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1. Introduction/Background 

1.1 Being healthy and active is at the heart of what it means to have a good quality of 

life, and to have a long life.  Inactivity and ill health are strongly associated, 

especially in relation to obesity and all the health consequences which follow, but 

also the broader sense of wellbeing which signifies a good quality of life. 

1.2 Yet there are severe limitations in the evidence base to underpin programmes 

which can best get people to be active into the long term, and on the exact effects 

of the interventions which have been tried.  The Heathy and Active Fund (HAF) was 

designed, inter alia, to help fill that gap and inform future policy and programmes, 

and we were commissioned to undertake the Programme level evaluation. 

1.3 For an experimental Programme like the HAF, what is important is not just what 

happens as a result of it, but also why and how that happens.  This is essentially the 

territory of what is known as the Programme’s ‘theory of change’.  How is the HAF 

intended to produce positive changes in people’s levels of physical activity and 

social engagement, and what will make such changes happen? Our evaluation is 

primarily focused on the Programme level, but also examines how the approach at 

Programme level helps to ensure that funded Projects produce intended results on 

the ground. 

1.4 This report on the HAF ‘theory of change’ is the first major output of the evaluation.  

The work has already identified some important and interesting aspects of the HAF 

which go beyond the Programme itself and which have potential implications for the 

ways in which Welsh Government and its partners might seek to deliver future 

programmes and mainstream activities. 

 Main Features of the HAF 

1.5 The HAF is a new Programme to improve people’s mental and physical health by 

enabling active lifestyles. It is led by two Departments of the Welsh Government, 

Public Health Wales, and Sport Wales, and is being delivered through 17 Projects 

led by third sector and public bodies at a cost of £5m+ over 3 years. The focus is on 

Projects which either support those facing significant barriers to leading physically 

active lives, and/or strengthen community assets and influence behaviour 
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change.  Its aims are to sustainably increase the physical activity of the less active 

and to improve mental wellbeing by promoting social interaction and access to 

physical activity.  A key context for both the HAF itself and the Projects that it funds, 

is the sustainable development principle and the ways of working set out in the 

Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015.  

1.6 A brief summary of the Projects, their sponsors and their costs, is set out in the 

table below.  As can be seen, they are wide ranging geographically and in terms of 

focus and target participants.  Lead bodies include public bodies and voluntary 

organisations and involve sport National Governing Bodies.  The activities they 

promote include walking, community based play, activities around woodlands and 

around a major leisure destination.  Target groups include children, older people, 

and those with disability or with actual or potential mental health difficulties as well 

as the ‘merely’ inactive.  

Table 1.1: HAF Projects  

Table 1.1:  HAF Projects:  Project name, and nutshell description, followed by the lead body and the HAF 

grant shown against total cost in £K1 

Super-Agers-(Cwm Taf Partnership):  Community based physical activity for older people and 

those with disability or long term illness:   Bridgend CBC £490/531 

West Wales Let's Walk: Walking groups linked to GP Practices: Pembrokeshire Coast National 

Park Authority £400/400 

Welsh Active Early Years Programme: Intensive community based play and physical activity 

for young people: Early Years Wales (and Welsh Gymnastics) £371/394 

Growing Together (S/SE Wales):  Food growing based inter-generational activities: 

Keep Wales Tidy £289/289 

HAPPy (Newport):  Tredegar House based activities for the young and those in poverty or 

disadvantage: Tredegar House National Trust 280/309 & 293/2472 

Cyfeillion Cerdded Cymru (S/SE Wales): Intense small walking group activity for older people: 

Living Streets Cymru £224/255 

                                            
1 The balance of funding and resources has been contributed by project sponsors and their partners. 
2 In this instance both the amount sought, and the amount offered changed during the application and approval process 
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Table 1.1:  HAF Projects:  Project name, and nutshell description, followed by the lead body and the HAF 

grant shown against total cost in £K1 

Family Engagement Project (S/SE Wales & Valleys): Community/partner activities for young 

or disabled people, or people in poverty/disadvantage: StreetGames UK Ltd £399/694 

Sporting Memories – S Wales: Wellbeing through sporting reminiscence and activity: Sporting 

Memories Network CIC £400/887 

Balanced Lives for Care Homes: Improving health and wellbeing of care home residents in 

Swansea through physical and social activity in care homes for the elderly through volunteers 

and champions: Action for Elders Trust £260/260 

Opening Doors to the Outdoors:  Community based walking/climbing outdoor group physical 

activity to tackle mental ill health in NW Wales:  The Outdoor Partnership £230/353 

Play Ambassadors (Cardiff and Vale): Increasing play in 10 communities by 60 recruited and 

trained Play Ambassadors: Play Wales £179/197 

Five Ways to Wellbeing: Physical Activity to Promote Mental Wellbeing – Flint/Wrexham: 

CAMHS based service to deliver activity for young people with mental health difficulty, or at risk 

of developing a mental health difficulty (community service):  Betsi Cadwaladr UHB £303/484 

Actif Woods Wales: Social Prescribing the Woodland Way – National:  Woodland based 

activities and training for volunteers, groups and health care partners: Smallwoods Association 

Coed Lleol £383/827 

BeActive RCT - involving people and communities to improve wellbeing:  Multi-agency 

programme of accessible, person-centred sporting and physical activities in 6 communities with 

severe health inequalities: Interlink RCT £400/557 

Babi Actif (NW Wales):  Support to parents to be active outdoors with their babies during the 

period from conception to age 2:  Eryri-Bywiol Cyf £211/261 

Healthy Body - Healthy Mind (Cardiff):   Physical fitness and family activities for Black, Asian 

and minority ethnic women and their families: Women Connect First £375/453 

Healthy & Active Newport:  Alliance of statutory and other bodies in Newport to engage in 

schools and communities: Newport Live £374/564 
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The Evaluation Approach and the Theory of Change 

1.7 The programme-level evaluation of the HAF is a long term, real time evaluation 

throughout which learning is anticipated which will inform the remainder of the HAF 

itself as well as other future programmes.  An explicit ‘theory of change’ as such 

was not developed for the HAF Programme overall, but part of the evaluation is to: 

 Develop a theory of change for the HAF to illustrate how the activities are 

intended to achieve an increase in physical activity and improvements in mental 

wellbeing; and, 

 Use the theory of change to refine the evaluation questions and objectives.  

1.8 This is a key element which will provide a focus for all subsequent stages of the 

evaluation, enabling greater clarity on the aims and legacy of the HAF and how the 

HAF’s activities are intended to achieve these aims, drawing on the perspectives of 

representatives from the four lead organisations.  

