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 Glossary of acronyms 
   

Acronym/ 
Key word Definition 

App Mobile software designed to run on smartphones and other mobile 
devices 

BME Black and Minority Ethnic 

BT British Telecom 

CETMA Community Engagement, Technology, Media and Arts 

CHC Community Housing Cymru 

CVCs County Voluntary Councils 

DCMS Department for Culture, Media and Sport 

DCW Digital Communities Wales 

DIEIP Digital Inclusion Engagement Improvement Plan 

DWP Department for Work and Pensions 

ECDL European Computer Driving Licence 

e-health A relatively recent term for healthcare practice supported by electronic 
processes and communication 

FTE Full Time Equivalent 

Go On UK Now referred to as 'Doteveryone' is a registered digital inclusion charity 

ICT Information and Communications Technology 

IT Information Technology 

JCP Jobcentre Plus 

KPI Key Performance Indicator 

Ofcom The Office of Communications 

RNIB The Royal National Institute of Blind People 

SCLC Society of Chief Librarians Cymru 

Smart TV A television set with integrated internet  

Superfast Cymru A programme to bring access to high speed broadband to the majority of 
homes and businesses in Wales 

UK United Kingdom 

Universal Credit A welfare benefit introduced in the United Kingdom in 2013 to replace six 
means-tested benefits and tax credits 

Universal 
JobMatch A UK Government website for finding job vacancies 

V2C Valleys to Coast Housing Association 

WCVA Wales Council for Voluntary Action 

WERU Welsh Economy Research Unit 

WhatsApp A proprietary, cross-platform instant messaging client for smartphones 

Wi-Fi A technology that allows electronic devices to connect wirelessly to the 
internet 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 In May 2016, OB3 (Old Bell 3 Ltd) was appointed by the Welsh Government to 

undertake an evaluation of its digital inclusion initiative, Digital Communities Wales 

(DCW). 

1.2 DCW is a Welsh Government programme, delivered via a contract awarded to the 

Wales Co-operative Centre following an open procurement process. It builds on two 

previous digital inclusion initiatives, namely Communities@One and Communities 

2.0.  

1.3 The DCW programme is intended to complement a wide range of activities across 

the public, private and third sectors in Wales to reduce digital exclusion and help 

meet policy goals set out in the Welsh Government’s Digital Inclusion Framework 

and Delivery Plan.  

1.4 The delivery contract awarded to the Wales Co-operative Centre runs from 1 April 

2015 to 31 March 2017 with an option to extend for a further two years. However, 

unlike its predecessor programmes, DCW adopts a more indirect delivery approach 

to addressing the effects of digital exclusion with the emphasis being on facilitating 

and co-ordinating digital inclusion activity. Thus, the programme is intended to work 

in partnership with organisations that represent and work with digitally excluded 

people (such as local authorities, Jobcentre Plus, housing associations and various 

third sector organisations) to encourage and support people to use the latest 

technologies in ways which benefit them. 

Evaluation Aims and Objectives  

1.5 The aim of this evaluation was to identify the emerging effects of DCW including the 

programme’s structural form and operational practice as well as its effectiveness 

and operational efficiency1.  

1.6 Specifically, the evaluation specification set out the need to investigate: 

 How the programme has been established 

 How digitally excluded individuals are identified  

 How the programme is performing against its targets/objectives 

                                            
1
 DCW Evaluation Specification. Page 5. 
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 Whether strong partnerships have developed as intended 

 The effectiveness of the support and training provided  

 Whether any changes to the structure (or elsewhere) could improve outputs  

 Whether effective co-ordination with other strands of related digital activities 

funded by Welsh Government is being achieved  

 Whether UK Digital Inclusion programmes are being influenced to the potential 

benefit of Wales2.  

  

                                            
2
 Ibid. 
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2. Methodology 

2.1 The methodology for the evaluation involved the following phases: 

Phase 1 - Inception and Scoping 

2.2 The inception phase involved receiving and cataloguing information from the Welsh 

Government and the Wales Co-operative Centre as well as conducting a number of 

initial scoping meetings with Wales Co-operative Centre officials to discuss the 

methodological approach in greater detail. 

Phase 2 - Literature Review 

2.3 The desk based phase involved undertaking a comprehensive review of literature 

including key policy and programme documents and information relating to the 

design and delivery of DCW as well as explicating a theory of change in the form of 

a Programme Logic Model. 

Phase 3 - Development of Research Instruments and Sampling 

2.4 A sampling strategy was developed to enable a representative sample of DCW 

partner organisations to be selected for the purposes of undertaking qualitative 

fieldwork. It was intended that a sample of 50 DCW partner organisations be 

selected (30 of which would be asked to participate via an in-depth visit and 20 of 

which would be consulted via telephone interviews). The sampling strategy was 

based on four criteria: 

 Geographical spread 

 Intensity of intervention – to reflect an appropriate mix of organisations that have 

had different levels and intensity of support.    

 Organisation type  

 Nature of support received. 

2.5 It proved challenging to rigidly apply the four sampling criteria as intended. 

However, the final sample of 50 partner organisations was broadly representative of 

the partner organisations supported by the programme.  

2.6 No sampling strategy was adopted for selecting service user beneficiaries for 

interview – rather, it was expected that partner organisations would facilitate access 

to their service user beneficiaries during the in-depth visits, with the option of 
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conducting follow-up interviews should the minimum number of interviews (120 in 

all) not be achieved. 

2.7 Semi structured discussion guides were developed (set out in Annex B) to inform 

interviews with: 

 Welsh Government officials involved in designing and overseeing the 

implementation of DCW  

 Key individuals involved in managing and delivering the programme within 

the Wales Co-operative Centre 

 Other key stakeholders such as members of the Digital Inclusion Programme 

Board and other third sector organisations (e.g. Citizens Online, RNIB etc.) 

 Representatives from organisations who work with digitally excluded groups 

and have been supported by DCW  

 Service users/beneficiaries who have been engaged in digital inclusion 

provision made available by these organisations.   

Phase 4 - Fieldwork  

2.8 A programme of qualitative fieldwork was conducted which involved undertaking 

semi-structured interviews with four Welsh Government officials, 11 staff involved in 

managing and delivering the DCW programme within Wales Co-operative Centre 

and seven other key stakeholders, including members of the Wales Digital Inclusion 

Programme Board. 

2.9 Fieldwork involved interviews with a sample of 50 partner organisations, 30 face to 

face with ‘assisted organisations’3 via area visits and 20 by telephone.  

2.10 The fieldwork also involved gathering feedback from individual service user 

beneficiaries. Thirty three interviews were conducted with a mix of volunteers and 

service users across 11 of the 30 partner organisations visited, either during the 

visits or via a follow-up telephone interview. In one partner organisation, video and 

self-evaluation evidence was considered for 128 service users.  

 

  

                                            
3
 Organisations that received more intensive support from DCW. 
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Methodological challenges and subsequent work programme revisions 

2.11 The challenge of undertaking fieldwork with individual, indirect service user 

beneficiaries was highlighted in the risk register for the evaluation and discussed 

with the evaluation steering group. 

2.12 To investigate the relevance and usefulness of knowledge and skills gained via 

DCW training activity and complement the evidence base, the evaluation team 

carried out: 

 Observation of training sessions delivered by the Wales Co-operative Centre  

 A web survey of DCW training participants.   

2.13 The observation work included: 

 One day training session on ‘Supporting People to Get Online’ delivered for 

Monmouthshire County Council on 8th July 2016. Ten Council officials 

attended the session from different departments 

 Half day ‘Job Search’ training session delivered for Neath Port Talbot 

Council’s Library Service staff on 19th October 2016. Ten officials attended 

the training 

 One hour webinar on ‘Digital Footprint’ on 21st October 2016. 

2.14 The web survey involved assessing a database of 789 records of individuals who 

had participated in DCW training from the Wales Co-operative Centre. Of these, 

580 e-mail addresses were identified as being valid and were used to distribute the 

survey link on 10th October 2016. The web survey closed on 31st October 2016 and 

generated 111 responses (19% response rate). 
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3. The policy context 
 

3.1 In this chapter, we consider the policy context, both from a historical perspective in 

terms of informing the design of DCW and more recent developments since the 

programme has been implemented. 

Historical policy perspective 

3.2 The evaluation of Communities 2.0 (the predecessor programme to DCW) 

highlighted that digital inclusion had been (and continued to be) high on the agenda 

of Government at the Welsh, UK and European levels for a number of years and the 

prominence afforded to it had been ‘seemingly unaffected’ by wider economic 

conditions. 

3.3 In terms of informing the design and development of DCW (and thus the associated 

programme logic model set out in this report), the Welsh Government’s Digital 

Inclusion Delivery Plan (Update)4 published in June 2014 would have set the policy 

and strategic context. This set out the overall aim of achieving ‘a digitally inclusive, 

sustainable society’ where citizens are empowered to ‘take advantage of digital 

technologies to enhance their quality of life’5. 

3.4 The outcome set out in the June 2014 Delivery Plan Update was to ‘ensure that all 

citizens have affordable access, support and the right skills to benefit from the 

advantages of being online’. This was supplemented with a series of 17 more 

specific objectives. 

UK Digital Inclusion Policy 

3.5 The UK Government published a Digital Inclusion Strategy in July 2014. The 

strategy put forward a comprehensive approach to achieving digital inclusion, 

incorporating a focus both on citizens and organisations6. This was included in the 

policy review for the summative evaluation of Communities 2.0. The key points 

included: 

                                            
4
 Welsh Government (June 2014) Digital Inclusion Delivery Plan – Update 2014 The strategic approach to 

digital inclusion. This effectively updated Delivering a Digital Wales (2010) and the Digital Wales: Delivery Plan 
(2011). 
5
 Ibid. Page 10. 

6
 Source: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/government-digital-inclusion-strategy/government-

digital-inclusion-strategy  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/government-digital-inclusion-strategy/government-digital-inclusion-strategy
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/government-digital-inclusion-strategy/government-digital-inclusion-strategy
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 A commitment to reducing digital exclusion to nine percent of the adult population 

by 2020 while acknowledging that as some people will never wish to access the 

internet, digital inclusion rates would become more challenging 

 A digital inclusion checklist including six key points around ensuring a focus on 

user needs, improving access, motivating people, making it easy to stay safe 

online, working collaboratively and focusing on wider outcomes (e.g. people 

becoming independently confident online). 

Recent Welsh Policy Developments 

Digital Inclusion: A Strategic Framework for Wales 

3.6 The Welsh Government published Delivering Digital Inclusion: A Strategic 

Framework for Wales7 in March 2016, roughly one year into the delivery of the DCW 

programme. 

3.7 In her foreword to the framework, the former Minister for Communities and Tackling 

Poverty acknowledged that while ‘great strides have been made’ in the context of 

digital inclusion ‘there is still a long way to go’. 

3.8 The refreshed framework essentially amalgamates into one policy the original 

Digital Inclusion Framework (2011) and Delivery plan (2014) and sets out the 

overall vision to ‘ensure that everyone who wants to be online can get online, 

protect themselves and their friends and families online and do more online to fully 

benefit from the opportunities the internet and other digital technologies offer’8. 

3.9 The new Strategic Framework clearly makes the point that while there have been 

many macro level enablers that make technology more accessible (e.g. cheaper 

equipment and faster broadband speeds), ‘barriers still exist for a significant number 

of people preventing them from participating in the digital world’9. 

3.10 Specifically, the framework identifies that market forces by themselves ‘have not 

been able to overcome the three main barriers of motivation, skills and access’ 

while a ‘lack of confidence’ is also identified as a ‘significant factor’. 

                                            
7
 Delivering Digital Inclusion: A Strategic Framework for Wales. March 2016. 

8
 Ibid. Page 9. 

9
 Ibid. Page 7. 
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3.11 The Framework estimates that some 474,000 people (equivalent to around 19 

percent of the adult population in Wales) are digitally excluded and makes a clear 

commitment that the Welsh Government will help ‘break down the barriers’ for these 

people. A number of the objectives set out in the Framework are of direct relevance 

to DCW and are in alignment with the specification for the programme developed by 

Welsh Government. Specifically, the 2016 Strategic Framework sets out the need 

to: 

 Bring together a wide range of different stakeholders in the public, private and 

third sectors to align plans and coordinate activities to maximise impact for 

citizens 

 Work closely with stakeholders to raise the profile of digital inclusion across 

society and facilitate delivery of creative approaches to getting people online 

 Embed digital inclusion in policy, programmes and services 

 Provide greater support to those initiatives and organisations that make a 

difference 

 Improve joint working arrangements between people, business, the third sector 

and the public sector 

 Work with UK wide digital inclusion programmes to ensure Wales and Welsh 

citizens benefit from these activities10. 

Digital Health and Social Care Strategy for Wales 

3.12 In December 2015, the Welsh Government published Informed Health and Care: A 

Digital Health and Social Care Strategy for Wales. This set out the vision that 

‘people will be able to look after their own well-being and connect with health and 

social care efficiently and effectively, with online access to information and their own 

records; undertaking a variety of health transactions directly, using technology, and 

using digital tools and apps to support self-care, health monitoring and maintain 

independent living’11. 

 

                                            
10

 Ibid. Page 8. 
11

 Health and Care: A Digital Health and Social Care Strategy for Wales. Welsh Government. Page 6. 
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Announcement on phasing out of Communities First 

3.13 On the 13th October 2016, the Welsh Government’s Cabinet Secretary for 

Communities and Children made an announcement during a plenary session of the 

National Assembly for Wales that he was ‘minded to phase out the Communities 

First Programme while establishing a new approach to meet the challenges of the 

future’12. 

3.14 The primary research undertaken as part of this evaluation had been completed 

before this announcement was made which means that it has not been possible to 

explore the potential implications of the withdrawal of Communities First on the 

implementation of the DCW Programme or on digital inclusion activity more broadly 

in some of Wales’ deprived communities. However, this is likely to need to be a 

consideration in the delivery of DCW going forward. 

Taking Wales Forward 

3.15 On the 20th September 2016, the Welsh Government published its five year 

Programme for Government ‘Taking Wales Forward’13. In the context of digital 

inclusion and connectivity, it sets out commitments to: 

 Prioritise schools’ access to super-fast broadband 

 Support the roll-out of digital competence in schools and develop coding 

skills in young people14 

 ‘Go digital first’ in the delivery of government services 

 Offer fast, reliable broadband to every property in Wales 

 Aim to help 95 percent of people to gain at least the basic digital skills 

needed for the 21st century by 202115. 

 

 

  

                                            
12

 Source: BBC News website. See: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-wales-politics-37617559  
13

 Taking Wales Forward 2016-2021 
14

 Ibid. Page 10. 
15

 Ibid. Page 13. 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-wales-politics-37617559
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Internet access and usage in Wales  

Ofcom Communications Market Report 2016 

3.16 In addition to the policy context, it is important to consider the underlying need for a 

policy response such as DCW. Figure 1 provides some context as to the 

percentage of Welsh households with internet access, showing that the proportion 

of Welsh households with internet access has risen from 66 percent in 2010 to 84 

percent in 2016. Since 2015, the proportion has stayed relatively constant (86 

percent in 2015 and 84 percent in 2016) suggesting that 15-16 percent of 

households in Wales remain digitally excluded either by choice, lack of opportunity 

or a combination of both factors.  
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Figure 1: Internet take-up in Wales 2010-201616 
 
Households percent 
 

 

Source: Ofcom Technology Tracker as reported in Communications Market Report: Wales 4
th
 August 2016. 

Page 64. 
17

 

 

 

                                            
16

 Note 1: ‘Internet’ includes access to the internet at home (via any device, e.g. PC, mobile phone, tablet etc.  
Note 2: ‘Total broadband’ includes the following methods to connect to the internet at home – fixed broadband 
(via phone line or cable service), mobile broadband (via a USB stick or dongle, or built -in connectivity in a 
laptop/netbook/tablet with a SIM), tethering (via mobile phone internet connection on laptop/tablet), and mobile 
broadband wireless router (via 3G or 4G mobile network, which can be shared between devices). 
Note 3: ‘Fixed broadband’ includes ADSL, cable and fibre services – perhaps using a Wi-Fi router. This 
includes superfast broadband services. 
Note 4: ‘Mobile broadband’ is connecting a device using a USB stick or dongle, or built -in connectivity in a 
laptop or netbook or tablet computer with a SIM card.  
Note 5: ‘Internet on mobile’ is the proportion of adults who use a mobile phone for any of the following 
activities: instant messaging, downloading apps or programs, email, internet access, downloading video, video 
streaming, visiting social networking sites. 
17

 Base numbers relate to all adults aged 16+. 2010 = 1075, 2011 = 493, 2012 = 513, 2013 = 492, 2014 = 491, 
2015 = 496 and 2016 = 489. Confidence level 95 percent between Wales 2015 and 2016. 
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3.17 It also shows a rapid increase in the use of internet on mobile devices between 

2010 and 2015 (an increase of 38 percentage points), though again (in a similar 

pattern to overall internet use), this appears to have tapered off somewhat in 2016.  

