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Appendix 1: Summary of Partnership Funding application and approval processes
The Partnership Funding Formula

The Partnership Funding policy intends to ensure that funding is more transparent from Government than before and that more certainty if provided to communities over the prospect of national funding for each scheme. Three aspects of a project will influence the amount of national funding available:

· The value of benefits for householders as a result of flood or coastal erosion risks being managed, especially in deprived areas and where risks are significant.
· The value of other benefits achieved, such as the benefits to businesses, agricultural productivity and protection for national and local infrastructure, across the whole-life of the scheme.

· The environmental benefits of the scheme, needed to maintain healthy ecosystems as well as offset any habitats lost when defences are built to protect people and property.

The maximum amount of funding available for a project is based on multiplying each of the above elements by a set of payment rates – fixed amounts of national funding per unit of outcome or benefit achieved. Payment rates for households in deprived areas are higher than elsewhere so these schemes are more likely to receive 100% funding from Government. Deprivation is assessed using DCLG’s Index of Local Deprivation
.

Projects that are under construction are not affected by the formula and many will continue to receive 100% funding through the new approach.

The figure below
 shows how the share of Grant in Aid for each project will be calculated

	[image: image1.emf]


The Partnership Funding Application Process
The process for submitting and obtaining funding consists of RMAs submitting applications supported by Project Appraisal Reports (PARs) to their Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (RFCC). A key element of the application is the score obtained from applying the Partnership Funding formula to the expected Outcome Measures from the scheme and the amount of external funding contributions secured. RFCCs consider the applications and submit regional Medium Term Plans (MTPs) to the Environment Agency on an annual basis. The Environment Agency considers these, and following negotiations with RFCCs, produces an annual list of schemes to be supported. Multi-year schemes are required to re-apply each year as part of the MTP, but not in relation to justifying the business case for the scheme.
The annual process is summarised in the following diagram
:

	[image: image2.emf]


Grant-in-Aid Approval Process
The Environment Agency’s approval process for all schemes is set out in the diagram below. It is important to note that this has not changed as a result of the Partnership Funding policy, but shows how the Environment Agency’s process aligns with various stages of the bid development process, including securing external contributions, to obtain Partnership Funding. This is based on Figure 4 ‘Development of partnership agreements by project stage’ in the Principles for Implementing Flood and Coastal Erosion Resilience Partnership Funding (http://a0768b4a8a31e106d8b0-50dc802554eb38a24458b98ff72d550b.r19.cf3.rackcdn.com/LIT_6696_f143f7.pdf).
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Appendix 2: Evaluation objectives, evaluation framework & research questions

Evaluation objectives
The overall evaluation objectives are to:

· assess the impact of Partnership Funding to date and its expected impact in relation to meeting its aim and objectives

· assess the effectiveness of processes involved in securing funding

· suggest improvements for the future

· provide a long term monitoring and evaluation framework.

These have been developed from the longer list of evaluation objectives which were set out in Defra’s initial Invitation to Tender for the commission:
· What outputs and impacts have been generated to date? 

· How the outcomes and the scale of contribution vary between organisations and locations?

· How effectively and broadly Partnership Funding has been applied; how has the approach been embraced by those it has affected; and what could be done better 

· What are the potential barriers and enablers? These might include skills, capacity, cross-functional working, local partnerships and leadership, community ownership, private sector investment, availability of resources and growth. 

· What resources are engaged in identifying, negotiating and managing contributions? 

· Is there evidence that aspects of the policy design (defined outcomes, qualifying benefits, duration of benefits etc) that should be adjusted to enhance the outcomes achieved? 

· How Partnership Funding impacts on the identification and promotion of future projects and beneficiaries [impacts on the pipeline of projects coming forward] 

· Whether there have been positive or negative social impacts locally behavioural responses as a result in sharing costs for important schemes with local partners. This might include a greater awareness of flood risk; understanding of FRM and appropriate actions to take to improve resilience at a local community level. 

· Whether there is evidence of the selection of schemes, such that the outcomes and value for money are not as high as possible under an alternative funding approach? 

· Is there scope to increase external contributions? What affects the capacity of partners to contribute? What incentives affect the ability and willingness to contribute? What would make it easier for partners to contribute? 

· What the positive and negative, planned or unexpected, local social economic and environmental impacts may be. 

· What has been the local behavioural response amongst local partners as a result of sharing the cost of important schemes?

Evaluation Framework

The evaluation framework is based on the recognised approach of a logic chain, which clearly links the overall aims and objectives to inputs and activities, achieved outputs and outcomes and ultimate impact. This is depicted overleaf along with the key research approaches utilised to assess each link in the chain.

	Rationale/underlying conditions
	
	Objectives
	
	Inputs
	
	Activities
	
	Outputs
	
	Intermediate outcomes 
	
	Outcomes/ impact

	Pitt Review & Flood & Water Management Act identified the need for more extensive flood protection which cannot necessarily be resourced centrally

With the majority of costs being met by the taxpayer, little incentive for local action (reduces total expenditure) or innovation to achieve multiple benefits.

Distributional concerns – areas that have the biggest incentive to invest themselves get ‘free defences’ whilst others cannot be afforded, due to capital rationing & defences being funded ‘all or nothing’.

Previous system provided limited local choice, and a lack of transparency and certainty for local communities
(Assessed via desk top review of key documents & consultation with national stakeholders)
	
	Aim is to better protect more communities, deliver more benefits & help avoid deprivation caused by flooding and coastal erosion by:

· Encouraging local investment to increase beyond levels affordable by Central Government 

· Enabling more choice and encouraging innovative, cost-effective options in which civil society may play a greater role

· Increasing certainty and transparency over national funding for individual projects, whilst prioritising action for those most at risk & least able to protect/insure themselves 
(Assessed via review of ‘SMARTness’ of objectives, interviews with national & regional stakeholders)
	
	£ FCERM GiA allocated via reserved funding & on indicative basis for future years

(Assessed via quantitative analysis of Medium Term Plans for two financial years pre and post introduction of Partnership Funding – 2010/11, 2011/12, 2012/13, 2013/4)
	
	RMAs build partnerships with local organisations 

RMAs seek external contributions 

EA local support teams provide advice &  appraise applications

RMAs develop schemes & submit bids for funding

RFCCs establish Medium Term Plans & review with EA

EA approves allocation of FCERM GiA – Defra makes decisions on major schemes through Large Projects Review Group (LPRG)

(Assessed via qualitative interviews with RFCC chairs & EA, workshops with RMAs & individual scheme reviews)
	
	No, type & distribution of schemes funded through Partnership Funding
Scale and spread of  external funding contributions

(Assessed via quantitative analysis of Medium Term Plans for two financial years pre and post introduction of Partnership Funding – 2010/11, 2011/12, 2012/13, 2013/4)
	
	Outcome Measures (OMs)
Increase scale of protection – number households protected & increase in Standard of Protection
Deliver greater benefits - value of whole-life benefits 

Target investment at those most in need 

Meet statutory environmental obligations
Additional Measures

Greater local choice 

More innovative solutions

More certainty & transparency
(Assessed via all quantitative & qualitative approaches)


	
	Economic

Move funding arrangements for flood risk onto a more sustainable footing (15% efficiency saving)

Enable economic growth

Maintain pipeline of schemes - contribute to affordable insurance cover

Social

Reduce deprivation caused by flooding & coastal erosion

More households in deprived areas/at most need protected 

Environmental

Biodiversity maintained/enhanced
(Assessed to some degree in interviews with national stakeholders & RFCC chairs)


Figure A2.1: Flood and Coastal Erosion Resilience Partnership Funding Logic Chain
Research questions
The following research questions, which were agreed by the Evaluation Project Board in May 2013, were used to shape all research tools and approaches.
Rationale

· Was the rationale for the policy appropriate at the time of its establishment and does it remain relevant today?

Objectives

· Are the policy’s objectives SMART and appropriate to address the underlying rationale and are they understood and supported by those managing and benefiting from the policy?

Inputs

· Is the policy resulting in the required inputs to implement the policy as anticipated? In terms of the scale and spread of FCRM GiA and external funding contributions.

· Are external funding contributions being maximised? What are the local drivers behind contributions?

Activities

· Is the policy being implemented efficiently and effectively and maximising access by all potential beneficiaries? (NB: this area will build in the Principles Review)

Outcomes

· Is the policy achieving improvements in cost-effectiveness in the funding of individual FCERM schemes?

· Is there evidence of local choice influencing the allocation of PF? Do local communities feel that they have more say in the development and funding of local FCERM schemes?

· Is the policy resulting in schemes being funded that are in areas at most need (flooding and coastal resilience) and where direct beneficiaries can least afford to fund the intervention themselves?

· Is there evidence of schemes being funded that demonstrate innovative and flexible/adaptable approaches to addressing flood and coastal resilience?

· What are the existing/potential barriers to securing PF and how can these be overcome?

· What aspects of the programme have worked particularly well and where are improvements required?

Impact

· What are the unexpected or unplanned positive and/or negative local economic, social and environmental impacts of PF?

Appendix 3: Methodology

A mixed method approach was adopted utilising both quantitative and qualitative research approaches. Quantitative research was undertaken to provide an overview of the outputs and outcomes that have been achieved to date and qualitative research was deployed to conduct the user experience analysis.
Quantitative analysis 
Collating the data
The Environment Agency’s Medium Term Plans (MTPs) for the funding years 2010-2011 to 2013-2014 were collated and categorised for the outputs and outcomes analysis. These include the two years prior to the introduction of Partnership Funding as the target outcomes of the new policy are predicated on an increase in schemes, funding and benefits requiring a comparative baseline. The MTP contains a wide variety of data on schemes including flood source, scheme cost and location; the range of data has varied a small degree across the four years under review, but this was considered the best data available to undertake the analysis.

As the MTP is produced on an annual basis, it contains projected funding allocations for schemes that will start in the future and it also includes reserve funding for schemes that have started in the past. In order to analyse the impact of the funding policies on each financial year, only the schemes that received indicative approvals in that funding year alone were identified.  The following approach was taken to edit the data:

· The following MTP entries (which are not assessed via the Partnership Funding formula) were removed from each MTP:

· One-off studies, not those which are leading to the development of schemes which are assessed by the Partnership Funding formula.

· Monitoring schemes

· Telemetry projects 

· Health and Safety works.

· The ‘Year 1’ funding column was used as an indication of the approval year. The ‘Year 1’ MTP data reflects the pipeline of schemes that have progressed sufficiently in the approval process for GiA to be reserved.   If a scheme has had no funding in previous years and significant funding starts in ‘Year 1’ then it was assumed that these schemes were first given indicative approval in that MTP year. 

· For each of the schemes, funding identified for future years was included in the Year 1 year so these should be viewed as funding periods rather than annual allocations. For example, if a scheme identified with Year 1 funding in 2012/13 has identified funding of £10m in 2012/13, £13m in 2013/14 and £6m in 2014/15, then the figure used for 2012/13 was £29m. The £13m identified in 2013/14 was not included in the 2013/14 total to avoid double counting. For each year, all the schemes that have funding in previous years were removed from the analysis along with the schemes that had funding starting in years later than ‘Year 1’. Ideally, we would have used data for schemes at the Gateway 1 stage (business case approved), but there were significant gaps particularly in relation to the date that projects had proceeded to this stage meaning it was difficult to apply.

The MTP should show the earliest indications of a change in scheme types and funding arrangements following the introduction of Partnership Funding.  However, it should be noted that the MTP is only a snapshot of the intent to progress a scheme with or without external funding.  The external funding element may be realised in subsequent years, or it is possible the scheme may be delayed for a number of reasons.  The true outcome of the Partnership Funding policy will typically be measured up to 5 years later through the actual spend and contributions invested.  

Categorising and coding the data

Additional categorisation and coding of the data was undertaken to enable a more stratified analysis for outputs and outcomes. Whilst these do not relate directly to the objectives of the policy e.g. there is no target to achieve an equal spread of funded schemes across urban and rural areas of the country or for all RFCC areas, it was considered helpful to understand which areas were benefiting more or less from the policy. This could help in identifying where capacity building and support may be required in the future.

Value for Money

Benefit Cost Ratios have been used to express an element of value for money. In addition, the overall Net Present Value of the programme that is achieved each year (benefits less costs) is calculated and analysed comparing values pre and post the introduction of Partnership Funding. Cost-effectiveness in terms of innovative solutions to minimise costs and evidence that best outcomes are being achieved for the investment will be investigated further via qualitative elements of the evaluation.

Data analysis
The outputs and outcomes data collated were analysed in overview terms (i.e. overall number of schemes, amount of total Partnership Funding, amount of external contributions etc) and then broken down to analyse results by different categories e.g. comparison of urban versus rural, levels of deprivation etc. In each case (overview and category breakdown), results identified pre Partnership Funding (2010/11 and 2011/12) were compared with those since the policy has been in place (2012/13 and 2013/14).

Deferred schemes

The Environment Agency has analysed schemes that have been deferred; these schemes have to re-apply in future years and may or may not be supported. This analysis was provided for the years since Partnership Funding was introduced (2012/13 and 2013/14) and used to compare specific aspects of schemes deferred with those allocated indicative reserved funding. Separate analysis of the deferred schemes was undertaken, but these schemes were not coded and categorised to the same degree as those with indicative allocations. 

Analysis of Project Appraisal Reports and additional information
A key requirement of the brief was to obtain a more detailed breakdown of external funding contributions to Partnership Funding than is provided within the MTPs. MTPs only disaggregate external funding into the broad categories of public and private. In order to identify the more specific funding sources, and obtain additional information concerning drivers for external contributions, the viability of schemes to progress with FCRM GiA alone and any evidence of increased cost-effectiveness, a sample of 50+ schemes were selected for further review. The schemes were selected to cover a range of characteristics. Project Appraisal Reports (PARs) were reviewed to obtain the required information; where schemes do not yet have fully developed PARs, the Environment Agency provided additional information. 65 schemes including 6 that were funded pre Partnership Funding were analysed in detail.
Limitations

There are a number of limitations related to the quantitative analysis:

· The funding data analysed is from the MTP, this is not actual funding paid out, but projected, based on the latest available information. Schemes that have indicative funding allocated for Year 1 of the MTPs have been used for the analysis. Schemes with a Year 1 funding allocation should have a solid business case and high level of confidence in funding contributions. However, circumstances can change even at a late stage, projects may not proceed and funding contributions may not materialise. The actually approved funding data would be ideal for this analysis, but the MTP is the most consistent and extensive dataset available. 

· The analytical framework does not align with the approach that the Environment Agency and Defra adopt in publicising the amount of resources devoted to FCERM. The analysis set out in this report includes all projected future spend in Year 1 of the scheme whilst the Environment Agency publicises a rolling programme of annualised spend.

· Data for a period of two years can only provide a snapshot rather than any evidence of trends. Also as these are the first two years of the new policy there will inevitably be a transition and ‘bedding in’ period, both for the applicants and those managing the scheme. Any anomalies in the data can skew the results significantly. Finally, major FCERM schemes have a significant gestation period from inception to securing funding (often over five years) so are likely to have been under development well in advance of the launch of Partnership Funding. 

· Linked to the above, the introduction of Partnership Funding coincided with a number of other policy and institutional developments which could account for any changes in funding distribution pre and post the introduction of the policy. These are discussed in the main evaluation report.
Analytical strategy

The outputs and outcomes data collated were analysed in overview terms (i.e. overall number of schemes, amount of total Partnership Funding, amount of external contributions etc) and then broken down to analyse results by different categories e.g. comparison of urban versus rural, levels of deprivation etc. In each case (overview and category breakdown), results identified pre Partnership Funding (2010/11 and 2011/12) were compared with those since the policy has been in place (2012/13 and 2013/14). Due to the early stage of the implementation of the policy, and other changes in the wider context that may have contributed to any changes (for example the implementation of the requirements of the FWMA and increased frequency and severity of flood events), a conservative approach was taken to attributing changes evident in the data to the introduction of Partnership Funding.

Qualitative analysis 
Desk top review
A number of documents and case studies were reviewed to identify evidence of outcomes achieved via Partnership Funding on a qualitative basis. Due to the recent introduction of the policy, some of these research studies pre-dated its implementation, but highlighted schemes and approaches where partnership approaches to funding had been successful.  The research and case studies reviewed were as follows:

· Defra presentation: The Government Perspective presented at the CIWEM Rivers and Coastal Group Annual Conference, January 2013
· Defra (September 2012) FD2656 – Taking a strategic approach to investment in FCERM

· Environment Agency (March 2012) – Evaluation of the Defra Property Level Protection Scheme

· Defra (May 2011) FD2635 – Coastal Schemes with Multiple Objectives and Funders

· Case studies of Chelmsford, Morpeth, Parrett Estuary and Warrington (accessed from http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/planning/134732.aspx). 

A brief internal note was produced drawing out key themes from the above, which focused on achievements and challenges in relation to securing external contributions and partnership working in general.

Process evaluation - qualitative analysis

It was recognised from the commencement of the evaluation that the data would not tell a true story of the experience of Partnership Funding as the evaluation is being undertaken at an early point in the policy’s implementation; schemes have only been funded through this process since April 2012 and flood and coastal erosion management (FCERM) schemes take up to seven years to develop and implement. Therefore the qualitative analysis was recognised from the outset as being the crucial element of the evaluation; this would provide an opportunity to obtain an insight into the experience of those who had designed and were managing the policy, and more importantly those who were assembling partnerships, schemes and bids for Partnership Funding.

The method went through several iterations to ensure that the appropriate balance was achieved between achieving a wide spread of views and drilling down into detail to understand experiences at the local level. The final method involved the following:

· Interviews with national stakeholders via telephone

· Interviews with RFCC Chairs via telephone and face-to-face as appropriate

· Interviews with representatives from each Environment Agency region by telephone

· Submissions from the LGA Flood Risk Management Practitioners Group via email

· Four regional workshops with Risk Management Authorities (RMAs)

· Seven scheme reviews.

In addition, throughout the course of the evaluation, the Evaluation Team attended two RFCC Chairs’ meetings: in May 2013 to explain the purpose and programme for the evaluation and to share initial findings from the quantitative analysis; and in September 2013 to discuss emerging findings from the evaluation. The Evaluation Team also attended the Coastal Groups’ meeting in July 2013 and held an additional conference call with the Chief Executive and Head of Flood Risk Policy from the Environment Agency in October 2013. Finally, the Evaluation Team provided an ‘open-door’ approach in that any individual wishing to input to the evaluation was provided with the opportunity to contact the Evaluation Project Manager by telephone to discuss the evaluation or submit written responses by email. This was publicised via the RMA workshop invitations, at the workshops and at meetings with the RFCC Chairs and Coastal Groups.
Each of the qualitative research tasks is now described in further detail.

Interviews with national stakeholders via telephone

It was agreed that consultations should be undertaken with 19 national stakeholders to obtain their views on the impact to date of the policy and/or its expected impact plus specific process issues impacting on its success.