1.9 The Center for the Theory of Change3 describes the approach as a rigorous 

process to identify the conditions which have to be met for long-term outcomes to 

be achieved. These conditions are arranged graphically in a causal framework. It 

requires clarity on long-term goals, measurable indicators of success, and explicit 

actions to achieve goals. It shows a causal pathway from actions through to 

outcomes, usually by identifying the initial outputs from activities and the 

‘intermediate’ outcomes which result, and which lead then towards ultimate goals.  It 

requires the articulation of underlying assumptions and makes connections between 

what is done and what is hoped to achieve.  The theory of change can be 

articulated as text but is typically presented graphically in the form of a ‘logic model’.  

This is then the intervention logic being applied with a view to achieving the ultimate 

outcomes. Many examples are readily available.  

1.10 In our own work using theory of change to review and analyse policy and 

programme interventions (see Bolton al: 2018), we have drawn especially on work 

by the Kellogg Foundation (2004).  They look at the issue from the starting point of 

applying a logic model to a proposed intervention.  The theory of change is the 

                                            
3 A not-for-profit institute aiming to support high standards in work involving theory of change, accessed 31/10/19 

https://www.theoryofchange.org/what-is-theory-of-change/how-does-theory-of-change-work/
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summary statement of the logic model sequence.  In the Welsh Government, those 

developing new policy interventions are encouraged to think about their theory of 

change, and guidance refers them to a Tavistock Institute publication (Hills: 2010). 

Approaches vary somewhat but have a strong common core – those developing 

policies or programmes should link their assumptions and activities through to their 

desired outcomes according to a logical, causal sequence which is clear and 

measurable. 

1.11 For this HAF Theory of Change evaluation we gathered evidence in the following 

ways: 

 We examined the HAF Programme documentation to see if there was an 

emergent or implicit theory of change - it was clear and acknowledged that 

there was not an explicit HAF theory of change for the Programme. 

 We also examined project level documentation in the form of the extensive 

applications which Projects had submitted.  These all included an explicit logic 

model, in accordance with the guidance issued to potential applicants.  The 

guidance had been supported by a presentation on theory of change and logic 

models to assist applicants in developing this aspect of their applications. 

 We undertook seven ‘sensitising’ interviews with key actors from the HAF 

Project Board in order to key us into their thinking and perspectives, and to 

help ensure that we built all major issues into the more systematic interviews 

which followed.  We developed a topic guide to inform a series of semi 

structured interviews with thirteen key actors – ten from the HAF Project Board 

and its sub-groups, and three with Welsh Government officials with 

responsibilities within the Government’s policy development process. 

 We used a topic guide for interviews with each of the seventeen Project leads, 

and the Case Officers appointed to support them, these being drawn from 

Welsh Government, Public Health Wales, and Sport Wales.   

1.12 We also explored the distinction between Project level theories of change and that 

at Programme level. Whilst the Projects each had their intervention logics to show 

how they were planning to increase physical activity and social engagement 

amongst their selected target population, the programme level logic was rather 
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different.  As would be expected, it focussed instead on how the approach taken for 

the HAF Programme as a whole helped to produce successful Programme 

outcomes.  These outcomes overlapped with those of the Projects – getting people 

more physically active and improving mental well-being.  But they also included 

wider objectives relating to the experimental character of the HAF Programme and 

the desire to learn whether a ‘responsive grant funding programme’, such as the 

HAF, was an effective way to tackle the problem of physical inactivity.  

The Report 

1.13 In this report, Section 2 describes the HAF further and sets out in summary, the 

principal themes which were identified within the HAF theory of change, including 

the overall theory of change.   Sections 3, 4, and 5 review three subsidiary theories 

of change – a substantive theory of change, a theory of change focused on the HAF 

design process, and a theory of change that encapsulates the HAF ways of working 

– in turn in more detail.  Each of these is central to the design and success of the 

HAF and so warranted specific theories to enable the evaluation to explore them.  

Finally, Section 6 draws out the forward theory of change of the HAF, including the 

implications for the remainder of the HAF evaluation.  

The Impact of COVID-19 

1.14 The fieldwork for this report was completed prior to the first COVID-19 lockdown.  

That materially slowed down the process of completion, and especially the 

subsequent workshops to test and challenge the draft report, and to work on the 

development of the retrospective and the forward theories of change.  It also had a 

direct effect on the Projects and their delivery, which will be explored in future 

evaluation work. However, it has not prevented the HAF Board organising a series 

of learning and communication events to share experiences and lessons. 
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2. The HAF and its Theories of Change 

2.1 The original overall HAF design process and timeline was as below, but has 

inevitably been interrupted by the COVID-19 pandemic: 

Figure 2.1: HAF Application and Award Process 2018-2019 

 

Figure 2.2: HAF Award and Implementation Process 2019-2021
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Figure 2.3: HAF Implementation and Evaluation Process 2021-2023 

 

2,2 The HAF started in 20184.  Welsh Government officials had grappled with the 

opportunity presented by two commitments of the incoming Government after the 

2017 election. One concerned a ‘well-being bond’ and the other a ‘sports and arts 

challenge’. Both related to overall well-being and to the activity levels of key target 

population groups in Wales. There were several discussions with the Minister who 

at that time sponsored both initiatives, and the decision was made to bring them 

together, involving two Welsh Government Departments (Health, and Culture and 

Sport) and two delivery bodies (Public Health Wales and Sport Wales).  

2.3 Subsequently the administrative thrust of the HAF was with Sport Wales, partly 

because it was decided to focus the initial ‘healthy and active’ intervention on 

physical activity and partly as a matter of immediately available capacity.  Funds 

were contributed from the Sport Wales budget and from the Health budget of the 

Welsh Government, a sharing arrangement which has been widely seen as very 

positive and innovative.  

                                            
4 The diagrams were kindly produced by one of the key Programme Managers of the HAF. 
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2.4 Also unusual was the partnership created to design, develop and implement the 

HAF between Welsh Government, Sport Wales, and Public Health Wales, the latter 

two both being delivery agencies and one (Sport Wales) an arm’s length body.   

This collaborative approach has been widely seen by key HAF actors as an 

excellent expression of both the spirit of the Well-being of Future Generations 

(Wales) Act 2015, and the letter of the ‘five ways of working’ specified in the Act.   

2.5 The HAF design process began formally with a Ministerial launch in July 2018 

leading to completion of the first major HAF stage, which was for ‘expressions of 

interest’ following publication of guidance to potential applicants and a series of 

‘roadshows’ which presented the Fund and encouraged applications.  At this stage, 

109 expressions of interest were received. Following assessment, 43 full 

applications were invited across the spring of 2019, and 17 were approved and 

confirmed across summer 2019.  They will last until 2022, with each Project having 

a real time evaluation running alongside and, potentially, also providing a post-

Programme legacy assessment into 2023. 

2.6 The Programme has been steered by a Project Board co-chaired by senior Welsh 

Government officials from the Department for Health and Social Services and from 

the Culture and Sport Division, with the following governance arrangements: 

Figure 2.4: HAF Programme Governance  

 

 

2.7 Each of the above elements has a defined set of terms of reference and 

membership, and designated roles to ensure that key governance, delivery and 

evaluation functions are allocated. 