National Survey for Wales Data (2014-2015) 

3.18 In October 2015, Statistics for Wales released a more detailed bulletin analysing 

findings from the Survey for Wales 2014-2015 relating to internet use and access18. 

The headline findings in the statistical bulletin relating to digital exclusion were that: 

 78 percent of households in Wales had access to the internet (a comparable, 

but slightly lower proportion than that outlined in Ofcom’s reports – Figure 1) 

 97 percent of households containing two adults with children had accesses to 

the internet, compared with just 41 percent of single pensioner households 

 81 percent of households in private rented accommodation and 81 percent of 

owner occupied households had access to the internet, compared with 61 

percent of those in social housing 

 81 percent said that they personally used the internet at home, work or 

elsewhere but this varied by gender, health, employment and qualifications. 

For instance 55 percent of men aged over 65 use the internet compared with 

43 percent of women. Only 62 percent of people with a limiting long-standing 

illness, disability or infirmity used the internet, compared to 87 percent of 

those without such a condition. 94 percent of those in employment and 95 

percent of those who are unemployed use the internet while only 62 percent 

of those classed as economically inactive use the internet. Of those with no 

qualifications, 44 percent used the internet while those with qualifications at 

National Qualification Framework levels 3 and above, 94 percent were 

internet users. 

 A laptop was the most popular device to use to access the internet with 66 

percent of internet users choosing this device 

 88 percent of 18 to 24 year olds accessed the internet using a mobile phone 

or smartphone19.  

                                            
18

 Statistical Bulletin SB 97/2015. National Survey for Wales, 2014-2015. Internet use and access. 14 October 
2015. Statistics for Wales. 
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4. DCW programme design and rationale 

4.1 In this chapter, we examine the design and rationale of the DCW programme. The 

chapter draws on evaluation evidence from the predecessor Communities 2.0 

programme and the specification for DCW. The findings from this review are then 

used to explicate a logic model for the DCW programme. 

Context – Learning from Communities 2.0 

4.2 Before examining the key design aspects of DCW, we reflect on the key learning 

points and recommendations from the evaluation of the predecessor programme, 

Communities 2.0 to provide some context. 

4.3 The summative evaluation of Communities 2.0 concluded that: 

 The ‘centre of gravity’ of the Programme had shifted during its latter stages of 

delivery towards promoting digital inclusion with individuals 

 While support directed at voluntary and community organisations had been well 

received and led to benefits in terms of ‘operating efficiency and resilience’, 

longitudinal work undertaken as part of the evaluation showed that this sort of 

support to the third sector had not been ‘transformative’ and did not provide long-

term solutions 

 The work with individuals had been a ‘major success’ particularly in terms of their 

propensity to use the internet and that the ‘non-threatening’ community outreach 

element had resulted in support being provided to individuals that ‘would never 

have been reached by more conventional routes’20 

 The programme struggled to reach some groups, particularly ‘those with 

disabilities and the housebound’ 

 The ‘residual population’ who are still digitally excluded will be ‘even harder to 

reach’ 

 There were key elements of good practice that contributed to the programme’s 

success. These included: 

                                                                                                                                                   
19

 Ibid. Page 1, 6 and 7. 
20

 Evaluation of Communities 2.0. Final Report. Page 137. 
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o Working with and through willing partners in the public and third sectors 

and brokering mutually advantageous relationships 

o ‘Selling’ the benefits of digital inclusion 

o Developing and offering provision in ‘small manageable sessions in 

informal settings’ 

o Making effective use of volunteers, based on a ‘train the trainer’ approach21 

 The programme had developed a legacy of external organisations willing to invest 

their own funds, or to invest in efforts to secure external funding to continue to 

promote the digital inclusion of individuals. On that basis, the evaluation 

concluded that even if it were possible to simply continue or re-create 

Communities 2.0, this would not be necessary. Rather, it was concluded that a 

‘central, all-Wales resource will continue to be necessary to provide 

encouragement and support to organisations undertaking front-line delivery of 

digital inclusion activities’22. 

4.4 The main recommendation made by the summative evaluation of Communities 2.0 

was that: 

 The Welsh Government should seek to allocate resources for a more limited 

successor programme to Communities 2.0, focused exclusively on the drive to 

increase still further the digital inclusion of currently excluded individuals. This 

should not in itself undertake – nor probably fund – front line activity but should: 

o Continue to act as an advocate for digital inclusion to public, private and 

third sector organisations 

o Support and encourage partners already involved in digital initiatives to 

sustain their involvement 

o Where necessary, broker new local and thematic partnerships 

o Provide opportunities for networking between individuals and organisations 

involved in digital inclusion 

o Maintain and promote the legacy of Communities 2.0  

                                            
21

 Ibid. Page 138. 
22

 Ibid. Page 141. 
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o Continue to provide ‘train the trainer training’  

DCW Programme Specification 

4.5 The specification for the DCW programme23 set out an assessment of the 

underlying need for the range of services to be procured. On the basis of existing 

research and evaluative evidence, the assessment of need referenced the fact that: 

 A digital divide still exists for many groups in society meaning that they are 

missing out on the opportunities offered by the latest digital technologies 

 People living in more deprived areas, particularly in social housing or older and or 

disabled people are more likely to be digitally excluded 

 Being digitally excluded puts people at a real disadvantage and in danger of being 

left behind by society 

 Significant numbers (21 percent of the adult population) are not online which 

reinforces poverty and restricts opportunities to enhance lives. As such, digital 

inclusion is a key social justice and equality issue 

 As public services move increasingly online, digitally excluded people face having 

more restricted and less flexible access to those services 

 It is possible, via community development and outreach approaches to engage 

people with technologies as a route into wider use of ICT24. 

4.6 The specification set out a series of aims for the DCW programme which were to: 

 Encourage and support digitally excluded individuals to take advantage of the 

benefits of digital technologies 

 Facilitate the co-ordination of digital inclusion activity across the third, public and 

private sectors in Wales to maximise the impact of available support 

 Embed digital inclusion within lead/umbrella organisations, enabling a cascading 

approach of training and support across organisations and community groups as 

a way of reaching digitally excluded individuals25 

                                            
23

 Provision of Digital Inclusion Advice and Support. Invitation to Tender (ITT). Contract Number: 
C140/2014/2015. Welsh Government 
24

 Ibid. Pages 2 and 3. 
25

 Ibid. Pages 3 and 4. 
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4.7 Sitting beneath these high level aims were specific requirements for the programme 

which included the need for DCW to: 

 Help digitally excluded individuals overcome motivational, skills, access and trust 

barriers to become confident users of technology 

 Support individuals or groups of individuals to improve their digital skills and 

enable them to enhance their opportunities for employment 

 Act as an advocate for digital inclusion to public, private and third sector 

organisations 

 Build and sustain partnerships with organisations (including those offering existing 

initiatives) that represent and work with the digitally excluded  

 Recognise the valuable part volunteers play in tackling digital exclusion and 

identify opportunities for this work to continue 

 Support organisations and groups from all sectors to provide digital inclusion 

training/mentoring 

 Establish close links with public service deliverers to pass on expertise of the best 

ways to engage with digitally excluded people 

 Collaborate with other strands of the Welsh Government’s Digital Wales agenda  

 Work with Welsh Government and the broadband market to explore affordable 

home broadband solutions for social housing tenants 

 Work with employment and skills programmes and the wider adult education 

sector to support people who are ready for accredited training to develop their 

digital competence 

 Liaise closely with Welsh Government programmes aiming to tackle as well as 

the wider financial inclusion agenda 

 Work closely with the libraries network to support delivery of digital inclusion 

across Wales 

 Appropriately use legacy equipment and resources from Communities 2.0 

 Promote and highlight the work of the programme via a website and social media 
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 Engage with the ‘Go On UK’ Programme26 to maximise the benefit to Wales from 

UK activities27. 

4.8 The specification set out a package of key performance indicators (KPIs) for DCW. 

These included the need to: 

 Work with organisations to help support an additional 15,000 people per annum to 

engage with technologies 

 Provide training and support to 400 organisations per annum across the private, 

public and third sectors demonstrating best practice on how to engage people 

with technologies 

 Encourage and support organisations to recruit and utilise over 500 volunteers 

per annum to help support people get on line, working closely with volunteer 

centres and other volunteering networks to ensure volunteer activities are co-

ordinated 

 Assist 500 people per annum to overcome their ICT barriers to enhance their 

employability28. 

4.9 In terms of implementation, the specification set out that DCW would be delivered 

across all of Wales but that there would be a ‘focus on the most deprived areas 

which show higher levels of digital exclusion’. The specification identified four 

overarching priority groups to be targeted which were: 

 Older people (50+) 

 Working age economically inactive and unemployed 

 Disabled people 

 Social housing tenants. 

Rationale and theory of change/logic model 

4.10 Based on the theory of change for DCW, we developed a logic model illustrated in 

Figure 2. 

                                            
26

 Now referred to as ‘Doteveryone’ 
27

 Ibid. Pages 5 and 6. 
28

 Ibid. Page 7. 
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Figure 2: Digital Communities Wales Programme Logic Model 

Source: OB3   
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Need for intervention – Qualitative Evidence 

4.11 Partner organisations strongly argued that a digital inclusion intervention such as 

DCW continues to be required. 

4.12 The main justification provided was based on the move to an on-line welfare system 

(with the specific initiatives of Universal Credit, Government Gateway and Universal 

JobMatch commonly cited) and the resulting digital support required amongst 

communities. It was commonly argued that whereas previous digital inclusion 

initiatives (particularly Communities 2.0) had been geared to deliver generic digital 

support for specific groups as well as work related IT skills, the onset of welfare 

reform had created a need to support people who would potentially be financially 

disadvantaged if they could not cope digitally. For some housing associations in 

particular this change presented an additional problem i.e. the risk of tenants being 

unable to pay rent as a result of not drawing down benefit payments.  One such 

housing association highlighted the risk of disadvantaged communities being left 

behind in a digital era: 

‘It was clear that we needed to do something to help people to deal with these 

changes, otherwise it would make an already tough situation even harder for 

many’29.  

4.13 Several contributors stressed that the online element of Universal Credit was 

currently restricted to single people and that its wider roll out would generate a 

much greater demand for digital inclusion and technology based support in the 

relatively short-term future. The evidence from stakeholders suggested that 

Universal Credit would be ‘rolled out’ in some areas in Wales from around Spring 

2017 suggesting that further digital inclusion support is likely to be needed as and 

when roll out is scaled up. In this context, one stakeholder drew attention to a recent 

publication by DWP which suggested that: 

 Very high proportions of claimants had submitted personal, social and 

financial information into the Universal Credit online system (for instance this 

was 99.7 percent in June 2016) 
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 Very high proportions of claimants reported change of circumstances into 

the Universal Credit online system (this was 90 percent in June 2016) 30. 

4.14 However, the research by DWP also showed that 45 percent of the claimants that 

submitted their claim via the online Universal Credit service experienced at least 

one difficulty in doing so with 15 percent of those citing the reason they ‘could not 

get on the website’31.  

4.15 Housing organisations were particularly vocal that they were now required to be 

better placed to support tenants to access online services and that digital inclusion 

provision had very much become the norm.   

4.16 A smaller number of partner organisations noted other justifications for the DCW 

programme. In particular, one health board32 who contributed to the evaluation 

suggested that DCW offered them the support to research and test digital methods 

of meeting the needs of patients in rural areas.  

4.17 Library based services were equally supportive of DCW, considering it as a vehicle 

to help them meet the needs of users in an increasingly online world of e-books, e-

audio books and e-magazines as well as their role in supporting Jobcentre Plus in 

assisting people with job search activities. Likewise, partner organisations focused 

on supporting disadvantaged and vulnerable groups (e.g. homeless, BME 

communities, care leavers, young offenders and victims of domestic abuse) 

regarded DCW as an intervention which would help them better support these 

communities to access digital services.  

4.18 The stakeholders interviewed agreed that the transition from Communities 2.0 to the 

more facilitative approach of DCW was entirely appropriate given that digital 

inclusion was now ‘more prominent on the radar’ and the fact that there continued to 

be on-going pressure on public sector spending.  

4.19 Delivery staff working on the DCW programme had also sensed that there was a 

greater sense of ownership over digital inclusion from partner organisations under 

                                            
30

 Universal Credit online channel usage. Data to June 2016. Page 1. 
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 Ibid. Page 5. DWP used data from an evaluation of the Universal Credit programme undertaken by Ipsos 
MORI. 
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DCW than had been the case under Communities 2.0. Thus, one member of the 

team commented that: 

‘You can see it (the mindset change), it’s subtle, but where organisations used 

to just take the support on offer, they’re now coming to us more, and thinking 

about their service users’. 

4.20 Stakeholders were also clear that while much had been achieved by Communities 

2.0, there was still a clear need and justification for a policy response and public 

sector intervention not least based on data that continued to show that between 15 

and 20 percent of Welsh households did not access the internet.  

‘It was absolutely the right thing to do to move to the more indirect delivery model. 

But the key question of course is when you make the call to do that. It’s really 

important to have an end vision in place. Overall, the strategy feels right’. 

‘The issue is still there – it hasn’t gone away’. 

4.21 Stakeholders also felt that given the more limited resources available (as compared 

to the target budget of Communities 2.0), it was right that there should be an 

element of targeting DCW support to areas exhibiting the highest levels of digital 

exclusion. 
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5. Delivery structure 

5.1 In this chapter, we explore the delivery structure of DCW. The chapter draws on the 

proposal submitted to Welsh Government by the appointed delivery contractor 

(Wales Co-operative Centre) and quarterly progress reports.  

Overview of DCW activities 

5.2 Following an open tender procurement exercise, the contract for delivering DCW 

was awarded to the Wales Co-operative Centre on 13th March 2015. 

5.3 The Centre put forward a proposal in January 2015 to work co-operatively with the 

Wales Council for Voluntary Action (WCVA), Community Housing Cymru (CHC), 

Disability Wales, the Society of Chief Librarians Cymru (SCLC), Age Alliance Wales 

and BT Wales in delivering DCW. 

5.4 The Centre’s proposal included 13 delivery strands with the DCW service being 

offered across Wales, prioritising work by targeting resources at areas that: 

 Have not kept pace (based on the Communities 2.0 experience) 

 Have higher levels of poverty and worklessness 

 Have higher numbers of digitally excluded people33. 

5.5 In our view, the strands and activities set out by the Wales Co-operative Centre in 

its proposal were appropriate and met the requirements set out in the DCW 

specification document. 

Approach to sustainability 

5.6 A key focus of the Wales Co-operative Centre’s proposal was sustainability. In this 

context, the proposal set out that ‘whole-organisation digital inclusion strategies’ 

would be developed. These strategies would focus on ‘building organisational 

capacity to deliver digital inclusion as part of their mainstream activities’. 

5.7 The intention in the Centre’s proposal was that provision would ‘endure beyond the 

term of Digital Communities Wales’34. 

Staffing resources 
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34

 Ibid. Page 47. 



  

 

 

25 

5.8 The Centre’s proposal set out that the staffing requirement for the programme 

would include: 

 A Project Director  

 A Local Delivery Manager with responsibility for ensuring that Local Digital 

Inclusion Co-ordinators deliver the project plan and achieve targets 

 Six full-time equivalent (FTE) Digital Inclusion Co-ordinators to co-ordinate 

digital inclusion locally and work with local organisations to improve practice 

and increase the amount of support available 

 Two and a half FTE Digital Inclusion Engagement Officers to run courses for 

front line staff and volunteers 

 A Third Sector Digital Inclusion Engagement Officer to promote digital 

inclusion volunteering opportunities. This post holder would be deployed on 

secondment to the WCVA. 

5.9 The proposal also contained provision for support staff including: 

 A Training and Technical Officer 

 A Project Administrator 

 A Finance Officer 

 A Monitoring, Reporting and Performance Officer 

 A Social Media and Marketing officer 

 A Web Officer35. 

5.10 In our view, the proposals set out by the Wales Co-operative Centre relating to staff 

that would work on the implementation of DCW were appropriate and were 

commensurate with the scale of the requirement as set out in the specification 

document.

                                            
35
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6. Implementation of DCW 

6.1 This chapter considers the implementation of DCW, its promotion and recruitment 

practices, partner organisations and service user experiences and prior experience 

of digital inclusion, the nature of the provision accessed and views on the quality 

and relevance of the support made available.  