The following table sets out the stakeholders that were interviewed and those that declined or did not respond to the invitation to participate (several attempts were made to set up interviews in each case).

	Organisations consulted
	Organisations that declined to participate or did not respond

	Association of British Insurers

Association of Drainage Authorities

CIWEM

DCLG

Defra

Environment Agency

Homebuilders Federation

Local Government Association

National Farmers Union

National Flood Forum

Natural Resources Wales

Network Rail
	Canal and River Trust

Country Landowners Association

Council of Mortgage Lenders

Ofwat

Water UK

Welsh Government

Welsh Local Government Association.




Telephone interviews were conducted by members of the evaluation team using a topic guide that had been pre-agreed with the Project Board. This was based on the research questions set out in Appendix 2. Questions were tailored to the specific stakeholders so; for example, discussion with the National Flood forum centred in community experience and discussion with the ABI focussed on the impact of Partnership Funding on insurance. Each consultation was written up against the research questions. Analysis of the consultation outcomes is provided in Appendix 7.
Interviews with RFCC Chairs via telephone and face-to-face as appropriate

In addition to attendance at RFCC Chair meetings, RFCC Chairs were offered the opportunity for one to one discussion either face-to-face or over telephone with the Evaluation Project Manager. Six RFCC Chairs took up the opportunity; two met with the Evaluation Project Manager, three had individual telephone discussions and one arranged a conference call with the RFCC Finance Sub-Committee. The discussions were not structured, but based on the issues that RFCC Chairs wished to raise; prompts were provided in relation to research questions that were not covered through the discussion. Each interview was written up; analysis is provided in Appendix 7.
Interviews with representatives from each Environment Agency region by telephone

Each Environment Agency Regional Director was asked to select an Area Flood Risk Manager to represent the region in a telephone interview with a member of the Evaluation Project Team. An aide memoire was used to assist with a semi-structured discussion focused around the Environment Agency role in the process in terms of supporting the development of bids (both from the Environment Agency and other RMAs). Discussions were written up and analysis is provided in Appendix 7.
Submissions from the LGA Flood Risk Management Practitioners Group via email

An email was circulated to the LGA Flood Risk Management Practitioners Group in June 2013 seeking views concerning Partnership Funding specifically in relation to achieved and expected impacts, and concerns with the process. Two members responded asking for telephone discussions (Leeds City Council and North Yorkshire County Council) and written responses were provided by Devon County Council, Nottinghamshire County Council and Lincolnshire County Council.
Four regional workshops with Risk Management Authorities (RMAs)

Four regional workshops were held in Warrington and Bridgwater, Somerset (July) and in York and London (September). The target audience for the workshops was RMAs operating at the local level and involved in the day to day experience of assembling partnerships, schemes and Partnership Funding schemes.  All LLFAs across the country were invited along with coastal districts, water companies, Internal Drainage Boards (IDBs), Environment Agency project managers and a number of other relevant stakeholders such as water companies, the Canal and River Trust and Network Rail.
The July workshops focused on obtaining initial views via SWOT exercises. September workshops then took a more targeted view at the issues identified from the SWOT exercises. In both cases, invitations sent out in advance included key questions for attendees to consider in advance. Full workshop write-ups are detailed in Appendix 5.
Scheme reviews
Seven schemes were selected for more detailed investigation of specific themes of interest that had been identified from the emerging findings of the evaluation. These are set out in the following table:

	POLICY

	1. What issues are experienced in assembling schemes and bids for Partnership Funding in less populous areas where high outcome scores as a result of households protected are unlikely and how are these being overcome?

2. Is there evidence that Central Government funding is being targeted at those areas most in need and least able to afford it, with the investment of external funding allowing schemes in areas of lower risk and levels of deprivation to proceed?

	PROCESS

	3. What are the key drivers/motivations behind external funding contributions, particularly from private sector sources? (NB: to what degree is insurance an issue)

4. What are the practicalities involved in assembling partnerships and developing schemes on a collaborative basis, are there any specific challenges or examples of good practice? Are specific challenges encountered in developing particularly large or small schemes?

5. How has Partnership Funding changed the way in which FCRM is planned and delivered?

6. Are Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs) developing Local Investment Strategies and what benefits are being realised from having such strategies in place?

7. How are RMAs addressing the new skills required at the local level to assemble Partnership Funding schemes and bids, is there evidence of skill gaps or issues with capacity?

	OUTCOMES

	8. Has community choice, influence and preparedness increased as a result of Partnership Funding?

9. What evidence is there of increasing cost effectiveness and innovation in schemes being progressed as a result of Partnership Funding?

10. Is there evidence that schemes are being supported that may not have been funded under the previous Grant in Aid regime; conversely are there schemes that would previously have been funded 100% that are not being supported on a part funding basis along with external contributions?

11. Do local stakeholders consider there is greater transparency and certainty concerning funding decisions than with the previous Grant in Aid funding regime?

12. What unexpected or unplanned outcomes have been achieved as a result of Partnership Funding?


The schemes were chosen to reflect a range of locations (urban, rural, coastal), schemes addressing various sources of flood and coastal erosion risk, schemes at different stages in the Partnership Funding process and schemes that had issues relevant to the above key themes. These were not the usual case studies aiming to demonstrate good practice or celebrate the achievements of the policy; they were intended to investigate the issues that RMAs are grappling with on the ground in seeking funding from the Partnership Funding policy. Summaries of the scheme reviews are provided in Appendix 6.
The schemes/RMAs reviewed are: 

· Croston Flood Risk Management Scheme, Lancashire

· Dawlish Warren Beach Management Scheme, Devon

· Danvm and Doncaster IDB Water Level Management Strategies, South Yorkshire

· Leeds Flood Alleviation Scheme, West Yorkshire

· Lower Tidal River Arun Strategy, West Sussex

· Thirsk and North Yorkshire

· Wash East Coastal Management Strategy, North Norfolk.
A scheme review guide was developed for Evaluation Team members to follow. This set out the purpose of the reviews, reasons for the selection of the individual schemes/RMAs being investigated and the key themes that they should investigate. In each case, a review of background material was undertaken such as PARs and relevant strategies, and interviews were conducted with up to four individuals; the project manager, Environment Agency representative, local community representative, funder and in some cases consultants. Consultation was undertaken through a mixture of face-to-face and telephone interviews.

Analytical strategy

Each stakeholder interview was written up against the pre-agreed topic guide. These were then analysed to identify emerging themes – responses were analysed according to type of stakeholders (e.g. national, RFCC, Environment Agency regional and RMA) and also across the full group. Majority and minority views were highlighted; views from just one organisation were not recorded unless sufficient supporting evidence was provided or the issue was specific to that organisation and unlikely to be encountered by others. Throughout the qualitative analysis, we have encouraged stakeholders to provide evidenced examples rather than identifying ‘general concerns’ so that as detailed an understanding as possible was obtained about issues relating to the implementation of the policy (see Appendix 7). Other evidence, from the workshops, meetings with the RFCCs and scheme reviews plus data findings have also been reported in Appendix 7, which shows how the various strands of research have been triangulated to provide a cohesive overview. 

Appendix 4: List of organisations consulted

This section lists the organisations that have been consulted throughout the course of the evaluation. 
National stakeholders interviewed by telephone

· Association of British Insurers

· Association of Drainage Authorities

· CIWEM

· DCLG

· Defra

· Environment Agency

· Homebuilders Federation

· Local Government Association

· National Farmers Union

· National Flood Forum

· Natural Resources Wales

· Network Rail

The following organisations declined to be interviewed or did not respond to numerous phone calls and emails: Canal and River Trust, Country Landowners Association, Council of Mortgage Lenders, Ofwat, Water UK, Welsh Government, Welsh Local Government Association.
RFCC Chairs interviewed by telephone or face to face

In addition to attendance by the Evaluation Team at RFCC Chair meetings in May and November, 2013; the chairs and other representatives from the following RFCCs were interviewed by telephone/face to face:

· Anglian Eastern (conference call with Finance sub-committee)

· Severn and Wye (telephone)

· North East (telephone)

· Thames (face to face)

· Wessex (face to face)

· Yorkshire (telephone)

Environment Agency (Regional level)

One Area Flood Risk Manager per region was interviewed by telephone; these were selected by Regional Directors. For the Midlands region, a conference call was held with three Area Flood Risk Managers.

Water companies interviewed by telephone

· United Utilities

· Wessex Water

LGA Flood Group Practitioners Group members interviewed by telephone

· Leeds City Council

· North Yorkshire County Council

Workshop attendees
· Adur District & Worthing Borough Council

· AGMA

· Amey Herefordshire (representing Herefordshire County Council)

· Barnsley MBC

· Bedford Group of Drainage Boards

· Bexley Council

· Birmingham City Council

· Blackpool Council

· Borough Council of Kings Lynn & West Norfolk

· Borough of Poole

· Bracknell Forest Council

· Bradford MDC

· Brighton & Hove City Council

· Capita Symonds (representing Sefton MBC)

· Capita Symonds (representing North Tyneside Council)

· Cambridgeshire County Council

· Central Bedfordshire Council

· Cheshire East Council

· Cheshire West and Chester Council

· Cornwall Council

· Dorset County Council

· East Lindsay District Council

· Environment Agency (more than one representative at all workshops)

· Gateshead Council

· Great Yarmouth Borough Council

· Halton BC

· Hampshire County Council

· Hartlepool Borough Council

· Hull City Council 
· Kent County Council

· Leeds City Council

· Leicester City Council 
· LGA Coastal Special Interests Group

· Lincolnshire County Council

· Lindsey Marsh DB, Isle of Axholme & North Notts WLMB, Scunthorpe & Gainsborough WMB

· Liverpool City Council

· London Borough of Southwark

· Middle Level Commissioners

· Milton Keynes Council

· Natural Resources Wales

· Network Rail

· Newcastle City Council

· Norfolk County Council

· Northamptonshire County Council

· Northumberland County Council

· North East Lincolnshire Council

· North Lincolnshire Council

· North Somerset Council

· Ouse & Humber Drainage Board

· Scarborough Borough Council

· Sefton MBC

· Selby, Kyle and Upper Ouse IDBs

· Severn Trent Water

· Sheffield City Council

· Shepway District Council

· Shire Group of IDBs

· Southend-on-Sea Borough Council

· South Gloucestershire Council

· Stockport MBC

· South Tyneside Council

· Surrey County Council

· Thames Water

· Thames Water Utilities

· Trafford MBC

· Urbanvision (Salford City Council)

· Warrington BC

· Westminster City Council

· West Sussex County Council

· Wigan MBC

· Wirral MBC

· Witham Forth District IDB

· Worcestershire County Council

· YRFCC Coastal Member

Written responses

The following organisations provided written submissions to be taken into account in the evaluation:
· Coastal Group Chairs

· Devon County Council

· East Riding of Yorkshire Council

· Havant Borough Council

· Lincolnshire County Council

· Local Government Special Interests Group: Coastal Issues

· North Yorkshire County Council

· Nottinghamshire County Council

· Severn Trent Water

· West Yorkshire Flood Risk Partnership

Appendix 5: Workshop feedback

WARRINGTON WORKSHOP SUMMARY NOTE
Introduction

This note summarises the Risk Management Authority (RMA) workshop that took place in Warrington on 24 July 2013. This was the first of four regional workshops convened to obtain views from RMAs on the impact and effectiveness of Flood and Coastal Erosion Resilience Partnership Funding Policy (hereafter referred to as PF).

Following a presentation on the purpose of and programme for the evaluation, the workshop participants were split into three break-out groups to undertake a SWOT analysis. This involved discussing the strengths and weaknesses of PF and then identifying any new opportunities that PF presents and the outside threats that may reduce the effectiveness of PF. 

The results of the SWOT analysis are summarised in the table in Section 2; issues that more than one group have identified are highlighted in bold. The strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats have been categorised into groupings related to policy, process or outcomes. This has been done so that it can be understood if the issues relate to the policy itself (i.e. the actual requirement to obtain external contributions and the Partnership Funding formula), the processes involved in implementing PF and the outcomes that have resulted from its implementation. 

Following the initial SWOT analysis, the three groups identified suggested improvements that could improve the effectiveness of PF and address concerns or capitalise upon strengths identified in the first set of discussions. These are summarised in Section 3.

Section 4 provides the list of organisations represented and Section 5 summarises the feedback provided by participants.
Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats

A summary of the initial discussions is provided in the table overleaf.
	STRENGTHS
	WEAKNESSES

	Policy

· There is more transparency for local communities on funding decisions even though the message might not be positive.

· PF is consistent with the general thrust of local authorities (LAs) increasing engagement with the public.

Process 

· More schemes are being considered and delivered that would not have been previously, especially small schemes led by Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs) (partly due to the requirements of the Flood and Water Management Act (FWMA)).

· The policy encourages working with others in partnership (Pitt Review and FWMA also influenced this).

· Local communities are increasingly suggesting scheme options and innovative solutions; community ownership has increased.

· PF has enabled flood risk management (FRM) to be moved onto the local agenda and increase member awareness and profile. LLFAs have more influence and this enables them to apply for internal contributions 

· Risks (e.g. financial) can be shared amongst the scheme partners.

· The process is accessible and leaves the option of adjusting costs and benefits to fit the required PF score.

Outcomes

· More regeneration has been enabled through the PF policy.

· More surface water schemes and local flood schemes are going ahead as they attract the same funding/benefits as main river schemes (remit has been widened).
	Policy

· Business and commercial interests not sufficiently recognised in the Outcome Measure (OM) scoring.

· Communities feel benefits steered too much to residential properties not wider community benefits.

· The OMs do not value alternative wider benefits e.g. increase in land/rental values following a scheme. 

· Does PF just shift the tax burden for funding schemes from central to local government? 

· The policy/principles allows communities to choose a minimal design standard if they don’t have enough funding for a high standard scheme. This could end up being the default with little future resilience. 

· The policy does not work well for asset refurbishments/replacements.

· Small schemes receive low PF scores due to low property numbers.

· This approach is not applied to the withdrawal of maintenance.

Process 

· Difficult to package schemes together to achieve efficiency. Lack of flexibility to spend/balance between a suite of projects to get the best value for money.

· Administrative process is difficult, timings for approvals and funding guarantee can be delayed which makes securing contributions difficult and prolonged (multi-year projects and balance of contributions).

· Lack of transparency in GiA decision making.

· Scheme development and delivery has become more difficult through PF.

· More community involvement/consultation slows down the process

· The link between PF and the planning process is not there yet – opportunities are regularly missed.

· It is difficult to get funding for the feasibility/design of a scheme, but the schemes are entered on the MTP well in advance. 

· Aligning funding contributions with the GiA allocation process is problematic.

· Process too bureaucratic and too onerous for small schemes; some are put off from applying in first place. 

· Risk – who is responsible for funding/overspend in a partnership scheme?

· The new skills required are being layered on the same people.

· Lack of awareness of the approach & outcomes that the policy is seeking to deliver- up and down the chain of organisations involved & a lack of willingness to acknowledge that there is a problem

· Confusion with respect to the recognition given to immediate short term capital spend (which can be difficult to secure) vs. commitment/contributions to long term costs - may be easier to programme 


	OPPORTUNITIES
	THREATS

	Policy

· RFCC funding can now be applied to LA schemes

· How do we get fully grant aided schemes to draw in contributions?

Process

· Access to larger funding pools for solutions to more schemes

· Opportunity to justify increase in LLFA resources and skills. 

· The PF approach needs to be pushed by the LA to achieve greater awareness

· Closer working with water companies

· Encourages the development of a local investment strategy to focus efforts on drawing in contributions

· The system could get the community more involved/knowledgeable about FCERM.

· Should lead to better engagement with residents/parish councils, but to date this has been mixed. Some are more responsive to the challenge of finding alternative funding and others not

· Local councillors are important for providing leadership skills – particularly important for parish councils.

· More community involvement should be achieved and collaborative working 

· Considering all sources of funding for one scheme should lead to innovation.

· Potential to link long-term development plans to future schemes

· Potential to coordinate joint projects with other RMAs

· Encourages people to look at other opportunities and projects e.g. Water Framework Directive, amenity etc

· In order for PF to be successful changing behaviours need include having the resilience to engage, negotiate and secure ‘the deal’

· Identifying potential partners/contributors

· There needs to be an increased awareness of law/legal duties that can be used

· Local strategies need to provide the visibility with respect to flooding from all sources and the forward look

· Existing internal and external networks of contacts need to be used in intelligence gathering.

Outcomes

· Schemes are being publicised to a wider audience as a result of PF and positive action is well received

· Good for large multiple benefit schemes but need to scope how can work for smaller projects.

· Multiple benefits achieved from the variety of stakeholders involved.
	Policy

· Inability to secure funding in deprived areas - risk that wealthy areas could ‘buy’ schemes.

· PF is more open to political abuse, i.e. MPs/councillors directing funds to favoured schemes 

· Communicating PF to communities can be difficult as now not just cost/benefit ratio. There is currently no fixed PF% threshold (shifting goal posts year on year) but no clear way to amend bids when indicative threshold known.

· Maintenance responsibility of new defences is an issue.

· Switching to capitalised maintenance is diverting funds from improvements

· There is a lack of visible support especially at the Ministerial/political level – often practitioners have to resort to the threat of lack of flood Insurance as a ‘shock’ tactic 

Process
· Some communities expect the Council/EA to sort FCERM and it is not their responsibility 

· Competing national issues e.g. SuDS Approving Body, local strategy etc which can push scheme delivery & PF down the agenda. Plus competition between national/local priorities.

· Competing local issues, resources and political priorities.

· Flooding can be an emotive issue, increased engagement has not necessarily materialised into schemes. Interest can wane if there has not been a recent flood. 

· Sustainability of contributions. As time goes on it will be harder to get funding from the same organisations.

· Lack of ring fencing of LA funds

· Problems with collaborations and uncertainty around all delivering their part of the project - legal agreements are required to underwrite the risk if a partner pulls out and/or work over runs.

· Contracting out to consultants – short term benefits, but long term loss of skills/knowledge in LAs.

· What are the funding opportunities and do they align with flood risk and each other?

· The chance of community funding is minimal, funding gaps fall to LLFA’s.

· As PF is new, there is a reluctance to contribute - big ask from standing start.

· If external funding is from LA/LLFA, then it is subject to budget cuts/pressures. If PF is from the community, then resource demands are great.

· Councillors lack awareness of PF and the need for/ability of LAs to deliver schemes.

· There are additional costs involved in assembling funding bids.

· Most contributions are from local levy - little appetite from the private sector to contribute.

· Lack of confidence in the certainty of continuity of PF.

· LLFA’s competing (Local Levy, GiA); too many bids being encouraged

· Government austerity affecting skills and capacity.


