above? [comment box]

To date, to what extent has the NCBR programme overall led to the development of tools, methods and theories for producing, innovating and applying BR?
a) To a great extent
b) To a moderate extent
c) To a slight extent
d) Not yet, but this is likely in the future
e) Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future
f) I don't know

Have you used any of these tools, methods and theories in a behavioural research intervention in your work?
Yes
No
If yes, could you please provide further details? [comment box]

How would you rate your skills related to developing and using behavioural research before the programme began and now?
Please use a scale of 1-10 where 1=very low, and 10=very high. If there has been no change so far, please enter the same number in both columns.
	
	Pre-NCBR
(before Oct 2023)
	Current position

	Skills related to developing behavioural research (e.g. study design, experimental methods, data collection and analysis, securing funding, etc.)
	
	 

	Skills related to using behavioural research in practice (e.g. interpreting evidence, applying insights, etc.)
	
	

	Skills relevant to the use of behavioural research evidence in local and national decision-making within the public, private and third sectors
	
	



To what extent do you think the programme has contributed to any changes you have observed?
a) To a great extent
b) To some extent
c) Not at all

Please briefly describe the types of skills you believe have been developed, and how they have been applied in practice. [comment box]

[bookmark: _Toc220398874]Questions for Centre-UB respondents only [Display only if Q7==2]
How are you involved in the activities of Centre-UB? 
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
As a Centre-UB staff member
As a Centre-UB early career researcher
Other, please specify [comment box]

[bookmark: _Ref188449046]Which forms of support have you received from Centre-UB? Select all that apply.
[Question type: Multiple choice, select multiple]
Received research funding from Centre-UB (e.g. fellowship)
Received training from Centre-UB
Used resources developed by Centre-UB (e.g. frameworks, research software, datasets)
Received other forms of support from Centre-UB
I have not received any support from Centre-UB

[bookmark: _Ref187684977]To what extent do you believe Centre-UB has increased collaboration between different stakeholders in the development and delivery of behavioural research training?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
To a great extent
To a moderate extent
To a slight extent
Not at all
I don't know

To date, to what extent do you believe that Centre-UB has:
[Question type: Matrix of radio buttons, select one per row]
Generated new knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify potential areas for contribution in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Improved the ability of UK stakeholders to use behavioural research evidence in decision making?
Led to a broader range of disciplines and sectors contributing to BR?
Helped connect people and foster interdisciplinary collaboration?

a) To a great extent
b) To a moderate extent
c) To a slight extent
d) Not yet, but this is likely in the future
e) Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future
f) I don't know

What, if any, would you consider to be Centre-UB’s most significant achievements to date? [comment box]

[bookmark: _Ref190189203]How familiar are you with BR-UK and its activities?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
I am regularly engaged with BR-UK and actively participate in its activities or projects.
I am familiar with BR-UK and have engaged with its activities or communications.
I am familiar with BR-UK but have not engaged with its activities or communications.
I have heard of BR-UK but am not familiar with its objectives or activities.
Not familiar at all.

[Display IF Q38 == 1, 2, 3 OR 4] To date, to what extent do you believe that BR-UK has:
[Question type: Matrix of radio buttons, select one per row]
Generated new knowledge about the UK's behavioural research capabilities?
Generated new knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify potential areas for contribution in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Improved the ability of UK stakeholders to use behavioural research evidence in decision making?
Led to a broader range of disciplines and sectors contributing to BR?
Helped connect people and foster interdisciplinary collaboration?
Led to an increased availability of synthesised BR evidence?

a) To a great extent
b) To a moderate extent
c) To a slight extent
d) Not yet, but this is likely in the future
e) Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future
f) I don't know

What, if any, would you consider to be BR-UK’s most significant achievements to date? [comment box]

Please rate your knowledge on (a) practical applications of behavioural research in your field and (b) behavioural research career paths (including beyond your current sector of activity)? 
Please use a scale from 1-10, where 1 is “Not knowledgeable at all” and 10 is “Highly knowledgeable.” If there has been no change so far, please enter the same number in both columns.
[Question type: Matrix, rating] 
	
	Pre-NCBR 
(before Oct 2023)
	Current position

	Practical applications of behavioural research in your field
	
	 

	Behavioural research career paths beyond your current sector of activity
	
	



To what extent do you think the programme has contributed to any changes you have observed?
To a large extent
To some extent
Not at all
Could you briefly explain your answer above? [comment box]

