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Collector’ which is a web-based graphical user interface (GUI) shared database for collecting 
the indexed anecdotes. The second was the ‘Sensmaker Explorer’ which was a piece of 
software employed for the analysis of the pre-hypothesis data.  This contained a range of 
analytical and interrogation tools that allowed both the recall and interpretation of Sense 
Making Items(SMIs). Together the software facilitated the extensive use of visualisation to 
allow complex patterns and exceptions to be discovered of the kind illustrated in Figure 3.6).  
 
Figure 3.6: Cluster analysis using the Sensemaker explorer tool 

 
 
As reported in the Progress Reports of the time, the analysis of collected data for PHR was 
in delayed as a result of the unavailability of the necessary software from Cognitive Edge Pty 
(CE) due to contractual and technical issues. Technical problems were principally attributed 
to CE upgrading its data collection software (Sensemaker Collector) between March 2008 
and June 2009. This involved a corrective process which took considerably longer than 
expected to reach a stable platform for the CoE and its Academic International Partners to 
use the software for data entry purposes, hence interrupting the smooth progression up to 
then of moving from the Pre-hypothesis phase to the Hypothesis-led phase, thereby overall 
delaying the Pre-hypothesis data extraction and analysis process.  
 
During the pilot use/testing of the software the OMEGA Team at UCL was expected to 
prepare a draft Sense-making Report on patterns of knowledge emanating from its first Case 
Study and then pass on the requisite software and advice to Partners (by September 2008). 
The Academic International Partners were then expected to complete similar Sense-making 
Reports on their first Case Study (by mid-October 2008) with all Pre-hypothesis work 
completed by June 2009 In actual fact, the CoE completed its first draft Sensemaker Report 
in December 2008, while the upgrade of the SenseMaker collector system meant Academic 
International Partners were not able to commence their data analysis stage for any of their 
case studies before December 2009. The CoE subsequently wrote and distributed a set of 
guidelines (in January 2009) which set out a detailed methodology for the use of Cognitive 
Edge Explorer software to input and analyse the collected PHR data.  Due, however, to the 
continuing problems with CE’s upgrading of its Sensemaker Collector System, the CoE 
devised a ‘manual’ method of data analysis which did not rely on partners inputting data into 
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the SenseMaker Collector or using the Sensemaker Explorer software for data analysis. 
Partners who opted to use this manual method were also asked to input their data into the 
anecdote database via Sensmaker collector (by the end of 2010) to enable the CoE to 
undertake synthesis on the entire dataset during 2011. 

3.4.3.4 Case study Hypothesis-led interviews  

Guidelines setting out the recommended approach to data analysis were circulated to 
partners (in March 2009) based on the OMEGA Centre Team's experience in extracting and 
analysing data from the (pilot) CTRL Case Study (see Appendix 9). This built upon the 
background note entitled ‘Hypothesis-led Research Questionnaire Design:  Application of 
Cresswell’s Principles to CTRL Case Study’, prepared by the Research Programme Director 
for presentation to the OMEGA Centre Team (in January’08) and was subsequently 
amended (in June’ 08').  A finalised version of the HLR questionnaire was then sent to all 
Academic International Partners (in October’08) with an accompanying e-mail note on its 
use. 
 
The guidelines split the analysis of the Hypothesis-led data into four generic steps as 
follows:  

 Step 1: Data extraction and analysis to inform ORQs; 

 Step 2: Data extraction and analysis to inform ORHs; 

 Step 3: Consolidation of data extraction and analysis to inform the Hypothesis-led 
research phase; and   

 Step 4: Consolidated data extraction and analysis for all sources. 

The guidelines gave detailed guidance on how the above four steps could be applied to the 
three sections of the Hypothesis-led questionnaire.  The guidelines to support the analysis of 
Part 1 of the HLR questionnaire, for example, included:  

 Flow diagrams to show how individual questions supported overall ORQs and ORHs; 

 Guidance on how to extract the relevant data using a recommended data extract frame; 
and  

 Guidance on how to present an analysis of the data summary tables. 

3.4.3.5 Case study synthesis: The 4 test report   

Guidance documents were sent (in July 2009) to Academic International Partners by the 
CoE explaining how to conduct its proposed appraisal of results, employing what was 
referred to as ‘The Four Tests’.  This followed extensive discussions at the Lund OMEGA 
Workshop and subsequent moodle/e-mail exchanges on this subject which sought to 
consolidate the information and guidance concerning these tests as follows: 

 Test 1: Project objectives: Here project ‘achievements’ were analysed relative to: 
original project objectives set when the project commenced; and new project objectives 
that ‘emerged’ during the course of planning and implementation (thereafter referred to 
as ‘emergent objectives). This test also sought to identify preliminary 'lessons' which 
showed how project performance could have been/could be further enhanced in relation 
to the setting of objectives. 