Suggestions for improvement

Following the initial SWOT analysis, the groups identified issues that were considered of particular importance. These issues were discussed in more detail and suggested improvements identified for improvement; these are summarised in the table below.
	Suggested improvement
	Responsibility

	Policy

	Adjust the OMs to better reflect what the policy is trying to achieve (houses as proxy for communities at risk).
	Defra

	Adjust the OMs to increase the focus on critical assets and commercial properties.
	Defra

	Be more focused on how FCRM can be beneficial in design to help achieve multiple environmental benefits with interaction between channel and its floodplain achieving WFD objectives.
	Defra

	Recognising in the OMs that some LAs vary in ability to contribute
	Defra

	Process

	Ring-fence the LA FWMA funding
	Defra

	Devolve funding allocation to the RFCCs
	Defra

	Upfront commitment of funding ‘if’ £x PF achieved – this will provide a good negotiating position.
	Defra

	Provide upfront ‘pump prime’ to resource the process of scheme selection (local levy)
	RFCC, Defra

	Simplify the process especially the numerous spreadsheets and guidance required.
	Environment Agency

	EA to set the PF target on the applications received
	Environment Agency

	Develop clear guidance on what counts as contributions in kind (e.g. modelling info, time, compensation (deferred), possession of sites/working area).
	Environment Agency

	Provide greater transparency on the prioritisation process and who gets GiA
	Environment Agency

	Planning and Partnership

	Provide guidance to other funders, e.g. CIL managers, so that they start thinking about using their funding source for FCERM. 
	Environment Agency, Defra

	Aligning funding programmes with other common PF contributors. And more flexibility with government funded sources.  
	Environment Agency, Defra

	Whilst there are some similarities in drivers and objectives, more guidance is required to help projects present themselves to attract different types of funding.  They all have different drivers and timescales therefore this raises a problem with how contributions can be drawn down within any one financial year and if this does not happen who will underwrite the risk? Scope out the opportunities, source, objectives and how to access the related funding streams.  
	Environment Agency, LLFA

	Communicate to elected members about the wider benefits of FRM through e.g. the Environment Agency awareness campaigns e.g. Kirklees, EA Area Manager talking to elected members about jobs, housing, etc.
	Environment Agency, LLFA

	Integrate FRM strategies/risks with water company planning stages; drainage plans, and sewerage management plans.
	LLFA, Environment Agency

	Integrating post-scheme benefits into schemes to increase community engagement and encouraging the ongoing stewardship/maintenance of the scheme by the local community.
	LLFA, Environment Agency

	Increase integrated partnership working with regional/local RMAs and have a strategic approach to putting schemes on the MTP e.g. agreed strategic allocation of local levy, agree on how many schemes should be put forward, ensure there is a good evidence base before schemes go on the MTP.
	Environment Agency, LLFA, RFCC

	In a rural county, a partnership funding pot should be raised for villages/small communities where the benefit/cost ratio is otherwise low.
	LLFA, Environment Agency, RFCC

	LLFAs to take more control and plan their schemes to proceed through: producing an investment plan as part of their Local Strategy, early consultation, raising political awareness, have a dedicated member of staff working on PF.
	LLFA

	LLFA teams taking on additional commercial services in order to justify building an LLFA team e.g. Leeds has a bridges team within the flood team.
	LLFA

	Relax OFWAT regulations as this is highly constrained by AMP.
	OFWAT,  Defra


Attendees

The following organisations were represented at the workshop:

· AGMA

· Amey Herefordshire (representing Herefordshire County Council)

· Barnsley MBC

· Birmingham City Council

· Bradford MDC

· Capita Symonds (representing Sefton MBC)

· Cheshire West and Chester Council

· Environment Agency (two attendees)

· Halton BC

· Liverpool City Council

· Natural Resources Wales

· Sefton MBC

· Stockport MBC

· Trafford MBC

· Urbanvision (Salford City Council)

· Warrington BC

· Wigan MBC

· Wirral MBC
Workshop feedback
16 of the 22 attendees completed feedback forms; the overall feedback was of a very high standard and comments were equally positive. The overall event, the location/venue and also the presentation material/presenter all received 69% of responses in the excellent and very good categories. This fell to 45% of responses for the information provided in advance of the workshop, with 38% of participants selecting the good response and 19% felt this aspect was only satisfactory. With this being the only question with satisfactory responses, it could highlight an area for future improvements. 80% of participants felt that all aspects of Partnership funding were covered in the workshop, with one response to this question highlighting how the range of participants ensured that different viewpoints were considered. Many of the comments about whether participants felt they had learnt anything were comparable, stressing that they realised they all had very similar problems and issues to one another.
The following direct quotes were received concerning their experiences of Partnership Funding:
"Overall the current process lacks clarity and transparency to aid successful delivery by the EA and LLFA's. The PF funding process urgency needs to be revised so that new schemes can be brought forward and should be suitable to smaller, less complex projects.”

“It's a good idea, but generating the energy needed to get others to contribute can be very hard - it needs backing from high up.”

"I find I need the support to deliver solutions but conscious that work, time and effort are required that generates more work that I have to weigh up if I can provide and deliver."

BRIDGWATER WORKSHOP SUMMARY NOTE
Introduction
This note summarises the Risk Management Authority (RMA) workshop that took place in Bridgwater on 26 July 2013. This was the second of four regional workshops convened to obtain views from RMAs on the impact and effectiveness of Flood and Coastal Erosion Resilience Partnership Funding Policy (hereafter referred to as PF).

Following a presentation on the purpose of and programme for the evaluation, the workshop participants undertook a SWOT analysis. This involved discussing the strengths and weaknesses of PF and then identifying any new opportunities that PF presents and the outside threats that may reduce the effectiveness of PF. 

The results of the SWOT analysis are summarised in the table in Section 2. The strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats have been categorised into groupings related to policy, process or outcomes. This has been done so that it can be understood if the issues relate to the policy itself (i.e. the actual requirement to obtain external contributions and the Partnership Funding formula), the processes involved in implementing PF and the outcomes that have resulted from its implementation. 

Following the initial SWOT analysis, the group identified the key issues under the policy, process and outcomes headings and suggested improvements related to these. The key issues and recommendations are summarised in Section 3.

Section 4 provides the list of organisations represented and Section 5 summarises the feedback provided by participants.

Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats

A summary of the initial discussions is provided in the table overleaf.
	STRENGTHS
	WEAKNESSES

	Policy

· Provides a route for using development contributions and identifying options to secure future contributions

· Useful way to explain funding shortfall and the way in which any community can fund improvements

· PF calculator is a good succinct way of summarising projects 

Process:

· Public/communities are more aware of partnership contributions

· Enables greater profile of and promotion of Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA); enables better links with the community 

· Provides a mechanism to get partners and beneficiaries together (even if they won’t contribute)

· Opened doors for discussion of flood issues

· Collaborative working - shared skills and resources

· Environment Agency (EA) becoming more transparent in what they do and becoming better at dealing with communities.

Outcomes

· Contributions make some schemes more viable 

· Reduction of blame culture
	Policy

· OM2 gives a zero score for commercial properties; OMs are too property focused. It is difficult to obtain GiA where risk is predominately to non-residential properties. 

· Do the OMs need to better value agriculture?

· There is a perceived bias towards urban areas due to property density. Smaller schemes, especially in rural areas, are difficult to progress. 

· Strategic infrastructure/transport is not well represented in OM benefits.

· Surface water flooding are generally higher frequency events but this is not recognised in OM2 i.e. ‘very significant’ = 1 in 40 year event. How do we recognise 1 in 2 year surface water events (high frequency, low damage)?

Process:

· Hard for RMA to know how local levy can be used to bolster MTP bids. It is difficult to tell others what the future programme will look like, i.e. if their scheme is likely to get funding. 

· Insufficient guidance for some areas of the process with too much in others 

· Submission forms FRM1 very large/unwieldy – other forms not available in word (only PDF)

· Process too complicated and non-transparent

· Process has got more complex rather than simpler/clearer – this then impacts on time and available staff resource leading to the use of consultants to assist

· Process can be slow – may be more willingness to contribute to measures closer to an event, especially resilience measures when repairs are underway. 

· It is not known until late in the funding year how much contributions from ‘Partners’ will be required to meet threshold as the required PF% changes. This can throw whole submission out as then need to go back to seek more funding.

· Very hard to coordinate contributions to ensure funding in place at one correct time. 

· Once a partner has committed ‘in principle’ to sum in MTP bid, it is difficult to get more from them should scheme cost be higher.

· The funding negotiation process with partners can be prolonged with sometimes limited contributions.

· Difficulty in getting early commitment of partners, especially external bodies unless scheme also features on their programme, e.g. water companies.

· It is difficult to maintain the scheme programme due to extended consultation.

· MTP publication raises expectations – not all schemes reach required cost/benefit.

	OPPORTUNITIES
	THREATS

	· Increased funding potential

· Better awareness of flood defence levels.

· Opportunity to deliver a more effective, long-term solution 

· Partnership funding has helped get ‘buy in’ to schemes and led to a more proactive approach to get partners together to discuss issues to reach mutual, agreeable solutions.

· Community input into maintenance of assets (stewardship).


	· Communities don’t understand timescales and expect things happen far quicker, leading to disengagement.

· Political support is required for funding at committee approval.

· PF cut-off for scheme viability varies year-on-year. This moving target; makes managing expectations and engaging with community difficult.

· Communities are looking for a ‘responsible body’ to lead on schemes and provide funding and do not yet seem themselves as partners.

· Buy in is required by all partners and priorities are not always aligned. 

· Defra assume others are willing to contribute (when sometimes they do not).

· Private contributions are very few and far between, still mainly public. PF generally coming from public purse (especially LLFA).

· Application of local levy funds inappropriately shared out thus making schemes’ viability skewed.

· Obtaining PF if the scheme does not make it for the planned year. Funds may only be available for a specified financial year

· Learning and development (knowledge) takes time many practitioners not fully aware of requirements and yet targets in next six years are big (300,000 OM2, etc)

· Reduction in maintenance funding leads to higher risk of flooding, but funding had not been increased to account for this.

· Commitment of funds ‘up front’ to justify schemes is an issue (especially if unsuccessful) as this tends to come from revenue budgets – risk this may stifle future submission of bids.


Key issues and suggestions for improvement

Following the SWOT analysis exercise, key issues were highlighted, discussed in more depth and suggestions for improvement identified.
	Issue
	Suggestions for improvement
	Responsibility

	Policy

	Concerns with the Outcome Measures and scoring were highlighted – specifically the following:

Focus on households leads to a bias towards urban/residential areas

Transport infrastructure not supported

Lack of support for protection for community facilities or access to them which can impact on communities’ daily life

Lack of focus for tangible benefits

Economic interests including tourism have a low priority

Need more focus on OM measures that reflect sources of risk
	Formula should better recognise benefits to rural areas, critical infrastructure, and community facilities

OM measures should have more of a focus on risk i.e. combination of longevity of flooding and scale of hazard and consider variations such as many households that flood occasionally compared with fewer households that flood regularly

There should be a greater focus on OM2 – ensuring that very high risk communities are supported
	Defra

	Rules are changed regularly – some certainty would be helpful
	Confirm that Partnership Funding will be the funding approach used on a long term basis
	Defra

	Focus on capital means maintenance issues are likely to result
	Bring maintenance into the formula
	Defra

	Less easy to assemble schemes and bids in rural areas and for groundwater flooding
	Increased guidance required for specific elements e.g. benefits for rural areas and groundwater flooding schemes
	Environment Agency

	Better communication of the policy to potential beneficiaries and other Government departments/national organisations could have improved its profile and helped to bring in buy-in and awareness
	Ongoing discussions and collaborative working with other Government departments important to help secure external contributions.

Improved communication of benefits to RMAs
	Defra and Environment Agency

	‘Topping up’ scoring through external funding contributions means more schemes with lower outcomes can be supported and leads to the potential to ‘buy schemes’
	Greater transparency required on funding priorities i.e. outcome measure score compared with external contributions
	Defra and Environment Agency

	Process

	Concern expressed regarding timing – marrying up GiA with external funding and schemes entering MTP at an early stage
	Consider a two-stage application process so that schemes are only entered on MTP once business case/PAR proven
	Environment Agency

	Certainty and transparency issues expressed concerning changing funding/scoring threshold, uncertainty about the future programme, and need to manage expectations
	Review scoring/MTP approach to identify a method that increases certainty and reduces ‘guesswork’

Manage GiA allocation across Spending Review periods and set an appropriate funding threshold year on year

Clarify status of MTP for communication purposes and ensure successful RMAs are informed before the MTP is published
	Environment Agency

	Annualised bidding process increases uncertainty and makes negotiations with major funders difficult as they have pre-agreed multi-year budgets. This would fit better with local flood risk management strategy development and Environment Agency role in strategy coordination
	Move to a multi-year rather than annualised plan. This would also assist LLFAs to take a more strategic approach based on Local Flood Risk Management Strategies and Investment Plans.
	Environment Agency

	 Process is onerous, time consuming and expensive for small schemes. There is too much jargon and inconsistent advice has been given to different organisations
	Ensure proportionality in the application of the formula

Provide a clear process diagram of how the whole system works

Package up small rural bids and ring-fence block funding for them at the RFCC level

Consider PLP through a different approach – packaging could result in schemes over £100k which would then need to go through the PAR process

Provide best practice examples of completed PF submissions, PARs etc – overall focus is on fluvial, would be helpful to provide some surface water examples.

Ensure consistency of advice.
	Environment Agency

	Planning and Partnership

	Timing and certainty – once contributions have been agreed it is difficult to go back and ask for more if costs have increased
	Two stage process as above
	Environment Agency

	Community interest is minimal in locations that have not experienced recent flooding or are not at risk of coastal erosion. But need to balance awareness/promotion with management of expectations.
	Improve communications with local communities including businesses – this would be assisted by more certainty & transparency - see recommendations above
	RMAs

	Difficulties experienced in securing external funding & coordinating timing of this due to early stage & different funding timelines
	Development of a local investment plan based on LFRMS should assist plus ensuring all partners round the table at an early stage
	RMAs


Attendees

The following organisations were represented at the workshop:

· Cornwall Council

· Dorset County Council

· Environment Agency

· Hampshire County Council

· Network Rail

· North Somerset Council

· South Gloucestershire Council
Workshop feedback

The overall feedback from the workshop event was very positive from the nine participants, with a third of participants responding that the event was excellent and the remainder very good, or good. The feedback for the breakout groups was also extremely positive, with all responses either excellent or very good. One participant commented that this area of the workshop was a ‘very good interactive discussion’. The majority of attendees assessed the presenter as excellent or very good. The presentation material and information provided before the workshop scored less highly; with only a quarter very good and the remaining responses good for the presentation material, and for the information provided before the workshop only a quarter gave excellent and very good responses, and three-quarters falling within the good and satisfactory categories. However, this may highlight areas for improvement in future workshops. One of the attendees stated ’an excellent opportunity to discuss issues and share experiences, with good feedback from the group that led to a stimulating and informed discussion.’

The following quotes were received from attendees concerning the Partnership Funding policy and implementation:

‘Steep learning curve. One step behind EA throughout process’.

‘(Some success achieved by....) Collaboration and funding of schemes with WASC (Wessex Water) and Internal Drainage Board’.

Suggestions for possible case study schemes/topics included: Blue Anchor in West Somerset, Avonmouth and Severnside flood defence improvements, schemes being progressed by Bristol City Council the involvement of PSO teams, and working with Network Rail.

YORK WORKSHOP SUMMARY NOTE
Introduction
This note summarises the Risk Management Authority (RMA) workshop that took place in York on 13 September July 2013. This was the third of four regional workshops convened to obtain views from RMAs on the impact and effectiveness of Flood and Coastal Erosion Resilience Partnership Funding Policy (hereafter referred to as PF).

As the workshop was held towards the end of the evaluation, the opportunity was taken to present emerging findings and investigate the issues raised in more detail. Break out groups were then held relating to four broad areas: Partnership Funding policy and funding formula; decision making processes; assembling partnerships, schemes and bids; and value for money and cost-effectiveness.

Break out group sessions were held twice meaning each group had the opportunity to discuss two areas. A brief plenary session was then held to provide feedback from three issues in each group.  Attendees were asked to focus on providing evidence and identifying suggestions for improvement in relation to each issue raised.

The results of the discussions are provided in Section 2; Section 3 then lists the organisations represented and Section 4 summarises the feedback provided by participants.

Break Out Group discussions
A summary of the discussions held highlighting evidence and suggestions for improvement is provided below for each of the issues investigated.

Partnership Funding policy and funding formula
	Issue


	Evidence/examples
	Suggestions for improvement

	Whilst principle of securing external contributions largely supported, two issues raised:

· Potential degree of success limited in current environment of austerity

· Requirement for external contributions more challenging in deprived areas 
	Russell Coastal Defence scheme, Lincs Coastal Beach Replenishment scheme – issues regarding raising funds in deprived areas
	Consider how ability to contribute can be considered in formula

	Formula does not recognise value of rural/agricultural land
	Particular concerns from rural & coastal LAs & IDBs
	Re-consider weighting to take better account of:

· Agricultural values & economic impact

· Amenity land effects (e.g. seafront gardens)

· Timing & availability of partnership funds

· Tourism benefits



	Distinct differences between benefits from coastal v inland issues as does not recognise loss of life issue in coastal areas
	
	

	Formula doesn’t reflect the costs of setting up & managing partnerships
	
	

	Formula excludes economic impact of flooding
	
	

	‘Transfer of benefits’ issue concerning tourism is unfair & unrealistic
	
	

	Formula doesn’t reflect impact of flooding on amenity space (e.g. seafront gardens)
	
	

	OMs focus on direct damages avoided by scheme not wider benefits e.g. regeneration
	Sheffield Lower Don Valley secured Growth & Acceleration Funding to support wider benefits
	Consider how wider benefits could be factored into funding formula (NB: should be built into PARs)

	Multi-occupancy of property not properly accounted for in formula (i.e. works on single property, not flats in same building)
	
	PAR issue not Partnership Funding

	Only properties built post 2012 can be counted – schemes protecting earlier properties may also protect schemes built more recently – what about potential to release land for development, can those proposed properties be included?
	
	PAR issue, but Partnership Funding is supporting schemes where developers are contributing to protect sites for future development – value of that development isn’t captured anywhere 

	Can formula incorporate improved sustainability measures?
	
	PAR issue not Partnership Funding

	Potential for double-counting benefits
	
	PAR issue, but Partnership Funding spreadsheet asks if a strategic approach has been taking in terms of considering all sources of risk

	Caravans in tourist areas are excluded from benefit calculations (NB: PAR issue not Partnership Funding specific)
	Coastal authorities
	Are there any mechanisms to get contributions from caravan site owners through local tax?

	Potential to ‘play the system’ e.g. submit shorter life schemes with higher benefits knowing that they can re-bid at a future date
	
	

	Funding formula & process works well for standard , in year schemes not so well for others
	
	Have different funding formula for different types of schemes e.g. PLP, coastal, fluvial etc.

	Maintenance is not being properly accounted for which could lead to increased costs in the long term. Also if low cost design standards are being adopted these require more maintenance.
	