How would you rate the capabilities of your organisation in the following areas now and before the programme began? 
Use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is “poor” and 10 is “excellent”. If there has been no change so far, please enter the same number in both columns
[Question type: Matrix of open texts, include one per cell]
	
	Pre-NCBR
(before Oct 2023)
	Current position

	Capacity of your organisation to embed and deliver effective behavioural research
	
	 

	Engagement of your organisation in partnerships and/or collaborations for using behavioural research
	
	

	Capacity of your organisation to identify funding opportunities and secure funding for behavioural research
	
	



If you note an increase in capabilities since the last survey, to what extent has your organisation’s involvement in the NCBR programme led to those changes?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
To a large extent 
To some extent
Not at all
Could you please briefly explain your answer? [comment box]

To date, to what extent has the NCBR programme overall led to the development of tools, methods and theories for producing, innovating and applying BR?
a) To a great extent
b) To a moderate extent
c) To a slight extent
d) Not yet, but this is likely in the future
e) Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future
f) I don't know

Have you used any of these tools, methods and theories in a behavioural research intervention in your work?
Yes
No
If yes, could you please provide further details? [comment box]

How would you rate your skills related to developing and using behavioural research before the programme began and now?
Please use a scale of 1-10 where 1=Very low, and 10=Very high. If there has been no change so far, please enter the same number in both columns.
	
	Pre-NCBR
(before Oct 2023)
	Current position

	Skills related to developing behavioural research (e.g. study design, experimental methods, data collection and analysis, securing funding, etc.)
	
	 

	Skills related to using behavioural research in practice (e.g. interpreting evidence, applying insights, etc.)
	
	

	Skills relevant to the use of behavioural research evidence in local and national decision-making within the public, private and third sectors
	
	



To what extent do you think the programme has contributed to any changes you have observed?
a) To a great extent
b) To some extent
c) Not at all

Please briefly describe the types of skills you believe have been developed, and how they have been applied in practice. [comment box]

[bookmark: _Toc220398875]Questions for the Wider stakeholders only [Display if Q9==3|Q9==4]
[bookmark: _Ref220331044]How familiar are you with BR-UK and its activities?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
I am regularly engaged with BR-UK and actively participate in its activities or projects.
I am familiar with BR-UK and have engaged with its activities or communications.
I am familiar with BR-UK but have not engaged with its activities or communications.
I have heard of BR-UK but am not familiar with its objectives or activities.
Not familiar at all.

Which forms of support have you received from BR-UK? Select all that apply.
[Question type: Multiple choice, select multiple]
I have received research funding from BR-UK
I have received training from BR-UK
I have used resources developed by BR-UK (e.g. frameworks, research software, datasets)
I have received other forms of support from BR-UK
I have attended webinars and other events organised by BR-UK
I have not received any support from BR-UK

[Display IF Q49 == 1, 2, 3 OR 4] To what extent do you believe that BR-UK has:
[Question type: Matrix of radio buttons, select one per row]
Generated new knowledge about the UK's behavioural research capabilities?
Generated new knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify potential areas for contribution in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Improved the ability of UK stakeholders to use behavioural research evidence in decision making?
Led to a broader range of disciplines and sectors contributing to BR?
Helped connect people and foster interdisciplinary collaboration?
Led to an increased availability of synthesised BR evidence?

a) To a great extent
b) To a moderate extent
c) To a slight extent
d) Not yet, but this is likely in the future
e) Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future
f) I don't know

What, if any, would you consider to be BR-UK’s most significant achievements to date? [comment box]

[bookmark: _Ref220331083]How familiar are you with Centre-UB and its activities?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
I am regularly engaged with Centre-UB and actively participate in its activities or projects.
I am familiar with Centre-UB and have engaged with its activities or communications.
I am familiar with Centre-UB but have not engaged with its activities or communications.
I have heard of Centre-UB but am not familiar with its objectives or activities.
Not familiar at all.