Prior experience of Communities 2.0  

6.2 Of the 50 partner organisations that contributed to the evaluation, around half 

specifically mentioned that they had prior experience of working with the 

predecessor programme, Communities 2.0.  At least eight partner organisations 

noted that they did not have any prior contact with Communities 2.0, or the Wales 

Co-operative Centre, and in most cases attributed this to the fact that they were 

either new initiatives or organisations or were relatively new in post. The remaining 

partner organisations had been aware of Communities 2.0 but had not worked 

directly with the programme. 

6.3 Of those partner organisations who had previous contact with the Communities 2.0 

programme, contributors had a general appreciation that there had been a 

significant change in the approach from one programme to another. This suggests 

that the Wales Co-operative Centre and Welsh Government have done an effective 

job of communicating the transition from Communities 2.0 to DCW. 

6.4 In a few of these cases, contributors observed that they had previously received 

funding via the Communities 2.0 programme to directly fund staff and deliver 

training to their end users whereas they recognised that DCW was more focused on 

supporting partner organisations with the necessary skills and equipment to 

mainstream digital inclusion from within their own resources rather than funding 

posts across partner organisations.  

6.5 In the in-depth interviews, the partner organisations with previous contact with 

Communities 2.0, regarded the transition from Communities 2.0 to DCW positively, 

with the continuity of staff and advisers highlighted as being particularly important. 

These contributors emphasised the positive relationships which were already in 

place: 
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‘We had already developed a really good working relationship with their staff 

through Communities 2.0. We were helping them to meet their objectives and 

they were helping improve the quality of life for our residents. It was great.’  

6.6 Only two partner organisations commented negatively upon the transition between 

the two digital inclusion programmes:  

‘We’d built up a lot of momentum through Communities 2.0 and there was a lot of 

demand, but then the funding went off the edge of the cliff”  

‘We had many ideas and plans that were being worked up, with the support of 

the coordinator. Then the Programme came to an end and morphed into what it 

is now [DCW] and suddenly there wasn’t the same level of resource and support 

available to take forward all the good ideas we had worked on. This felt like the 

Welsh Government saying ‘no thanks, we’re not very interested in that any more’; 

so it was a bit demoralising’. 

Partner organisations’ experience of getting involved 

6.7 The feedback from partner organisations suggests that the Wales Co-operative 

Centre had proactively approached them to become involved. Contributors 

commonly recalled having been approached directly by DCW staff to invite them to 

attend information events or to meet with a DCW representative to discuss how they 

could collaborate. The feedback on this initial contact was very positive as 

contributors had valued the detailed briefing provided by DCW staff. Very few, 

recalled having come across DCW through other routes such as hearing about the 

project through another organisation.  

6.8 Another popular method of coming into contact with DCW cited by partner 

organisations, was being invited to attend digital inclusion training events. A few 

contributors mentioned that the timing of such invitations had been very appropriate 

given the rising demand for digital support from amongst clients as well as the on-

going welfare to work reforms. In one such case it was argued that:  

‘I was clueless when it came to the Universal Jobmatch. As my Manager wanted 

me to help with the Job Centre, I asked if training was available’.  

6.9 Furthermore, a small number of partner organisations noted that they had been 

invited to attend various ‘digital’ partnerships such as the Môn Digidol Partnership. 
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6.10 Likewise, a handful of partner organisations noted that their involvement with DCW 

had been initiated as a result of being invited to apply for IT equipment via DCW. In 

one case, a partner organisation welcomed the opportunity to improve the 

availability and functionality of the equipment used with clients and within group 

based activities:   

‘We are always on the look-out for additional resources and ways in which we 

can improve our services, so the offer of some additional kit was a no-brainer for 

us.’ 

Partner organisations’ prior experience of digital inclusion activity 

6.11 Partner organisations had varied experiences of having been involved with previous 

digital inclusion provision or initiatives. A handful of partner organisations had no 

prior involvement with any ICT or digital inclusion related initiatives prior to DCW, 

whilst others were regarded as the ‘digital leader’ for their county. The 

overwhelming feedback from partner organisations, however, points to a marked 

increase in the involvement of these organisations with the digital inclusion agenda 

over the past few years.  

6.12 The most commonly cited types of digital inclusion support made available by 

partner organisations prior to engaging with DCW were:  

 Providing free access for service users to IT equipment (computers, iPads) and 

the internet/Wi-Fi 

 Helping service users to get online (using their own iPads, smartphones and 

laptops) 

 Helping service users with social media e.g. WhatsApp, Facebook 

 Facilitating drop in sessions on IT at various community locations  

 Supporting clients with online job searches  

 Delivering IT training courses including Microsoft Office, ECDL36 courses and 

other basic computer courses  
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 Delivering awareness raising sessions e.g. on aspects such as digital access 

relating to welfare reform 

 Delivering employment-focused training which included an emphasis on IT 

 Providing Smart TVs within sheltered housing accommodation  

 Providing an online blackboard system (in conjunction with a local college) to 

share resources  

 Employing a dedicated member of staff responsible for digital inclusion 

 Contributing to the work of local or regional digital partnerships. 

6.13 Several of the partner organisations stressed that digital inclusion had grown and 

become embedded within their strategic objectives over the last couple of years. 

This was particularly notable within the housing and advisory sectors. For instance, 

one housing association noted that digital (and financial) inclusion now formed one 

of three of its key organisational objectives37. This change was considered to have 

been primarily driven by the need to support service users to respond to benefits 

going on-line, not least so that service users would not be financially penalised by 

this development. In addition, a number of partner organisations (housing 

organisations, local authorities and library services in particular) explained that they 

were themselves now making more services available on-line and that there was a 

need to educate and enable service users to access these provisions. By way of an 

example, a housing association had recently developed an on-line tenants’ portal 

enabling tenants and an associated mobile app to make on-line bill payments for 

the first time.  

6.14 Several partner organisations provided evidence to show that the digital inclusion 

agenda had really ‘taken off’ over the last couple of years. Amongst the examples 

observed during the fieldwork included one organisation that had increased its 

provision of digital drop-in sessions across two counties. Another local authority 

reported that they had established a welfare liaison team to help people, particularly 

from disadvantaged groups, with their Universal Credit online applications.   
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6.15 In another case, a housing organisation that had recently undergone an 

organisational restructure, with a key objective being to place digital inclusion at the 

heart of a more holistic approach to supporting the community reported that: 

‘[We] have had a lot of foresight in terms of seeing what has been coming down 

the track, both with welfare reform and the digital revolution. Our mission is to 

help tenants negotiate these changes as well they can and seize upon the 

opportunities offered by digital’. 

6.16 At least two local authorities reported that they had restructured or rebranded their 

provisions in response to the increasing demand for digital-related support arising 

from the welfare reform and the introduction of on-line Universal Credit.  

6.17 A few partner organisations, particularly housing associations, stressed that they 

always had an extensive prior involvement with digital inclusion pre DCW. In one 

such case, a Housing Association had received BIG Lottery funding to deliver a 

multi-generational digital learning project and another organisation had accessed 

BIG Lottery funding to deliver digital inclusion initiatives help people with sensory 

loss get online across the UK. Indeed, in this case a representative from the 

organisation attributed much of their success in securing 20 per cent of the overall 

BIG Lottery funding to Wales to the piloting of the project as part of Communities 

2.0.  

Partner organisations’ motivation for getting involved with DCW 

6.18 A variety of factors were cited by partner organisations for getting involved with 

DCW. Some of these related to the support which the project could make available 

(e.g. training, equipment and so forth) whilst others were primarily driven by external 

factors i.e. their need to meet increasing client or community demand.  

6.19 The most commonly cited external factor was on-line welfare reform and the roll-out 

of Universal Credit which was considered to have had a significant impact upon 

tenants and users of housing organisations and local authority services. Aligned to 

this, a number of partner organisations noted that their own practices were 

increasingly shifting towards being available online and that clients required support 

to be able to access them. One such representative added:  
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‘With the way things are going, all of the forms, even the Housing Register, are 

all online now.’  

6.20 As a result, partner organisations commonly referred to an increasing client ‘need’ 

or ‘demand’ for digital inclusion support to help their service users live more 

independently or as part of wider efforts to reduce the effects of poverty. Indeed, the 

relationship between financial inclusion and digital inclusion provision was stressed 

by several contributors.  

6.21 A substantial number of partner organisations took the view that DCW expertise 

would help to strengthen their own organisations’ position as a provider of digital 

inclusion support, as demonstrated by the following examples: 

‘We’ve got the hearing loss expertise but not the digital inclusion expertise. We 

needed support with that.’  

‘I thought that it would be useful for our team to have a stronger understanding of 

digital inclusion as part of their community engagement remit.’ 

6.22 Another important attraction had been the offer of digital equipment: several partner 

organisations valued this opportunity, for instance:  

‘We are always looking for funds and schemes that can help us deliver our 

services better.’ 

6.23 Furthermore, a handful of partner organisations had been attracted to the 

availability of staff and volunteer training: in one such case a representative from a 

library service was acutely aware that older staff were falling behind in terms of their 

ICT and digital skills, yet demand from library users to access help on these matters 

was increasing. In another organisation, a representative commented that: 

 ‘Library staff are asked to do lots of things these days, so digital specific training 

was always going to be really helpful’. 

6.24 Others were keen to emulate the success of digital inclusion projects which they 

had been involved with, or had delivered, under Communities 2.0 (RNIB being one 

such example). In the case of one partner organisation, it was reported that they 

had been keen to re-engage with the successor programme as: 

‘Communities 2.0 sessions were hugely popular. We had a waiting list for them’. 
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6.25 A few other more specific reasons for getting involved with DCW were cited by a 

couple of partner organisations. For instance, one partner organisation noted that 

they were looking to develop effective ways of engaging elderly members of the 

community and considered digital inclusion an effective ‘hook’ to engage retired 

Welsh learners within the county.  

Nature of provision accessed 

6.26 The nature of support accessed via DCW could be broadly grouped into five key 

areas, each of which are discussed in turn:  

 Access to digital skills training for staff and volunteers 

 Support to develop a Digital Inclusion Engagement Improvement Plan (DIEIP) 

and signing up to the Digital Inclusion Charter 

 Access to IT equipment 

 Support with partnership working  

 Support on volunteering. 

6.27 It is worth noting at the outset that in the case of around a dozen partner 

organisations, their involvement with the programme would have been limited to the 

digital training element only. This fundamentally influenced their perception of the 

programme to the extent that they thought DCW was solely about the provision of 

training.   

6.28 Only four partner organisations described their involvement with DCW as having 

been very limited. In one case, the partner organisation had been unsuccessful with 

an application to DCW for equipment. This organisation had subsequently 

concluded that they needed to prioritise their own digital presence in the first 

instance (e.g. improve their website) before they could consider developing a digital 

inclusion strategy focused on supporting volunteers and service users. In another 

case the contributor could not recall much about the support received (although 

WCC records show that four front line members of staff had participated in the 

Digital Champions Training during 2015). 
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Equipment 

6.29 At least 13 partner organisations said that they had accessed IT equipment through 

the DCW programme. A further four partner organisations recalled having applied 

for the equipment – three of whom were unsuccessful and one was waiting to hear 

the outcome of the process at the time of fieldwork.  Partner organisations who 

chose not to apply for equipment (e.g. JCP) considered themselves to have 

appropriate IT equipment already in place for clients – indeed, one such partner 

organisation observed that despite being offered legacy IT equipment via the 

programme they had no use for them: 

‘The dongles would have been good but, in terms of the rest of the kit, we had 

more up to date kit than they had.’ 

6.30 Overall, partner organisations took the view that the IT equipment application 

process had been reasonable although one of the unsuccessful applicants 

explained that they would have welcomed some feedback as to why their 

application had not been approved.   

6.31 Partner organisations who had accessed IT equipment as part of the DCW 

programme reported using the equipment in a variety of ways. In a few cases, the 

availability of additional equipment was allowing staff to provide services to clients 

in a more flexible manner, often via outreach. For instance, one partner organisation 

supporting BME communities reported that staff could undertake consultations with 

clients in other parts of the building (given the limited space available in their 

offices) and one housing association reported being able to deliver more outreach 

services to tenants. In this case Benefit Advisors were using DCW iPads to show 

tenants how to register and access online services, such as online banking. In two 

other cases the organisations were able to deliver more digital outreach work to 

their service users, with one of these using the equipment to deliver some of their 

‘Money Matters’ provision – again a practical example of the positive cross over 

between financial and digital inclusion.  

6.32 Two main issues were raised by partner organisations in relation to the DCW 

equipment. The first related to the inconsistent use of the equipment amongst 

(partner organisations) staff. One such organisation observed that whilst some of 
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their departments were making good use of the DCW equipment, others were not 

utilising it as effectively. The second issue related to the lack of demand amongst 

service users to enable partner organisations to maximise the use of the equipment. 

For instance, the experience of one library team illustrates this issue well: the 

equipment in this case was intended to be used by the library community services 

team with the objective of engaging housebound library customers (effectively 

replacing the previous mobile library service). The team were using tablets to allow 

customers to browse the library catalogue at home and make home delivery 

requests. However, customers have been reluctant to engage with this service, 

preferring the previous mobile library van service.  

Training for staff and volunteers  

6.33 Around 30 partner organisations, said that they had participated in digital inclusion 

training sessions delivered as part of the DCW programme. This was the most 

popular form of support accessed. In most of these cases the training would have 

been accessed by front-line staff although there were also several examples where 

volunteers had participated in the training. The experiences of two third sector 

organisations where 20 and five volunteers respectively participated in the Digital 

Champion training were fairly unique in this respect.  

6.34 In most cases, partner organisations reported that their front-line staff would have 

attended a two-day Digital Champion training course. A large number of partner 

organisations also reported that their staff (and volunteers in a more limited number 

of cases) had attended other shorter courses, often one day in duration.   

6.35 The training accessed covered a range of digital inclusion issues, the most 

commonly cited being: 

 Making use of social media and setting up e-mails 

 Accessing online services 

 Online money saving  

 Online banking and shopping  

 Apps, including those focused on health and finance matters 

 Online safety 
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 E-government, including job searching and accessing welfare information 

 E-accessibility. 

6.36 The findings of the web survey with trained individuals showed that the most 

commonly attended DCW modules were supporting people to get online (40 of 111 

respondents) and the Digital Champion two day course (29 of 111 respondents). 

6.37 The feedback on the training received was overwhelmingly positive and a key factor 

was considered to have been the initial work undertaken by DCW staff to assess 

the needs and requirements of trainees prior to delivery. As two partner 

organisation contributors noted: 

‘The fact we sat down first made it more relevant. It was not about what they 

had available. It was tailored to what we needed.’  

‘The training has been very relevant because it’s bespoke. Members of staff 

were concerned with Universal Credit at the time. DCW provided a list of 

different subjects and we could then select what we wanted them to cover as 

part of the training.’  

6.38 The web survey confirmed that the majority of participating trainees found the 

modules either fairly or very relevant to them and their work. The proportions 

ranged from 72 percent fairly or very satisfied with the ‘money saving tips and tools’ 

module to 100 percent fairly or very satisfied with the ‘social media and apps to for 

search’ module. 

6.39 The training accessed was considered by almost all contributors to have been of 

good quality, appropriate and useful to those who had attended. Amongst the 

comments made were: 

‘It was a real eye opener of a session actually’. 

‘She [the DCW representative] has made the training much more interesting 

than I expected. You can tell from the reaction of those being trained that they 

have thoroughly enjoyed the sessions and that they’ve had something out of 

it.’  

‘The training was very useful – they can explain so much more than we 

already think we know. It was really good, and covered all the basics. At the 



  

 

 

36 

moment we have no use but it will be so relevant soon and we will know what 

to do. We are waiting for the hit!” 

‘The training was very helpful. We had a lot of information on Universal Credit 

and Jobmatch for example’. 

‘The training itself was brilliant. The delivery was brilliant. The Tutor was very 

enthusiastic, constructive and encouraging’. 

‘The trainer was great, and even though many of the team were quite 

experienced, we all came away having picked up something new’.  

‘The Tutor was brilliant and I thoroughly enjoyed the course. We talked about 

the basics – use of the internet, Apps, how to use the toolbar. It was great’.  

6.40 The web survey of training participants confirmed that the majority of those who 

attended DCW training found the courses useful.  

6.41 Contributors from partner organisations reflected on the learning and information 

which they had gained from the training sessions. Several contributors noted that 

the training had helped them pause and reflect on the frequent use of jargon with 

service users. Others reported that the training had helped them better understand 

how various groups perceived IT and the barriers which they faced when engaging 

with digital technology. Indeed, it was commonly reported that the DCW training had 

‘gone right back to basics’ and focused on peoples’ fundamental perceptions of IT 

and digital technology, which was regarded as having been useful. It was also the 

case that the training was thought to have focused on the practical issues which 

service users were dealing with at the time including familiarisation with Universal 

Credit or on-line job searching for instance.  

6.42 Amongst the comments made were:  

‘The training we’ve done in the past was on very basic skills, like how to use a 

mouse. The DCW sessions were more applied and dealt with the sorts of 

issues that many of our clients are asking about’.   