	Include whole life maintenance in costings


Decision making processes
	Issue


	Evidence/examples
	Suggestions for improvement

	Overall concerns regarding lack of certainty & transparency plus need for greater recognition of local priorities
	Blackpool seafront scheme – national importance
	Adopt different allocation processes for very large & very small schemes

Local taxpayers’ money should be allocated according to local priorities

Multi-year MTP should increase certainty but may reduce flexibility to slot projects in on an annual basis as need arises (advantages probably outweigh disadvantages)

	Logic behind decision making (MTP) not fully explained – will involve comparing data from different RMAs which likely to vary in quality/maturity
	
	

	RMAs feel that MTP allocation is a lottery & are therefore put off investing time & energy in making good bids
	
	Explain likely funding threshold before asking for applications for new work – based on an assessment of existing commitments & therefore likely remaining funds available

Better feedback to RMAs on the reasons why their projects have not been allocated funding.

Timely guidance that doesn’t change

	MTP process is not transparent – schemes ‘fall off’ the list  & disappear
	IDBs
	Provide feedback on why schemes are deferred

	Mad 3 week rush to get schemes onto MTPs 
	
	Longer term multi-year MTPs & bigger window for submissions

	Perception of EA bias from LLFAs & others: only EA represented on PAB
	General
	Increase transparency of decision making: consider widening PAB membership to include representatives from other RMAs

	Structure & accountability of RFCCs not transparent to the public. Largely up to the individual to apply to join an RFCC

RFCCs have varying power – depends on individuals involved
	Lincolnshire
	More consistency required in the way that RFCCs recruit members

More consistency in approach – decision making v advice

	But RFCCs considered more transparent than national allocations
	Anglian

Northumberland
	

	These issues have always been there – no improvement with Partnership Funding
	
	


Assembling partnerships, schemes and bids
	Issue


	Evidence/examples
	Suggestions for improvement

	Positive outcomes
	
	

	Schemes are being progressed that would not have been funded by GiA previously
	
	Keep current regime going – because FWMA cooperation & culture is still embedding



	· Organisations are working much better together – Environment Agency role is important in brokering partnerships & communicating benefits of collaboration e.g. IDB working with a power station

· Understanding agendas of others & achieving knowledge transfer
	General view for all schemes but specific example provided of improved working relationships between EA, LA, Highways Authority & Yorkshire Water
	

	Larger schemes raise profile of Environment Agency & other contributors
	
	

	More integrated solutions are being developed
	Great Yarmouth Surface Water Management Plan led to contributions from Norfolk County Council for Anglian Water scheme 
	

	Strategies (LFRMS, FRMP, SWMP) provide forward looking strategy for community engagement
	
	

	Some areas which have not had flooding for a long time (e.g. coastal), but aware that the risk is slowly increasing have taken a ‘drip-feed’ approach over years with grass roots publicity, local shows etc
	Lincolnshire County Council awareness-raising campaign
	

	Working together with all stakeholders in local communities makes it easier to secure contributions from small organisations, but not the larger ones e.g. water companies, large businesses
	
	

	Potential investors contributing in kind by not claiming compensation for disturbance
	Farmers/landowners
	

	Parish Councils can borrow money at lower interest rate than LAs via the Public Works Board
	Parish Councils & IDBs
	

	Community Infrastructure Levy – some trying to build up a revenue fund in communities at same time as a scheme is being developed in parallel
	
	

	Securing community support

	Communities uninterested unless in areas that are at high risk or recently flooded  
	Great Yarmouth

East Riding

Parish Council

Water companies considered difficult to engage with
	Need to bring consultation down to grass roots level using appropriate language & modes of communication

School visits (some already happening)

	Bias towards support for ‘noisy’ communities & places with a history of flooding
	
	Importance of community engagement where concerns are less evident to secure support for schemes

	Properties that have been flooded or are at risk of flooding don’t reveal this or support PLP schemes to ensure they keep insurance cover – lack of local support can affect viability of schemes
	Great Yarmouth

Gateshead
	Improve communication with communities concerning flood risk, insurance cover & manage residual risk

	Need to ensure long term buy-in from communities – manage residual risk e.g. emergency planning measures
	Lower Don, Sheffield
	

	Importance of managing community expectations – LAs can do coastal schemes, but doesn’t mean they have sufficient resources to pay for them
	Coastal authorities
	Community consultation needs to be well planned & managed to ensure that unrealistic expectations are not created

	Perceptions of delivery time & costs tends to be less than is actually required
	
	Consider development of a ‘rapid response fund’ with a quick/streamlined approach for smaller projects. Funds could be GiA, RFCC or LA.

	Securing external funding

	Timing of contributions
	South Shields council secured £4m contribution from council + other contributions towards a £5.5m scheme on the basis of an indicative GiA in year 2.  But when the next year came around this GiA (initially) disappeared, undermining the funding partnership.  (It was found again, through lobbying EA)

	Being more open to in-year applications for GiA (and transparent about how such applications should be treated)



	Other funding partners have different timescales and objectives which don’t align


	· Water company investment based on DG5 which means that it is focussed  on properties that have flooded and not on risk of future flooding – meaning it isn’t used to help with areas known to be at risk

· Through AMP6 water companies have to think 5-10 years ahead

· IDBs may identify a willingness from members to offer contributions but this is not matched by their local partners, particularly LLFAs because the other party doesn’t have funds to make their contribution.

· Individuals in a community don’t agree – with some willing to make a contribution (e.g. for property level flood protection) and some not; which undermines community level schemes – unless council able to find difference – which is not easy or fair
	· Integrate planning & allocation of national funding sources

· Use water companies to help build models of surface water/river/sewer interactions and help to develop evidence for business cases (both Yorks W & Northumbrian W have helped with this)

· Defra work with ofwat to change (& communicate) rules around water company funding that provides more freedom to invest a) in theoretical risk rather than just properties on DG5 & b) in off-line solutions that do not lead to new water company sewer assets



	Advised to involve contributors early in scheme development, but first question from potential investors is ‘how much?’ which isn’t known until scheme at a more advanced stage.
	
	

	Related to the above – businesses threatened by coastal erosion/flooding not willing to invest in schemes ‘I’ll move inland if it floods’ or ‘it’s your asset, we pay business rates, you pay for it’. The reality is they want compensation for disturbance rather than considering investing in improving resilience
	Hotels in Scarborough other coastal schemes
	Improve communication with businesses concerning flood risk & insurance cover

	Coastal communities tend to consist of lots of households with little industry or vice versa – this means the potential investors are not co-located with potential beneficiaries making it difficult for schemes to stack up.
	Coastal authorities
	Relates back to funding policy & focus on households impacting on ability of less populous areas to develop schemes

	Lack of clarity & certainty concerning the whole payment system
	
	More clarity required concerning payments

	Slowness of process – businesses don’t want to invest in measures that won’t be implemented for a couple of years and won’t commit upfront
	
	Streamline the process to cut out any unnecessary delays

	Some sources of funding are seen as a panacea e.g. LEPs/ EU structural funding 2014/2020 plus water companies. However they are limited & other sources need to be investigated
	
	Provide more advice on other sources of funding

	IDBs rely on up front revenue funding plus LAs not always willing to support due to agricultural bias, local buy-in is difficult & projects tend to be interconnected & complex
	IDBs
	Two tiered MTPs for smaller RMAs

	Investing in a finite asset means investors only expect to have invest once, not in another schemes in the area or in future developments
	
	Adopt a more strategic approach in which all schemes are consulted upon together to enable greater understanding of investment requirements

	Whole life costs very difficult to secure
	Louth
	

	Difficult to secure resources from small organisations – requirements don’t necessarily filter down
	
	Training & workshops

	Some contributors quite happy to invest funding but don’t want to get involved otherwise in partnership working
	Anglian Water
	

	RFCCs using Local Levy as a short-term stopgap for FCRM GiA. Steep increase in amount of funding required.
	NB: not a majority view
	RFCCs review amount & use of Levy

	Legal obstacles to collecting PLP contributions (and possible diversion of local levy funds to PLP)
	
	

	Local resources

	Where uncertainties are great (e.g. costs, benefits, contributions required/available) it is very difficult to put together a bid for GiA allocation to begin to develop a business case.
	
	Earmark a proportion of the national GiA available every year for business case development to allow projects with considerable uncertainty to build case and assess local contributions.  Would have to be accompanied by careful milestones / gateways and willingness to stop projects if case turns out to be weak.

	Coastal districts progressing schemes face particular challenges as not represented on RFCCs & counties tend to be more focused on inland fluvial & surface water flooding
	· Scarborough Borough Council

· Great Yarmouth Borough Council
	Coastal districts & respective counties need to work closely together to ensure coastal issues adequately considered at RFCC level

	Local politics can constrain schemes e.g. want to encourage tourism so don’t want to ‘tax’ holiday homes
	Scarborough Borough Council

Great Yarmouth Borough Council
	

	RFCC member view that effectiveness of projects in the programme hides inefficiencies and sunk costs of partnership development over long periods of time
	
	

	Process is too onerous for small schemes especially where additional requirements, e.g. Water Framework Directive, get added in
	
	· Top-slice a proportion of the national GiA pot and devolve decision making about that part more locally (could be to RFCCs, some felt should be further devolved to LLFA/County level)

· Ensure that scrutiny / demands in EA approvals process is proportionate to the GiA being asked for, not the whole project costs

	Long term involvement in partnership development is difficult to justify unless in specific circumstances
	Exceptions include areas like Hull
	

	Current LA resources & skills are a concern for the future - Potential for Local Levy used to fill skills/resources gap, in some places Local Levy used to fill skills/resources gap – is this sustainable?
	
	

	· Different skillsets are required: engineering, finance, engagement/team building.

· Need a long term approach to training & capacity building 


	
	· Skill up young people via technical colleges, more graduate apprenticeships

· CPD concerning partnership working

· EA as central dissemination conduit for good practice? (EA still leaning too)

· Pool/loan staff on inter-organisational basis

	Lack of negotiating skills – makes it very difficult when local political drive is for more development, officers don’t want to be seen to be ‘putting the brakes on development’
	
	Work with officers in other departments/authorities to improve negotiating skills 

	How to resource the evidence base?
	
	Potential to use Local Levy & for Local Levy evidence requirements to be reduced

	LA leadership required to draw together all components of skills required (finance, engagement, engineering) is variable especially in a ‘transitional’ LA jobs environment
	IDBs & District Commissioners work together in Central Lincs team (EA?)
	· Possible joint local hubs pooling resources & skills 

· Joint procurement (e.g. Blackpool and adjoining councils) can lead to efficiencies and plug skills gaps and should be progressed


Value for money and cost-effectiveness
	Issue


	Evidence/examples
	Suggestions for improvement

	Cost- effectiveness

	Helps avoid gold plated schemes
	
	

	Some good examples of scheme costs being reduced due to partnership approaches
	Great Yarmouth working with Port Authority on scheme – revised siting of works which saved £5m
	Collaboration at an early stage is important to develop innovative & cost-effective schemes

	Coastal schemes need longer term risk assumptions
	
	

	Value engineering of schemes happens without PF so PF does not increase cost effectiveness
	
	

	Coastal erosion schemes are very expensive & provide greater benefit than just to immediate residents often in deprived areas. How can these be resourced?

Particular issue for coastal district authorities.
	Scarborough Borough Council

Great Yarmouth Borough Council
	

	Have had to be more creative in putting schemes together e.g. catchment based solutions 
	‘Slowing the Flow’ Belford and Newcastle University (http://research.ncl.ac.uk/ proactive/belford/)
	

	In global terms, less cost-effective for LAs to fund than central Government as more expensive for LAs to borrow
	
	

	Encouraging phased schemes - doing emergency works now & putting off more substantive items costs less in short term, but more in longer term
	Scarborough Borough Council
	

	Maintenance

	PF arrangements do not give incentive to maintain FR assets
	
	

	Levy will remain base for maintenance funding
	
	

	Using commuted sums as partnership contribution to PF schemes should be explored
	
	Commuted sums for maintenance to be explored as part of partnership funding



	Cost of partnership working

	As a rule of thumb no scheme under £50k is worth the effort of seeking PF
	
	Benchmark costs of setting up partnerships against the benefits & establish an evidenced base for threshold on how big a scheme needs to be before it justifies cost of PF



	Sharing feasibility costs over a package of small schemes can help eligibility (N Yorks examples – see Mark Young)
	North Yorkshire proposal
	Package up small schemes

	Partnership funding of small schemes may be possible without grant anyway
	
	

	Need to establish marginal costs of developing partnership schemes (accepting agencies have core of staff and other resources dedicated to flood work anyway) 
	
	Explore funding of local standing partnership teams (including RMAs, LEPs, IDBs etc) to support scheme development more efficiently

	Some schemes (PLP type) may be cheaper to provide direct rather than incur the cost of bidding e.g. York.


	
	Establish minimum grant funding threshold to eliminate from PF GiA small schemes where the cost of developing PF will never justify the benefits

	Evidence that staff are being made redundant to resource LA contributions to Partnership Funding
	Scarborough Borough Council
	

	Required evidence base for scheme can impact on overall cost-effectiveness of process
	Some RFCCs are already requiring a lower evidence base to justify investment from Local Levy
	

	Surface water schemes – preparing bids is very complex & time consuming – not really worth the effort. Also need funding quickly – if residents invest can retrospective awards be provided 
	Gateshead Council
	

	Upfront time required in terms of technical investigations & consultation
	Morpeth employed an officer 2 days per week to progress the flood alleviation scheme
	

	With very large schemes it is difficult to calculate exact costs – with LAs holding the risk, very large contingencies are being built into costs to ensure budgets are not exceeded. Therefore the approach increases rather than reduces costs.
	Scarborough Borough Council
	


Attendees
The following organisations were represented at the workshop:

· Blackpool Council

· Capita Symonds (North Tyneside Council)

· Environment Agency

· Gateshead Council

· Great Yarmouth Borough Council

· Hartlepool Borough Council

· Hull City Council

· Leeds City Council

· Lincolnshire County Council

· Newcastle City Council

· Northumberland County Council

· North East Lincolnshire Council

· North Lincolnshire Council

· Ouse & Humber Drainage Board

· Scarborough Borough Council

· Selby, Kyle and Upper Ouse IDBs

· Sheffield City Council

· Shire Group of IDBs

· South Tyneside Council

· YRFCC Coastal Member

Workshop feedback

23 of the 27 attendees completed feedback forms; the overall feedback was of a high standard and comments were equally positive. The overall event, the presenter, the Break Out Groups and the venue all received over 80% of responses in the good, very good and excellent categories (for very good and excellent these fell to 46%, 24% and 57% respectively). The presentation material received just over 70% in the three top categories, with 26% scoring this as satisfactory; the main comment was that attendees would have liked to have heard more detail concerning the results of the evaluation to date. Only one participant considered that there was insufficient opportunity to provide his views and he had been in contact separately with the Project Team to provide a more detailed response. 

The following direct quotes were received from attendees concerning their experiences of Partnership Funding:

‘Partnership Funding does provide new opportunities for flood risk management. It would be better if it was a continuous process (as opposed to a ‘6 week window’)’.

‘Good process, hope there are no major changes’.

‘Great potential wins to be had, have come a long way, still some uncertainties/challenges to face’

‘Need/must have greater weighting to impact on infrastructure/business’.

‘Environment Agency to develop skills in private sector funding – needs multiplier in FDGiA scoring’. 

‘I generally like the system, but it could do with some refinement in the area of coastal schemes and the issue of maintenance’.

‘The Environment Agency is under-resourced to cope with securing contributions. Insufficient training has been given. The process is too long-winded and inflexible to marry up with the financial requirements of contributors – small contributions are too expensive to collect, whilst large ones are usually from large organisations with their own financial time-frames. The MTP process is too inconsistent to provide sufficient support for lining up contributions. Indicative allocations from one year are moved to the following year without explanation. This does not inspire confidence in potential contributors. More could be done through the planning system (Environment Agency is a statutory consultee on planning applications) to secure objectives towards defences however mechanism does not exist. CIL (at LPA level) has not as originally anticipated’.

‘Partnership funding enabled us to progress a coastal regeneration scheme which under the old system would not have achieved funding, although I do think some minor improvements could be made’.

‘In principle fine, in practice difficult!’

‘Public funding by other routes!’

‘The jury’s out on benefits!’

‘Partnership Funding has delivered improvements and cost benefits on a scheme/programme basis, however annualised spend and annual changes to PF qualifying scores is having an impact upon delivery and scheme development due to ever changing levels of risk faced by RMAs’.

‘Lack of resources to find extra funding from sources outside immediate location and need buy in from people and companies and authorities on site’.

‘A challenge to navigate but can see the benefits of the potential in the long run for future years’.

‘Increasing confidence in partnership working whether bidding for grant or not’.

‘Challenging, time-consuming, satisfying when realised, wonderful opportunity at expanding on softer skills’.

‘Very painful for coastal projects!’
LONDON WORKSHOP SUMMARY NOTE
Introduction
This note summarises the Risk Management Authority (RMA) workshop that took place in London on 20 September 2013. This was the final of four regional workshops convened to obtain views from RMAs on the impact and effectiveness of Flood and Coastal Erosion Resilience Partnership Funding Policy (hereafter referred to as PF).

As the workshop was held towards the end of the evaluation, the opportunity was taken to present emerging findings and investigate the issues raised in more detail. Break out groups were then held relating to four broad areas: Partnership Funding policy and funding formula; decision making processes; assembling partnerships, schemes and bids; and value for money and cost-effectiveness.

Break out group sessions were held twice meaning each group had the opportunity to discuss two areas. A brief plenary session was then held to provide feedback from three issues in each group.  Attendees were asked to focus on providing evidence and identifying suggestions for improvement in relation to each issue raised.

The results of the discussions are provided in Section 2; Section 3 then lists the organisations represented and Section 4 summarises the feedback provided by participants.

Break Out Group discussions
A summary of the discussions held highlighting evidence and suggestions for improvement is provided below for each of the issues investigated.

Partnership Funding policy and funding formula
	Issue


	Evidence/examples
	Suggestions for improvement

	Principle of external funding contributing to overall costs

	In large urban areas, where local connection is low to the risk, raising external contributions is very difficult (always seen by those living there as someone else’s responsibility).  

Situation also applies where lots of local businesses are micro/SMEs with low turnover
	In East Lindsay 40% of businesses fall below the VAT threshold – they cannot afford to contribute. This has led to a £5m gap
	Consider how formula could be refined to reflect situations where securing contributions likely to be difficult.

Particularly multiple beneficiaries, where a minority refuse to contribute, which can undermine the secured contributions.

	Should strategic, critical infrastructure where investment is in the national interest require local contributions for them to be viable? 
	