Which forms of support have you received from Centre-UB? Select all that apply.
[Question type: Multiple choice, select multiple]
I have received research funding from Centre-UB (e.g. fellowship)
I have received training from Centre-UB
I have used resources developed by Centre-UB (e.g. frameworks, research software, datasets)
I have received other forms of support from Centre-UB
I have not received any support from Centre-UB

[Display IF Q53 == 1, 2, 3 OR 4] To date, to what extent do you believe that Centre-UB has:
[Question type: Matrix of radio buttons, select one per row]
Generated new knowledge about the stakeholders and institutions active in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify needs in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Helped identify potential areas for contribution in the UK behavioural research landscape?
Improved the ability of UK stakeholders to use behavioural research evidence in decision making?
Led to a broader range of disciplines and sectors contributing to BR?
Helped connect people and foster interdisciplinary collaboration?

a) To a great extent
b) To a moderate extent
c) To a slight extent
d) Not yet, but this is likely in the future
e) Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future
f) I don't know

What, if any, would you consider to be Centre-UB’s most significant achievements to date? [comment box]

[Hide IF Q1==3 & Q49==5 & Q50==5] Could you please rate your knowledge on (a) practical applications of behavioural research in your field and (b) behavioural research career paths (including beyond your current sector of activity)? 
Please use a scale from 1-10, where 1 is “Not knowledgeable at all” and 10 is “Highly knowledgeable.” If there has been no change so far, please enter the same number in both columns.
[Question type: Matrix, rating] 
	
	Pre-NCBR 
(before Oct 2023)
	Current position

	Practical applications of behavioural research in your field
	
	 

	Behavioural research career paths beyond your current sector of activity
	
	



[Hide IF Q49==5 & Q50==5] To what extent do you think the programme has contributed to any changes you have observed?
To a large extent
To some extent
Not at all
Could you briefly explain your answer above? [comment box]

[Hide IF Q1==3 & Q49==5 & Q50==5] How would you rate the capabilities of your organisation in the following areas now and before the October 2023?
Use a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is “poor” and 10 is “excellent”. 
[Question type: Matrix of open texts, include one per cell]
	
	Before Oct 2023
	Current position

	Capacity of your organisation to embed and deliver effective behavioural research
	
	 

	Engagement of your organisation in partnerships and/or collaborations for using behavioural research
	
	

	Capacity of your organisation to identify funding opportunities and secure funding for behavioural research
	
	



[Hide IF Q49==5 & Q50==5] If you note an increase in capabilities since the last survey, to what extent has your organisation’s involvement in NCBR led to those changes?
[Question type: Multiple choice, select one]
To a large extent
To some extent
Not at all

Could you please briefly explain your answer? [comment box]

[Hide IF Q49==5 & Q50==5] To date, to what extent has the NCBR programme overall led to the development of tools, methods and theories for producing, innovating and applying BR?
a) To a great extent
b) To a moderate extent
c) To a slight extent
d) Not yet, but this is likely in the future
e) Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future
f) I don't know

[Hide IF Q49==5 & Q50==5] Have you used any of these tools, methods and theories in a behavioural research intervention in your work?
Yes
No
If yes, could you please provide further details? [comment box]

How would you rate your skills related to developing and using behavioural research before the programme began and now?
 Please use a scale of 1-10 where 1=very low, and 10=Very high.
	
	Pre-NCBR
(before Oct 2023)
	Current position

	Skills related to developing behavioural research (e.g. study design, experimental methods, data collection and analysis, securing funding, etc.)
	
	 

	Skills related to using behavioural research in practice (e.g. interpreting evidence, applying insights, etc.)
	
	

	Skills relevant to the use of behavioural research evidence in local and national decision-making within the public, private and third sectors
	
	



[Hide IF Q49==5 & Q50==5] To what extent do you think the programme has contributed to any changes you have observed?
a) To a large extent
b) To some extent
c) Not at all

Please briefly describe the types of skills you believe have been developed, and how they have been applied in practice. [comment box]

[bookmark: _Toc220398876][bookmark: _Toc232173151]Final remarks
Do you have any other comments you would like to make?
[Question type: Open text]

If you are willing to be contacted for a follow-up as part of this evaluation (e.g. to take part in a short interview), please provide your name and email address below. Providing your details does not commit you to taking part and you can choose not to proceed or withdraw at any time.
Name [comment box]
E-mail [comment box]
[bookmark: _Toc220398877][bookmark: _Toc232173152]End of survey
Thank you for completing to this survey. The results will be used to inform ESRC's future work to support behavioural research.
[bookmark: _Toc232173153]Interview Topic Guides
To be included.
[bookmark: _Toc232173154]ESRC
Introduction
1. Could you please describe your involvement in the NCBR programme?

Development of the NCBR programme
1. How were the initial objectives of the programme defined? 
[Probe for:]
Facilitate evidence-based decision making through timely, high impact, and independent research on human behaviour that meets the needs of policymakers, industry, and civil society.
Build a critical mass of researchers with the knowledge and skills to transform our understanding of human behaviour by applying a diverse range of relevant methods.

In your opinion, does the design of the programme align well with these objectives?