 Test 2: MUTP sustainable development challenges:  Here an analysis was 
undertaken of project ‘achievements’ relative to identified visions, challenges and issues 
of sustainable development as represented by normative values and criteria for 21st 
Century  MUTPs. This was drawn from OMEGA Working Paper Series #2 referred to 
earlier and other cited literature, including the UN Millennium Development Goals. This 
test also sought to formulate preliminary 'lessons' that identified how project 
performance could have been/could be further enhanced in relation to the normative 
values for 21st Century MUTPs.  
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 Test 3: Treatment of risk, uncertainty, complexity and context on MUTP decision-
making: Here an analysis of project ‘achievements’ were undertaken relative to: 
o treatment risk, uncertainty and complexity in MUTP decision-making, and  
o treatment of context in MUTP decision-making - with particular attention paid to the 

context of pivotal decisions in the project's history).  
From the above tasks preliminary 'lessons' were identified, indicating how project 
performance could have been/could be further enhanced in regard to the treatment of 
risk, uncertainty, complexity and context in such decision-making. 

 Test 4: Synthesis of tests 1-3 for each case study: Here an examination was 
undertaken of the:  
o Chief ‘context-specific’ influences on project achievements - i.e. the 

identification of those context-specific forces that determined the relative 
performance levels of the project relative to existing project objectives and new 21st 
Century normative goals and related criteria. 

o Chief ‘generic’ influences on project achievements - i.e. the identification of 
those forces considered generic that determined the relative performance levels of 
the project relative to existing project objectives and new 21st Century normative 
goals and related criteria. 

o Principal stakeholder 'winners and losers' associated with project 
performance levels - the definition of 'winners and losers' in relation to MUTP 
outcomes is still under examination by the CoE and Partners. 

o The responses to the ORQs and ORHs - in the form of ‘provisional’ lessons 
considered to be of: ‘context-specific’ relevance that could enhance Case Study 
project planning and delivery of other MUTPs in similar contexts; and ‘provisional’ 
lessons considered to be of generic relevance that could enhance Case Study 
project planning and delivery of other MUTPs universally.  All these are to include 
an assessment of opportunities and threats associated with ‘external’ influential 
factors such as policy and planning blocking and inducement mechanisms.   

3.4.3.6 Country case study synthesis: The country synthesis reports  

Guidelines for Academic International Partners regarding the preparation of Country 
Synthesis Reports were presented at the Lund OMEGA workshop in April 2009 (see 
Appendix 9) with more detailed information following on Moodle in July 2009.  Whilst it was 
appreciated that the content of the individual Country Synthesis Reports would clearly vary 
between Academic International Partners, the guidelines emphasized the importance of 
following a consistent structure/format and guidance on content, to ensure consistency and 
to facilitate the CoEs synthesis work.   
 
The Country Synthesis Report was presented by the OMEGA Team to the Academic 
International Partners as the principal data source for the bulk of the research programme’s 
synthesis work.  The critical importance of establishing a common and consistent basis for 
reporting this data was emphasised and to assist Partners in the task of producing such 
documents, the CoE provided a six part generic outline and structure of the kind illustrated in 
Appendix 23 

3.5 Overview of research work programme 

3.5.1 Initial programme 

Since progress on the OMEGA 2 Project has been regularly reported to VREF via Annual 
Progress Reports (the latest being submitted in September 2009) and generally through six-
monthly progress meetings with VREF representatives, the following account highlights only 
the more significant achievements and programme deviations. From these one may note 
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that the research programme was ultimately completed three months later than initially 
envisaged – i.e., in September 2011 as opposed to July 2011.   

 
The initial work schedule had the OMEGA research programme commencing operations in 
July 2006, following the award of the five-year CoE research grant by VREF in January 
2006.  Following its establishment, the OMEGA Centre commenced by mobilizing its nine 
Academic International Partners who commenced their engagement with the research 
programme in January 2007. Establishing the administration/financial procedures within 
UCL, making CoE Research Fellow appointments and awarding PhD scholarships and 
appointing Research Assistant positions were all generally straightforward. Interfacing with 
the varying protocols of the international Partner universities, however, was far more 
challenging.  It ultimately led to delays in getting all international Partner teams up to full 
strength until later in 2007. This effectively placed the research programme approximately 
six months behind the schedule of the original Proposal to VREF (see Figure 3.7). For 
purposes of this report, the six month delayed start has been taken as the new baseline 
against which subsequent progress is reported (again see Figure 3.7).  
 