 

HAF Project 
Board

HAF Evaluation  
Group

HAF Delivery 
Group
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The HAF Theories of Change 

2.8 The evidence and our analysis suggest that there was an operating theory of 

change which underpinned the development of the HAF, albeit that it was not 

explicit nor articulated as such at the time.  Our initial analysis suggested that there 

might not be an overall HAF theory of change, but only the three ‘subsidiary’ ones 

set out later in this Section.  However, following rich exchanges with the Project 

Board mainly through workshops, an emergent overall initial ‘retrospective’ theory of 

change was identified, along with a prospective theory of change going forward, as 

described in Section 6. 

2.9 To see what it consisted of, and the ‘logic’ of how it worked, it is best to see the 

situation as it was for the key actors following the 2017 election.  The new 

Government’s two commitments clearly overlapped and spanned both health and 

sport and physical activity.  Linked to their focus on prevention and on improvement 

to health and wellbeing, this pointed to the need to involve not only the relevant 

Government Departments (Health, and Culture and Sport) but also the key relevant 

delivery bodies (Public Health Wales and Sport Wales). 

2.10 What was required was a visible initiative which could give effect to the 

commitments which was also consistent with the likely available scale of resources.  

This led to the idea of a fund to be available to bidders for projects.  It was in this 

context that the implicit theory of change can be located, with initial elements along 

the following lines: 

Figure 2.5: Initial elements of Theory of Change  

 

2.11 This still left quite a lot to be worked out, and that was entrusted to a Project Board 

of the key actors.  Between them they deliberated and agreed on what the key 

priorities would be, drawn from the very broad scope of health prevention and 

Taking strength 
from  policy 

commmitments 
and Welsh 

Government 
willingness to 
experiment

Encourage 
collaboration 

among key 
actors at senior 
level across the 

four bodies

Enable 
resources to be 

shared

Common set of 
objectives to be 

agreed

Programme to 
fund projects 
against bids
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improvement.  Subject to Ministerial confirmation, they decided to focus on physical 

activity and its beneficial consequences for health and mental wellbeing.  They also 

worked through the very different perspectives they brought from their respective 

professional disciplines (discussed further in Section 3).  One aspect of this was the 

recognition that a programme of the scale envisaged would not in itself create 

significant population level behaviour change.  But it could be capable of 

demonstrating new approaches and ways of working, and generating lessons and 

learning which might valuably inform future programmes and policies, and 

mainstream budgets and approaches. 

2.12 In diagrammatic form, the implicit and underlying logic model and theory of change 

had this broad form:  

Figure 2.6: Retrospective Theory of Change  

 

2.13 In order to explore the HAF theory of change in a more granular way, we found it 

helpful to focus on three ‘subsidiary’ theories of change to this overall one.  These 

are all related but rather different – one focussed on the substantive aims of the 

HAF, one on the HAF design process, and one focussed on ‘ways of working’, as 

follows: 
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A. A substantive theory of change which focuses on the Programme’s declared 

aims and links them to the objectives aspired to by the Projects; 

B. A process theory of change which describes how the design of the 

Programme itself and its consciously organised stages are intended to result 

in better programme-level outcomes - this is a theory of change around how 

effective programme design can result in attracting and funding the best 

possible projects, and giving applicants the best possible support on the way 

through; and 

C. A ‘ways of working’ theory of change which places collaboration centre stage 

as a means to ensure better outcomes for both Programme and Projects – this 

is a theory of change about how the way people work together and their 

relationships can create a better programme to which all partners feel 

committed. 

 

A. The HAF Substantive Theory of Change 

2.14 This theory of change starts with the Programme’s declared aims.  It describes itself 

thus: 

“The Healthy & Active Fund (HAF) is a new programme that seeks to improve 

people’s mental and physical health by enabling active lifestyles. The HAF’s aims 

are to: 

o Sustainably increase the physical activity of those who are currently 

sedentary or have very low levels of activity 

o Improve levels of mental wellbeing by promoting social interactions and 

increasing or improving access to spaces and places for physical activity. 

Funding is available to projects located across Wales. Applications were particularly 

welcomed for projects that do the following:  

o Support people who face the most significant barriers to leading physically 

active lives, in particular children and young people; people with a disability 

or long-term illness; people who are economically inactive or who live in 

areas of deprivation; and older people and those around the age of 

retirement from work 
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o Strengthen and develop community assets (such as community groups, 

sports clubs, schools and workplaces) to influence behaviour change.  

The HAF is placed firmly within the context of the Well-being of Future Generations 

(Wales) Act 2015.”5 

2.15 From the above and related Programme documentation it is possible to derive a 

substantive theory of change statement along the following lines:   

By funding specific projects over a three year period led by public and 

voluntary bodies it is possible to increase physical activity and improve mental 

wellbeing… 

…especially by focussing on target groups facing significant barriers and by 

developing community and workplace social assets and resilience… 

…and by encouraging lead bodies to work with partners in a structured and 

positive way… 

…to provide innovative practical examples and evidence of which approaches 

worked best and might be replicated and/or scaled up. 

2.16 In Section 3 we look at how widely such a theory of change was shared between 

key actors, and how it relates to the theories of change of the Projects.   

B. The HAF Design Process Theory of Change:   

2.17 The evidence we collected from documentary review and interviews indicated that a 

second theory of change was implicitly embedded – and strongly so – in the 

process by which the HAF was developed and delivered.  The key actors at Project 

Board level shared a clear Programme level theory which linked key and conscious 

choices on their part to achieving the HAF’s key outcome.  Each stage of the HAF 

design process was explicitly designed to contribute to the goal of having a set of 

Projects which: 

 were well designed and focussed on the HAF target population groups and the 

HAF outcomes;  

                                            
5 Specification for the Evaluation of the Healthy and Active Fund Contract Reference C333/2018/2019 May 2018 
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 satisfied the requirements of scale and duration envisaged in the Programme 

design;  

 collectively provided a good spread of Projects and Partners in terms of target 

group, geography, and activities; and, 

 were geared to being evaluated through specific and measurable outcomes. 

2.18 The stages and the design aspects concerned included: 

 a systematic communications strategy for bringing the HAF funding 

opportunity to a wide potential audience; 

 an ‘Expression of Interest’ stage to act as an easy point of entry to the process 

and a filter; and, 

 a demanding full application process to try and ensure that Projects were likely 

to accomplish the key enablers thought to underpin successful Project level 

outcomes on the ground.  

C. The HAF ‘Ways of Working’ Theory of Change: 

2.19 Those leading development of the HAF consciously related it to the Well-being of 

Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015.  The Programme as designed self-evidently 

engaged with the national wellbeing goals of a healthier and more equal Wales, and 

of more cohesive communities, and the HAF team emphasised strongly the notion 

that the HAF should be a sustainable intervention.  They also saw an explicit 

connection with the Act’s ‘ways of working’, especially in terms of prevention and 

working for long term and sustainable change6.  Most strikingly, however, it was the 

way of working of ‘collaboration’ which stood out in the evidence we collected, from 

interviews especially.  