	A strategic review of infrastructure protected by FCERM investment is required (NB: study underway for Defra by RPA quantifying the economic value of FCERM for critical infrastructure)

	Protection of renewable energy assets should be supported by national contributions as these are of national benefit
	Tricon Energy, Suffolk
	Benefits assessment should recognise national worth (PAR)

	Current approach doesn’t recognise ‘hidden’ rural deprivation & difficulties in securing contributions
	Skegness

Worcestershire
	Current use of nationalised data – should be more of a focus on more refined & disaggregated local data – EA is looking to address

	Private sector contributions – denial of responsibility – ‘build & go’ mentality. Obligations are placed on the promotion of the project rather than the beneficiaries in the locality and it is very difficult to drive behaviours to contribute especially when the PF score is over 100%.


	
	Review the mechanism to ensure that current & future beneficiaries provide contributions proportionate to the benefits they enjoy.



	Funding Formula

	Criticism of OM1 & preference for a  focus on economic value (especially where critical infrastructure is involved, or agriculture on G1 land).
	
	OM1 should be publicised as a value not a ratio (funding formula results in overall CBRs for each scheme) with correct weighting for critical & valuable infrastructure

	Is the PF formula really representing the best interests of UK plc – food security?
	
	Consider how to better value agricultural land & recognise food security in the formula (PAG issue also as benefit assessment if constrained for agricultural land).

	Maintenance costs undertaken by LLFAs not included in PF calculator (but they are for the EA) – why can’t this be a contribution for LLFAs?
	
	Level playing field between EA & LLFAs on maintenance, & avoid investing in capital schemes that then need to be replaced or upgraded with another capital scheme.

PF calculator needs to treat EA and LA maintenance transparently and consistently.  

	Funding formula is influencing back calculation of PF score so that time is not wasted on the bid process.  This will naturally reduce pipeline, & schemes will be funded directly by LLFA meaning there is less money to give to schemes going through PF
	
	Support for formula approach which enables RMAs to assess the overall likelihood of receiving funding

Keep PF score constant.

	Should there be a maximum proportion of GiA that can be awarded meaning all schemes have to contribute something? 
	
	Capping maximum PF score to 80% has been suggested in the past, but raised too many concerns and was not progressed – should this be re-visited?

	PF has prompted transparent process in the assessment of double counting – this needs to be communicated.


	
	Double-counting issue (different sources of risk) needs to be reviewed – fundamentally a PAR issue. PF calculator does require RMAs to state if a ‘strategic’ approach has been taken meaning all types of risk taken into account.

	Funding formula & application of process means that a 1 in 200 tidal risk impacting a large number of households more likely to be funded than 1 in 30 surface water risk affecting small number of households
	
	Review approach to risk


Decision making processes
	Issue


	Evidence/examples
	Suggestions for improvement

	MTP

	Why does the MTP process take so long?

Timing constraints on PF opportunities & planning approvals 
	100% PF score, but project delayed by x years because of ‘full’ MTP – next financial year’s allocation exemplifies this
	Risk scoring on submission – prioritisation (longer term efficiency)

	MTP process & guessing game around threshold score encourages horse-trading. Changing PF threshold means it is difficult to know how far above 100% schemes should aim for which affects contributions strategy. Some concerned that too much pressure to exceed the threshold could result in delaying schemes (due to time spent to secure contributions).
	
	Review how to maintain a steady threshold or communicate how likely to change each year dependent on EA knowledge of likely GiA & number of schemes coming forward

	3 week rush to submit applications, could be better managed
	Council budgets are only agreed in November so too late for June submission.  Then difficulty in holding onto budgets for following year, & MTP then full.
	Potential rolling programme rather than brief application window



	Decision making & overall process doesn’t work for very small schemes 
	
	GiA could be top-sliced & devolved to RFCCs to make decisions on smaller schemes.

	PAR/PAB issues

	· Formula not fitting PAB process – not elaborated on

· Does the EA have the skills in house to QA/support LLFA PAB submission – step change requested?

· PAG not suitable for all types of PF scheme
	
	· RFCC should arbitrate the PAB role and moderate outcomes.  Part of Red Tape Challenge

· LLFA/IDB rep on PAB

· Cascade out successful PARs on SWMP schemes to all RMAs

· Reduce bureaucracy e.g. remove PAB involvement for any scheme < £2m.

	· Concerns regarding support/advice provided regarding formula & role/membership of PAB. 

· For example, PAB perceived to be based on PAG fluvial model not set up for the complexities of risk management in surface water context
	
	· Improved national level support to PSO teams, as  questions left unanswered

· LA/IDB rep on PAB/LPRG to advise on surface water & land drainage issues

· PAB to provide more helpful feedback, rather than saying No.  Needs to be consistent across regions.

· As a process needs to reflect the wide range of risk issues.

	Clarity of decision-making processes

	· What is RFCC role – decision making or rubber stamping EA recommendations? 

· Who actually makes the decisions? 

· Coastal districts have no role on RFCC, LLFAs don’t always represent coastal district interests.

· RFCCs vary in understanding & role – between advice & decision-making. 

· Officer support roles between RFCCs also differ
	
	Clarify process & communicate better to all 

How would the private sector, for which efficiency gains are optimised, run the process? Why not ask them?

	Overall decisions & process still very EA-centric – depends on ability of RFCC & LLFAs to make the case for other schemes

Overall, there are too many people involved, especially from the EA
	
	Should be a more direct link between local strategies & schemes supported

Rationalise entire process & number of people working on it at the EA

	RFCC decision making concerning allocation of Local Levy seems to be directed by EA
	
	RFCCs should better assert their independence

	Decision-making is multi-layered – makes it difficult to understand who exactly is in the driving seat. Leads to lack of transparency & certainty.


	Calculations do not always stack up in terms of OM score/need for contributions – no explanation provided by EA


	Certainty would be increased through a multi-year process – commit funding & guarantee it until scheme completion.

EA needs to ensure transparency & no opaque decisions leading to inconsistency between scores & GiA allocations

	· Whole system shows a lack of trust resulting in ‘over-accountability’ – decisions based on tick boxes & spreadsheets rather than consistently applied professional judgement. More money is spent on ensuring accountability than would be lost if the odd scheme was progressed that wasn’t sufficiently developed.

· Attempts to create a national level playing field have led to lowest common denominator prevailing - risk based approach to FCERM is being managed from a very risk averse perspective
	
	Review costs of process with costs likely from mismanagement if checks & balances removed

	Localism is promoted through local SFRA, LFRMS etc, but centralised decisions on funding
	
	Stronger influence of RFCCs plus local representatives on PAB

	System was changed due to concerns about previous regime in terms of scoring threshold & need to take a gamble – situation is much worse now
	
	Consider how a consistent threshold can be applied or likely threshold communicated earlier

	Decision-making becoming opportunistic & not achieving optimal results
	Agreed PLP scheme in Derbyshire planned for 2017/18. EA informed LLFA that funding available now & need to send in the next year although scheme not fully developed
	Take a more strategic approach that builds deliverability into decision-making


Assembling partnerships, schemes and bids
	Issue


	Evidence/examples
	Suggestions for improvement

	Positive outcomes

	PF could/should result in more ownership & less abortive work & better conversations
	Bedfordshire
	Importance of early consultation

	‘Right’ political process, better communication & easier to identify the right person to talk to
	St Neots

Leighton Buzzard
	

	Water companies & LLFAs working more closely together 
	
	

	Huge opportunities are presented for water companies, sewage undertakers, surface water management in both rural & urban settings. These opportunities could be better capitalised upon with an improved process.
	
	Improved process could allow more opportunities to be realised

	Timing issues – longer cycle (Government capital settlement), potentially increases flexibility on spending
	
	Multi-year MTP

	Process overall

	Overall view from one group - PF is not focussed on outcomes but controlled by process
	
	Review efficiency of process & ensure maximising outcomes is the goal not ensuring processes are met

	No more schemes being identified, all those coming through have been in pipeline for a while.  SWMP schemes now figuring & this was from a standing start.  Group considered pipeline is dwindling (non EA schemes mainly) due to process barriers. 
	
	Review efficiency of process & rationalise where possible

EA could provide more support for form-filling

	Related to the above – what happens when all the ‘easy’ schemes have been done?
	
	

	Process is undermining the ability to source contributions
	Poole
	

	Partnership Funding complicates the process by bringing in more parties with vested interests, Difficulty of managing lots of vested interests wanting to see/witness/ influence what they are getting for their money
	PLP
	Collaborative work early on to ensure all agendas recognised

	Timing – much longer to progress schemes. PF involves bring various parties together with different agendas/funding constraints & requires the process to be ‘fleet of foot’ to capitalise upon opportunities – in fact far more complicated than when Defra was in charge
	Poole – took one fte officer 2 years to put together a £125k scheme

Previous regime – Great Barford Flood Defence scheme, Beds taken from inception to MTP in 10 weeks – inconceivable under current regime
	Consider two tier process i.e. separate our feasibility studies from PARs

Provide more guidance on obtaining funding for feasibility stage

	LLFAs facing complex mix of issues at same time & at a time when resource cuts continue:

· EA funds their own schemes, RFCC tends to support EA priorities rather than those in the LFRMS

· EA withdrawing from IDBs – who will take them on?

· EA withdrawing maintenance
	West Sussex County Council
	EA & LLFAs work together more strategically to address flood risk

	Culture within EA varies – some PSO teams very helpful & proactive, some are not
	PSO team in Midlands very helpful
	EA share good practice across PSO teams & work to achieve consistent approach

	Some schemes just don’t stack up e.g. surface water schemes in central London are so expensive resulting in low Cost Benefit Ratios
	Westminster
	

	Who’s responsible for maintenance? FRM infrastructure is being disbanded with withdrawal of EA support

Difficult to bundle maintenance costs into capital schemes reliably
	
	Consider how to better ensure maintenance costs are accounted for in PF. Can maintenance be quantified in terms of cost benefit return?

	Securing community support & external funding

	Lack of community awareness/ interest unless recent flooding events. More interest in coastal areas due to evidence of erosion. How to publicise/manage residual risk?
	
	Improve communication with local communities to secure engagement

	Not all LAs proactive in engaging communities – some will do through Local Strategies, but there is a general reluctance to directly engage communities in flood issues.

In some areas LA has engaged communities early on by first identifying a community champion. Communities have also been engaged via residents associations in areas where there has been flooding

How to engage where no obvious community group or flood rep? This is a new issue & need to identify someone  
	Southwark
	More advice required plus case studies on how to best engage communities

	Difficulties can be encountered in encouraging community consensus due to diverse views 
	
	

	PLP principle of ‘we pay 50%, you pay 50%’ works well for residential properties, but this is more difficult for a shared asset such as a flood wall
	
	Relates back to earlier issue concerning multiple beneficiaries

	Need to be able to confirm GiA available when approaching potential partners
	
	Provide a letter template that could be signed by RFCC Chairs indicating funding available (GiA) to help with planning

	How to capture in kind? Need a consistent approach

Examples of in kind support include land from a housing association
	Leicestershire

Southwark


	EA/Defra confirm what’s acceptable

	Difficulties encountered due to timing of funding cycles from potential contributions
	Particular issues associated with AMP cycle
	Alignment of national funding streams

	Timing of engagement is key to developing good partnerships & bids 
	
	Need to approach early or immediately after a flood.

More guidance required on how to secure contributions – should be provided in Principles/case studies. Principles document doesn’t really help with practical side of implementing the policy

	LA contributions are coming from:

· ‘saved up’ FWMA money

· Staff redundancies

· Potential for council tax increase, but:

· Increase by 1%, lose grant from Government for not increasing council tax (no net addition)

· To increase by 2% need a referendum which is likely to have a significant cost (potentially wipes out additional 2%)

· Need a 3% increase to break even
	Borough Council of King’ Lynn & West Norfolk
	

	Difficult to get access to funding from private companies & water companies – LA constant fallback position
	
	Share good practice around successes in seeking contributions – EA encourage support from water companies

	Difficulties experienced in approached communities for contributions. EA is looking to set targets for external contributions – how much should we press businesses & local communities to help meet these?
	
	

	Partners generally only willing if there’s something in it for them
	Southwark
	

	Engaging with water companies

	It can be difficult to find water company linkages. Water Company works are often reactive to past flooding (DG5) whereas LLFA/EA is more predictive overall risk. In addition, different SoP requirements are a barrier to collaborative working
	
	

	LLFAs looking at surface water flood maps & assume there is a case for a joint scheme with the water company. General assumption that any surface issue is also a water company issue. Better scheme identification methods require more strategic coordination and based on better data e.g. integrated surface and sub surface water modelling.
	Southwark – successful Thames/LLFA PF scheme in Henhill where there is joint sewer & surface water flooding. 40 DG5 properties were identified so it was already a priority for Thames. The scheme was expanded to include LLFA benefits. It helped that Thames had justification for the scheme already, without this it would be difficult to get approval.
	

	Thames Water plotted the MTP & its own surface water schemes. There was no interaction; this should have been addressed earlier. EA has started plotting all risks & potential schemes to try and identify joint schemes. 
	Drain London SWMP has been helpful due to the integrated modelling. 
	The scheme identification process needs to be a coordinated joined up approach from the RMAs.

	It can be difficult for joint water company/LLFA schemes to prove the flood benefits as these schemes are often catchment attenuation. It is difficult to model the impact the attenuation has on the overall system. If the benefits cannot be robustly proved it is hard to get an approved business case.  
	
	More EA/Defra flexibility on catchment attenuation scheme benefits.



	Local resources

	· Skills gaps evident especially if anything but a ‘typical scheme’

· Trying to work out how to resolve locally

· Obtaining a response from the EA on different issues can be challenging
	
	EA to provide additional support – already happening in some areas e.g. Bedfordshire

	Do LLFAs have right resourcing structure to fulfil FWMA? Some don’t receive the funding as not ring-fenced, but that’s localism
	
	

	Unitaries & coastal districts have a good knowledge base; county councils are trying to quickly develop this within environment of cuts
	
	All LAs work together to pool resources & maximise knowledge transfer

	Need to have better local working relationships between private companies, water companies, EA & LAs
	
	Increase capacity by pooling resource through local collaboration & meetings between all stakeholders plus flood groups

	EA/LLFAs need funding to progress Partnership Funding schemes. How to resource time & knowledge, new skills & an officer with skills in Partnership Funding & negotiation?
	
	As above, pool resources & collaborate wherever possible

	General awareness of other funding sources (e.g. via Halcrow research study for Defra), but more information is required on how to access these, practical details on how they work, what has worked to date etc.
	
	Use outcomes to date to provide further advice/case studies concerning external funding sources

	Collaborative groups have a role to play, but require significant investment of resources:

· RFCCs vary in terms of existence & quality of sub-groups (Drain London is a good example). Considered useful but a demand on people’s time

· Partnership groups only effective if have a clear role to play e.g. used to engage partners when scheme is being progressed or lots of small schemes being delivered.

· Joint working is happening amongst 4 London boroughs – when schemes are more advanced EA & Thames Water will also get involved. 
	Drain London

Lewisham
	


Value for money and cost-effectiveness
	Issue


	Evidence/examples
	Suggestions for improvement

	Cost- effectiveness

	VFM appears to have increased.  Government not seen to be responsible for all schemes has led to changing attitude
	But not everywhere or for all schemes – highlighted by South West & coastal reps
	

	In coastal & rural areas communities are participating in maintenance by providing resources for small element of schemes - PF is seen as a catalyst for this change
	
	

	PF is leading to value engineering of schemes, and those with a financial stake are getting involved. However, PF does allow funders to influence construction sequence which may not be the most efficient approach or deliver the reduction of risk immediately.
	
	

	Contributors will be more reasonable concerning impacts of scheme on noise/traffic movements & environmental impacts.  The cost of mitigation may have to be met by community
	
	

	A number referred to bare functional schemes with the communities asked to contribute to making it look better.
	
	

	PF not altering approach to whole life costing - seen as a good thing.  Although there seems to be a natural focus on capital schemes.
	
	

	Adaptation is seen as a potential means of achieving VFM, with phased schemes. This is not necessarily prompted by PF process
	
	

	Communities can influence innovative & cost-effective solutions. But can also be the expensive side of localism – ‘pros & cons’
	Glass wall, Upton
	

	LLFAs tend to underestimate costs – initial estimates for schemes on the MTP are overambitious estimates with PF scores looking strong (Southwark). When further developed, scheme costs are much higher – common issue that initial benefits for scheme justification are unreliable.

Cost saving responses:

· Remove scheme from MTP & don’t do it

· Provide PLP rather than an asset scheme

· Accept some residual risk e.g. flooding to highways

· Different scheme chosen e.g., smaller scheme with lower external contributions required
	Southwark

Surrey, Southwark

Environment Agency

Southwark
	Two stage process would help eliminate initially good looking schemes i.e. funding for robust benefit/cost assessment & next stage of funding for design/build (RFCC seed funding?). It is hard to identify a cheaper option at the initial stage, more seed funding would allow a cheaper option to be identified.

	With new strategic partnerships between multiple RMAs, one large scheme could replace say 10 small schemes which could lead to significant cost-savings  
	Many small water company schemes in one catchment could be replace by one catchment attenuation scheme
	When EA is commissioning studies, they could scope in some integrated catchment & surface/subsurface modelling. In the past, model ownership (legal issues) has been a constraint on delivering robust economic justification for joint schemes

	Items removed from schemes to make cost savings are commonly public amenity and additional benefit improvements

Cuts are often linked to those who have/have not contributed. If public amenity elements are cut first, could this impact long term on community stewardship & ownership of the asset (i.e. maintenance)

Also lack of joined up/integrated thinking across Government departments e.g. people who develop green areas do not always think about flood risk. 
	Godmanchester
	An integrated approach may draw in more external funding opportunities e.g. improving green areas, streetscape, street lighting improvements (e.g. Cockermouth surface water scheme)

Each council function needs to know what others are doing so that they can combine works/schemes to reduce costs

	PF may not lead to cost-effectiveness on wealthy areas as wealthy investors will pay more for extras as they can afford them
	
	

	Value engineering has always been in place – this is not a specific result of the funding policy
	Shepway
	

	Cost of partnership working

	There is a lack of transparency in how VFM is occurring.  Process applied by EA is seen as costly
	
	

	Upfront development costs are high, and partnership work is intensive on officer time.
	
	

	LLFAs now looking at a cut-off for schemes going forward to GiA at £30-50k, and also looking at doing more schemes less than £100k in order to avoid the more complicated PAB route.
	
	

	Are the ultimate benefits worth the investment in bidding?

· No choice – go through the process or pay internally, generally worth it

· Bid processes for LLFAs (small schemes) & EA (large schemes) are different – leads to confusion & lack of transparency
	Surrey considering many schemes – will prioritise top 10 & bid on the top 2
	Standardise bidding process & ensure clearly communicated to all RMAs

	Process intensive approach, and not always guaranteeing a scheme, which is a difficult conversation to have with funders if scheme fails.  Will only want to do this once!
	