6.43 A minority of partner organisations were more critical of the training they had 

received via DCW. In the case of one such organisation contributors felt that the 

trainer was inadequately prepared to deliver a train the trainer course and attributed 
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this to a lack of research and preparation on DCW’s behalf. It was also the case that 

this organisation had not received training on a topic requested during the scoping 

meeting with DCW staff. 

6.44 Another partner organisation who, despite taking the view that the training had been 

excellent, thought that it could have benefited from more in-depth content on 

Universal Jobmatch. Similarly, a third partner organisation thought that the training 

covered knowledge and skills which staff already possessed: ‘the training was good, 

but it didn’t break new ground for us’.   

6.45 One area of disappointment for a small number of partner organisations was the 

perceived long wait for receiving accreditation for the training – in one case it was 

reported that staff were still unaware as to whether they had passed or failed the 

course. A few also expressed their disappointment that they had been unable to 

access or download the training workbooks following their attendance at the 

courses – in one case this was considered to have deterred the organisation from 

further participation in the training available.  

6.46 For those partner organisations whose only involvement with the DCW programme 

was the training, it was not uncommon to hear that they would have welcomed 

some follow up contact afterwards to hear about the other support services which 

they could possibly access via the programme. One such partner organisation 

observed: 

‘You talk about the Programme…I thought it was just the training to be honest. 

That’s what Digital Communities Wales has been to us. Two training 

sessions’. 

6.47 The findings of our observation work with DCW courses broadly mirrored those of 

the partner organisations and are summarised below: 

 All three courses were well planned and delivered. Clear explanations were 

provided around digital inclusion, what it means and why it is necessary. 

 The courses were delivered by experienced and knowledgeable and 

professional trainers with an appropriate degree of interactive activities for 

participants. 
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 Course content generated good discussion amongst participants, including 

practical and constructive ideas around breaking down barriers to help people 

become digitally engaged. 

 It was clear from the comments being made by participants that they could 

see the relevance and potential value of the training and associated apps to 

their everyday work. Trainers also imparted useful hints and tips (e.g. on 

supporting service users with the DWP’s Universal JobMatch website). 

 The option of accreditation was appropriately introduced (along with 

associated tasks) without impacting on the content and flow of the training 

itself. Instructions for those who wanted to pursue accreditation were clear 

and easily understood. 

 One of the observed groups challenged aspects of digital inclusion and the 

perceived value of it. The trainer responded constructively to the issues 

raised. 

 The webinar was easy to engage with and was delivered by two trainers – 

one who delivered the training and a second who responded to notes and 

comments being submitted via ‘chat boxes’ as the training proceeded. 

 Training was delivered in a technology neutral way in-line with the objectives 

of the Digital Inclusion Strategic Framework for Wales i.e. that the skills and 

knowledge being transferred were focused on using technology in purposeful 

ways (e.g. to help access work or to access services) regardless of the type 

of technology or device used. 

DIEIPs and the Digital Inclusion Charter  

6.48 Very few of the partner organisations interviewed could recall having received either 

a Digital Inclusion Engagement Improvement Plan (DIEIP) or having signed up to 

the Digital Inclusion Charter as part of the DCW programme. This was despite 

monitoring information showing that at least 23 of the partner organisations in our 

sample had received a DIEIP.  

6.49 Only seven of the partner organisations interviewed (14 percent) could recall having 

worked with their DCW officer to develop a DIEIP while one was in the process of 
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developing a plan at the time of our fieldwork. Seven organisations had also signed 

up to the Digital Charter with a further organisation interested in doing so at the time 

of our fieldwork. It is unsurprising that fewer of the partner organisations had signed 

up to the Charter, since this had only been introduced in February 2016 – a few 

months prior to the evaluation fieldwork taking place.   

6.50 Of those who could recall having received a DIEIP, the feedback on the process 

and the value of the DIEIP was mixed. Overall, only a couple of partner 

organisations considered the DIEIP to have been a useful exercise with progress 

having been made since its development. One such partner organisation noted that 

the exercise had provided:  

‘A lot of food for thought and sparked a lot of discussion around areas that we 

could explore’. 

6.51 Others were inclined to argue that the DIEIP process had been very light touch, not 

fully completed and generally of limited use to their organisation. One such partner 

organisation for instance recalled having had initial discussions with a DCW advisor 

about a DIEIP but thought that it had not been used or fulfilled its potential:  

‘I think we’ve got a plan somewhere. I don’t think it has been finalised’. 

6.52 In another case, a contributor from a partner organisation reported that the DIEIP 

had been discussed during a meeting with a DCW officer but that they could not 

recall whether anything had come of it and said that it had not been disseminated or 

utilised in any way by the organisation.  

6.53 Amongst partner organisations who said that they had not received a DIEIP, there 

was very little awareness that the programme offered this kind of support.  

Consequently, a few partner organisations suggested that DCW could improve its 

communication of this part of the overall offer. 

6.54 One of the organisations who was recorded on the database as having received a 

DIEIP observed: 

‘We had a meeting with [name of DCW representative] but nothing came from 

that…The next contact was with regards to the training and I assumed that 

this was part of developing the policy and that he would get back in touch, but 

I never heard anything.’ 
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6.55 In two cases, interviewees from the sample of 50 partner organisations could not 

recall having seen their DIEIP prior to a member of the evaluation team presenting 

a copy to them during the interview. Having reviewed the content of the plan during 

the interview, these contributors raised questions about the value of the document 

and in once case commented that the suggested actions were: 

‘More or less identical to what we said in our Communities 2.0 exit strategy 

paper’.  

6.56 Our own review of the DIEIPs (relating to the partner organisations in our sample) 

produced by DCW staff suggests that whilst the headings and sections contained in 

the template are appropriate, the quality and level of completeness of the plans 

produced was variable and generally weak. Our assessment of these completed 

DIEIPs is that some had been used as applications for IT equipment, whilst others 

had been focused solely on referring organisations to DCW training. We take the 

view that overall, the completed DIEIPs reviewed have been light touch and not 

particularly challenging or strategic in their content and as such have not fulfilled 

their intended role as ‘whole-organisation digital inclusion strategies’38 as set out in 

the Wales Co-operative Centre’s proposal. 

6.57 It was also notable that in the sixth quarterly report submitted to Welsh Government 

by the Wales Co-operative Centre that as a result of audit activity during the 

quarter, 89 partner organisations that had ‘only had a DIEIP completed’ were 

reviewed. As a result of this audit activity, the quarterly report noted that 60 partner 

organisations were ‘marked as pending further evidence and removed from the 

supported target’39. This would seem to confirm the findings from the fieldwork that 

the DIEIPs in and of themselves have not been particularly effective in securing 

broader changes and that follow-up activity is required (along with improvements to 

the content of the plans themselves) to secure more strategic and meaningful 

outcomes. 

6.58 Given these issues, it is not surprising that recollection of the DIEIPs was low 

amongst partner organisations. During our consultations with Welsh Government, 

officials within the Digital Inclusion Unit explained that they had already provided 
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 Wales Co-operative Centre proposal. Strand 5, Para 98, Page 21. 
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 DCW Sixth Quarterly Update Report. Page 2. 
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some feedback to the Wales Co-operative Centre on a number of DIEIPs that they 

had seen/reviewed with a view to these being strengthened in terms of their 

coverage and quality.  

6.59 DCW staff at the Wales Co-operative Centre explained that the DIEIPs had 

received a varied reception, arguing that for larger partner organisations (such as 

local authorities), the headings within the DIEIP template had not been a good ‘fit’ 

with the actual support they needed from the programme. Staff also explained that 

in October 2016 (at the time this evaluation was being completed), the format of the 

DIEIP had been updated to bring it more in-line with the six principles set out in the 

Charter. The six principles outlined in the Charter40 are to: 

(1) Ensure that all our staff and volunteers have an opportunity to learn basic 

digital skills, and that they take advantage of this opportunity 

(2) Ensure that digital inclusion principles are embedded into our day to day 

activities 

(3) Encourage and support our staff and volunteers to help other people to get 

online and have the confidence to develop basic digital skills, and help 

other organisations to embrace digital tools 

(4) Commit support and resources for digital inclusion activities and initiatives 

in Wales in whatever ways we can 

(5) Share best practice and activity around digital inclusion with Digital 

Communities Wales so that our activities can be co-ordinated for maximum 

impact and measured consistently 

(6) Look to build local partnerships amongst organisations which want to share 

ideas and co-ordinate activities with others in their area. 

6.60 Examples of more recently and fully completed DIEIPs were subsequently provided 

to us by Wales Co-operative Centre staff and our assessment of these was that 

they were much more comprehensive, challenging, of higher quality and provided 

recipient organisations with something far closer to a whole organisation strategy as 

intended. 

                                            
40

 See: http://digitalcommunities.gov.wales/  
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6.61 It is encouraging that DCW staff at the Wales Co-operative Centre have been 

continuously reviewing and improving the DIEIP process. It is our assessment that 

the DIEIPs should form a cornerstone of the DCW intervention and offer a legacy 

product to partner organisations that provides them with strategic direction and 

practical ideas on digital inclusion beyond the training packages currently on offer 

via the programme. In this context, ensuring greater consistency in the approach to 

as well as the thoroughness and quality of the DIEIPs should be a key priority. A 

key part of this process will be to ensure that staff have the appropriate skills and 

experience in place. 

6.62 In terms of the Digital Charter, while the awareness of this was understandably low 

amongst our sample of partner organisations, over 150 organisations had signed up 

to it (as of October 2016) which is encouraging41. 

6.63 The strategic stakeholders we consulted as part of the evaluation commented that 

whilst the introduction of the Charter was a positive move which was widely 

welcomed, this should be seen as a complement to rather than a substitute for the 

DIEIP process. That said, one stakeholder argued that the charter had been 

particularly helpful in some housing associations and had the effect of ‘helping to 

cascade understanding down and across organisations’ and had given a basis on 

which to ‘campaign and lobby’ for resources to be allocated to supporting digital 

inclusion activity in the social housing sector. 

Co-ordination and Partnership Working 

6.64 Feedback from partner organisations suggests that DCW has played a key role in 

stimulating, establishing (and in some cases re-invigorating) local digital inclusion 

partnerships at county level. In particular, the programme was considered to be a 

fundamental driver in establishing and maintaining ‘get on-line’ partnerships and 

has added value to the work of these partnerships by developing terms of 

reference, arranging and chairing meetings, providing information and updates, 

sharing good practice, helping to undertake mapping work with the objective of 

identifying gaps and any areas of duplication as well as supporting partnerships to 

consider potential funding opportunities.  
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6.65 Representatives from partner organisations emphasised that DCW had been 

instrumental in ensuring that the right people attended partnership meetings – 

adding in a few cases that their own involvement with the local partnership had 

stemmed directly from contact with DCW. In the case of one such partnership a 

representative from a partner organisation observed that the partnership had been 

re-established as part of the DCW programme and that the role of the programme 

had been fundamental in helping to achieve this:  

‘[Name of DCW representative] has been excellent in chairing meetings and in 

bringing partners together around the table. Working in partnership is a key 

element of our work.’ 

6.66 Partner organisations were also generally positive about the work of the digital 

partnerships which they attended. A few examples were cited where partnership 

working was considered to have stimulated discussions and developments such as 

identifying gaps in the provision of digital inclusion locally and this had resulted in 

the introduction of new/additional provision in some areas. The only concern noted 

by partner organisations related to the onerous nature of attending local partnership 

meetings for those organisations who had a national or regional remit.  

Volunteering Support 

6.67 The feedback received from partner organisations suggests that the role undertaken 

by DCW to source and supply volunteers has, to date, been fairly limited. There 

were very few examples of cases where DCW had facilitated an increase in 

volunteering capacity across partner organisations. This chimes with the monitoring 

information in that there has been a considerable ‘drop off’ between volunteer 

recruitment and utilisation.  

6.68 DCW staff expressed some frustration with this element saying that there were 

often bureaucratic barriers to the efficient deployment of volunteers (e.g. the need to 

comply with certain checks) which caused the ‘big drop off rate’ between 

recruitment and securing appropriate hosting opportunities. Stakeholders felt that 

the Wales Co-operative Centre was being proactive in trying to help place 

volunteers but understandably did not want to be seen to be ‘nagging’ partner 

organisations or being dragged into performing the role of a volunteer bureau. 
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6.69 There was also evidence to suggest that awareness of this element of the 

programme was quite limited, with several partner organisations saying that had 

they known about the volunteering element, they would have been keen to pursue 

it. This again highlights some of the deficiencies in the DIEIP process and 

underlines the opportunity to strengthen the volunteering element within future 

DIEIPs.  

6.70 Despite the overall lack of evidence, in the minority of cases where there had been 

a deeper level of support in relation to volunteering, the impact of this had been 

positive.  

6.71 In one case for instance, representatives from the partner organisation considered 

the most important contribution from the DCW programme as having been the 

support provided to recruit volunteers for them. In this case the organisation had 

faced numerous challenges in recruiting experienced volunteers who could deliver 

digital inclusion support on their behalf and found the programme’s support to have 

been ‘amazing’ in this respect. 

6.72 In a second case, the partner organisation had gone to DCW and explained that 

they needed a number of volunteers to help deliver technology related drop-in 

sessions at libraries in the county. The contact in this partner organisation explained 

that DCW supplied a list of five volunteers which were all appropriate and three of 

these took up active and regular volunteering activity with the partner organisation 

in January 2016 delivering a mix of ‘gadget drop-in sessions’ and First Click 

sessions in different library based locations across the county. This particular 

partner organisation felt that they would have struggled to secure these volunteers 

had it not been for DCW and as such, argued that there was a strong degree of 

direct attribution to the programme. 

‘It really handed us a solution on a plate to our volunteering issue. It was very 

reassuring to know that they’d gone through a process with the Wales Co-

operative Centre first so we knew that they were interested in ICT’. 

There was also evidence to suggest that the volunteering element had been an 

important element to date of the programme’s interaction with the private sector. For 

instance, quarterly reports noted that there had been discussions with BT Wales 
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around enabling staff to be released to undertake digital volunteering activity42. 

Beyond that, discussions around larger scale volunteering opportunities had been 

held with public sector employers (e.g. Office for National Statistics, Welsh 

Government and Companies House). Our discussions with stakeholders suggested 

that given the Welsh Government’s increased emphasis on community benefits 

statements being included as part of procurement processes, there may be 

opportunities to encourage more private sector employers to engage in digital 

volunteering initiatives. 

Health 

6.73 Partner organisations identified some interesting and promising developments in the 

DCW programme’s work to date across the health sector and considered DCW to 

have supported the development of innovative projects.  

6.74 One Health Board reported that they had received support to help their health 

practitioners develop ‘Pocket Medic’ films, which was considered to offer an 

innovative and cost-efficient way of reaching more people. Another community 

group reported that the programme had supported them to establish a new ‘Fitbit’ 

project. The project had already engaged five volunteers and it was hoped that it 

would be extended across the local authority area in due course.  

6.75 Overall, most stakeholders felt that DCW’s involvement in the ‘health space’ was 

appropriate and justified and had the potential to contribute directly to the aims of 

the Digital Health and Social Care Strategy for Wales. However, two of the 

stakeholders interviewed raised some reservations about this, with both highlighting 

a view that the private sector was very active in this area and questioned whether 

there was sufficient ‘market failure’ to justify public sector intervention. 

‘I’m not totally convinced that DCW can add much value in the health-tech 

sector’. 
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The Gap Fund 

6.76 As part of the DCW ‘offer’, a small (overall budget of £10,000) ‘gap plugging fund’ 

was available with an initial view to deploying sessional tutors on a temporary basis 

as required. 

6.77 A review of the quarterly reports submitted by the Wales Co-operative Centre 

shows that the intention was to channel this funding to areas categorised as ‘red’ 

i.e. where digital inclusion activities were least developed/needed most support. 

6.78 The fourth quarterly report noted that small investments to stimulate digital inclusion 

activity had been awarded in Ceredigion, Merthyr Tydfil and Rhondda Cynon Taf. 

The funding in RCT and Merthyr was to be used to trial interaction with clients 

through a health monitoring app called ‘Nudjed’43 which is used by NHS Wales. In 

Ceredigion a small, six week pilot to utilise ‘wearable digital technology to monitor 

the activity of senior citizens’ was funded44. 

6.79 Our consultations with DCW staff revealed that all three of these small-scale 

initiatives experienced unforeseen delays and implementation problems with local 

Co-ordinators working with local partners on attempting to resolve the issues.  

6.80 Early feedback from two of the pilot projects (as reported in the sixth quarterly 

report) suggests that there are some interesting emerging findings (e.g. people who 

engaged with the Nudjed app found that their digital skills improved and there were 

changes in their fitness habits). However, the RCT pilot had not yet proceeded at 

the time of the evaluation due to restructuring issues. 