What aspects worked well / less well concerning the development of the NCBR and set-up of the programme?

What was the added value of the scoping exercise?

Did the call for proposals reach all the intended stakeholders?
[Probe for:]
Hub: working across different sectors (including government, the third sector and business) and disciplines, with international academic co-investigators as well
CDT+: working across a variety of disciplines, sectors and methodological approaches

Was the quality of applications in line with expectations? How did the pre-award engagement activities (e.g. information webinars) support this?

What aspects worked well / less well in the assessment of the applications process, including the panel and the interviews?

Delivery of the NCBR programme
Was NCBR delivered as intended from launch? What if anything deviated from expectations and if so, why?

What aspects of delivery worked well, or less well, for whom and why? How could the delivery process be improved?
[Probe for:]
Hub and spoke model
Stage gate review and flexible funding for the hub
The embedded posts

To what extent has the ESRC been able to deliver a coordinated programme? Have the individual investments worked well together to achieve the programme objectives?

What are the main initial outputs and outcomes delivered by the investments? Are they in line with the expectations?

Governance and oversight
What aspects worked well / less well concerning the governance arrangements?
[Probe for:]
ESRC Programme Board and Investment Management Group
IM meetings
Involvement in the investments’ own boards

Was the stage gate review an effective instrument in ensuring an oversight of the quality of the programme delivery by BR-UK without creating too much burden for both ESRC and the investment?

What processes have been put in place to make use of the information collected by the monitoring system? Has this information been useful in supporting the governance of the programme?

Concluding remarks
What if any delivery improvements would you recommend implementing immediately to optimise the impact derived from the current portfolio and strengthen the effectiveness of future spokes?

Are there any other important reflections you have as regards the NCBR design or delivery arrangements, which we have not discussed already?

[bookmark: _Toc232173155]BR-UK
Introduction
1. Could you please describe your involvement in the NCBR programme and BR-UK?
[Probe for:]
Were you involved in the application for BR-UK?
Has your role in BR-UK changed?

The application process
1. How did you find out about the NCBR programme?
Did you or your colleague attend the information webinar and Q&A session organised by ESRC? Did you find it useful?

In your view, what worked well and less with regards to the call for proposals process?
Were the call’s requirements clear enough?
Was there sufficient time to develop the proposal?

How did the programme’s objectives and criteria steer your proposal?

Are there improvements you would suggest for the call process (that ESRC could take into consideration when launching similar initiatives)?

From your perspective, did the proposal review process worked well? Was the feedback provided appropriate?

The implementation of the Hub
It is our understanding that BR-UK has implemented to date a number of activities, including:
A capability scoping study
Work to develop definitions of key concepts in BR
Demonstrations projects
A rapid response mechanism
Ask BR-UK
Dissemination activities (webinars, blogs, publications)
EDII work
Commissioning Fund
Embedded post in GO-Science
Is this list complete?

How different have these activities been compared to what was initially prescribed by ESRC? Do you feel BR-UK had an opportunity to be innovative?

How have these activities progressed in terms of achieved outputs and outcomes?
[Check for all the activities]

So far, what aspects have worked well / less well concerning the functioning of the hub?
[Probe for:]
Governance structure, including the co-directors and co-investigators from different sectors and disciplines, and the International Scientific Advisory Board
Balance of different activities, e.g. research, rapid response function, commissioning fund, dissemination activities
Engagement and networking with relevant BR actors inside and outside academia

What was the impact of the stage gate review on your activities?
Was the feedback received useful?
How were the lessons learned during the first 18 months used to further refine the hub plans?

Could you describe how you are engaging with other NCBR investments, i.e. Centre-UB and the embedded posts. How effective is this engagement / collaboration?

ESRC support and monitoring requirements
Is the support received by the ESRC programme team sufficient? Was there any consequence from the changes in ESRC staffing (including the investment manager for BR-UK)?

Are the requirements in terms of reporting and evaluation reasonable?

How are the findings from your evaluative efforts being used to improve the delivery of your activities?

Concluding remarks
If you were designing the NCBR programme, what key elements would you keep? What would you change or add?

Is there any other aspect of the implementation of NCBR that we have not covered and that you would like to comment?

[bookmark: _Toc232173156]Centre-UB
Introduction
1. Could you please describe your involvement in the NCBR programme and Centre-UB?
[Probe for:]
Were you involved in the application for Centre-UB?
Has your role in Centre-UB changed?

The application process
1. How did you find out about the NCBR programme?
Did you or your colleague attend the information webinar and Q&A session organised by ESRC? Did you find it useful?