	

	High risk schemes could be deferred if no prospect of PF score – need to improve certainty before spending money on speculative studies
	
	

	Re-doing strategies is not seen as value for money, & should be used as the supporting justification not redone
	
	

	Level of scrutiny is now much greater – this is OK to a point, but adds to overall cost
	
	

	Overall VfM is not being achieved if the pace of the process isn’t paced with the allocation procedure
	
	

	Cost of the process is not always recognised – significant upfront investment required
	
	

	Substantial funding required for developing evidence base & start up. RFCCs reducing evidence base requirements for Local Levy investment, but not the case for GiA funding
	20% of scheme costs can be devoted to start up & justification
	

	Small schemes have very high overheads
	
	

	Securing external funding

	No real significant external funding, although some exceptions


	Some coastal schemes have delivered some high per capita contributions from residents
	

	Levy is not related to per capita benefit – London issue????
	
	

	Local Government funding dominant & that recycling of public sector money in a complex process is starting to raise questions of efficiency & whether LLFAs should direct fund any future schemes
	
	

	Is CIL being seen as a deterrent to development? Potential use of New Homes Bonus
	Is CIL being spent on FCERM? Not always seen as a priority – as yet untested
	LEPs should be educated on risks & benefits (by Defra or EA?) & target funds towards FCERM using local strategy

	Length of process impacts on ability to secure funding/being able to retain funding
	
	

	If trying to meet another funding timescale (quicker or slower) can add to overall cost
	
	Align funding streams at national level


Attendees

The following organisations were represented at the workshop:

· Adur District & Worthing Borough Council

· Bedford Group of Drainage Boards

· Bexley Council

· Borough of Poole

· Borough Council of Kings Lynn & West Norfolk

· Bracknell Forest Council

· Brighton & Hove City Council

· Cambridgeshire County Council

· Central Bedfordshire Council

· Cheshire East Council

· Defra

· East Lindsay District Council

· Environment Agency

· Hampshire County Council

· Kent County Council

· Leicester City Council

· LGA Coastal Special Interests Group

· Lindsey Marsh DB, Isle of Axholme & North Notts WLMB, Scunthorpe & Gainsborough WMB

· London Borough of Southwark

· Middle Level Commissioners

· Milton Keynes Council

· Norfolk County Council

· Northamptonshire County Council

· Severn Trent Water

· Shepway District Council

· Southend-on-Sea Borough Council

· Surrey County Council

· Thames Water

· Thames Water Utilities

· Westminster City Council

· West Sussex County Council

· Witham Forth District IDB

· Worcestershire County Council
Workshop feedback
12 of the 37 attendees completed feedback forms; the overall feedback was of a reasonably high standard. The majority of attendees rated the event as ‘good’ with three considering it ‘very good’ and only one ‘satisfactory’. The majority of attendees rated the presentation material and presenter as either ‘good’, ‘very good’ or ‘excellent’; the main comment was that attendees would have liked to have heard more detail concerning the results of the evaluation to date. All participants rated the Break Out Groups as ‘good’, ‘very good’ or ‘excellent’ and considered that they had been provided with sufficient opportunity to provide their views. The quality of the information provided in advance of the event was rated as ‘satisfactory’ by just under half of the attendees, and either ‘good’ or ‘very good’ by the remainder. The location and venue scored the lowest with the majority of attendees rating this as satisfactory and three as unsatisfactory. This was largely due to being fairly cramped; in order to be as inclusive as possible, spaces had been allocated to the majority who had applied meaning the room was a little over-crowded.

The following direct quotes were received from attendees concerning their experiences of Partnership Funding:

‘Re-focus support from rural areas to deprived areas in our cities and towns (those least able to protect themselves’.

‘An excellent concept but needs more work before it will work’

‘It is very good as some schemes that could never have funding have received funding’

‘Very difficult to apply to a long term maintenance process with multiple land and property owners, but few households’.
Appendix 6: Scheme reviews
Croston Flood Risk Management Scheme

	Croston, Lancashire is located on the River Yarrow, just upstream from where it meets the Rivers Lostock and Douglas.  This meeting of rivers combined with a series of culverted watercourses, drains, sewers and surface water runoff means that the area has experienced flooding several times. The Environment Agency has been working with United Utilities, Lancashire County Council, Chorley Borough Council and the Lower Yarrow Flood Action Group to identify the causes of flooding and design a flood risk management scheme. The Environment Agency has received £2.1m through the GiA process.  The application was submitted prior to the identification of viable options and as such scheme costs/benefits were been based on best estimates. It was believed that the £2.1m would cover 100% of the costs. 
Since submitting the application, the Agency has held partner and public meetings to discuss current risks and possible scheme options. The preferred option is for an overflow channel which is likely to cost approximately £5m meaning there is a £3m shortfall. In order to receive the £2.1m GiA, construction needs to start by March 2015.  However, the scheme is unlikely to progress if the Environment Agency cannot find the remaining money. The Agency has therefore held initial meetings with some partners to discuss future contributions required. 

One of the main issues highlighted by Lancashire CC (LLFA) is how to include risks / benefits for protecting agricultural land. The agricultural community has a strong political influence in the area and there is a significant risk of flooding to agricultural land in West Lancashire impacting crop production and land profitability. However, the current process focuses of reducing risk to life and properties and improving environmental conditions.  This issue is also apparent when identifying benefits for managing risks to key infrastructure such as highways.  
Two recent schemes in Lancashire have received significant GiA contributions (£90m); the LLFA is concerned that it may become harder for future schemes to be awarded GiA in Lancashire in the future as other areas have not had the same share.  No external contributions have been identified yet. Potential sources have been identified to contribute towards maintenance, but no sources have been identified to contribute towards the capital costs. The LLFA is developing its strategic leadership role which may increase its ability to fund schemes in the future.
Other key issues identified in relation to this scheme, the LLFA and Partnership Funding in general:

· United Utilities have been approached regarding contributions as the scheme is likely to benefit the company. However, United Utilities would have preferred to have been engaged at an earlier stage where the chances of identifying a joint scheme would have been more likely. 

· Lancashire CC considers there are difficulties in identifying which organisation should lead a scheme, when there are multiple sources of risk.  For Croston, the main river is the controlling factor (impacting highway drainage, surface water and groundwater flooding) so the EA has taken the lead. But for other schemes, the lead organisation will be less obvious. The LLFA will need to lead other schemes and lead responsibility needs to be identified early on in the project inception phase.

· The LLFA has developed a draft Local Flood Risk Management Strategy, which is currently out for consultation. The LLFA is preparing a number of funding applications to support flood risk management schemes.  Five GiA applications have been submitted, four of which have been successful. Three applications received 100% GiA for studies.  The fourth application, a highway drainage scheme, received significant external funding contributions from the Heysham M6 link. This indicates that having a Local FRM Strategy with investment priorities can lead to success when applying for GiA. Lancashire CC LLFA will be taking over leadership of the local Making Space for Water group. This should allow the LLFA to have more of a strategic overview of flood risk across the county. 


Dawlish Warren and Exe Estuary FCERM Strategy
	The Exe Estuary FCERM Strategy has recently been completed led by the Environment Agency in conjunction with a Steering Group of local stakeholders. Flooding and coastal erosion in the area has the potential to affect households, businesses, and critical infrastructure (parts of the Penzance to London main and Exmouth branch railway line).   

The Dawlish Warren Beach Management Scheme is concerned with the future evolution of the Dawlish Warren sand spit which provides an important sheltering function to the inner estuary, protecting the village and beach from erosion.  Loss of the beach would have a major impact on tourism which is the main industry in the area. Due to the importance of the scheme, Growth and Acceleration Funding was provided by Defra. In addition, the Dawlish Warren SAC is currently in unfavourable condition due to the effects of hard defences on coastal processes. There is a risk that Natural England will take sanctions against the Environment Agency if this issue is not resolved potentially requiring the provision of compensatory dunes elsewhere at a cost of around £10m.

Key partners in the development of the Exe Strategy and Dawlish Warren Scheme are the Environment Agency, Network Rail, Teignbridge District Council (TDC) and Dawlish Warren Tourism. The Environment Agency is responsible for the flood defence asset, TDC owns the surrounding land and Network Rail’s asset benefits from the defences.  The Agency led the development of the Strategy and all parties have signed a ‘Partnership Agreement’. However, TDC and Network Rail were not aware of the need for external contributions in the early days. Network Rail was unaware of the Partnership Funding policy and was concerned when it was suggested that it should contribute as investment planning is conducted several years in advance of spend. The Strategy and this particular scheme triggered better coordination between the Agency and Network Rail at various levels with working groups being set up at national, regional and technical levels.

The scheme has also highlighted challenges with Partnership Funding in two tier authorities. Leadership via the LLFA at county level offers many advantages in terms of providing a strategic and investment overview. Where a scheme has regional importance, e.g. economic regeneration or tourism, the county may be best placed to access funding for these locations.  With two tier authorities, the practical experience and expertise in FCERM is often at district level. But the LLFA needs to have a high priority and executive level buy-in if it is to have the weight and authority required to approach large business and other high level funding sources for strategically important schemes. Devon County Council has not yet produced a Local Flood Risk Management Strategy; having this strategy in place supported by a prioritised and costed investment plan should help the LLFA secure a higher profile.


Danvm Drainage Commissioners and Doncaster East IDB Water Level Management Strategies

	The Shire Group of IDBs is developing Water Level Management Strategies for the Danvm Drainage Commissioners and the Doncaster East IDBs. These were initiated by the Coal Authority following a need to review its pumping station assets and reduce carbon within the two IDB districts. It was identified that efficiencies may be achieved if there was an improved strategic understanding of water levels through a review of Coal Authority assets and other assets managed by the IDBs, the Environment Agency, the Canal and Rivers Trust and water and sewerage companies. Due to past coal mining in the districts, a majority of the pumping station assets are maintained by IDBs on behalf of the Coal Authority and therefore contributions were sought to fund the strategies. Each strategy costs £70,000; Yorkshire RFCC and Midlands RFCC approved Local Levy up to £50,000 for each, and the Coal Authority has contributed the remaining £20,000. A six month desk based study commenced in October 2013 to identify the assets (owned and maintained by all of the previous listed interests) and explore opportunities for cost savings, operating efficiencies and carbon reduction. Water level management will inevitably contribute to flood risk management in the districts. The resulting plan will form base inputs into LLFA LRFMSs (Barnsley and Doncaster) and build a robust forward plan for the IDBs.

Development of the strategies will provide a good opportunity for partnership working and collaboration via the South Yorkshire Flood Risk Partnership Group, which in itself has resulted in a significant positive shift in collaborative working and relationship building amongst the local RMAs and other stakeholders. It is intended that the strategy should help identify potential future projects for Partnership Funding and potential funding contributions. The collaborative working in agreeing to develop the strategy and ongoing work has helped to set out the basis for future approaches for Partnership Funding and an agreement of how stakeholders can work together on such projects.

Overall it is considered that the Partnership Funding approach has encouraged greater collaboration and partnership working which should improve better results in the management of water levels, drainage and flood risk. This is the only example (as far as the Evaluation Team is aware) of IDBs taking a strategic approach to the management of water level, drainage and flood risk in collaboration with other local stakeholders and may provide a good model for others to adopt.


Leeds Flood Alleviation Scheme

	Leeds does not have a formal system of flood defences, some parts of the city flood early during a flood event, with the highways network and link roads having been impacted in recent years. The current scheme being progressed for Leeds City Centre by Leeds City Council emerged from a previous scheme which was led by the Environment Agency (EA).  The previous scheme sought to deliver a 1 in 200 year event level of protection and the costs were in excess of £180 million.  This scheme met funding criteria at the time, had progressed through the Large Project Review Group and was signed off by EA Directors.  In early 2011 Defra stated that whilst the scheme met funding rules at that point in time, it would not meet the new Partnership Funding (PF) scheme requirements and the scheme need to be reviewed in the light of the new funding mechanisms. Scheme reductions were considered, savings of around £30/£40 million were identified, but there was still a substantial shortfall.  

One of the challenges in Leeds is that residential properties in the flood plain are mostly raised flats.  3,000 flats would be impacted in a flood event in terms of access and egress, but they would not be directly affected.  Outcome Measures scores are affected by the city centre location with relatively low numbers of residential properties. Scheme stakeholders (elected members, local residents, businesses) were not fully supportive of the proposals, particularly some of the details involving large static walls through the city centre.  It was apparent from the outset that the scale of funding required for this scheme would be very difficult to achieve.  

The Leeds Chamber was opposed to the original scheme and was vocal in its objections particularly in relation to 2-3m high walls running through the city centre.  The Chamber has facilitated dialogue between Leeds City Council and the private sector concerning a city centre FAS since 2009 and has worked to bring together a united voice across the city.  

From the large scheme a new scheme emerged, developed by the City Council and consultants in close collaboration with the Environment Agency.  This alternative scheme provided a level of protection of 1 in 75 year event and confined itself to a smaller area of protection through the city centre.  This scheme has been costed at £47 million, included in that figure is a £13 million risk pot.  This is based on pre-planning approval, scheme cost formula. The 1 in 75 year level of protection was set with regard to a key level of protection for insurance.  

The City Council primed the new scheme with £10 million from its City Programme, included in this was £0.5 million to investigate and develop the new scheme.  This £10 million was effectively used as leverage to draw in the rest of the funding package.  FCERMGiA has been calculated as an £8.3 million contribution, whilst not finally confirmed (signed-off) it has been allocated, having been considered by LPRG.  The Regional Growth Fund via BIS provided £3.3 million.  Defra Growth and Acceleration Fund is contributing £23 million. In addition to the substantial increase in cost, the new scheme includes innovative solutions such as inflatable weirs in the centre of Leeds which provide 1 in 75 year protection for the city.

The new scheme involved considerably more consultation than the original scheme through public meetings.  Interestingly through these meetings few attendees raised the issue of the change from the 1 to 200 level of protection to the 1 to 75 year level of protection.  

This scheme provides a good example of an innovative and cost-effective solution that has resulted from the Partnership Funding approach. However a number of other issues have been identified related to the need to try and align different funding cycles, the pressure that Growth and Acceleration Funding places on scheme delivery (projects need to start before the next General Election) and the potential ‘crowding out’ of local contributions by Growth and Acceleration Funding. Overall, the experience has been positive and the Leeds FAS should proceed after many years of development, but these issues need to be taken on board should further accelerated funding be identified to take forward specific schemes.


Lower Tidal River Arun Flood Risk Management Strategy
	The Lower Tidal River Arun Strategy (LTRAS) was consulted on by Environment Agency earlier this year. This is a long term plan to manage the risk of flooding from the tidal River Arun between Pallingham and Littlehampton in West Sussex. In the document, the Environment Agency sets out its recommendations to manage tidal flood risk from the River Arun over the next 100 years. Seven possible individual schemes are set out ranging in cost from £1,000 to £23m. 

At the same time as the LTRAS consultation, West Sussex County Council (WSCC) consulted on its draft Local Flood Risk Management Strategy (LFRMS) which has analysed flood risk, from a range of sources, across the county and identified ‘wet spots’ which are areas prone to flood risk. The strategy is intended to bring together a series of actions to form a work programme that will be considered by the Southern RFCC. It explicitly states the requirement to bring in external contributions from beneficiaries to boost the likelihood of schemes going ahead. 53 wet spots have been identified; these have been selected following consideration of vulnerability, deprivation, critical infrastructure and the impact to homes and businesses. One of these wet spots is Arundel. The Strategy includes a work programme showing current and future schemes; this includes the LTRAS plus two specific schemes for Arundel; the Environment Agency is identified as the lead for both. The work programme contains around 100 projects, the majority of which have no identified funding. No prioritisation is provided for these projects.

A member of Arundel Town Council contacted the Evaluation Team, and is in regular contact with WSCC, the Environment Agency and the Southern RFCC, to express concern regarding the lack of decision-making and action in relation to the schemes identified in the LTRAS. These concerns related to the lack of any identified organisation taking responsibility for the LTRAS schemes and the significant funding shortfall identified for these schemes with no clear source identified to fill this gap.

Following discussion between the Evaluation Team, WSCC and the Environment Agency it was acknowledged that the LTRAS was a pre-FWMA and pre-Partnership Funding legacy scheme, and that consultation on the scheme had not been sufficiently set in the context of the LFRMS. In particular it was noted that greater clarity should be established with respect to the actions to assemble the necessary investment and prioritisation of resources. Both the Environment Agency and WSCC recognise that considering a wide range of projects had placed a strain on limited resources and that prioritisation of projects was an immediate priority which would be addressed through a meeting of relevant stakeholders including all boroughs and districts. It was agreed that a ‘combined list of needs’ over 50 years should be drawn up, priorities identified and potential resources investigated.

In addition to the need for local strategic and integrated action, this review has highlighted a concern that Partnership Funding places increased pressure to seek to ‘make schemes work’ in the early stages of the assessment process without using local funding. This then increases the risk of schemes being curtailed if scheme costs escalate during the detailed design stage. Community expectations may be raised substantially only to be let down after protracted and potentially costly scheme assessment and design stages.


Thirsk and North Yorkshire

	Thirsk

Thirsk has a long history of flooding from Cod Beck. 12 properties were flooded in 2000 and 48 in 2005. A scheme has been developed and approved which would protect 72 homes and businesses, improve local wildlife habitats and create Biodiversity Action Plan habitat at the flood storage area. The estimated overall scheme cost for the whole life of the asset is £6.36m, £4.4 m of which is for the construction element. Application of the Partnership Funding formula gives a score of 23.5% (Benefit Cost Ratio = 23.5%) meaning that a potential allocation of £1.49m Flood Risk Management Grant in Aid (FRMGiA) could be secured. The remaining balance of £3.5m (to achieve a 100% score) would need to be funded by external contributions. Neither local authority (Hambleton District Council nor North Yorkshire County Council) has available funds to contribute and there are no major commercial enterprises affected by the scheme that could contribute.

A number of alternative solutions (schemes and non-structural responses) were considered to identify whether a different approach could secure sufficient funding. These cover different approaches with different Standards of Protection, schemes involving natural flood risk management measures, Property Level Protection and non-structural approaches such as improving flood forecasting and flood warning.
It has been agreed that the work undertaken previously to identify an appropriate large-scheme solutions has been comprehensive and the Benefit Cost Ratio means the scheme is not viable without access to large scale external contributions. The Environment Agency and local partners commissioned a survey of properties at risk of flooding that might benefit from Property Level Protection to identify is this could provide a suitable solution. 48 properties were surveyed and provided basic figures to ascertain the Partnership Funding score. This identified a requirement for around £150k external contributions to achieve a least 100% subject to more detailed and rigorous assessment of precise local need.

The community was involved using the usual Environment Agency processes and appreciated why the large scale scheme was not being progressed. 


	North Yorkshire County Council Scheme Packaging Approach

NYCC has developed an Investment Strategy which is intended to be applied across Yorkshire; it should be replicable elsewhere to support the individual Local Flood Risk Management Strategies (LFRMS) of LLFAs. The investment strategy has been developed to respond to the challenges and opportunities in delivering a large scale of measures to address dispersed risks such as surface water flooding, particularly in the context of the Partnership Funding policy. It is not a totally new approach, but is based on the approach taken by water companies for the delivery of the water quality investment programme in recent investment cycles.