2.20 The theme of collaboration was consistently articulated, and consistently seen by 

key actors as important not just in itself but because of what collaboration could 

help to achieve, and at both Programme and Project level. It therefore warranted to 

be seen as a distinct HAF ‘ways of working’ theory of change.  At Programme level 

collaboration was very visible and powerful between the national partners.  At 

                                            
6 The other most relevant ‘ways of working’ here would be integration and engagement.  Generally, see the “Essentials” 

guide to the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015.  

https://gov.wales/well-being-future-generations-act-essentials
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Project level, applicants were actively encouraged to partner with others as a way to 

strengthen reach, resilience and impact.  

2.21 Each of these theories of change is reviewed in the next three Sections. 
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3. The HAF Substantive Theory of Change 

3.1 The substantive theory of change for the HAF can be described as follows: 

Funding projects for 3 years led by public and voluntary bodies acting in partnership 

can increase physical activity and improve mental wellbeing among key target 

groups, and provide innovative examples which might be replicated and/or scaled 

up. 

3.2 These themes were evident in the HAF documentation, and several respondents 

articulated these elements.  As one key actor put it: 

“The overall outcome of the HAF involves exploring approaches that provide better 

physical activity and overcome barriers to that, and especially for those who are 

most inactive. The aim is to understand what works so that it can be applied more 

widely, because at the moment the evidence base is weak. As far as social isolation 

is concerned…..and encouraging better mental health…..these are all beneficial 

aspects of people doing more physical activity, they are all bound up with each 

other. But the anchor point is the impact of more physical activity both in the 

physical sense and also the social sense. This was the basis of the HAF design.  

The notion is that being active leads to more physical attributes, but that there are 

also social, mental, and community benefits, and so hopefully physical activity will 

be seen more broadly.” 

3.3 This represented what might be termed the ‘mainstream’ view of the HAF’s 

substantive theory of change, and the following is similarly the mainstream view as 

to where that theory of change might be found:  

“The theory of change is to be found within the guidance and collateral material, so 

far as it exists. It isn’t a theory of change as such, rather there was a broad 

collective desire, which coalesced around a topic area. There will be variations in 

the approach by different people involved in the HAF, but there is also consistency.” 

3.4 As this respondent inferred, not all saw it in the same way.  There were some 

differences.  For one, the key question was whether the HAF will “make a difference 

to a population in terms of the outcomes for those who participate, this being the 

focus of the narrative of the programme so far”.  Moreover “is this kind of 



  

 

 

17 
 

programme with its relatively short-term focus and grants a good way to make 

things happen…..I have never seen long-term impact from any such programme.”    

3.5 Differences were closely related to differences in agency mandates and strongly 

associated working methods and cultures.  For example, specialists in public health 

look at evidence and effectiveness and population change and that is different to the 

way that other disciplines will judge whether something has been effective. However, 

it is important to note that these differences of interpretation did not prevent 

significant and positive collaboration between all four of the bodies principally 

involved, as will be seen in Section 5, below. 

3.6 The differences reflected varying degrees of confidence in the likelihood of success, 

and for the key actors they did not indicate differences in the implicit theory of 

change.  For Sport Wales and the Culture and Sport Division of Welsh Government, 

they “were looking to demonstrate how physical activity could deliver more clearly 

for health and for well-being outcomes, and through that we would be looking for 

evidence because this was believed rather than evidenced hitherto, and also 

innovation in delivery and innovation in those doing the delivering as well.”     

3.7 For Public Health Wales, in contrast, “if Welsh Government wants to make a 

difference it has to work out how to make best use of money to affect population 

level change. But different parts of government work in different ways, and they are 

held to account in different ways. In NHS Wales, the test which has to be met in 

order to justify an investment for preventative work is significantly tougher than the 

tests for investment in treatment. There tends to be a higher bar - not only does it 

need to work and be cost effective it is also often required to be cost saving. In the 

context of the HAF this level of evidence was not going to be generated that would 

achieve what Sport colleagues were hoping for.”   

3.8 There were also differences of view around another important aspect of this HAF 

substantive theory of change, that of sustainability and legacy.  Whereas for some 

‘sustainability’ of positive outcomes at Project level would effectively mean being 

self-sustaining, and without continued injections of public funding, others were 

relaxed about maintaining funding streams into the medium term of some activities 
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if they proved to be beneficial and value for money – ‘mainstreamed’, in fact, into 

business as usual budgeting and delivery.   

3.9 The differences in view were nonetheless reconciled within the framework of 

understanding amongst all the key actors about what the HAF was trying to 

achieve.  Whilst they still had different degrees of confidence in what the HAF 

Projects could accomplish directly in terms of population level behaviour change, 

there was strong common ground about the potential to generate lessons and 

insight that might be applied elsewhere.  The use of standardised data collection 

and monitoring tools also provided a means to compare impacts across Projects 

and between the HAF and other interventions7.  

The Position at Project Level  

3.10 Whereas at Programme level the theory of change was implicit, the Projects were 

asked to be explicit about their theories of change.  In the call for applications, it 

was suggested8 that: “Projects may wish to consider using a logic model to 

articulate how their activities are linked to outcomes”.  In the Business Case 

template which applicants were required to complete, logic models were again 

covered with a reference in the strategic case section, and they were also pointed 

towards a NESTA ‘Theory of Change’ toolkit as being a source of useful 

information.   Finally, at the workshop for Stage 2 applicants, logic models were 

again covered as part of the monitoring and evaluation presentation, with ‘theory of 

change’ also being referenced briefly in a link in the accompanying toolkit.  An 

important part of the business case presentation posed applicants a series of 

questions which would be key to the assessment of applications: 

 How the Project aligns to the objectives of the HAF? 

 How the Project contributes to the Goals of the Well-being of Future 

Generations (Wales) Act 2015? 

 How the ‘5 ways of working’ have been incorporated into the Project? 

 Whether the ‘problem’ has been clearly defined? 

 Has the need for the Project been clearly evidenced? 

                                            
7 Healthy and Active Fund Project Evaluation Toolkit January 2019 (updated May 2020). 
8 HAF Call for Applications and Fund Guidance October 2018. 
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3.11 The presentation on Project evaluation keyed applicants directly into a logic model 

(and thus a theory of change) approach, as reflected in the two reproduced slides 

below:  

 Figure 3.1: Project evaluation slide 1  

 

Figure 3.2: Project evaluation slide 2 
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3.12 Thus, the Projects were required to apply a theory of change and logic model 

approach in presenting their applications, whilst the HAF Programme itself did not.  

It placed emphasis on the Projects being clear about their theories of change 

because they wanted to emphasise the need for evidence to judge the impact and 

support evaluation. 