In your view, what worked well and less well with regards to the call for proposals process?
Were the call’s requirements clear enough?
Was there sufficient time to develop the proposal?

How did the programme’s objectives and criteria steer your proposal?

Are there improvements you would suggest for the call process (that ESRC could take into consideration when launching similar initiatives)?

From your perspective, did the proposal review process work well? Was the feedback provided appropriate?

The implementation of the CDT+
It is our understanding that Centre-UB has implemented to date a number of activities, including:
 Two cohorts of PhD students recruited and awarded funding.
 Two cohorts of Early Career Researcher Fellowships recruited and awarded funding.
Development of a dynamic National Training Strategy involving early engagement with large partner network to map training needs. 
Centre-UB activities including: Interchange Events, Public Engagement Events, Roadshows co-produced and delivered with partners, CPD Modules for which there is a pressing need, programme of webinars, Challenge Days, Celebrating Research and Impact Day, Centre-UB/BR-UK Conference planned for June 2026.
Development of Centre-UB Advisory Board (two meetings per year).
Development of Centre-UB Website serving as a platform to advertise events, host webinar recordings and showcase outputs from students and fellows.
Embedded post in Government Skills.
Is this list complete?

How have these activities progressed in terms of achieved outputs and outcomes?
[Check for all the activities]

So far, what aspects worked well / less well concerning the functioning of Centre-UB?
[Probe for:]
Governance structure and the Advisory Board
Training suitable for different audiences, e.g. PhD students, fellows and practitioners
Collaboration with non-academic partner organisations on PhD and fellowship projects

Could you describe how ethics and EDII have been embedded in the design and delivery of your activities?

Could you describe how you are engaging with other NCBR investments, i.e. BR-UK and the embedded posts? How effective is this engagement / collaboration?

ESRC support and monitoring requirements
Is the support received by the ESRC programme team sufficient? Was there any consequence from the change in the investment manager for Centre-UB?

Are the requirements in terms of reporting and evaluation reasonable?

Concluding remarks
If you were designing the NCBR programme, what key elements would you keep? What would you change or add?

Is there any other aspect of the implementation of NCBR that we have not covered and that you would like to comment?

[bookmark: _Toc232173157]Embedded posts (fellows)
Introduction
1. Could you please describe your involvement in the NCBR programme?

The selection process
1. How did you find out about the NCBR programme?

What were your main reasons to apply for this position?

In your view, what worked well and less with regards to the selection process?

The implementation of the embedded posts
What main activities have you implemented to date?

How have these activities progressed in terms of achieved outputs and outcomes?

Have there been any unexpected barriers or facilitators in setting up the embedded post and implementing the planned activities?
If yes, what were they?

Did you make changes to the original plan as a result of challenges you encountered?

What aspects worked well / less well concerning the functioning of embedded posts?
Engagement between government and researchers
Research and dissemination activities

Could you describe how you are engaging with other NCBR investments, i.e. BR-UK and Centre-UB? How effective is this engagement / collaboration?

ESRC support and monitoring requirements
Is the support received by the ESRC programme team sufficient? 

Are the requirements in terms of reporting and evaluation reasonable?

How have ethics and EDII been embedded in the design and delivery of your activities?

Concluding remarks
If you were designing the NCBR programme, what key elements would you keep? What would you change or add?

Is there any other aspect of the implementation of NCBR that we have not covered and that you would like to comment?


[bookmark: _Toc232173158]Embedded posts (government officers)
Introduction
1. Could you please describe your involvement in the NCBR programme?

The implementation of the embedded posts
How did your department decide to host an embedded post? What are the expected benefits?

What was your involvement in setting up the post and selecting the fellow?

In your view, what worked well and less with regards to the selection process?

In your view, does the design of the post align well with its intended objectives, i.e. facilitating the transfer of information and learning with the other investments and relevant departments?

What aspects worked well / less well concerning the functioning of embedded posts?
Engagement between government and researchers
Research and dissemination activities

To what extent have the activities of the embedded post already achieved the expected output and outcomes?

NCBR programme board
In your opinion, what worked well / less well in the governance arrangements for the NCBR programme, and in particular in the programme board? 

Concluding remarks
If you were designing the NCBR programme, what key elements would you keep? What would you change or add?

Is there any other aspect of the implementation of NCBR that we have not covered and that you would like to comment?


[bookmark: _Toc232173159]Assessors
Initial investment assessment
1. Could you please introduce yourself and your involvement with the NCBR programme?