The proposal involves developing a manageable number of catchment or sub-catchment level projects at a scale that achieves the correct balance in terms of detail and sufficient scale to consider broader themes such as interactions with river flooding. Broader catchment studies will drive the prioritisation of locations for flood protection schemes or alleviation measures. Work packages should initially comprise a programme of flood alleviation and resilience projects targeting 20% of the properties at risk within each catchment. Targeting an overall proportion, but not specifying locations should improve the prospect of delivering to time and budget. The outputs for all projects will include measures for the long term management and mitigation of flood risk (manage the residual risk which remains following affordable solutions to surface water risk) in addition to the physical flood alleviation or protection measures identified. The outputs of each study would be a series of general and more targeted risk management initiatives built around established best practice in community level flood risk management (local wardens/parish community flood plans etc).

The initial 10 year programme should be sub-divided into five two year ‘milestone packages’ against which the outputs should be monitored and delivered. This would provide a more realistic delivery cycle than the current annualised process of allocations. The scheme costs for each project will need to be based upon a global rate per property for the reduction of flood risk from medium to low risk.  Contributions from local authorities and the RFCC local levy will be allocated to reflect the property risk profile, hydrology and size of each catchment.  Contributions from other sources would be sought as the details of specific beneficiaries emerged.  In the early phases of the studies, engagement with communities and businesses should be started to identify possible funding sources. The proposal should increase confidence across all interested parties, and crucially across all potential funders.


Wash East Coastal Management Strategy
	The Wash East Coastal Management Strategy (WECMS) project built on the Shoreline Management Policy (SMP) and Coastal Pathfinder project and the Project Team decided early on that it is sustainable to continue to defend the area for the short term, which confirms the SMP policy (Hold the Line – maintain Standard of Protection (SoP)). For the longer term, this depends on uncertain future developments such as sea level rise and availability of funding. The project is following an adaptive management approach to maximise continued flexibility due to uncertainty concerning short term decisions that must be taken now. A key outcome will be a decision-pathway that identifies triggers for decision points and a monitoring programme with 5-yearly review points.

The WECMS project needs to make a firm decision about how to hold the line in the short term (identify the SoP to be achieved and whether to achieve this with hard or soft defences) until a trigger is reached that means it is no longer sustainable to do so. Various options are being considered involving annual shingle recycling and replacement of hard defences. The estimate of GiA is around 15% of total cost (calculated for the Sustain Defence Standard option) meaning approximately 85% needs to come from local contributions. Because of the high percentage, the contributions required from each party will strongly influence the final choice of option.

The key challenge faced by the Project Team is the need to secure contributions on a regular basis from a dispersed local population and wider indirect beneficiaries. Beach re-nourishment schemes are eligible for Partnership Funding on a five year basis, but Defra strongly indicated to the Environment Agency and the Borough of King’s Lynn and West Norfolk prior to the introduction of Partnership Funding that it was unlikely to continue providing 100% of the costs of supporting beach re-nourishment at this location ad infinitum. Local businesses, such as caravan site owners, are willing to contribute but contributions need to be equitable and provided in perpetuity. Various options have been investigated such as Coastal Protection Act Work Schemes, increasing Council Tax and the establishment of a Business Improvement District, but none of these are completely fit for purpose. The current programme of beach re-nourishment will end in 2015 and the local business community, that has been willing to provide contributions since 2009, is frustrated with the lack of progress in developing a practical mechanism to resource the scheme.


Appendix 7: Synthesis of findings

Table 1: Policy Design

	Issue
	Majority view
	Minority views
	Backed up by data?
	Evidence
	Evaluator’s assessment
	Suggestions for improvement

	Overall aim: Better protect more communities, deliver more benefits & increase overall investment

	Impact of policy design on achievement of overall objectives
	Principle of policy design supported by almost all consultees

It is likely that a bigger programme of schemes will be achieved, but some concerns that ‘easy’ schemes have been done (EA, RFCCs, RMAs, national)
	LG SiG Coastal Issues – Pitt’s intentions focused on surface water, not all sources. Initial letter from Sec of State to Environment Agency highlighted importance of achieving economic benefits.

Application of beneficiary pays principle advocated by Pitt was not intended for coastal & main river management & will place a disproportionate burden on local communities in providing benefits to a much wider population (RMA)
Move from a programme to project approach could undermine the strategic management of risk across the country resulting in a scattergun approach (EA) 
For surface water schemes it is difficult to calculate the

potential damages in a consistent way as there are no tools to assess damages (LG SiG Coastal Issues).
The decision to reinstate the Investment priority “to achieve balanced programmes of investment in collaboration with RFCCs” is welcome.  The investment priorities should be far more widely promoted as the basis for decision making.  (RFCC)
	Data shows clear increase in external funding but over the 4 years reviewed GiA has fluctuated so difficult to provide conclusive evidence. 

No clear increase in OMs
	Data
	The policy design should enable a bigger programme of schemes to be supported providing GiA levels do not drop. External contributions are required to sustain/increase the pipeline.

Benefits should increase but unlikely to be an upwards trajectory in line with funding as PF allows schemes with lower OM scores to proceed.

All schemes are still assessed on a Benefit Cost Ratio basis & those with highest outcomes will achieve largest proportion of GiA.

The lack of a consistent approach to the measurement of damages from surface water flooding is currently being investigated by the EA.
	Concerns from coastal communities (concerning coastal erosion schemes) are very evident, but there is no substantiated evidence that they are being disadvantaged by the policy – suggest monitor progress & include in Policy Implementation Review in 2017.

	Impact of policy design on specific communities
	Concerns from most parties from different perspectives that formula offers less for some communities

Majority of consultees were concerned that there is insufficient recognition of economic & critical infrastructure benefits (RFCCs, RMAs, national)
	· Urban – schemes very expensive so difficult to achieve high CBR (EA, RMAs, RFCCs)

· Rural – agricultural land not taken into account & difficult to achieve high OM scores with less population (EA, RMAs, RFCCs, national)

· Coastal erosion – agricultural land, low population, multiple small direct & indirect beneficiaries, tidal flooding creates greater damages than surface water (EA, RMAs, RFCCs, coastal groups)


	Data shows an increase in rural schemes, coastal erosion schemes securing substantial external public sector funding, urban areas still receiving large proportion of GiA & external funding
	· Urban example of difficulty developing a surface water scheme – Westminster, London & Gateshead. Severe flood risk in the Wealdstone Brook catchment in Harrow & Brent where the initial score is only 38% in spite of thousands of residents at risk.         
· Rural – IDBs (these now have the opportunity for a higher proportion of funding (previously limited to 45% total costs from GiA) but unlikely to ever achieve high outcomes

· Coastal – Wash East difficulties identifying a funding mechanism to secure contributions from  multiple beneficiaries to support ongoing annual beach re-nourishment
· Critical infrastructure – Exe Estuary Strategy
	No clear substantiated evidence that specific communities are less unable to benefit from the policy, but strong arguments & concerns from coastal communities which need to be monitored & reviewed comprehensively in 2017.

Where local objectives differ these should as far as possible be funded by other local (including RFCC Local Levy) & national sources. Defra Growth & Acceleration Funding was introduced to ensure that economic objectives were being met by FCERM schemes demonstrating how funding can be directed to achieve specific target policy outcomes
	Policy Implementation Review in 2017 to include pipeline of coastal erosion schemes. 

	Impact of policy design on funding schemes that would not have been previously
	PF is allowing schemes to be funded that would not have been previously (EA, RFCCs, RMAS, national) 
	
	Assessment of counterfactual by comparing funded projects against OM score thresholds suggests projects being funded that would not have been previously
	Data 
	More marginal schemes (i.e. those with lower OM scores) are being progressed due to the availability of external funding contributions
	N/A

	Impact of policy design on types of schemes being supported
	More smaller schemes, surface water schemes, LA (& LLFA) led schemes. Marginal schemes in rural areas have opportunities (EA, RFCC, RMAs)
	Process makes it more difficult for coastal schemes to be supported (coastal groups, RMAs, EA, RFCC)
	Data shows range of schemes being funded: more rural than previously, no evidence of reduction in coastal
	Data
	Different types of schemes are being funded but this is more likely as a result of the FWMA and surface water requirements, not as a result of the introduction of PF
	N/A

	Impact of policy design on asset renewal
	Securing external contributions will be much more difficult for replacement of assets than new schemes (all)
	
	No evidence from the data
	Battle Bourne embankment, Windsor
	Understandable concerns and some specific examples provided
	Promote benefits that have been provided via EA defences to local businesses & communities

	Impact of policy design & long term sustainability of schemes i.e. ability to cover maintenance
	Maintenance was highlighted specifically by RMAs at the workshops, but no single view provided
	Various aspects:

· Push to fund as many schemes as possible could store up problems for the future

· Environment Agency withdrawing from maintenance 

· Treatment of maintenance in the funding formula

· Lack of confidence that being properly accounted for in costs

(RMAs, EA, RFCCs)
	No evidence from the data although the small sample of PARs reviewed included whole life maintenance & some examples of in kind maintenance being taken into account in the PF formula
	No robust evidence
	Maintenance is a concern but there is no substantiated data proving that maintenance is not being sufficiently built into schemes allocated reserved funding.
Differential treatment of maintenance in EA and other RMAs’ formula should remain but be explained clearly and well communicated
	EA guidance concerning maintenance should be improved as there is evident confusion about how this should be addressed in scheme development & via the PF calculation

	Impact of policy design on future development
	Not  highlighted as a majority concern
	Contributions can be sourced from developers if they are opening up development opportunities as well as protecting existing properties. This is fundamentally encouraging building in the flood plain which is counter to NPPF advice & could lead to insurance problems in the future (Leeds Case Study, RFCC, RMAs) 
	No evidence from the data although review of a sample of PARs revealed developers as a key source of external contributions
	Leeds

Nottingham
	This issue could have positive and negative connotations. Positive for regeneration & growth, negative for flood risk. However NPPF does not discourage all development on the flood plain, simply development without adequate protection in place
	N/A

	Impact of policy design on management of risk
	Not highlighted as majority concern
	FCERM professionals – concern that risk bands are too broad & do not align with more sophisticated approach to assessment of risk in PARs (EA, RMAs)
	Scheme are ‘lumped’ into broad risk band – means same weighting given to addressing 1 in 40 event as 1 in 5 event – no weighting for increased frequency above 1 in 40
	Data
	Absolute levels of risk are assessed in the project appraisal process whilst the funding formula provides a relative approach using risk categories. This should enable more transparent allocations. Regarding different sources of risk, changing the formula could add unnecessary complexity and is unlikely to improve transparency. 
	The approach to assessing risk should be amended, but RFCCs should use their local knowledge of schemes to identify priorities depending on levels and sources of risk.

	PAR concerns which are identified for schemes seeking PF
	
	Potential for double-counting benefits in areas with multiple risks & need to consider wider benefits (e.g. tourism)
	Not evidenced by data
	Coastal schemes cannot build in tourism benefits which are crucial for local economic prosperity (Wash East, North Norfolk, East Norfolk, Suffolk, Lincolnshire, Scarborough)
	The PAR process allows all relevant benefits to be assessed including tourism, indirect impacts such as impacts on mental health & wellbeing. The issue of double-counting is well known & could be addressed by including more than one source of risk in the MTP & ensuring that a strategic approach is adopted locally through a LFRMS, Investment Strategy & prioritised action plan developed in collaboration by all local parties (LLFA, EA, coastal districts, local community)
	EA – include additional columns in MTP to record main & subsidiary sources of risk

RMAs adopt strategic approach at local level to ensure multiple sources of risk addressed in collaborative rather than siloed or duplicative manner

	Enable more local choice, and cost-effective and innovative solutions

	Impact of policy design on local choice
	Requirement for local contributions & focus on increasing local preparedness means FCERM has achieved a greater profile at local political levels within LAs (RMAs)
	
	Not covered by data
	Case studies: Arundel, Wash East, Croston, Leeds
	Clear evidence in some areas that at the local political level, there is an increasing importance of FCERM
	N/A

	Increase levels of transparency & certainty

	Impact of policy design – varying score threshold
	Concerns that the requirement to score 100% & the varying score threshold are difficult to manage & communicate (RFCCs, EA, RMAs)
	Requirement to score over 100% should be removed, should just be a requirement to score 100% or difficult to understand & apply (RFCC, RMA)
	Data reveals ‘moving threshold’ 120%, 100%, 200+%
	Schemes being worked up & then not being progressed

Entire RFCC portfolios of surface water schemes did not get onto the MTP for 2014/15 (Anglian Eastern)
	The varying score threshold undoubtedly creates difficulties, but it is difficult to suggest an alternative within a capital rationing approach – a longer term MTP should assist.

Better communication with communities is required regarding the fact that the application of the PF score as a basis for allocation is distorted in practice by continuation schemes, substitution of schemes within regional programmes, Growth Funding & numerous allocation decisions.  
	EA to develop longer term MTP (already under discussion). NB: Thames RFCC has made a five year minimum levy commitment to move to more efficient ways of working.
EA to better manage and communicate likely threshold to RMAs.

	Prioritise action for those most at risk & least able to protect or insure themselves

	Impact of policy design on avoiding deprivation caused by flooding & coastal erosion
	No majority view – deprivation not highlighted as a concern by most
	Minority of RMAs & RFCCs concerned that not directly addressing deprivation

LG SiG Coastal Issues – OM1 has no focus on deprivation, this should be included
As LLFAs become more accustomed to the funding process, more bids will be submitted meaning more contributions required that could have a detrimental impact on deprived areas with less ability to contribute (RMA)
	Data inconclusive regarding deprivation 
	No clear evidence that deprivation is or isn’t being targeted, but OM1 has no focus & deprivation only considered in OMs alongside high risk i.e. deprivation not considered in its own right
	Less than 10% of all schemes supported (in all years) target communities at high risk and high deprivation. As this is a policy objective and deprived communities are disproportionately affected by flood risk, this proportion should be higher.
	Policy Implementation Review in 2017 should assess degree to which deprivation is being sufficiently focused or needs greater targeting

	Impact of policy design on specific communities
	No majority view 
	Inner urban areas can achieve high OM scores due to high density of properties but find it difficult to secure contributions due to less cohesive communities (RMAs, EA)

Coastal erosion schemes are very expensive, protect wider communities than the immediate vicinity (RMAs, EA, RFCC)
	Data does not show a reduction in indicative allocations for urban or coastal erosion schemes since PF introduced
	No clear evidence
	Potential concern that coastal communities may struggle to develop schemes that stack up on basis of OMs & ability to secure multiple contributions
	No immediate change but keep under review & assess outcomes as part of 2017 Policy Implementation Review – should include specific focus on coastal communities

	Impact of policy design on ability to secure insurance
	
	Insurance industry view non-committal – only concern is that PF could enable Government to reduce contributions that could affect overall levels of resilience (national)
	Not evidenced by data
	Government has committed to continuing GiA at same level ‘topped up’ by external contributions
	No evidence that policy design is having a detrimental or positive impact on the ability to secure insurance
	N/A

	Value for money – overall programme & process

	Value for money of programme (aggregate programme Net Present Value)
	
	
	No clear conclusions regarding increased benefits bought from GiA funding – only 4 years of data & 2 anomalous years
	No clear evidence
	No clear evidence – keep under review
	Include in Policy Implementation Review 2017

	Additionality
	Schemes being supported that would not have been previously
	
	Assessment undertaken of scores pre & post PF suggest that schemes are being funded that wouldn’t have been previously
	Data
	Clear additionality
	N/A

	‘Negative’ additionality
	Lack of incentive to secure external funding where 100% score. (RMAs, EA, RFCCs)
	Potential for Growth & Acceleration Funding to crowd out external contributions (EA, Leeds scheme review)
	Less contributions where score is over 100%
	Leeds in discussion with Chamber, dropped discussions when Growth & Acceleration came along
	It is possible that schemes are being funded 100% in situations where local partners may otherwise have contributed funding. RFCC needs to manage this with their awareness of the local context
	RFCC to keep an overview of schemes entitled to 100% GiA – encourage those that can afford to make contributions to do so

	Policy design may encourage less collaboration & more expensive schemes
	
	Sometimes PF approach works against collaboration e.g. joint working between water companies & LFFAs may result in less PF GiA because water companies tend to be significantly more expensive per property benefit than a moderate scale fluvial scheme & tend to provide benefits to a relatively small number of properties. 

Funding calculator also encourages PLP schemes to address surface water flooding rather than addressing the cause of the problem

	Not evidenced by data
	Water company example cited
	Not a majority view or substantiated by data or examples
	N/A


Table 2: Process of implementation
	Issue
	Majority view
	Minority views
	Backed up by data?
	Evidence
	Evaluator’s assessment
	Suggestions for improvement

	Overall aim: Better protect more communities, deliver more benefits & increase overall investment

	Impact of application process - overall
	Significant concerns from all stakeholders that application process is onerous, burdensome & too rigid to deal with the many different issues being addressed from very small surface water companies to major coastal erosion schemes & the Thames Barrier. The application process may prevent the policy from achieving its objectives. (RMAs, EA, RFCCs, national)
	
	Not evidenced in data
	Scheme does not work for small surface water schemes (North Yorkshire, Gateshead, Lincolnshire, Somerset) or for large multi-year schemes (Scarborough, Great Yarmouth, Wash East, Lower Thames Strategy)
	Application process has the potential to hinder the achievement of outcomes.  A different, more cost-effective approach should be developed for very small schemes.
	EA & Defra - monitor the North Yorkshire pilot packaging up small schemes & assessing these on an outcome basis

EA – review processes internally, is there the potential to streamline these in any way?