6.81 DCW managers thought that the gap plugging fund was proving to be very resource 

intensive to implement (given the issues experienced in the three pilot areas) in 

relation to the amounts of funding being awarded. Thus, it has not been particularly 

proactively promoted. 
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Website and social media 

6.82 Stakeholders expressed the view that the DCW website was informative, well-

designed and contained appropriate information and resources including case 

studies and access to the Digital Inclusion Charter. 

6.83 The Wales Co-operative Centre also host a DCW Twitter account which had 3,955 

followers as of 7th November 2016. The ‘Twitter handle’ used for the programme 

‘@DC_Wales’ was ranked as 15th in the top 50 most influential ‘brands talking about 

digital inclusion and accessibility by Onalytica, a private company that specialises in 

providing ‘Influencer Relationship Management’ software45.      

Feedback on quality and relevance  

6.84 Overall, partner organisations expressed positive feedback on their dealings with 

DCW staff and advisors. In particular, it was commonly reported that partner 

organisations held DCW staff in high regard and frequently commented upon the 

level of expertise and professionalism in their approach to their area of work. 

6.85 A handful of partner organisations reported that DCW staff had gone beyond their 

expectations, particularly in relation to the flexible approach adopted to provide 

individualised support to partner organisations. However, a small number argued 

that they would have liked to have accessed more of their advisor’s time and were 

conscious that their advisor had been stretched. 
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 Source: http://www.onalytica.com/blog/posts/digital-inclusion-accessibility-top-100-influencers-brands/  
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7. DCW performance to date 

7.1 This chapter considers the performance of the DCW programme to date. It 

examines evidence in relation to performance against KPIs and considers financial 

data in relation to programme expenditure. It then presents findings in relation to the 

efficiency and effectiveness of delivery to date. 

Monitoring of Individuals 

7.2 A key point to note is that the KPIs relating to individuals are dependent on 

‘estimates’ of the number of indirect service user beneficiaries being supported by 

DCW partner organisations. The Wales Co-operative Centre has undertaken 

periodic monitoring checks so that ‘questionable indirect beneficiary numbers can 

be challenged and if necessary reduced’46.  

7.3 The DCW Monitoring officer has also adopted a cautionary approach to recording 

indirect individuals supported including ‘factoring down’ the total number of digital 

inclusion interactions to take account of the fact that some individuals will receive 

more than one form of digital inclusion support47. 

Assessment of Performance 

7.4 Our analysis of performance is based on an examination of information and data 

presented in the sixth quarterly progress report submitted by the Wales Co-

operative Centre to Welsh Government in October 2016.The quarter six report 

showed the following performance: 
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Table 1: Overview of Performance to date 

Indicator Q8 
target 

Q6 
achieved 

Cumulative 
achievement to date 

% of target 

achieved 

Organisations assisted 800 151 557 70 

Resulting engagement with individuals 30,000 15,113 52,120 174 

Individuals enhanced employability 1,000 1,025 3,658 366 

Recruitment of volunteers 

Utilisation of volunteers 

1,000 

1,000 

137 

67 

845 

350 

85 

35 

Source: Wales Co-operative Centre Sixth Quarterly Progress Report 

7.5 This shows that with two quarters of delivery (six months) remaining of the existing 

contract, 70 percent of the organisations assisted target had been achieved. 

Assuming that a similar performance to that of quarter six is delivered in quarters 

seven and eight, the organisations assisted KPI should be met.  

7.6 In terms of the KPI for (DCW supported partner organisations) engaging with 

individuals, this had already been substantially over-achieved as of quarter six, with 

52,120 individuals having been recorded against this target. Taken at face value, 

this is an impressive performance. However, this assessment is based on data 

submitted to the Wales Co-operative Centre by partner organisations with Centre 

staff pointing out that some of this data will have been based on estimated numbers 

of service users participating in digital inclusion related activities rather than actual 

numbers generated by on-going monitoring activity.  

7.7 A similar picture exists for the target of individuals having enhanced employability 

prospects as a result of support received from DCW partner organisations. While 

the headline performance looks impressive, it needs to be remembered that this is 

an indirect target, based on data provided to the Wales Co-operative Centre by 

partner organisations who support people into employment. 

7.8 A key question in relation to both of these targets is the extent to which there is 

evidence of additionality (i.e. the proportion of individuals indirectly supported that 

have engaged with digital inclusion support and benefitted from it) and attribution 

(i.e. evidence of whether those individuals have participated and secured benefits 
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as a direct result of DCW’s work).  We examine these two key issues in greater 

detail in Chapter 8. 

7.9 Turning to the volunteer related indicators, performance to date in relation to 

volunteer recruitment has been solid (845 volunteers recruited) and if the outturn in 

quarters seven and eight are broadly in-line with quarter six, then there is a 

reasonable chance that the overall target of 1,000 volunteers recruited should be 

met. To give some broader context, the WCVA estimated that there were some 

931,261 volunteers in Wales in 201548. 

7.10 Performance in relation to the volunteer utilisation is less positive with only 35 

percent of the overall target having been achieved as of quarter six. It seems highly 

unlikely therefore that the overall target of 1,000 will be achieved by the end of 

quarter eight. This also suggests that the focus going forward should be very much 

on utilising volunteers already recruited, rather than on recruiting more which might 

result in further stockpiling. 

7.11 A key issue to consider here is that the KPI assumes that all recruited volunteers 

will be deployed and utilised in a digital inclusion related setting or activity. In 

practice, the data clearly shows a significant ‘drop off’ with only 41 percent of 

volunteers recruited actually being utilised. We explore in later sections of this 

report some of the reasons for this conversion rate between volunteer recruitment 

and deployment.  

7.12 In the context of barriers to volunteering, it is worth noting that in the NCVO’s 2016 

UK Civil Society Almanac, 48 percent of volunteers responding to a survey that had 

since stopped volunteering gave the reason for this as being ‘a lack of time due to 

changing home or work circumstances’49.  

Geographic Coverage 

7.13 At the start of the programme, the Wales Co-operative Centre assessed the state of 

digital inclusion in each county (using a mix of Survey of Wales data and 
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 Source: Third Sector Statistical Resource 2016. WCVA. Page 12. The analysis used data from Volunteering 
in Wales 2015: Report on two omnibus surveys March 2014 and 2015. 
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 Source: NCVO UK Civil Society Almanac 2016. See: https://data.ncvo.org.uk/a/almanac16/motivations-and-
barriers-to-volunteering-2/  
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intelligence gathered from Communities 2.0). They then categorised each local 

authority using a traffic light system as follows: 

 Red light: little or no digital inclusion activity that we know of, no active 

planning group 

 Amber light: some digital inclusion activity but we aren’t really involved in 

supporting it, or it is fragmented with no coordination 

 Green light: reasonable level of digital inclusion activity in the county, we are 

involved in supporting and coordinating it. 

Table 2: Categorisation of Counties by Wales Co-operative Centre 
Categorisation Counties 

Red Rhondda Cynon Taf, Flintshire, Merthyr Tydfil, Conwy, Bridgend, 
Denbighshire, Ceredigion 

Amber Wrexham, Anglesey, Newport, Pembrokeshire, Powys, Torfaen, 
Swansea, Gwynedd 

Green Cardiff, Carmarthenshire, Caerphilly, Neath Port Talbot, Vale of 
Glamorgan, Blaenau Gwent, Monmouthshire 

Source: Wales Co-operative Centre (Appendix C to quarterly progress reports) 

7.14 The sixth quarterly report submitted by the Wales Co-operative Centre to the Welsh 

Government provided a cumulative breakdown of the number of partner 

organisations ‘engaged’ and ‘supported’ by the programme to date in each of the 22 

local authority areas.  

7.15 Overall, this shows that the programme has been active in all 22 of Wales’ local 

authority areas with activity appropriately focused in red and amber areas. The sixth 

quarterly report noted some concern that three areas (Conwy, Flintshire and 

Wrexham) had lower than anticipated numbers of partner organisations. However, 

the report went on to explain that DCW Co-ordinators are ‘currently working with 

these local authorities and we anticipate that all 22 local authorities will have 

reached target by the end of quarter seven’50. 

Financial profile and expenditure 

7.16 Turning to the financial expenditure profile of DCW, Table 3 presents an overview of 

spend to date. The figures show that there had been an under-spend in relation to 
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project staff costs in the period leading up to 30th September 2016. This had been 

due to the DCW Project Director having been on long-term sick leave. 

Table 3: Overview of Programme Expenditure 

 

 

Actual Expenditure 
to date (30.09.16) 

£ 

Anticipated 
Budget Profile 

(to 30.09.16) 

£ 

Variance 

(to30.09.16) 

£ 

Total budget 
available 

(to 31.03.17) 

£ 

Project staff 853,679 908,723 -55,043 1,220,631 

Service products 46,671 84,800 -38,129 113,251 

Other costs 308,672 242,027 +66,645 332,785 

Total (excluding VAT) 1,209,022 1,235,550 -26,527 1,666,666 

Total (including VAT) 1,450,826 1,482,660 -31,832 1,999,999 

Source: Welsh Government 

 

7.17 The lower than planned expenditure on service products was due mainly to the gap 

plugging fund having not distributed as much funding as anticipated and volunteer 

related expenses being lower than expected (in-line with the lower deployment of 

volunteers). The main elements of expenditure incurred under this budget heading 

included venue hire for training sessions. 

7.18 The over-expenditure relating to ‘other costs’ relates in the main to an Interim 

Project Director (who was already named on the Wales Co-operative Centre’s bid 

team as a strategic advisor) having been paid from this budget line to cover the long 

term sickness absence of the post holder.  

7.19 During 2015, a number of additional, freelance ‘associate’ trainers were paid for 

from the service products budget line and the team of freelance associate trainers 

was further expanded during 201651. 

7.20 While there are notable variances in terms of actual expenditure against the 

projected profile to date, there are clear justifications for these and the overall 

financial performance appears to be within acceptable parameters. 
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Assessment of efficiency and effectiveness 

7.21 Next, we turn to analyse the efficiency and effectiveness of delivery to date by 

undertaking a basic unit cost assessment for each of the programme indicators. 

Table 4 shows that the actual unit cost per partner organisation assisted (as of 30th 

September 2016) was broadly in-line with that envisaged at the approval stage.  

Table 4: Unit Cost Analysis 
 

Indicator Implied Unit Cost 

£ 

Actual Unit Cost  

(30.09.16) 

£ 

Variance 

+/- % 

Organisation assisted 2,083 2,171 +4% 

Resulting engagement per individual 56 23 -58% 

Enhanced employability per individual 1,667 331 -80% 

Volunteer recruited 

Volunteer utilised 

1,667 

1,667 

1,431 

3,454 

-14% 

+107% 

Source: Analysis of financial information provided by Welsh Government as of 30.09.16 

7.22 The over-performance reported in the monitoring information means that the two 

indicators relating to indirect service user beneficiaries are considerably lower than 

envisaged, though as already noted, there are key questions relating to additionality 

and attribution for both of these targets. As such, they are not considered to be 

either meaningful or indicative. 

7.23 The unit cost for volunteers is marginally lower than anticipated, while the much 

lower than envisaged conversion rate to volunteer utilisation means that the unit 

cost is significantly higher than implied at the approval stage. 

Stakeholder views on performance 

7.24 While some of the stakeholders consulted as part of the evaluation were not sighted 

on the detail of how the programme was performing against its KPI package, the 

overall feeling was that DCW was being effectively managed (by Welsh 

Government) and delivered (by the Wales Co-operative Centre). 
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‘This [DCW] is very well run. I’ve been on different steering groups and in 

comparison, this programme is very good. There’s a clearly planned 

programme of work’. (Digital Inclusion Programme Board Member). 

7.25 Stakeholders, including Welsh Government officials also made the point that the 

programme should be judged on more than just performance against outputs and 

explained that the indirect nature of the individual targets and the limitations relating 

to monitoring activity were clearly understood. 

7.26 On that basis, one Welsh Government official made the point that DCW ‘has never 

been about chasing numbers’ and that the ‘depth and quality’ of the intervention in 

terms of enhancing capability and building partnerships was very important. As 

such, the Wales Co-operative Centre had been encouraged to focus on follow-up 

work with partner organisations for instance following the development of a DIEIP 

and/or training to support implementation. 

7.27 More broadly, stakeholders took the view that implementation in terms of spatial 

and thematic targeting had been effective; albeit that some felt that there had been 

less activity than hoped with disabled people. However, it was clear from our 

consultations with DCW staff and from reviewing the sixth quarterly report that the 

Wales Co-operative Centre were aware of this issue and were proactively working 

to develop further links with disability organisations. 
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8. Emerging outcomes and impacts 

Introduction 

8.1 This chapter considers the emerging outcomes and impacts from the perspective of 

partner organisations and individuals. It then discusses the extent to which the 

changes which have taken place can be attributed to the DCW programme and 

what would have happened in the absence of the programme (i.e. the 

counterfactual). 

8.2 There was a general consensus amongst partner organisations that the DCW 

programme had had a greater direct impact upon partner organisations than service 

user beneficiaries. One comment made reflects the views of several other partner 

organisations: 

‘It has affected us more than our service users. We’re more aware of what’s 

out there for us to use, more aware of how we should be delivering sessions 

and can now tailor the support much better’. 

8.3 Most of the partner organisations that had previously been involved with 

Communities 2.0 understood that DCW programme outcomes were inevitably going 

to be more modest and indirect than those achieved by its predecessor programme 

given the more facilitative approach adopted. Indeed, it was frequently suggested 

that the DCW’s focus was as an ‘enabler’ and ‘encourager’ of provision, rather than 

a direct provider of digital inclusion support to end-users as Communities 2.0 had 

been. For instance, one commented that:  

‘The coordinators are working on a regional level now with less resources. It’s 

a case of having to spread the jam thinner and inevitably it is having less of an 

impact as a result, despite the best efforts of the team’. 

Difference made to partner organisations, their staff and volunteers  

8.4 The evidence from our fieldwork with partner organisations showed that there were 

five main outcome areas from the DCW programme. These related to increased 

awareness and knowledge of digital inclusion, increased capacity to deliver digital 

inclusion provision, improved collaborative working and strategic organisational 

changes.  
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8.5 Having said this, at least 12 of the 50 partner organisations approached were 

unable to identify any substantive outcomes from their involvement with the DCW 

programme. This was either because their involvement with the programme had 

been minor, or, because they considered it to be too early to be able to identify any 

outcomes as yet. This is not surprising given that at the time of our fieldwork some 

35 of the 50 partner organisations who contributed to the research were actively 

delivering some form of digital inclusion activity, with those operating across 

libraries, Health Authorities, Jobcentre Plus and Communities First most likely to be 

delivering such provision. 

8.6 A number of partner organisations found it difficult to attribute any outcomes to the 

DCW programme given that they were already heavily engaged in delivering digital 

inclusion provision as part of their wider remits i.e. it was challenging to isolate any 

specific differences made by DCW intervention.  

Increased awareness and knowledge 

8.7 By far the most commonly cited outcome identified by partner organisations was an 

increase in digital inclusion awareness and knowledge amongst staff and 

volunteers, resulting directly from the DCW training accessed. It was frequently 

suggested, that the knowledge gained was enabling partner organisations to deliver 

more comprehensive, accurate, tailored and appropriate digital inclusion provision 

to end-users. Several partner organisations also reported upon the increased 

confidence of staff and volunteers in their own capabilities to deliver DI activities, 

particularly those staff or volunteers who did not previously consider themselves to 

have strong IT skills.   

8.8 Partner organisations frequently reported that they now had an improved digital 

offer in place for end-users. In many cases, this involved staff integrating digital 

activities into their daily work with end-users on a more formalised and less ad-hoc 

basis e.g. in the case of one housing association this included informing housing 

tenants how to engage with social media and portals:  

‘The Residents Portal was there but there was no thought as to whether 

members would have the skills to use it or not. Through DCW work, we’ve 

been empowered to go out. That’s what’s directly led us to go out to these 
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schemes and saying, right, OK, we’re here and we can tell you what the Portal 

is about.’  

8.9 Most partner organisations who had been involved with the training also reported 

that staff and volunteers had developed greater sensitivity and an appreciation of 

service users’ circumstances which, as a result, was reflected in the language and 

terminology used in relation to digital inclusion: 

‘Because of the training we knew what questions to expect and what to do, 

and how to answer them. I wouldn’t have even known that a lot of the issues 

would have come up at all if it were not for the training’.  

8.10 Many partner organisations also made the point that staff and volunteers 

(particularly those with strong IT skills already in place) had developed effective 

teaching and coaching skills to share their knowledge:  

‘The Champions already know about IT, but what the training has done is 

make them better teachers, with a greater ability to break sessions down, 

reflect on progress, summarise, etc. I now send all of my Champions on the 

training and it’s a big help’. 