1. Did you find the ESRC briefing and written guidance sufficient to complete your assessments with confidence?

Did you feel confident in assessing all the applications assigned to you?

Do you feel the number of applications assigned to you was appropriate?

Did you have sufficient time to complete your assessments?

To what extent do you feel the panel review and interview processes worked well?

Did the structure of the application template (case for support) facilitate the assessment of the proposal against the evaluation criteria?

Did applicants overall make a good job of answering the evaluation questions?

To what extent do you consider the NCBR assessment process overall to have been fair and transparent?

To what extent do you consider the NCBR funding decisions aligned with the findings of the assessment process?

What if any change would you recommend to the assessment process?

Stage gate review
Do you feel the assessment criteria for the stage gate review worked well?

Did you have sufficient time to complete your review of the submitted documents (e.g. progress report, case for support, etc.)?

What aspects worked well / less well concerning the panel meeting?
No introducer roles
Scoring framework
Final consensus score
Recommendations

To what extent do you consider the stage gate review process overall to have been fair and transparent?

What if any change would you recommend to the stage gate review process?






Do not delete anything after this (non-printing) line

	[image: ]

www.technopolis-group.com




To a great extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.2	0.11764705882352941	To a moderate extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.3	0.35294117647058826	To a slight extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.1	0.23529411764705882	Not yet, but this is likely in the future	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	5.8823529411764705E-2	Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future	BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0	I don't know	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.4	0.23529411764705882	



To a great extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.4	0.17647058823529413	To a moderate extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.2	0.29411764705882354	To a slight extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0.23529411764705882	Not yet, but this is likely in the future	BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0	Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future	BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0	I don't know	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.4	0.29411764705882354	



To a great extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.4	0.17647058823529413	To a moderate extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.2	0.23529411764705882	To a slight extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0.35294117647058826	Not yet, but this is likely in the future	BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0	Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future	BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0	I don't know	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.4	0.23529411764705882	



Baseline

Percentage (column total)	
I am regularly engaged with BR-UK and actively participate in its activities or projects.	I am familiar with BR-UK and have engaged with its activities or communications.	I am familiar with BR-UK but have not engaged with its activities or communications.	I have heard of BR-UK but am not familiar with its objectives or activities.	Not familiar at all.	4.0404040404040407E-2	0.38383838383838381	0.26262626262626265	0.21212121212121213	0.10101010101010101	
Interim

Percentage (column total)	
I am regularly engaged with BR-UK and actively participate in its activities or projects.	I am familiar with BR-UK and have engaged with its activities or communications.	I am familiar with BR-UK but have not engaged with its activities or communications.	I have heard of BR-UK but am not familiar with its objectives or activities.	Not familiar at all.	0	0.61904761904761907	0.19047619047619047	0.19047619047619047	0	
Baseline

Percentage (column total)	
I am regularly engaged with Centre-UB and actively participate in its activities or projects.	I am familiar with Centre-UB and have engaged with its activities or communications.	I am familiar with Centre-UB but have not engaged with its activities or communications.	I have heard of Centre-UB but am not familiar with its objectives or activities.	Not familiar at all.	1.020408163265306E-2	0.14285714285714285	0.18367346938775511	0.18367346938775511	0.47959183673469385	
Interim


I am regularly engaged with Centre-UB and actively participate in its activities or projects.	I am familiar with Centre-UB and have engaged with its activities or communications.	I am familiar with Centre-UB but have not engaged with its activities or communications.	I have heard of Centre-UB but am not familiar with its objectives or activities.	Not familiar at all.	0.3	0.3	0.1	0.2	0.1	
To a great extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.3	0.22222222222222221	To a moderate extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.2	0.27777777777777779	To a slight extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.4	0.22222222222222221	Not yet, but this is likely in the future	BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0	Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	5.5555555555555552E-2	I don't know	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.1	0.22222222222222221	



To a great extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.5	0.23529411764705882	To a moderate extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.1	0.23529411764705882	To a slight extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0.23529411764705882	Not yet, but this is likely in the future	BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0	Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future	BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0	I don't know	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.4	0.29411764705882354	



To a great extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.3	0.17647058823529413	To a moderate extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0.35294117647058826	To a slight extent	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0.11764705882352941	Not yet, but this is likely in the future	BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	0	Not yet, and this is unlikely in the future	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0	5.8823529411764705E-2	I don't know	
BR-UK 	&	 Centre-UB	Wider Stakeholders	0.7	0.29411764705882354	
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