3.13 The obvious question which arises is the extent to which the theories of change 

adopted by the Projects reflected, were consistent with, and gave effect to the 

underlying theory of change of the HAF Programme overall.  In practice the 

assessment criteria and the process of testing applications against them were both 

very clear and detailed, and the assessment process was thorough and even 

exacting.  The assessment criteria and process created the linkage and gave the 

Project Board comfort that the Projects funded would help give the desired effect to 

the HAF programme aims9. 

 

                                            
9 HAF Call for Applications and Fund Guidance October 2018.  
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4. The HAF Design Process Theory of Change 

4.1 The HAF ‘design process’ theory of change was in many ways the clearest and 

strongest of the three ‘subsidiary’ theories of change, and the one most consistently 

expressed across the documentation and amongst key actors.  Although not 

articulated as such, it represented a logic model and associated theory which was 

seen by key actors (essentially the members of the Project Board) as connecting 

specific aspects of the HAF design process, from activities through to outputs and 

then onto the intended outcomes.   

4.2 The HAF ‘design process’ logic model is compiled below, together with its 

embedded theory of change.  The key activities were: 

 Marketing and communications, which included the high profile launch and a 

series of roadshows; 

 Guidance in documentation which indicated the scope and character of 

potential projects, the importance of partnership, and the aspiration for 

innovation; 

 Filtering of applications through an ‘Expression of Interest’ stage; 

 Application criteria and assessment of applications; and, 

 Monitoring and evaluation advice and guidance. 
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Figure 4.1: HAF Design Process Logic Model  

ACTIVITIES  OUTPUTS  INITIAL OUTCOMES 

Marketing and 

communications 

 

 

Guidance 

 

 

Filtering 

 

 

 

 

Application criteria 

and assessment 

 

 

 

Monitoring and 

evaluation 

 

 
Wide knowledge of the HAF 

amongst target audience of potential 

applicants. 

 

Knowledge by potential applicants of 

what type of project and approach 

would be welcomed. 

 

A smaller number of potential 

projects invited to submit full bids. 

 

 

 

A good number of potential projects 

making applications likely to fit the 

HAF objectives and direction, and 

selected in a fair and transparent 

way. 

 

Monitoring and evaluation proposals 

from each Project. 

 
Greater likelihood of numerous 

applications. 

 

 

Greater likelihood that applications 

would serve the HAF objectives. 

 

 

Identification of projects more 

likely to serve the HAF’s 

objectives, and avoidance of a 

very large number of inevitably 

disappointed applicants. 

 

A good set (17) of well-prepared 

projects selected from a larger 

number (43) of applications. 

 

 

A degree of confidence that useful 

Project level lessons would be 

identified and reported. 

 

4.3 The ultimate intended outcomes of the HAF were supported by all of these activities 

and outputs and initial outcomes.  They helped result in a well-balanced group of 

Projects displaying innovation and partnership and with fair prospects of having an 

impact on the health and activity levels of their target populations, and capable of 

generating valuable lessons for potential wider application.   

4.4 The logic model presented above is quite straightforward, and undoubtedly 

understates some of the complexity of reasoning being applied by key actors to the 

HAF activities.  The diagram above is an ex post facto re-construction at fairly high 

level. The key actors did not necessarily have strong causal chains in mind, or a 

strong degree of correspondence in the thinking.  There were some differences.  
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However, at the high level there was a very high degree of consensus amongst key 

actors, and they saw themselves as having worked out in broad terms what they 

were doing and why, and how they intended it to support that final outcome.  There 

were three areas where the process theory of change was less clear: 

 Value for Money: Although value for money (VFM) was a criterion against 

which applications would be judged, in practice there is not a consensus 

amongst key actors as to how it should be seen.  Set against Project costs, 

the proposed number of immediate beneficiaries produced very high per 

capita cost.  However, that might be offset by significant cashable or non-

cashable savings in other areas of public expenditure, or by long term lessons 

which when applied might produce a different value for money assessment, or 

the initial investment leading to sustained intervention at lower cost in the long 

term.   

 A Balanced Portfolio of Projects: It is important for a national Programme to 

demonstrate ‘balance’, in a variety of ways.  Most obviously this would mean 

Projects engaging diverse geographies across Wales, and also diversity in 

terms of target groups, activities, and approaches.  The Projects selected on 

merit do, in the event, provide a reasonably balanced portfolio in these terms.  

Apart from ensuring that the HAF was marketed widely across Wales 

geographically and otherwise, it was not explicit how this might be achieved.  

Had there not been a good balance, the issue was to be addressed then.     

 Monitoring and Evaluation: The key features of the approach proposed 

included: 

o Asking Projects to set out their logic models as part of their application, 

this being a firm foundation for subsequent evaluation; 

o Placing evaluation as a responsibility of each Project, but with access 

to support through their links back to the Evaluation Group; and, 

o Issuing an evaluation and monitoring toolkit which included the use of 

standardised survey instruments to facilitate validated measurement of 

outcomes at participant level.  

o The standardised participant data provided a common basis for 

comparison and judgement of Project outcomes.  It was recognised that 
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the Project level evaluations would necessarily range much wider than 

that and because Projects took different approaches and work with 

differing groups, there will be some variation in the methods used in 

their evaluations.  However, it was not clear from the theory of change, 

whether the mechanisms to assure quality and consistency across 

those evaluations would be sufficient10. 

 

  

                                            
10 The toolkit gives project staff an overview of factors to take into account in planning and undertaking their evaluations, but it is not 

designed to ensure quality assurance or comparability between the project level evaluations. The HAF Board is actively developing a 
more detailed picture of the evaluations being conducted at Project level.  
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5. The HAF ‘Ways of Working’ Theory of Change 

5.1 When officials came to design the HAF, they took their cue from the Well-being of 

Future Generations (Wales) Act (2015) in relation both to the national objectives 

and also the stipulated ‘ways of working’.  They oriented themselves strongly 

towards the theme of collaboration, and they embraced it enthusiastically. They 

made collaboration central to the HAF at both Programme and Project level.  At 

Programme level the HAF involved joint working between two Government 

Departments, (Health and Social Services, and Culture and Sport), and two delivery 

agencies (Public Health Wales and Sport Wales), with the latter also an arm’s 

length body.  It involved jointly designing, leading and operating the HAF, and the 

pooling of budgets between some of the partners.  It was also seen as genuine 

collaboration between the partners rather than as continuing the ‘principal-agent’ 

quality of some interactions where Government consults but then decides itself. 

5.2 The original impetus for actors to get together had been largely contingent on the 

need to bring together two overlapping manifesto commitments into an affordable 

joint initiative. However, all the key actors emphasised the genuine and positive 

collaborative aspect. As one put it: 

“there is a high level of interest and awareness about the HAF on the part of 

Ministers……the HAF is being used to exemplify shared purpose, and the pooling of 

resources in particular.  It has been interesting to see the partnership within 

government and between Sport Wales and Public Health Wales……this is not usual 

but has worked quite well. So far it has brought Ministers together, and also the two 

arm’s-length bodies, albeit with varying degrees of willingness. Budget pooling is 

unusual - it is more typical for a project to seek funding from two different 

Departments then try and fit the deliverables from the project into the respective 

mandates.” 