8.11 These findings were also reflected in the results of the web survey with DCW 

training participants. A majority of 79 percent said that the training meant they were 

clearer about how to better support somebody to get online, 77 percent said that 

they had a better understanding of the barriers which digitally excluded people have 

to overcome and 74 percent said that they now knew how to better communicate 

their own IT knowledge to others as a result of the training52. 

8.12 The majority of respondents (87 percent) to the web survey of DCW trainees said 

that they had been able to apply the knowledge obtained from the course to either a 

large extent (14 percent) or to some extent (73 percent)53. 

8.13 Of the minority (14 respondents in all) that said they had not been able to apply the 

knowledge either to any great extent (10 respondents) or to no extent at all (four 

                                            
52

 The question asked was ‘did you learn or gain any of the following outcomes as a result of the DCW training 
courses(s). Base = 111 responses. Respondents could select multiple courses. 
53

 The question asked was ‘to what extent have you been able to apply the knowledge obtained from the DCW 
training course(s)? Base = 111 respondents. 
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respondents), the reasons given were mainly to do with either a lack of time (i.e. too 

busy) or a lack of demand from service users. 

8.14 A handful of partner organisations argued that the outcomes achieved in terms of 

increasing the knowledge and awareness base of staff and volunteers would be 

sustainable over time, possibly more so than what was achieved via Communities 

2.0. It was suggested that being able to deal directly with IT related enquiries 

reduced their reliance upon external partners to support end-users with basic 

enquiries:   

‘I would say staff have around five ad hoc IT enquiries a day. Some members 

of staff are not as proficient as others. The training has certainly raised their 

levels. Some are now much better at helping. Communities 2.0 was great but 

we had to get people to come in and deliver the training. This [DCW] has 

made us think about the training. Staff can now see the bigger picture – 

they’ve been trained!’ 

8.15 Several of the partner organisations argued that they would not have been in a 

position to increase their staff or volunteers’ knowledge of digital inclusion issues, 

had it not been for the DCW programme. The main restrictions cited related to 

financial constraints, digital inclusion not being a high enough priority at the time 

and not knowing where similar training could have been sourced or accessed. 

These arguments are illustrated in the following comments: 

‘We wouldn’t have been able to afford to upskill all our staff to deliver digital 

inclusion training or activities. We wouldn’t have been able to develop that 

training programme to the Deaf community, certainly not in the timeframes 

we’ve done it.’ 

 ‘Whilst we have access to some package specific training in house, we don’t 

have anything that considers digital inclusion in this broader sense’.  

Increased capacity to deliver digital inclusion services 

8.16 Our fieldwork with partner organisations revealed some evidence that DCW support 

had helped to increase the capacity of partner organisations to deliver more flexible, 

outreach digital inclusion services. Overall, however, very few partner organisations 

were able to attribute this outcome directly to the work of the DCW programme.  



  

 

 

59 

8.17 The provision of IT equipment was considered to have enabled a small number of 

partner organisations to extend their digital inclusion provision, by increasing their 

outreach provision or the number of drop-in or digital training sessions being made 

available to end-users.  

8.18 The work of the DCW programme to recruit volunteers to work with partner 

organisations was also regarded as critical in enabling partner organisations to 

increase their capacity (though this related to a few cases only).  

8.19 The training had enabled a handful of the partner organisations interviewed to 

increase the volume of digital inclusion sessions they could make available to the 

general public. This was particularly the case for one group of libraries across a 

local authority area that was in the process of establishing ‘Digital Friday’ drop in 

sessions and another group of libraries in another local authority area, working to 

establish a ‘Code Club’ (drawing upon the input of volunteers to deliver IT coding 

sessions to young people). In both of these cases, the DCW programme was 

considered to have played a fundamental role in driving these new developments 

forward. Similarly, another voluntary organisation, having attended DCW training, 

took the decision to invest in extra furniture to enable them to deliver more digital 

inclusion provision within existing group based sessions.  

8.20 A small number (around five) of the partner organisations in our sample expressed 

a desire to increase provision of digital inclusion group sessions but argued that 

they were restricted from doing so by limitations in staffing and/or volunteer 

capacity.  

8.21 A similar number (albeit still a minority) of partner organisations gave evidence that 

DCW support had helped them introduce ‘new’ digital inclusion initiatives, 

particularly in the area of health. In this context, the most commonly cited examples 

were ‘Fitbit’ related initiatives. The feedback from partner organisations suggests 

that the role undertaken by the DCW programme in the development of these 

projects was more ‘hands-on’ in nature and as such it was easier for the partner 

organisations involved to attribute changes directly to the programme.  
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8.22 Another unique example cited by a Health Board related to the input from the 

programme to establishing new ‘Telemedicine’54 clinics. It was argued that DCW’s 

contribution had been vital in ensuring the technology worked effectively so that 

users’ first experience of the ‘digital’ clinics was positive. In this particular case it 

was noted that 49 patients had used the telemedicine clinics and, in their feedback, 

all were satisfied with the service they received, which had also saved them a 

combined total of 220 hours of travel. Whilst the partner organisation made it clear 

that this project would have proceeded without DCW’s involvement, they argued 

that support from the programme added value and enabled the pilot to work more 

effectively than it would otherwise have done.  

Strengthened collaborative working 

8.23 The programme’s activities to facilitate collaboration and shared learning at a local 

level, often via local partnerships, was found to have resulted in strengthened 

working arrangements between partner organisations. In particular the activities of 

local ‘Get Online’ partnerships were considered to have improved awareness of 

gaps in digital inclusion provision and led to the targeting of resources more 

effectively to address these gaps.  

8.24 Our fieldwork also revealed a few examples of improved referral mechanisms 

having been introduced between partner organisations as a direct result of links 

developed within DCW facilitated local partnerships. A number of these linkages 

involved libraries, Jobcentre Plus offices and housing associations. These partner 

organisations were confident that their service users were benefiting from a more 

joined-up approach to digital inclusion delivery with fewer clients ‘falling through the 

cracks’ as a result. In one case it was argued that the fact that Digital Partnership 

meetings were often held at Jobcentre Plus premises meant that other partners 

gained an improved insight and understanding of the journey taken by claimants to 

search for a job.  

 

  

                                            
54

 Telemedicine is the use of telecommunication and information technology to provide clinical health care 
from a distance. Source: Wikipedia. 
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Strategic organisational change 

8.25 Around four partner organisations argued that their approach to digital inclusion was 

more strategic as a result of the support they had received from DCW. A common 

theme in these cases was that the programme had helped escalate and maintain 

the digital inclusion agenda as a priority for their organisation.  In these cases, the 

implementation of a meaningful DIEIP, the adoption of the Digital Charter and their 

involvement with a local partnership had all contributed to clear organisational level 

changes.  

8.26 In the case of one of these partner organisations (a housing organisation), the 

development of the DIEIP and the signing up to the Digital Charter had allowed the 

team to reflect on their own understanding of digital inclusion and consider how to 

improve provision in this area. Their involvement with the programme had also 

resulted in them being more engaged and connected with local provision and 

networks: 

‘We have a broader understanding of what digital inclusion is about now, and 

the DCW Coordinator has been a big help in moving us along’. 

8.27 In another organisation, it was argued that their involvement with the DCW 

programme had resulted in them approaching digital inclusion in a more structured, 

organised way and in a less ‘ad-hoc manner’.  

Service users – feedback and outcomes 

8.28 This section considers the feedback from 33 service user beneficiaries interviewed 

over the course of the fieldwork together with the views of partner organisations on 

the benefits experienced by their target audiences. 

8.29 As discussed in the methodology section, we encountered difficulties in being able 

to arrange fieldwork activity with the service users of DCW partner organisations. 

This was because partner organisations either did not deliver any digital inclusion 

activities to their service users, or in the cases where digital inclusion services were 

offered, they felt that DCW’s involvement would have been too slight to result in any 

direct changes or impacts. It was also the case that service users were unaware of 

the DCW programme itself given the indirect nature of its delivery. While this was 

expected, it meant that lines of questioning were more general and it was 
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particularly challenging in terms of establishing any direct attribution to the 

programme.    

8.30 Given these issues, it is perhaps unsurprising that our fieldwork revealed only a 

limited amount of evidence as to how the DCW programme has led to positive 

outcomes or impacts for service users.  

8.31 Three partner organisations noted that DCW had delivered training directly to their 

service users; in one case housing association tenants had received half day 

awareness raising sessions, in another case, DCW had delivered a two-day training 

session to end-users, whilst in the third, DCW had delivered a ‘one off’ course to 

assist end users albeit categorised as volunteers for monitoring purposes.  

8.32 Interviews with the 33 service users revealed good levels of satisfaction with the 

digital inclusion services (delivered by partner organisations) they accessed,  

particularly with the accessibility, knowledge and helpfulness of partner organisation 

staff and volunteers (many of whom would have been trained by DCW) running the 

drop-in sessions. Amongst the comments received were: 

‘I found the digital helpers efficient, helpful, patient and pleasant’. 

‘[Name] is an excellent teacher and the classes have helped to build up my 

confidence’. 

8.33 Several of the service users noted that they would welcome further IT training and 

support, adding that the provision was currently limited: 

‘Further classes would be a benefit and enable me to gain more experience’.  

‘A one-hour session once a week is not long enough. I also need 1-1 sessions 

and more time to learn. I would be prepared to travel to a class if transport 

was arranged’. 

8.34 The most frequently cited benefits to be experienced by service users engaged in 

digital inclusion activities offered by partner organisations were: 

 Development of new skills and competencies 

 Increased confidence  

 Overcoming fears around technology 
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 Exploring new interests 

 Improved social interaction and reduced isolation/boredom 

 Increased sense of worth (particularly for those who were volunteering)   

 Better able to access services 

 Financial savings (e.g. use of online price comparison tools) 

 Job searching 

 Drafting CVs 

 Communicating with family and friends  

 Improved physical activity.  

8.35 Partner organisations also cited other indirect benefits. For instance, the delivery of 

additional digital inclusion sessions at a library venue was thought to have been a 

vital contributor to the recruitment of an additional 180 library members at one 

location. 

8.36 One partner organisation had collected feedback using questionnaires from 128 of 

its service users that had participated ether in ‘first-click’ or ‘gadget drop-in’ 

sessions55. This information was shared with us and is summarised below: 

 75 percent strongly agreed that they found the first click sessions useful 

 61 percent strongly agreed that the first click session gave them the 

opportunity to update and improve their computer skills 

 64 percent strongly agreed that they were more confident using a computer 

after the course 

 69 percent strongly agreed that they were more likely to use a computer in 

the future56. 

8.37 Some of the comments from users of the first click sessions included: 

                                            
55

 Informal sessions where members of the public could bring IT equipment and discuss issues or problems. 
56

 Base for first click = 36 respondents. The research was undertaken between September 2015 and June 
2016. 
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‘For me, the help I received today was as much as I could hope for. I’m very 

satisfied and it was extremely helpful’. 

‘It was very good. They explained clearly and gave me an opportunity to do it 

for myself, not just watching them’. 

8.38 Feedback from the gadget drop-in sessions included that: 

 The highest proportion of respondents (54 percent) had attended a gadget 

session to seek help with the settings of their iPad, tablet or smart-phone. 

This was followed by 42 percent who said that they attended the session to 

seek help in using e-mail. 

 78 percent of the respondents to the self-evaluation survey said that the 

gadget session had helped them achieve what they wanted to achieve57. 

8.39 Some of the comments from users of the gadget drop in sessions included: 

‘The instructor was very helpful and informative and helped me overcome 

some of the computer problems I have’. 

‘Excellent help with my set up – will be back for more!’ 

8.40 In this case, indirect attribution to DCW was reasonably strong as the volunteers 

delivering the first click and gadget drop in sessions had been sourced and trained 

by the programme. However, the indirect nature of the interaction with service users 

raises the fundamental issue as to whether these individuals should be considered 

as beneficiaries of the DCW programme. 
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 Base for gadget drop in sessions = 92 respondents. The research was undertaken between November 2015 
and March 2016. 
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9. Links with other Wales and UK Initiatives 

9.1 In this chapter, we briefly examine documentary evidence relating to work 

undertaken by the Digital Inclusion Unit of Welsh Government under the auspices of 

DCW, to inform and influence UK policy and programmes relating to the broader 

digital inclusion agenda. 

UK Level Linkages 

9.2 Welsh Government officials explained that from a UK perspective, work had been 

done in the context of the British-Irish Council58 to both inform other Governments 

and learn from them in respect of digital inclusion policy and activity. The British-

Irish Council had established a Digital Inclusion group (referred to as a ‘work 

sector’). 

9.3 A sample of minutes and papers from meetings of the British-Irish Council’s Digital 

Inclusion Work Sector was provided to us for review. These minutes and papers 

confirm that the Welsh Government has taken an active part, regularly attending 

meetings of the group and presenting appropriate papers and updates on digital 

inclusion policy and the work of the DCW programme in Wales. 

9.4 We also understand that the Welsh Government actively participated in and 

contributed to the work of the Digital Inclusion Sub Group and Delivery Board led by 

the UK Government’s Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), and 

previously Cabinet Office, though these groups have subsequently been 

discontinued. The Board comprised a range of organisations from the voluntary, 

private and local government sectors as well as digital skills providers. This 

provided the opportunity to disseminate information and learning from DCW and for 

Welsh Government officials to learn from activity in other parts of the UK and to 

feed this back in Wales both directly to the Wales Co-operative Centre and via the 

Wales Digital Inclusion Programme Board. 

                                            
58

 The British-Irish Council was established as part of the multi-party agreement reached in Belfast on 10 April 
2008. Its membership comprises representatives from the Irish Government, UK Government, Northern 
Ireland Executive, Welsh Government, Isle of Man Government, Government of Jersey and Government of 
Guernsey. 



  

 

 

66 

9.5 Both the British-Irish Council and the Digital Inclusion Sub Group and Delivery 

Board considered a digital inclusion outcomes framework developed by DCMS59. 

The framework was designed specifically to address the challenge of evidencing the 

‘wider benefits’ of digital inclusion (i.e. beyond monitoring how many people make 

use of digital technology) and to provide more consistent guidance to those 

delivering digital inclusion activity at a localised level on how to evaluate these wider 

benefits.  

Links with other Welsh Initiatives 

9.6 In terms of links with other initiatives in Wales (beyond those already considered in 

other sections of this report e.g. digital inclusion initiatives relating to social housing 

and health), our consultations with stakeholders revealed that the Digital Inclusion 

Programme Board for Wales (facilitated by the Digital Inclusion Unit) is an important 

mechanism for sharing knowledge and information about different programmes 

including most notably the Superfast Cymru project. 

9.7 Key stakeholders involved in the Superfast Cymru initiative60 (most notably BT and 

the Welsh Government’s Economy, Skills and Natural Resources Department) 

argued that DCW was an important complementary programme – particularly in 

terms of raising awareness of the benefits of internet and high speed internet 

access. 

9.8 A Welsh Government official involved with the Superfast Cymru project also pointed 

out that broader digitally focused economic and business support is provided (under 

the auspices of Business Wales) to assist businesses and social enterprises 

maximise the value of technology. In this context, a diagnostic tool has been 

developed to support businesses and social enterprises to consider: 

 Whether and to what extent technology is being used efficiently within the 

business/social enterprise (e.g. for communication, information storage, for 

HR purposes etc…) 

                                            
59

 See: https://digitalinclusion.blog.gov.uk/2015/07/14/launching-a-digital-inclusion-outcomes-framework/  
60

 Superfast Cymru is an initiative to roll-out access to high speed broadband to the majority of homes and 
businesses in Wales that cannot get it through the private sector’s own commercial programmes.  

https://digitalinclusion.blog.gov.uk/2015/07/14/launching-a-digital-inclusion-outcomes-framework/
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 Whether and to what extent technology is being used to influence and 

interact with customers (e.g. for selling and communicating online, customer 

relationship management (CRM), using social media etc…) 

 Whether and to what extent technology is being used to support collaboration 

and innovation (e.g. working online with other businesses, benchmarking, 

improving systems and processes etc…). 

9.9 Given that DCW works with social enterprise partner organisations, and particularly 

given the Wales Co-operative Centre’s broader expertise in supporting this sector, 

the Welsh Government official overseeing the Superfast Cymru project explained 

that there may be opportunities to explore even closer linkages and 

progression/referral between DCW and the technology related support available to 

social enterprises via Superfast Business Wales. In particular, there would appear 

to be opportunities (given our findings relating to the DIEIP) to share experiences 

and good practice relating to the different organisational diagnostic approaches 

being adopted and to identify relevant learning points or areas of cross-over. 