Figure 3.7: Original project work programme both with and without the six month adjustment. 

 

3.5.2 Finally adopted programme 

The work schedule as it ultimately transpired at completion of the Study is illustrated in 
Figure 3.8. This shows that the OMEGA 2 Project was ultimately completed approximately 
six months behind schedule - primarily due to the late delivery of Partner's Country 
Synthesis Reports which were due to be completed by late 2009 but were in fact finished in 
all but one case by a revised deadline of late February 2010.  Following the receipt of this 
documentation by the OMEGA Centre Team, it became clear upon closer scrutiny of the 
submitted material that most of the submissions did not fully meet expectations.  As a result, 
the CoE wrote to Partners in early March 2010 pointing out those areas where their Country 
Synthesis Reports in particular were deficient and required full rectification by end-April 
2010. Most Partners delivered sufficient material to enable the CoE to undertake a 
meaningful overall analysis and synthesis of findings in the remaining period up to the end of 
2010, and subsequently by mid-2011.  The CoE communicated to Partners that any 
contribution delivered after the April 2010 deadline was likely to be excluded from the overall 
synthesis stage.  The German Team were the only Partners to miss this final deadline due to 
major internal staffing difficulties leading to an even later completion of their contribution in 
May 2011.      
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As shown by Figure 3.8, most project deliverables were completed in line with the envisaged 
study programme as rolled forward to the new baseline mentioned above.  The major 
exceptions were as follows: 
 Working Paper #2 Series: Actual delivery was completed some 12 months behind 

schedule.  However, it should be acknowledged that this was primarily as a result of the 
agreement with Partners to initially focus on the preparation of a 'new' Working Paper #1 
series on country contexts which although not cited in the original Proposal was seen as 
essential background to the research. 

 UK Case Studies 2 & 3: Data collection and analysis for UK Case Studies 2 & 3 were 
completed by the expected date of mid-2009.  The 'actual' date shown in Table 2 
reflects the fact that such data had to be written-up in a Country Synthesis Report, 
which did not feature in the original CoE Programme.   

 Partner Case Studies 2 & 3: As already indicated it had been expected that all 
Academic International Partner case studies and Country Synthesis Reports would be 
completed by December 2009.  Partners clearly, however, experienced considerable 
difficulties in meeting these deadlines while simultaneously producing findings of 
sufficient breadth and depth to enable subsequent analysis and synthesis by the CoE. 
Under these circumstances, the CoE extended the deadline for submission of the 
Partner Case Study and Country Synthesis documentation until the end of April 2010.    

 
Figure 3.8: Finally adopted research programme 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 Final Reports: The baseline date for completion of the Final Report was September 

2010.  As indicated above, in light of primarily the late Partner case study submissions, 
the CoE agreed with VREF to initially prepare two Final Reports: a Part One document 
by December 2010 and a Part Two document by June 2011 with the former essentially 

Original Programme 
with 6-month delay 

Slippage Adopted Programme  
in 2010/2011 
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focusing on the three UK findings and how they resonate with international case study 
findings, and the latter focusing on a compare and contrast analysis of the 30 
international case studies.  This meant that the dissemination of all key findings was 
completed some six months behind schedule.  With the award by VREF of a three year 
additional grant in December 2010, VREF subsequently informed the Centre that it no 
longer sought two documents but the entire completed Final Report by 1st October 2011; 
some three months later than the submission date in the original research programme 
Proposal. 

3.5.3 Programme budget  

In terms of the research programme budget and expenditure, the OMEGA 2 Project was 
completed within a budget that was SEK 1.5 million less than that envisaged cost cited in the 
research programme Proposal, albeit with SEK 2 million additional funding from VREF 
above its initial SEK25 million CoE grant ceiling offered at the outset of the research on an 
account of the Centre not being able to raise sufficient additional funds to meet the funding 
gap that existed in December 2010.  
 
Figure 3.9 provides a summary of annual expenditure totals against the VREF generic model 
for CoE grant disbursements.  This shows that the OMEGA research programme was 
somewhat atypical in its profile on account of the front-loading of much of its expenditure as 
compared to those assumed by the grant provider and in need of additional grant support, 
the request for which was submitted in 2011.  
 
Figure 3.9: Summary of annual expenditure totals against VREF generic model for Original 

CoE grant disbursements of SEK 25 million 

 