5.3 For another seasoned official, the context now provided by the Well-being of Future 

Generations (Wales) Act 2015 was a crucial factor: 

“I have seen many cycles of policy-making in the Welsh Government which talk of 

partnership and so on, and lots of good intentions, but not much has happened. 

Since the Wellbeing Act we have moved into a different space, largely driven by 
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Ministers, and there are more conversations about Ministers working together on 

how money might be pooled. The HAF is already important as an influence on the 

way they think about pooling, and also on a way of doing things, with genuine co-

productive effort. The HAF would not have happened 10 years ago, but the 

conditions are now in place to do this kind of thing. The context of the Act makes 

everybody more comfortable and creative, which is not always easy but there is at 

least the freedom to do it. This creates opportunities for combining budgets and so 

is less constraining. The opportunities far outweigh the challenges.” 

5.4 The connection between the HAF and ways of working was explicit – the HAF is “an 

opportunity to try new approaches - how well has collaboration worked in terms of 

using resources to best effect, for example.”  It was also seen as germane to the 

evaluation: 

“…. in a future generations’ context, this has been a unique way of working with two 

government departments and two arm’s-length bodies collaborating, and this will be 

really valuable to capture. As an experience it is something that has been very 

positive to build up. This perspective could include issues about the high level 

process effect of how the HAF was developed and implemented in terms of making 

things better by attracting better projects and shaping possible outcomes more 

effectively.” 

5.5 There was also clarity that collaboration should be extended into potential projects 

through the partnership requirements which needed to be set out in applications.  

This reflected the general desirability of partnership working at project level, and a 

recognition that project working in this field is addressing highly complex issues 

crossing boundaries between organisations and policy domains.  The 

encouragement went beyond the typical endorsements and expressions of goodwill 

and future involvement which often accompany grant applications.  In the case of 

the HAF, the requirements were explicit and detailed, and required clear evidence 

of direct involvement and commitment.  However:  

“in some respect the process has struggled in its desire for collaboration at the 

Project level because for the most part there are pre-established relationships on 

the Projects because there was not enough time for completely new partnerships to 
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develop. We were hoping for more crossover between, for example, sport governing 

bodies and others, but they did get a good spread of new participants from each of 

the health and the sport sides.” 

5.6 The key actors not only distinguished the collaboration around the HAF as 

exceptional, they also saw it as having potential lessons for other initiatives: 

“This is an exemplar, and there are other initiatives which could benefit from the 

learnings, including some aspects of economic development which tries to bring 

together government actors with a contribution to make and to pull the different 

levers. There are sufficiently frequent occasions on other topics for this to be a 

provider of valuable lessons, perhaps through one or other of the forums that the 

civil service use for sharing learning.” 

5.7 Discussions with officials in the Welsh Government with broad policy responsibilities 

confirmed that the collaboration in the HAF was indeed exceptional, if not unique.  

There is therefore potential for broader learning, and we return to this in Section 6. 

Collaboration and Budgets 

5.8 One aspect of collaboration which stands out from the interviews with key actors 

was the issue of budgets.  For one, the HAF was seen as good for cross-

government working and budget pooling, which is “very rare in relation to budgets”. 

It was also seen as an incentive for the arm’s-length bodies to work together and 

“not just talk about doing so.”  Partly this was seen in terms of differences of agency 

mandates and focus. For Public Health Wales, physical activity was seen as only 

one of a number of priorities, in contrast to the stronger focus of Sport Wales.  

Funding was from the Health Department rather than from Public Health Wales, as 

Public Health Wales is not a funding body and could not fund the Programme 

directly.  In contrast, the money from sport was from the Sport Wales budget.  This 

meant that both Sport Wales and Sport Policy within Welsh Government felt fully 

bought in to the venture.  

5.9 The budget sharing was not entirely straightforward.  Sport Wales had to have a 

realignment of the budget so that it could make a contribution, and in the run-up to 

the launch the budget from Sport Wales required two decisions, one from the Sport 
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Wales Board and then sign off from the Deputy Minister for Culture, Sport and 

Tourism. This caused some delay and some anxiety for its partners and “was an 

interesting aspect of governance and partnership, though just the fact that we were 

doing it was a good step forward.” 

5.10 The engagement with budget issues went well beyond the HAF itself. One key actor 

saw the positive collaboration as something of an entry point to longer term budget 

possibilities.  The Programme had been “a refreshing and exceptional collegiate 

approach to the whole process. The HAF was driven by manifesto commitments 

and these are inevitably short-term. We can now move from a positive approach 

based on this collaboration and stimulus and turn it into core future budget 

discussions.”  

5.11 The budget issues were of special concern to Sport Wales, for two reasons.  First, 

their financial contribution to the HAF represented a significant part of their budget.  

Perhaps more importantly, they were trying to show that sport has more to offer the 

big budget services like health and education.   Sport “has to convince other 

departments of the relevance of their work and this is tough particularly when 

people have difficult budgets.” The HAF is “an opportunity to try these new 

approaches - how well has collaboration worked in terms of using resources to best 

effect, for example?”  This is an instance of the wider public policy issue of the 

‘Cinderella services’ such as arts and culture and sport striving to ‘attach’ their 

activities to the budgets of the bigger players on the basis that the collateral benefits 

serve their objectives. Sport Wales wanted “to learn around what works but also 

whether there is then a changing perception of sport and ways of working, and the 

importance of providing resources, which is especially important for Sport Wales 

given the size of its budget.”11 

5.12 For one key actor the broader issue of budget sharing was an issue which needed 

to be addressed:    

“The Act sets out national objectives and there is a planning system and a 

requirement to report on relevant activities which support the national objectives. 

                                            
11 See Gray (2017). 
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But the planning system for implementation is not matched by a budget planning 

system to accompany it. So, for example, improving mental well-being requires 

action from many organisations.  But the budget is in health exclusively even though 

many others have a contribution to make. If the money was allocated to an 

objective, and then Departments had to bid and to bid jointly, it would focus 

resources around the priorities in a much better way, potentially.” 

5.13 From this perspective, to shift working practices to support the five ways of working 

more strongly would require changes in overall budgeting practices as well as a 

significant cultural shift.  We return to this issue in Section 6. 

Testing Collaboration 

5.14 The explicit recognition and commitment of all key actors to the HAF collaboration – 

even those who had doubts about the efficacy of the underlying model to produce 

the intended results – made it the strongest of the three HAF subsidiary theories of 

change.  Project Board members clearly felt that they had made a significant 

potential advance in increasing joint working across the public and voluntary sectors 

both in terms of what they had achieved in practical results and the ways in which 

they had gone about it.  

5.15 The importance of collaboration is highlighted in a recent report on ‘Improving 

Cross-cutting Working’ by the Wales Centre for Public Policy (Connell et al, 2019).  