9.10 The Welsh Government has commissioned the Welsh Economy Research Unit 

(WERU) of Cardiff Business School to undertake research on the economic benefits 

associated with the take up of superfast broadband enabled technologies61. While 

the focus of this work is primarily on businesses (rather than digitally excluded 

individuals per se), there are likely to be important ‘touch points’ between DCW and 

the research being undertaken most notably in relation to social enterprises but also 

in relation to the horizon scanning work that WERU will be undertaking which could 

provide DCW with an important source of intelligence on new practice and 

technology in the context of ‘wider policy, socio-economic and spatial trends’62. 

9.11 Beyond that, some members of the Digital Inclusion Programme Board felt that 

while there was already positive dialogue between the DCW programme and the 

private sector (e.g. via BT and Barclays63), there was also potential to do more for 

example by linking in with large private sector representatives (including Microsoft) 

on the Superfast Cymru project’s Advisory Board as well as other Corporations 

                                            
61

 See: http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/superfast-broadband-project  
62

 Source: WERU Superfast Broadband Project Website.  
63

 Through their work on the ‘Digital Eagles’ initiative. 

http://www.cardiff.ac.uk/superfast-broadband-project
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(such as Google UK) to explore how they might become more involved and provide 

support (e.g. through donated equipment) to the digital inclusion agenda in Wales. 

However, DIU have engaged with Microsoft to explore potential collaborative digital 

inclusion projects, whilst DCW were involved in the ‘Google Digital Garage’ held in 

Caerphilly in November 2015 and have had involvement in an upcoming event in 

Neath Port Talbot. 

9.12 Two Programme Board Members felt that there may be opportunities to further 

strengthen linkages between DCW and the Learning in Digital Wales Programme 

and its various work streams. 

‘There are opportunities to do more to co-ordinate with education activity’. 
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10. Future  

10.1 In this chapter, we consider evidence from stakeholders and partner organisations 

on the future of DCW. 

10.2 The over-arching view from stakeholders and partner organisations was that there 

continues to be a need for DCW and that the programme should carry on beyond 

the existing two year contract.  

10.3 The impending roll out of Universal Credit was at the forefront of people’s minds, 

particularly the potential implications of this in terms of generating further demand 

for partner organisations to support service users that remain digitally excluded. 

Several stakeholders were concerned that should the programme not be continued, 

there would be a genuine risk that some digital inclusion related activity (particularly 

the work of local partnerships) could lose momentum rapidly. 

‘Should Welsh Government continue with DCW for another two years? That’s 

an easy one. Of course it should. It’s not exactly a choice is it – digitisation is 

continuing apace and you can’t just walk away from it’. (Social Housing Sector 

Representative) 

10.4 The stakeholders and partners who argued that the programme should continue 

identified a number of key learning points that might inform future delivery: 

 The clear focus in years three and four of the contract should be on securing 

a legacy for the investment Welsh Government has made into digital 

inclusion in Wales. In order to achieve this, the focus should be on ensuring 

that: 

o  Partner organisations have robust digital inclusion plans in place  

o Partnerships are operating on a sustainable footing  

o There is continued access to practical support resources including on-

line content 

o Partner organisations continue to have access to sustainable 

volunteering capacity to facilitate the delivery digital inclusion activity.  
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 A key consideration for the DCW programme will be to ensure that staff are 

fully equipped with the relevant skills and knowledge to deliver these 

elements 

 The programme should continue to have a degree of in-built flexibility to 

‘horizon scan’ and respond to social, policy and crucially technological 

changes 

 The training offer is a key strength of the programme and should be 

continued. A key aspect of this is the up-front investment in tailoring training 

to the circumstances of individual partner organisations. However, the 

development of webinars and other on-line formats should also be pursued 

as legacy products to help maintain momentum  

 More should be done to raise awareness amongst partner organisations that 

DCW is about more than just training. In this context, partner organisations 

and stakeholders argued that there is significant scope for DCW to do more 

follow-up co-ordination activity (particularly around the deployment of 

volunteers) – rather than continue to pursue new organisations in order to 

meet output targets. This would need careful consideration in terms of the 

design and scale of KPIs for years three and four of the programme.  
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11. Conclusions and Recommendations 

11.1 Digital Communities Wales has been designed in a logical way that takes very clear 

account of the evolving nature and scale of the digital exclusion challenge in Wales.  

11.2 It has also been designed within the broader framework of a supportive policy 

agenda both within Wales and the UK. The Welsh Government has taken on board 

the learning and recommendations from earlier evaluation work and appropriately 

designed the DCW programme with a set of objectives aimed at co-ordinating and 

mainstreaming digital inclusion activity.  

11.3 The evidence from this evaluation shows that most of the partner organisations and 

stakeholders understand and agree with the changes made to the design of the 

DCW programme. 

11.4 The proposal put forward by the Wales Co-operative Centre to deliver DCW 

contained an appropriate package of activities, which met the criteria set out in the 

Welsh Government’s programme specification. The Wales Co-operative Centre’s 

approach to set-up and implementation contained a suitable mix of partners 

(aligned with individuals most at risk of being digitally excluded) and an experienced 

delivery team which was suitably structured and commensurate with the scale of the 

requirement. 

11.5 Evidence from the evaluation shows that the Wales Co-operative Centre has been 

proactive in engaging with ‘new’ partner organisations, as well as continuing pre-

existing relationships with organisations that were developed under Communities 

2.0. The partner organisations engaged by the programme work with and deliver 

services to people who are most likely to be digitally excluded. The service to date 

has also been made available throughout Wales and appropriately targeted at areas 

where there is less evidence of digital inclusion activity being offered. This is in-line 

with the requirements of the programme specification. 

11.6 There is a mix of prior experience relating to digital inclusion activity amongst the 

group of partner organisations supported by the programme to date. Overall, there 

is marked increase in awareness and delivery of different forms of digital inclusion 

related activity, particularly within the social housing sector in Wales. This validates 
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the strategic decision to take a more indirect, facilitative approach to the design and 

implementation of DCW.  

11.7 The impending roll-out of the UK Government’s Universal Credit has been and 

continues to be a major drive for a wide range of partner organisations to engage 

with DCW and offer their service users technology related support. 

11.8 The digital inclusion training offered by DCW has, to date, been the most visible and 

popular element of the support package received by partner organisations. 

Feedback on the quality and relevance of the training has been excellent and work 

done ‘up front’ by the delivery team to assess and understand the particular 

circumstances and requirements of partner organisations has been helpful in 

‘pitching’ the training appropriately. The evaluation evidence also shows that the 

training focuses on the acquisition of confidence and transferrable skills and use of 

technology to create positive outcomes, regardless of the particular type of software 

or hardware being used. This is entirely in-keeping with the ethos of the Welsh 

Government’s latest Digital Inclusion Strategic Framework. 

11.9 The work to progress whole organisation digital inclusion strategies (referred to as 

Digital Inclusion Engagement Improvement Plans) has generated more mixed 

results. Awareness and the perceived value of DIEIPs is low, even amongst those 

partner organisations that have received one. The quality and consistency of DIEIPs 

has also been variable and there is scope for significant improvement in this 

context. The Welsh Government and the Wales Co-operative Centre are already 

aware of this and key improvements to the DIEIP process have been instigated. 

11.10 The introduction of a Digital Inclusion Charter has been a positive development and 

over 150 organisations have signed up to it since its launch in February 2016. This 

should be seen as a useful complement to the DIEIPs and as a useful mechanism 

for engaging a wider group of stakeholders (including senior managers) within 

partner organisations going forward. 

11.11 The programme’s work in supporting volunteering related to digital inclusion has 

also produced mixed results to date. Monitoring information and evidence from 

partner organisations shows that there has been a significant ‘drop off’ between the 

number of volunteers recruited and those that have been ‘placed’ and utilised. It is 
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very unlikely that the target for volunteers ‘utilised’ will be fully achieved by the end 

of the two year contract period. 

11.12 The focus going forward therefore needs to be on securing volunteer placements 

rather than ‘stockpiling’ new volunteer recruits. The evidence shows that where the 

volunteering element has worked (i.e. the full blend of recruitment, training and 

deployment), it has worked well and has led to a range of positive outcomes where 

attribution to DCW has been relatively clear. 

11.13 The programme’s work to date in relation to health has been well received and has 

further potential to contribute positively to the policy objectives set out in the Welsh 

Government’s Digital Health and Social Care Strategy for Wales. 

11.14 The Programme’s website is informative and well designed and there is evidence 

that DCW social media activity is influencing discussion about digital inclusion.  

11.15 Overall performance by the DCW programme against its four KPIs to date has been 

positive. However, two of the KPIs (relating to individual service users) are indirect 

and the Wales Co-operative Centre has very little control over the monitoring of 

these, having to rely on estimates provided to it by partner organisations.  

11.16 We are satisfied that appropriate monitoring and auditing systems are in place to 

validate, as far as is practicable, these outputs. However, a fundamental question 

exists about the added value of these KPIs given the limited extent to which 

individuals can be expected to isolate or attribute any positive effects to DCW itself, 

not least because most will be completely unaware of it. This was reflected in the 

challenges we faced in gaining access to service users. Where we managed to 

consult with service users, their feedback on the digital inclusion activities they had 

participated was positive.  

11.17 To date, there is evidence of a small under-spend against the available budget for 

DCW. This is due in the main to staffing related issues and fewer than anticipated 

approvals under the gap fund, both of which have resulted in less expenditure than 

envisaged. In the case of the gap fund, this does not appear to be a particularly 

efficient approach given the small sums being awarded and the relatively intensive 

support required (of DCW staff) to assist in getting pilot initiatives off the ground. 
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11.18 The costs per organisation assisted and volunteers recruited are broadly in-line with 

those envisaged at the approval stage. On this basis, we conclude that the 

programme to date is being delivered efficiently by the Wales Co-operative Centre.  

11.19 A key outcome to date from the programme has been a perceived improvement in 

digital inclusion awareness and the knowledge of staff and volunteers. This has 

complemented the broader increase in awareness and delivery of digital inclusion 

activity by enabling organisations to deliver better, more informed services. The 

attribution of increased knowledge is strongest in relation to DCW training. 

11.20 The DCW programme has helped increase the capacity of partner organisations to 

deliver more flexible, outreach digital inclusion services. While attribution is 

generally weaker in this context (given that digital inclusion is more of a prominent 

issue for many organisations regardless of DCW’s work), the volunteering element 

of the programme has helped increase capacity where volunteer placements have 

materialised. 

11.21 The co-ordination work undertaken by DCW is bringing the appropriate partners 

together and this is leading to positive outcomes in terms of establishing and in 

some instances re-invigorating local digital inclusion partnerships. This work has 

resulted in strengthened collaborative working arrangements and more co-ordinated 

approaches to addressing specific gaps in provision. 

11.22 Programme activities have led to a range of, mainly intermediate, outcomes for 

service users. These relate to increased confidence and reduced social isolation, 

particularly for older people. However, it is questionable in our view as to whether it 

is appropriate to consider the individuals engaged and supported by partner 

organisations as ‘beneficiaries’ of the DCW programme. 

11.23 The Welsh Government’s Digital Inclusion Unit has been linking with UK-wide digital 

inclusion forums and initiatives, to disseminate learning and good practice from the 

DCW programme and to help inform wider policy thinking. The intelligence gathered 

via these routes has also been shared directly with the Wales Co-operative Centre 

and via the Wales Digital Inclusion Programme Board to assist with the on-going 

implementation of DCW. 
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11.24 Beyond the programme’s work with the wide range of partner organisations and 

their digital inclusion activities, the programme has also developed links with the 

Superfast Cymru initiative, most notably via the Digital Inclusion Board. While this is 

positive, there are short term opportunities to strengthen these links further. In 

particular there is probably scope for the two programmes to collaborate more 

around supporting social enterprises and broader ‘horizon scanning’ research to 

identify emerging trends that may have a bearing on the overall policy response to 

digital exclusion. 

11.25 The recent announcement that Communities First may be phased out could have 

implications on the availability of digital inclusion activity in some deprived 

communities. This will need to be a consideration for both the Welsh Government 

and the Wales Co-operative Centre in terms of co-ordinating and supporting digital 

inclusion activity at a local level, and of identifying any key gaps in digital inclusion 

provision that any decision to withdraw Communities First may result in. 

11.26 Finally, in terms of the future, most of the stakeholders and partner organisations 

consulted as part of this evaluation argued the case for continued intervention and 

an extension of the DCW programme. Their views were based on the emerging 

picture in relation to the roll-out of Universal Credit and the data relating to digital 

exclusion in Wales, which shows that the issue persists for a small but significant 

proportion of the Welsh population. 

11.27 Those that advocated the need for continued intervention argued that the training 

element of DCW should continue but that more should be done to raise awareness 

of the other strands of support available with a particular focus on ensuring that the 

programme secures a sustainable legacy from the Welsh Government’s investment 

in digital inclusion over the past decade. 

11.28 Based on these conclusions, we set out five recommendations: 

Recommendation 1 

The Welsh Government should exercise the option to extend the contract for 

delivering DCW by a further two years to March 2019. 
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Recommendation 2 

The focus of delivery during the extended period (years three and four) should be 

firmly on generating a sustainable legacy from the Welsh Government’s investment 

into digital inclusion over the past decade. As such, the programme should continue 

to offer training to front line staff and volunteers while intensifying the production of 

training resources, content and materials that can be made universally available on-

line. The Wales Co-operative Centre should also intensify its efforts to help secure 

placements for volunteers already recruited with partner organisations. This is likely 

to mean more follow-up activity with existing partner organisations and slightly less 

emphasis on recruiting new partner organisations. The KPIs for the extended 

contract period will need to reflect this. 

Recommendation 3 

During years three and four, there should be a clear focus on continuing to improve 

the quality and consistency of DIEIPs as a legacy product of the DCW programme 

in-line with their original intention as whole organisation strategies. These 

documents need to be more strategic and comprehensive and the ‘handover’ to 

partner organisations needs to be more thorough so that staff at all levels are aware 

of what they can do to mainstream and support digital inclusion and how they need 

to go about doing it. This work should complement the Digital Inclusion Charter. 

Recommendation 4 

The co-ordination and partnership development function of DCW should continue. 

An additional part of this work over the next two years will be to support local 

partners to identify and assess the impact of any future decision to withdraw 

Communities First on the digital inclusion landscape. More broadly, the emphasis 

should be on ensuring that local partnerships become self-sustaining and will be in 

a position to continue their work without the need for continued intervention. The 

development and co-ordination of partnerships to further explore the benefits of 

technology in the context of health and social care should also be continued during 

the extended delivery period. 
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Recommendation 5 

Should the Welsh Government decide to accept our first recommendation and 

exercise an extension to DCW, the KPI package for the programme should be 

revised and refined. In particular, the Welsh Government should: 

a) Reconsider whether indirect ‘individuals engaged’ KPIs relating to service 

users are meaningful and add value and whether the monitoring overhead 

associated with this aspect of the programme can be justified. Our 

recommendation is that they should be dropped and that the potential impact 

of training in terms of the type and number of front line service users that 

could benefit should be assessed upfront as part of more robust whole 

organisation digital inclusion strategies 

b) Refine the volunteer KPI to focus more on volunteer placement and 

deployment in years three and four. A realistic, but still ambitious target would 

be that 50-60 percent of the volunteers recruited are actively deployed in 

placements where they deliver digital inclusion activity 

c) Consider replacing the ‘individuals engaged’ KPIs with indicators that are 

more in-tune with the legacy focus of years three and four. Specifically, we 

would recommend the introduction of an indicator related to the adoption of 

comprehensive DIEIPs by partner organisations and an indicator relating to 

local digital inclusion partnerships that are operating on a sustainable footing 

(i.e. could and would continue without on-going external support from DCW) 

d) Retain the KPI relating to new organisations assisted but set the target for 

this at a more modest level that reflects the need to offer additional support to 

organisations already engaged (e.g. around volunteer placements and 

following up on actions set out in more in-depth DIEIPs).  
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Annex B: Research Instruments 
 

Semi-Structured Discussion Guide 

For use with: Key contacts and co-ordinators within DCW Partner Organisations 

 

 Background and DCW Programme Involvement 

 
1. First of all, I’d be grateful if you could provide a little background about your organisation.  
 
2. What’s your particular role with the organisation?  
 
3. How did you first get involved with the Digital Communities Wales Programme? 
 
4. And why did you get involved? What was the need/motivation and what do you hope to achieve 
from working with the Programme? 
 
5. Had you/your organisation been involved in any digital or technology related activities or 
support Programmes in the past (either delivering activity or as a recipient of support)? If yes, tell 
me a little about this and what it involved. 
 
 

Support Received, Quality and Relevance 

 
6. Tell me about what activities you’ve been involved with in relation to Digital Communities 
Wales? 
 
 
7. Based on the responses to the above question, if the organisation is delivering digital inclusion 
activities to people you support, ask: What kind of digital inclusion activities are you delivering, 
how are you delivering it and how often? 
 