It argues that the success of attempts to increase collaboration between and within 

organisations depends on the “3Ms” of Motives (why collaborate), Modes (how 

deeply to collaborate), and Mechanisms (which ones to employ).  The authors 

identify six widely used collaborative mechanisms: 

 ‘Boundary spanning’ by individuals, units and agencies (such as 

commissioners, cabinet sub-committees and task forces); 

 Cross-departmental budgets and performance targets; 

 Policy and legislative frameworks; 

 Shared infrastructures and pooled staff and other resources; 

 Partnership bodies; and, 

 Self-organising co-operation among ‘frontline’ staff.   
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5.16 The HAF clearly reflects the first four of these mechanisms, at least in part. 

However, as the report makes clear, it is important that the right mechanisms and 

right mix of mechanisms are selected “in light of policy objectives and the level and 

type of integration required to achieve them” (Connell et al. 2019:4) and it is 

important to keep in mind that collaboration is not a quick fix because “it runs 

counter to the way in which government activity is usually organised and therefore 

requires high level political commitment backed by significant managerial capacity”.  

Contributions by participants in the workshops on the HAF theory of change echoed 

these points and suggested that more staffing resource would be needed to move 

towards a more proactive approach in managing the Programme and supporting 

projects.  Connell et al. also suggest that the transaction and set-up costs of 

collaborations can be high and may risk disruption of existing delivery chains, whilst 

repeated and poorly planned initiatives may even produce ‘collaboration fatigue’ 

and damage the impulse.  As noted above, the key actors in HAF shared a common 

vision of what it was intended to achieve. However, we believe that a clearly 

articulated logic model for HAF collaboration could have strengthened this and 

helped to identify potential downsides and thus highlight the need for measures to 

mitigate them. It might also have played a role in articulating greater clarity of policy 

aims, and contributed to a compelling narrative about why collaboration is valuable, 

when it is necessary, and what it is intended to achieve12.  

 

 

  

                                            
12 Although, as pointed out by a commentator on a draft of this report, even then it would still need to have been commonly 

understood and incorporated into everyday working practices and approaches.    
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6. The Prospective HAF Theory of Change 

6.1 The HAF has been a ground-breaking example of how collaboration might be done 

in practice.  This was evidenced in all of the Projects’ application documentation, 

and the Programme documentation.  In many ways the approach has been 

exemplary.  The results in terms of the Project applications which were approved 

are impressive, and that clearly owes a great deal to the thoroughness of the 

process and the professionalism with which it was conducted. Sections 2 to 5 have 

explored the initial overall HAF theory of change, and its three subsidiary theories, 

and the part they played in implementing the HAF.  This Section looks at what a 

HAF theory of change might look like going forward and draws out possible 

implications for the longer term Programme evaluation. 

6.2 There is considerable value in programmes such as the HAF articulating their 

theory (or theories) of change. The value is partly to be found in the foundation 

which a theory of change and associated logic model provide as a basis for 

subsequent evaluation.  The value is also in gaining clarity about objectives 

between key actors from the outset – even if there is not complete agreement. This 

is especially so when a programme aims to address social issues which are 

embedded in exceptional complexity, such as tackling the issue of getting people 

who do very little exercise to get ‘healthy and active’ on a sustained basis.  How to 

use a theory of change approach, with its disciplined logic and causal sequences 

and in the context of massive complexity of multiple and overlapping causes and 

effects, is one of the challenges of this method.  But it is also one of its virtues. 

6.3 For example, greater physical activity and more sport both have a positive effect on 

obesity. But it is less clear how they figure in the causal ‘chain’ which helps create it. 

The broad causes of obesity are grouped around both social influences and 

nutrition as well as a lack of sport participation and general physical activity.  To 

unravel one causal chain and test it at programme or project level is a daunting 

exercise, but essential. In relation to the HAF there was not common ground 

between the partners about how relevant it was to issues of obesity – for some it 

was, and for others not.  Drawing out the HAF theory of change could have helped 
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clarify that, and informed where best to focus evaluation and learning.  A forward 

theory of change should help in respect of the remainder of the Programme. 

A Forward Theory of Change 

6.4 A forward theory of change for the HAF is best situated where the Programme is 

now, with operational Projects and with the huge initial effort of getting the 

Programme designed and up and running well behind the key actors.  A draft 

forward theory of change was prepared and then tested at a workshop with 

members of the HAF Board and Sub Groups.  The theory of change which emerged 

from those discussions was as below:  

 Figure 6.1: HAF Theory of Change going forwards 

 

6.5 There are some familiar ‘enablers’ in this logic model and theory of change.  

Political and administrative leadership remain important, along with continued 

collaboration between the national partners and ongoing communication and 

support to the Projects.  On the other hand ‘flexibility’ is a new enabler, and reflects 

its importance during the pandemic in responding to unforeseeable challenges. The 

intermediate outcomes are concerned with delivery at Project level and how the 
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Programme can facilitate that, and about the results of effective Project delivery – 

identifying innovative approaches, gains in workforce capacity and skills, and results 

from Project level monitoring and evaluation.  The longer term outcomes aspired to 

then include the wider application of successful ways of working, learning lessons, 

and direct benefits for beneficiaries and their communities.  

6.6 There was a good degree of consensus around this model and theory of change 

amongst the HAF Programme level actors.  However, they also recognised that this 

one Theory of Change Model could give rise to quite different approaches by the 

Project Board, principally related to the resources available and the Project Board’s 

preferred way of working.  There are at least two possible scenarios. Both scenarios 

have the same enablers, and the same kinds of intermediate and final outcomes.  

However, Scenario 1 assumes relatively low input of staff and time resources, and 

relatively low Programme level activities whilst Scenario 2 assumes relatively high 

input of staff and time resources and relatively high Programme level activities. 

6.7 The differences in resource inputs will affect the amount and character of the ‘added 

value’ from the Programme level.  This could include: 

 The extent of proactive versus responsive approaches employed e.g., in terms 

of guidance and support; 

 The degree and character of support available e.g., to support Project 

evaluations; 

 The ability to take a systematic and strategic approach to learning; 

 The ability to inform the Welsh Government policy and grants community with 

lessons at both Project and Programme level; and,  

 Potentially, the operational effectiveness of Projects, and the benefits to 

participants. 

6.8 The various enablers can differ under the two scenarios.  Leadership and 

governance can be light touch, responsive only, and of a ‘supervisory’ character, or 

much more proactive and engaging, and actively shaping the Programme ‘in flight’.  

Resources for monitoring and evaluation can be variable and affect the degree of 

support to Projects in their evaluations and cooperation between them. Conversely, 

continued collaboration probably needs to be very similar under both scenarios.  As 
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to the intermediate outcomes, these are also likely to vary somewhat, although to 

what extent is a matter of judgement and thus also a matter of judgement as to 

whether it is worth investing higher levels of resources at Programme level. For 

example, the identification, sharing and presentation of innovative practice may 

vary, as might the level of support and guidance offered through the efforts of Case 

Officers. The extent of support for capacity building might also vary. 