8. How are these activities funded? 
 
9. Covering each of the type of activities the organisation has been involved with: How relevant 
have the DCW activities been to your organisation and the people/groups you work with/support? 
 
10. Have some of the activities been more relevant than others? If so, which ones have been 
most relevant and why? 
 
11. If appropriate, what could have been done to make activities more relevant to your 
organisation and the work it does? 
 
12. How would you rate the quality of the different DCW activities that you’ve been involved with?  
 
13. Overall, how would you rate the quality of the Wales Co-operative Centre and the way they 
are delivering the DCW Programme? Why do you say that? What would you point to as being 
good practice? What do you think might be improved about the way the Centre delivers the 
Programme? 
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Emerging Outcomes and Impacts 

 
14. What difference has the DCW Programme made to your organisation? 

 
15. Have there been any unexpected benefits to your organisation’s involvement with the DCW  
Programme? 
 

16. For organisations that deliver digital inclusion activities to people/groups that they support, 
ask: Do you monitor how many people use these activities and have you got any feedback (self -
evaluation) on how the activities are being received and what difference is being made? 
 
17. For organisations that deliver digital inclusion activities to people/groups that they support, 
ask: What benefits do you think individuals who take part in some of the digital inclusion activities 
offered by your organisation are getting? 

 

Attribution, Counterfactual and Alternatives 

18. Thinking about some of the benefits and outcomes you mentioned that your organisation has 
experienced, to what extent would you say these are a direct result of the support you’ve received 
from the DCW Programme? 
 
19. Might some of these outcomes have come about without the support you’ve received from the 
DCW Programme? If so, which ones and why do you say that? 
 
20. Could you have had the kind of support you got from the DCW Programme elsewhere? If so, 
who/what could have provided you with similar support and why did you choose to to use/not to 
use them {as appropriate]? 
 

 

Learning Points 

 

21. Given what we’ve just been discussing, how would you summarise the main learning points to 
emerge from your experience of working with the DCW Programme to date? 
 
22. What (if any) improvements do you think could be made to the DCW Programme? 

 

CLOSE: Thank the interviewee. 
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EVALUATION OF DIGITAL COMMUNITIES WALES  

TOPIC GUIDE FOR INFORMAL DISCUSSIONS WITH PARTICIPANTS IN DIGITAL INCLUSION 

INITIATIVES 

 

1. First of all, could I just ask your age and whether you are working, unemployed or retired? 

a. What is your current/was your last job (if any)? 

 

2. Is today the first time you’ve been involved with [name of partner organisation/digital 

inclusion activity] or have you been along to sessions/activities organised by them 

previously? If you’ve been involved in digital inclusion sessions before, what were they and 

how many sessions have you attended? 

 

3. What sort of sessions/activities have you been involved with? 

a. Prompt: basic computer courses; accessing the internet; digital photography etc. 

 

4. How did you first find out about [digital inclusion activity offered by partner organisation]? 

 

5. Before becoming involved in the activity, how much knowledge/experience of computers/IT 

did you have? Probe around the types of activities relating to technology that they could and 

could not do prior to involvement (e.g. use of e-mail, internet, on-line shopping, social media 

etc…) 

a. What did you want to learn or find out about by coming along? 

 

6. How easy have you found it to understand what you’ve been told? 

a. How good have you found the staff today and at any previous sessions? 

b. Do you think you’ve mastered what you’ve been trying to learn? 

c. If not, do you think you’ll be able to do so? 

d. If not, why is that? 

 

7. Overall, how satisfied are you with what [name of digital inclusion activity/partner 

organisation] has to offer you? 

a. How (if at all) might it be improved? 

 

8. Have the sessions you’ve done changed your view of computers/ICT and what they can do 

for you? Probe e.g. 

a. Relevance 

b. How easy it can be to use 

c. Your confidence  

 

9. How likely is it that you’ll be able to use the knowledge or skills you’ve learnt through [name 

of activity/partner organisation] in the future? 

a. What might prevent you from doing so? (Probe access to equipment) 

b. Are the skills you’ve learned linked to one type of device or software – or will the skills 

apply equally to different types of technology? 
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10. How likely is it that you will want to go on to some sort of further learning about 

technology/ICT? 

 

11. [If relevant and tailor appropriately] Do you think that what you’ve learnt from [activity/partner 

organisation] is likely to make any difference to your employment or career prospects? 

a. If yes, please explain why you think that is. 

 

12. What other difference might being involved with [the digital inclusion activity/partner 

organisation] make in the longer term? Probe e.g. 

a. Access to cheaper goods and services on line 

b. Reduction in the need to travel 

c. Reduction in isolation/loneliness or increase in well-being. 

 

13. Do you think that in future you are more likely to use the internet to access or pay for public 

services (e.g. JobCentre Plus, HMRC, access to NHD Direct, paying ar or council tax)? 

 

14. If you hadn’t become involved with [name of digital inclusion activity/partner organisation], do 

you think you would have gained the knowledge/skills/confidence in some other way? 

 

Thank you.  
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EVALUATION OF DIGITAL COMMUNITIES WALES 

Semi-Structured Discussion Guide 

 

For use with: Key Stakeholders 

(Welsh Government Officials, Wales Co-operative Centre staff, Digital Inclusion Board Members) 

 

 DCW Programme Design and Rationale 

 
1. [If appropriate] First of all, I’d be grateful if you could provide a little background as to your own 
role and your involvement with the DCW Programme. 
 
2. What, in your understanding, are the aims and objectives of the DCW Programme? 
 
3. How appropriate are these aims and objectives? Are they the right ones? If they are not 
particularly appropriate, why do you say that? 
 
4. To what extent does the design of the DCW Programme link with and help deliver UK and 
Welsh Government priorities? Which priorities in particular is it contributing to/delivering?  
 

 
Implementation of DCW to date 

 
5. How appropriate in your view was the specification for the delivery of the DCW Programme? To 
what extent is the specification for DCW linked to and informed by the overall aims and 
objectives? 
 
6. To what extent does the Wales Co-operative Centre’s delivery model fulfil the specification for 
the Programme? What are the strengths of the Centre’s approach? Are there any gaps or 
weaknesses in the Centre’s approach? 
 
7. Turning to the support delivered by the Wales Co-operative Centre through the partner 
organisations it works with – how appropriate is this and what evidence is there that the activities 
are achieving [or starting to achieve] the aims and objectives of the Programme? 
 
8. To what extent do you think the DCW Programme is being delivered according to its original 
scope?  
 
9. Are there any particular gaps to date in the DCW Programme’s coverage? 
 
10. To what extent is the model of working through partner organisations (rather than taking a 
more direct approach as with previous digital inclusion programmes) helping or hindering the 
engagement of particular areas or target groups? Why do you say that? 
 
11. To what extent is the Programme enabling and encouraging organisations to work in 
partnership with others to deliver digital inclusion? Can you point to any examples of good 
practice in this respect? 
 
12. A key part of the delivery model involves engaging volunteers to help engage people and 
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deliver digital inclusion advice and support. To what extent is this being achieved? Is there good 
practice? Are there any areas of concern or key learning points relating to volunteer engagement 
and use? 
 
13. What links have been made between the Programme and UK wide digital inclusion policies or 
initiatives? How effective have these links been? 
 
14. To date, how has the private sector been engaged? How (if at all) has this differed from the 
original plan to involve the private sector in the DCW Programme? 
 
15. How effectively has the DCW Programme been managed to date? Probe for views on Welsh 
Government management and management by the Wales Co-operative Centre. What have been 
the strengths? What (if any) areas for improvement are there in terms of project management? 
 
16. How effective would you say the monitoring and reporting processes are for DCW? 
 

Performance to date 

 
17. How well in your view has the DCW Programme performed in relation to its KPIs to date? 
Explore reasons for relative performance against the KPI targets. 
 
18. How relevant are the KPIs to the activity actually being delivered by DCW? 
 
19. For WG and WCC officials: Is the DCW Programme on-track in terms of expenditure? What 
are the reasons for any under or over spends? 
 
20. What are your views on the quality and relevance of the activities and services delivered by 
the Wales Co-operative Centre to date as part of the DCW Programme? 
 
21. What evidence is there to date (i.e. aside from the evaluation currently being conducted by 
ourselves) that the activities and services are being well received by partner organisations and 
users/beneficiaries? 
 
22. What evidence is there (again aside from the evaluation currently being conducted) about the 
quality of digital inclusion activities being delivered by DCW partner organisations as a result of 
their involvement in the Programme? 
 

Emerging Outcomes and Impacts 

 

23. To what extent do you think that the approach to implementing DCW is helping to embed 
digital inclusion within supported organisations?  
 
24. In your view, is the DCW Programme strengthening the capacity and capability of partner 
organisations to deliver more digital inclusion activity? What good practice is there in this respect? 
What, if any barriers exist to achieving this outcome? 
 
25. How likely is it that these organisational outcomes will be sustained? Possibly beyond the 
DCW Programme period? 
 
26. To what extent do you think the DCW Programme, via the indirect approach being taken is 
leading to individual beneficiaries gaining digital skills? 
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27. To what extent do you think the skills being gained by beneficiaries are transferrable and 
technology neutral? (i.e. not dependent on any one particular type of software or hardware)? 

 

Attribution and Counterfactual 

 
28. We’ve discussed your views on the emerging outcomes from the DCW Programme. To what 
extent do you think these outcomes can be directly linked to the work of DCW? 
 
29. What external factors exist that might make it more challenging to link the outcomes (such as 
improved digital literacy) directly to the work of the DCW Programme? 
 
30. To what extent do you think some of the positive outcomes you’ve identified might have 
occurred anyway – that is regardless of whether the DCW Programme had been developed? 
Probe this question at the partner organisation and beneficiary level. 
 

 

 

Learning Points 

 

31. Given what we’ve just been discussing, how would you summarise the main learning points to 
emerge from the DCW Programme to date? 
 
32. Are there any short-term alterations or improvements that need to be made to the delivery of 
DCW? If so what are these and how should they be taken forward? 
 
33. Are there any longer term learning points that need to be considered from a policy and 
programme design perspective? 

 
 

 

CLOSE: Thank the interviewee. 
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Web Survey Questionnaire – DCW Training Participants 

 

 OB3 Research has been commissioned by the Welsh Government to undertake an 
evaluation of the Digital Communities Wales (DCW) programme being delivered by the 

Wales Co-operative Centre.  

 

 As part of this evaluation we would like to gather feedback from people who have 
participated on various DCW training courses. Your contact data has been supplied to 
us by the Wales Co-operative Centre. We would be very grateful if you could please 

complete this short web based survey which should not take more than around 5 
minutes of your time.  All responses will be automatically saved as you complete the 

survey so you may return to the survey again without having lost any data. All responses 
will be treated in strict confidence and nothing will be attributed to you personally or to 

the organisation you represent.  

 

 OB3 Research is an independent research and evaluation company. All of our work is 
carried out according to the strict Code of Conduct of the Market Research Society. If 
you would like to check our credentials, please contact Semele Mylona at the Welsh 

Government on Semele.Mylona@wales.gsi.gov.uk. Alternatively if you would like more 
information about the research we are conducting, please call us on 01558 822922. 

 

 A ydych yn dymuno parhau yn y Gymraeg neu'r Saesneg? 

 

Do you want to continue in Welsh or English? 

   Saesneg / English 

   Cymraeg / Welsh  

 

 To continue with the survey please click on the [Next] button below. You will be 
able to move from one screen to another using the [Next] and [Previous] buttons. 

At the end of the survey please click on the [Submit] button.  

 

 

  

 

1. Which of the following DCW training courses have you attended? 

 

Note that all modules, other than those specified, would have been one 
hour modules which may have been delivered over the course of one day. 
Further details on the content of the modules can e be viewed at 
digitalcommunities.gov.wales/training/ 

 

[Please select all that apply] 
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   Digital Champion (2 days course)    Google apps and tools  

   Supporting people to get online 
(1 day course) 

   Setting up email addresses  

   Introduction to supporting people 
to get online (0.5 day course) 

   Developing Digital Champion 
networks  

   Introduction to e-government 
services (1.5 hours course) 

   Navigating Universal Jobmatch  

   Introduction to social media     Money saving - tips and tools  

   Social media and apps for jobs 
search 

   Participation, involvement and 
the web  

   Using web and apps to support 
health and wellbeing  

   Not sure / can't remember 

   E-accessibility - tools and tips     Other 

  

Please specify which other training you received:  
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 2. How relevant were the following DCW training course(s) to you and your 
work: 

 

  Very 
relevant 

 Fairly 
relevant 

 Not 
particularly 

relevant 

 Not 
relevant at 

all 

 

 Digital Champion             

 Supporting people to get 
online 

            

 Introduction to supporting 
people to get online 

            

 Introduction to e-
government services 

            

 Introduction to social 
media 

            

 Social media and apps 
for job search 

            

 Using web and apps to 
support health and well-
being 

            

 E-accessibility - tools and 
tips 

            

 Google apps and tools             

 Setting up email 
addresses 

            

 Developing Digital 
Champion networks 

            

 Navigating Universal 
Jobmatch 

            

 Money saving - tips and 
tools 

            

 Participation, involvement 
and the web 

            

 Other             
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 3. How useful were the following DCW training course(s) to you and your 
work: 

 

  Very 
useful 

 Fairly 
useful 

 Not 
particularly 

useful 

 Not useful 
at all 

 

 Digital Champion             

 Supporting people to get 
online 

            

 Introduction to supporting 
people to get online 

            

 Introduction to e-
government services 

            

 Introduction to social 
media 

            

 Social media and apps 
for job search 

            

 Using web and apps to 
support health and well-
being 

            

 E-accessibility - tools and 
tips 

            

 Google apps and tools             

 Setting up email 
addresses 

            

 Developing Digital 
Champion networks 

            

 Navigating Universal 
Jobmatch 

            

 Money saving - tips and 
tools 

            

 Participation, involvement 
and the web 

            

 Other             

 

 

 4. {IF Q1=15} How relevant was the DCW training course(s) to you and your 
work? 

   Very relevant 

   Fairly relevant 

   Not particularly relevant 

   Not at all relevant 
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 5. {IF Q1=15} How useful was the DCW training course(s) to you and your 
work? 

   Very useful 

   Fairly useful 

   Not particularly useful 

   Not at all useful 

 

 

 6. Did you learn or gain any of the following outcomes as a result of the 
DCW training course(s)? 

 

[Please select all that apply] 

 

  Yes  No  Don't know  

 How to better identify and 
assess if somebody is 
digitally excluded 

         

 How to better engage 
with digitally excluded 
individuals 

         

 A better understanding of 
the barriers which digitally 
excluded people have to 
overcome  

         

 How to better support 
somebody to get online 

         

 How to better 
communicate my own IT 
knowledge to others 

         

 How to use appropriate 
language when 
supporting people to 
engage with technology 

         

 How to better signpost 
people for further digital 
inclusion support 

         

 Become more confident 
to deal with digital 
inclusion issues 

         

 How to navigate specific 
online apps or websites 

         

 How to set up digital 
champion networks within 
or outside your 
organisation  

         

 Any other outcomes           



  

 

 

93 

  

Please specify what other outcomes you experienced as a result of the DCW 
training 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 7. To what extent have you been able to apply the knowledge obtained from 
the DCW training course(s)? 

 

   To a large extent 

   To some extent 

   To no particular extent 

   To no extent at all 

 

 8. {If Q7=3,4} 

Why have you been unable to apply the knowledge obtained from the DCW 
training course(s)? 
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 9. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following 
statements. 

 

As a result of the knowledge and information provided as part of the DCW 
training course(s): 

 

  Agree  Disagree  Don't know  

 I'm identifying and 
assessing if somebody is 
digitally excluded 

         

 I'm engaging with more 
digitally excluded 
individuals 

         

 I'm discussing the 
barriers which digitally 
excluded people have to 
overcome 

         

 I've supported somebody 
to get online 

         

 I'm communicating my 
own IT knowledge to 
others more effectively 
than before 

         

 I'm using more 
appropriate language 
when supporting people 
to engage with 
technology 

         

 I've signposted people for 
further digital inclusion 
support 

         

 I’m more confident in my 
knowledge about how to 
support digital inclusion 

         

 I've helped show 
someone how to navigate 
a specific online app or 
website 

         

 I've set up digital 
champion networks either 
within or outside my 
organisation 

         

 I've experienced other 
changes 

         

  

Please specify these other changes: 
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 10. What, if anything, would enable you to make more use of the knowledge 
and information shared at the DCW training course(s)? 

 

  

 

 

 

 11. What, if any, further digital inclusion training or support could you 
benefit from over the next two to three years?  

 

  

 

 

 Please return this survey by clicking on the 'submit' link below. 

 

Thank you very much for your feedback.   
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