6.9 For obvious reasons it is difficult to know whether differences in the approach taken 

at Programme level will lead to differences in the ‘value added’ to the longer term 

outcomes. This again is a matter of judgement, constrained by competing priorities 

for scarce time and resources.  Probably the most likely differences would be 

around the extent and character of learning and sharing from the HAF’s lessons so 

that they are built into sustained change in main funding programmes, and also the 

degree of inter-Project cooperation and collaboration, and Programme/Project 

cooperation and collaboration. 

6.10 The two scenarios would lead to different levels of activity on the part of the HAF 

Board. Under Scenario 1, the HAF Board would probably meet regularly but fairly 

infrequently. Case officers would oversee the regular Project submissions of 

monitoring and evaluation requirements.  Projects would be brought together 

annually to share information about progress and outcomes, findings would be 

communicated via the partners, and Programme level evaluation reports would be 

completed and published.  Under Scenario 2, a HAF Programme Director (a role 

rather than a full time position) might be appointed and make links to the 

development of future programme phases (e.g., addressing nutrition, obesity).  The 

HAF Sub Groups would continue to be actively resourced and meet regularly with 

outcomes communicated to Projects and wider sport/physical activity/health 

networks. Case officer roles would be maintained and resourced, with upskilling 

where required in response to common Project needs. Collaboration across 

Projects would be facilitated, and there would be shared learning opportunities 

organised, including beyond the existing 17 projects currently funded. There would 

be further monitoring and evaluation support resourced at programme level to 

collate and promote project level evaluation findings in wider networks, and to 

consider the sustainability and scalability of local approaches. 
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6.11 Once a choice has been made as to where the HAF Board wants to be on the 

continuum between the two Scenarios, it would underpin a forward HAF theory of 

change along the following lines:   The HAF Theory of Change for the remainder of 

the Programme is to provide leadership, resources and other enabling conditions so 

that Projects will be supported and monitored effectively, and lessons will be actively 

learned.  This in turn will enable the HAF Programme to inform future health and 

physical activity grant programmes in terms of their form, process, and content.  It 

will also influence mainstream policies and programmes, including those aimed at 

improving physical activity, mental and social wellbeing, and reducing health 

inequality. 

6.12 The forward HAF theory of change would inform issues such as the role of active 

learning and sharing between Projects, between Projects and Programme, and also 

between the Programme and the relevant wider policy frameworks such as the 

agendas for tackling obesity and longer term prevention. It would also help frame 

thematic areas to explore through the Programme level evaluation, and identify 

possible revisions to the questions which need to be asked during the remainder of 

the evaluation.   

Implications for the HAF Evaluation 

6.13 The theory of change can inform the original evaluation questions and objectives, 

as included at Annex Two.  Those most likely to be informed and influenced by this 

initial work on the theory of change are: 

 To identify the part played by each of the ‘enablers’ in the HAF forward logic 

model and theory of change in achieving each of the intermediate outcomes of 

the HAF; 

 To determine whether identifying and supporting Projects through this type of 

funding mechanism can make a difference to physical activity and mental 

wellbeing in targeted groups; and 

 To determine the extent to which the HAF has succeeded in instilling the ‘five 

ways of working’ across the Projects and at Programme level. 
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6.14 In addition, we see value in crafting further outcomes for the HAF evaluation, along 

these lines: 

1. To determine whether and how the collaborative approach which has 

underpinned the HAF at both Programme and Project level has lessons for 

broader policy and programme guidance within the Welsh Government; and 

2. To provide learning about the value of using theory of change and logic model 

approaches to Programme and Project design, something which is increasingly 

being used by all three partners and about which reflection would be valuable.  

6.15 To date collaboration in the HAF at Programme level has been significant and 

positive, and collaboration has also been an important feature at Project level.  

Thus, the ability to explore whether and how it has broader lessons through the 

above proposed addition could be a potential collateral bonus from the evaluation.  

6.16 In terms of the second, at present the internal Welsh Government policy guidance 

asks people to think about what their theory of change is.  It also provides a Logic 

Model Template and points to a link for further guidance13.  There is not currently 

any theory of change guidance as such as to whether a grants programme 

approach would be the right or best way for this kind of intervention and nor, if there 

is to be a grant programme, how best to optimise its chances of success.   

6.17 However, there are a number of ways in which those developing programmes can 

get guidance from the Grants Centre of Excellence.  This includes general advice 

based on their experience and knowledge of how programmes work and of best 

practice, and making programme designers aware of the variety of options which 

might be available in terms of, for example, delivery methods.  There is also advice 

and challenge through the Grants Assurance Panel which officials are now required 

to use, and which contains a range of expertise to help programme developers to 

optimise their design.  The HAF could provide a helpful illustrative example of how a 

theory of change approach could help to sharpen thinking and action at Programme 

level, and make it more likely that the Projects and the Programme as a whole 

achieve their declared objectives.   

                                            
13  ‘Introduction to Logic Models’ Guidance, August 2018.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/evaluation-in-health-and-well-being-overview/introduction-to-logic-models
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Annex One:  RCS Programme Evaluation Team Members14 

 

Dr Clive Grace - Project Director 

Tim Allen – Senior Research Delivery 

Mike Bennett – Senior Research Delivery  

Nick Greenhalgh – Core Research and Delivery   

Sandra Harris - Project Manager 

Professor Steve Martin - Research Methods and Quality Assurance 

Becca Mattingley – Core Research and Delivery  

Nicky Schlatter – Core Research and Delivery   

Liam Whittington - Core Research and Delivery   

Aled Eirug – Core Research and Delivery 

 

 

 

  

                                            
14 Copies of the research instruments and more detail on the research process are available from UKRCS via 

Sandra.harris@ukrcs.uk  

mailto:Sandra.harris@ukrcs.uk
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Annex Two:  Outcomes of the HAF Evaluation 

 

Overall outcomes  

 To collate and analyse participant-level data from across the individual projects to 

assess the overall outcomes of the HAF; 

 To determine whether identifying and supporting projects through this type of funding 

mechanism can make a difference to physical activity and mental wellbeing in targeted 

groups; 

 To determine the extent to which the HAF has succeeded in instilling the ‘five ways of 

working’ across the projects;  

 To determine whether the HAF has succeeded in identifying and testing innovative 

interventions; 

 To identify and capture lessons from stand-out projects and assess whether they could 

be scaled up at the national level; 

 To assess the sustainability and legacy of projects identified and supported through 

the HAF, and the sustainability of their outcomes where possible, and determine 

whether and how the HAF influenced this; and,  

 And for all of the above elements, to identify lessons that can be learned and make 

recommendations for later phases of the HAF and other funds or funding mechanisms 

in the future, including their evaluation.  
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