	Impact of process – external contributions (1)
	
	From coastal groups, RMAs & RFCCs -  no workable mechanisms for securing funding from multiple, small, direct & indirect beneficiaries
	Not evidenced in data
	Wash East Case Study
Lincshore
	A workable mechanism needs to be identified to capture contributions from multiple beneficiaries
	EA, Defra & LGA advise RMAs concerning potential to use Coastal Protection Act Work Schemes & Council Tax increases to support FCERM schemes

	Impact of process – external contributions (2) 
(also behavioural issue)
	Difficulties in aligning different funding streams with different priorities & timescales (RMAs, EA)
	Communication between Government department & other strategic departments has not facilitated the implementation of PF (RMAs)


	Not evidenced in data
	Shoeburyness (unwillingness of MoD to support)

Dawlish case study (Network Rail)

ERDF timescales
	The annualised process combined with lack of awareness-raising by Defra and the EA amongst other government departments & other national organisations has hindered implementation.
	Defra & EA work with other Government Departments (e.g. DfT, Treasury, MoD, DCLG) & national organisations to align funding cycles & raised awareness of requirement for external contributions

	Impact of process – bureaucratic requirements
	Substantial concerns with the local costs of working in partnership & within the PF regime – EA criticised for being slow, imposing onerous requirements, slow to respond to queries especially at national level & inconsistent support provided at local level. General view was PF process adds 18 months – 2 years to the process. Within environment of continued cuts, how to support a more resource-intensive process? (RMAs, EA, case studies)

Process not considered appropriate for very large or very small schemes
	PF is dominated by process not policy (RMAs)

Far worse than previous system in terms of administrative requirements & has potential to hinder overall achievement of objectives (RMA)
	Not evidenced by data
	Poole – 1 fte 2 years to assemble a £125k scheme, elsewhere £50k to progress a £350k scheme

North Yorkshire – small schemes

Lower Thames Strategy & Wash East – large schemes
	Working in partnership does increase the preparation time, but important to ensure that consider all costs on a comparative basis. Is there evidence that additional time/money required? These schemes would not have been funded previously. 
Need to ensure consistent advice provided & responses provided in timely matter

Recognise that difficulties with the very small/large schemes that should be addressed
	EA improve consistency of local support & provide timely responses to national queries
Pilot North Yorkshire small schemes proposal & roll out if successful

EA provide advice concerning management of phasing of GiA & external contributions for multi-year projects 

	Impact of process – communication of requirements
	
	Suggested that concerns with process may relate to a fundamental misunderstanding of the overall intentions of PF & the changes from the previous scheme. The majority of schemes that RMAs are having difficulties progressing would not have been considered under the previous scheme (EA)
	Not evidenced by data
	RMA workshops revealed clear differences in understanding around RFCC process, application of scoring threshold & other priorities, how to treat maintenance, basic PAR issues
	Confusion regarding the process adds to difficulties with requirements. Difficulties in getting a response to key questions adds to this. Clear communication is required.
	Continue Sustainable Capacity Building via sharing experience

EA to publicise FAQs & responses to new issues as these arise

	Increase levels of transparency & uncertainty

	Impact of process – annualised allocation process
	Annualised approach to decision making/allocations makes scheme planning difficult & hinders ability to secure contributions (RFCC, EA, RMAs)

Also current MTP very difficult to communicate &/or understand trends over time (RMAs)
	3 week window to apply is difficult, should be an ongoing application process (RMAs)
	Data does not imply different approach would lead to different decisions
	Examples given of schemes ‘disappearing’ from MTP e.g. South Shields
	Annualised approach is difficult to manage & is unique to the FCERM industry. All other major infrastructure planning – transport, power, water companies is undertaken on a multi-year basis
	EA – move to a multi-year MTP. Defra Minister has indicated a longer term settlement & planning process is appropriate.

	Impact of process – stage at which schemes appear on the MTP
	Schemes appear on the MTP at a very early stage. This means costs & outcomes are unclear – securing contributions is very difficult with this degree of uncertainty (RMAs, EA)
	The opportunity to appear on the MTP at an early stage allows resources to be invested in scheme development. A two stage process could lead to resources wasted on studies that aren’t used (EA, national)
	MTP data is very difficult to analyse

Schemes are included on the MTP with reserved funding which have no PARs, no outcome measures & no secured funding
	Data
	The early stage at which schemes appear on the MTP is a clear disadvantage, but a two stage process is not advocated. EA undertakes a viability exercise for schemes at an early stage within the MTP – the status of each scheme within the MTP needs to be clarified
	MTP should clearly indicate the current status of all schemes that it contains.

	Impact of process – management of long term risk
	Concerns regarding responsibility for long term risk within partnership arrangements (RMAs)
	Some RMAs including large contingency costs within PF submissions to cover concerns regarding long term risk possibilities (RMAs)
	Not evidenced by data
	Great Yarmouth
	The suggestion that contingency costs being increased significantly has not been raised by the majority of consultees and is detailed within the Principles document
	N/A

	Impact of process – uncertainty impacting on scheme commencement
	
	The commissioning of staff for the development of schemes is being held back until funding has been secured which often means that there is a delay in getting started (RMAs) 
	Not evidenced by data
	Coastal groups
	Any delays to the process need to be carefully managed & monitored to avoid impacting on the pipeline
	RFCCs could use local levy to provide revenue funding to support the development of bids (under consideration in Anglian Eastern)

 All RMAs pool resources & work together to develop schemes in a more effective partnered manner & be able to bring on and develop new skilled staff as well.

	Prioritise action for those most at risk & least able to protect or insure themselves

	Impact of process – lack of evidence regarding focus on need & deprivation
	
	
	MTP includes data for OM measures but includes significant gaps. 
	Data
	OM data is of crucial importance, without this no assessment cannot be made of the policy’s impact
	Ensure MTP contains fully populated data for OMs

	Value for money – overall programme & process

	Impact of process – value for money
	Value for money of the overall process has been queried especially for the very small schemes. Also for all schemes partnership working requires time & resources which are not costed anywhere. 
	Some RMAs are building large contingencies into schemes to manage long term risk 
	Not evidenced by data
	Great Yarmouth
	Partnership working does require time & money but also should result in more successful schemes. In addition, the previous two stage process is now one meaning that all costs associated with scheme development, business case development, design & implementation are all rolled into one. For small schemes it is considered that the process is probably not cost effective & an alternative approach could be adopted hence suggested North Yorkshire pilot.
	Pilot North Yorkshire approach for packaging up small schemes – if successful, publicise to encourage more widespread adoption.


Table 3: Partnership working
	Issue
	Majority view
	Minority views
	Backed up by data?
	Evidence
	Evaluator’s assessment
	Suggestions for improvement

	Overall aim: Better protect more communities, deliver more benefits & increase overall investment

	Impact of behaviours  – potential to ‘buy’ schemes
	Schemes that can secure high levels of external funding may be prioritised over those with lower external funding but higher raw OM scores (RFCC, EA, RMAs) 
	Priority objective is funding more schemes not focusing on deprivation & need (RFCC, EA)

Decision-making is not ruled by the PF calculator, local choice & priorities has a greater influence (RFCC)
	Data suggests projects with high outcome scores (but less than 100%) & low contributions less likely to be funded than those with low outcome scores & high contributions 
	Data
	No schemes scoring less than 100% (OM) would have secured funding under the previous regime. So whilst there may be the potential to ‘buy’ schemes, GiA is still being focused on those with the highest scores i.e. high levels of risk
	EA & RFCCs could better publicise the allocation process to avoid allegations of ‘scheme buying’.

Should be addressed at RFCC level rather than changing formula, keep under review.

	Impact of behaviours -  external contributions (1)
	No incentive to secure external contributions where OM score means entitled to 100%+ GiA (RFCCs, EA, RMAs, national)
	High profile, visible schemes that score 100% are more likely to attract external contributions rather than ‘standard’ projects such as replacement pumping standards with low OM scores (RFCC, EA, RMAs)
Could contributions for schemes that secure 100% GiA used to support other schemes within the RFCC area? For example, contributions to a high scoring fluvial or tidal scheme might enable surface water risks in the same area to be addressed, if not part of an integrated scheme.       
	Data shows some projects with OM scores over 100% have also secured external contributions although these are in the minority
	Thames Barrier
	There is evidence to suggest that high scoring schemes are obtaining some contributions but obviously less incentive to do so. Would not recommend requiring contributions for all schemes due to the need to maintain the pipeline.
Potential to transfer contributions to other schemes is possible already.
	100% GiA funding should be the exception not the rule & should be promoted as such. RFCCs should identify which schemes are entitled to 100% funding based on local knowledge of ability to secure contributions.


	Impact of behaviours – external contributions (2)
	Majority of contributions from public sector especially LAs (not clear if reserves or borrowing) – implications re: funding cuts, redundancies, use of FWMA funding. How sustainable is this? (national, EA, RFCCs, RMAs)
	
	Data shows majority of external funding from public sector sources. Review of sample of PARs showed  almost 50% of all external funding from LAs, around 60% if include RFCC Local Levy.
	Data
	There is an over reliance on public sector contributions which may not be sustainable long term
	Use of mandatory approaches to encourage more private sector contributions (e.g. s.106, CIL). Should be as easy as possible for private sector to contribute – address any challenges e.g. clear guidance on State Aid, Corporation Tax, VAT

	Impact of behaviours – external contributions (3)
	
	Growth & Acceleration Funding has potentially crowded out external contributions that would otherwise have been invested in schemes (EA, RMAs)
	Not evidenced by data
	Leeds – in discussions with chamber regarding contributions from businesses, Growth & Acceleration Funding announced so no longer required business contributions
	Growth & Acceleration Funding allowed Defra to encourage a small number of schemes to develop more quickly than they would have otherwise. Any ‘crowding out’ is minor in the overall scheme’. More concerns around time required to spend this 
	N/A

	Impact of behaviours – external contributions (4)
	Community contributions positive but only likely to make much a difference for small rural schemes (RMAs, EA, RFCCs)
	
	Review of small sample of PARs revealed 4% external contributions from community sources
	Data

Kempsey & Badsy Brook flood alleviation schemes, Midlands
	Positive contributions but unlikely to ever make a large scale impact
	Publicise & share good practice via the Sustainable Capacity Building approach

	Impact of behaviours – external contributions (5)
	Private sector funding tends to be achievable where one large company affected (RMAs, EA, RFCCs)
	
	Review of small sample of PARs revealed 17% of £100m external contributions in 2013/14 from 6 companies
	Data

Nestle – River Dove

Morrisons - Morpeth
	Encouraging that private companies are making contributions, but not all schemes protect such companies
	Publicise examples of good practice & share good practice on successful negotiations with private companies (acknowledging commercial sensitivities)

	Impact of behaviours – external contributions (6)
	
	More attention needs to be given to the relationship between Partnership Funding allocation & Levy is important. Levy programme requires steady year on year investment and the capacity to plan ahead whereas Grant in Aid contributions can vary enormously due to the “lumpy“ nature of investment .  Partnership Funding assumes partners can wait until their scheme finds a place in the programme.  This does not reflect the realities of delivering a programme with Levy partners to meet the needs of communities.. (RFCC)
	No evidence from data
	No other evidence
	Suggest this issue should be addressed by RFCCs and in negotiation on MTPs between RFCC and Environment Agency
	N/A

	Enable more local choice, and cost-effective and innovative solutions

	Impact of behaviours – community  interest/ engagement in FCERM responses
	No clear view of increased engagement although  majority view that engagement is evident (but always has been) where recent flooding events or obvious threat of coastal erosion. Where threat is less obvious, communities are unsurprisingly less interested (RMAs, EA, RFCCs, national)
	Minority view that PF has provided a real opportunity for local communities to get involved & take responsibility for their own resilience – largely relates to small-scale rural schemes that wouldn’t have been funded previously (RFCC, RMAs)

Some evidence of business community having an influence (Leeds case study)
	Not evidenced by data
	Kempsey & Badsy Brook flood alleviation schemes, Midlands

Town Council approached North Yorkshire County Council suggesting a scheme & with their own contribution in place, Arundel case study


	Evidence is varied & relates specifically to very small schemes over which local communities can have influence.

Business community has had an influence over some larger schemes e.g. Leeds, combined with political lobbying
	Policy Implementation Review proposed for 2017 should include consideration of degree to the policy is enabling increased community choice

	Impact of behaviours - FCERM industry changed mindset
	FCERM industry (all RMAs) & community (where evidenced)  acceptance of need for external contributions has been a very positive outcome (RFCCs, RMAs, EA)
	
	Steep increase in external contributions 2013/14
	Majority of consultees have not questioned the requirement for external funding contributions
	Evidence of almost unanimous support for external contributions
	N/A

	Impact of behaviours – improved working relationships
	Improved working relationships between EA & other RMAs (RMAs, EA, RFCCs, case studies)
	Decisions still dominated by EA at RFCC level & at local level still promoting their own schemes regardless of priorities within LFRMS (see above) – RMAs, case studies
	Not evidenced by data
	Arundel case study


	Generally, there appears to have been a move away from LAs (LLFAS & districts) considering that decisions are being made for them, but this is still evident in some areas
	Culture change required within the EA to embrace the new ways of working to ensure that PF is a success. 

	Impact of behaviours - Localism
	
	In order for  FCERM funds to support local FCERM priorities, GiA should be devolved to RFCC to make decisions in accordance with LLFAs & local flood risk management strategies (RMAs, RFCC) 
	Not evidenced by data
	Funding for other local authority services is devolved to the local level so there could be an argument for this with flood risk.
	LLFAs can use their own & other funding to progress their own priorities. GiA is additional to this & is intended to buy national outcomes
	Ensure LFRMSs taken into account at regional level by RFCCs when prioritising schemes.

	Impact of behaviours – managing expectations
	As PF has opened up FCERM to a wider audience & means more organisations & communities are encouraged to identify schemes, there is a real need to manage expectations. This is exacerbated by the early stage at which schemes go on to the MTP & variable funding score threshold (RMAs, case studies)
	
	Not evidenced by data
	Arundel case study

Obvious concern expressed by stakeholders re: reputation/confidence of stakeholders following announcement of 2014/15 threshold of 200% +
	RMAs are faced with a clear dilemma – encouraging community support & contributions v not overplaying chance of success. This can be managed through improved joint working between all RMAs to ensure schemes are prioritised through LFRMS. But objective of scheme of increasing awareness & competitive rationing means managing expectations will be an ongoing challenge
	Ensure community engagement highlights from the outset that there is no definite promise of funding

Develop LFRMSs with involvement of all local RMAs with prioritised action plans to avoid any conflicting local priorities reducing confidence in the FCERM industry

	Impact of behaviours – local choice influencing decision making
	Local priorities are being taken into account in RFCC decision making (EA, RFCCs, RMAs)
	EA views still dominate – RFCCs rubber stamp EA decisions (RFCC, RMAs)
	Not evidenced by data
	No substantiated evidence – experience across RFCCs appears to vary according to consultations
	Varied experience across RFCCs, decision making role is increasing, but EA dominates in some areas
	In some areas, EA needs to recognise changed role of RFCCs from advisory to decision-making role

	Impact of behaviours on cost-effectiveness
	Communities increasingly suggesting cost-effective solutions as their money involved (RMAs, EA)
	Concern that least cost, low resilience solutions may become default building up problems for the future particularly as these are not sufficiently maintained (RMAs)

It has been suggested that the drives for cost effectiveness and innovation could be mutually exclusive i.e. drive for cost effectiveness reduces potential design options (EA)
	Review of small sample of PARs suggested cost-effectiveness had increased in 50% of schemes
	Range of different approaches

· Replace scheme with a different one – Southwark
· Remove public amenity & additional benefits -  Godmanchester

· Reduction in cost from £188m plus reduction in SoP – Leeds
· Worked with Port Authority to re-site works to save £5m – Great Yarmouth

· Innovative approaches with schemes – Leeds FAS

· Innovative approaches with process – RFCC use Local Levy to fund officer to provide capacity building support (RFCC Anglian Eastern), North Yorkshire CC proposal to package up surface water schemes & address on outcome basis


	There is evidence of clear examples of cost-effectiveness as a result of PF. Concerns that drive for cost-effectiveness could result in minimal resilience schemes is not evidenced but a concern that requires ongoing monitoring.

Some examples of innovation evident in schemes & in process development
	Examples of cost-effective solutions & innovative projects & processes should be shared widely via Sustainable Capacity Building 

	Impact of behaviour – focus on protection rather than adaptation/resilience
	
	Currently Partnership Funding does not support measures which allow communities to adapt to flood & coastal erosion risks. Adaptation of defences in support of a re-alignment

policy would remove the social &economic blight

caused by derelict defences but are unlikely to attract PF. Re-word
OM3 to read ‘ Number of households better prepared

for coastal erosion’ (LG SiG Coastal Issues
	Not evidenced by data
	North Waveney is a possibility but no substantiated evidence
	Adaptive approaches should be encouraged, but this issue has not been widely highlighted & resilience solutions such as PLP are being supported by PF.
In addition key guidance such as FCERM-AG encourages adaptive solutions
	N/A

	Impact of behaviours – flexible responses
	
	Drive for cost effectiveness leading to just doing what has to be done now & leaving major challenges to the future (RMAs)
	Not evidenced by data
	Anecdotal 
	Managed adaptive approaches which build in the potential for flexibility to adapt to future climate change could be impacted by drive for cost effectiveness now not taking into account implications for the future. But Defra & EA encourage managed adaptive approaches which leave the door open for future flexibility but do not necessarily involve significant upfront costs which can result from applying the precautionary principle
	N/A

	Impact of behaviours – skills requirements
	Major skills gaps at local RMA level (EA, LAs (& LLFAs) with regards to negotiating & securing finance (RFCC, RMAs, EA)
	
	Not evidenced by data
	Particular issue for coastal districts & newly formed LLFAs (Great Yarmouth, Scarborough, West Sussex County Council)
	Skill gaps evident – work cross-departmentally & cross-authority where appropriate to pool revenue resources & skills
	Continue with Sustainable Capacity Building

Defra continue FWMA funding as seed corn/innovation funding to support scheme development 

	Increase levels of transparency & uncertainty

	Impact of behaviours – RFCC decision-making
	RFCCs consider decision-making improving & members ‘think regionally’ i.e. no calls from local partners to reduce Local Levy even where making contributions themselves to local projects
	Concerns expressed by RMAs regarding RFCC structure & accountability especially for coastal districts that have no representation
	Not evidenced by data
	No substantiated data & consultations reveal varied picture 
	Unequivocal evidence – RFCCs vary in their decision-making role & make up
	Review RFCC membership to ensure role for coastal districts. RFCC & EA work together to ensure RFCC undertaking full decision-making role

	Impact of behaviours – PAB structure
	
	Lack of accountability as a result of only EA representation on PAB (RMAs)
	Not evidenced by data
	No substantiated data & minority view 
	Inclusion of other representatives on PAB would reflect spirit of PF
	Review PAB membership & consider recruiting representatives from other RMAs

	Impact of behaviours – certainty around scoring threshold
	Annual changes in scoring threshold (2012/13 120%, 2013/14 100%. 2014/15 200+%) lead to guesswork & gambling approach – over or under investing external contributions (RMAs, EA, RFCCs)
	
	Data reveals significant year on year change in threshold score
	Data & MTP ‘cut off’ limits
	The annual estimation required to get on the MTP has impacts for community expectations & wasted RMA resources

New policy initiatives such as Growth & Acceleration Funding (required to be spent by next General Election & resulted in individual schemes being propelled up the priority list) must be managed carefully with regards to their impact of the rest of the pipeline
	A longer term MTP should increase certainty

	Impact of behaviours – lack of clarity overlaying the scoring
	Black box decision making at national level (RMAs)
	EA  national priorities are not publicised but overlain on scores (EA)

Score is not holy grail for decision making, viability & local priorities need to be taken into account (RFCC)
	Comparing scores within the MTP with those deferred suggests the scoring is not of fundamental importance – schemes with scores of 100%+ deferred, scores with less than 100% funded
	Data
	There is a clear need for greater transparency in the decision making process. Without this there is the potential for a loss of community confidence & a significant amount of water resources by RMAs which can ill afford it
	RFCCs must have a strong decision making role & promote their local priorities locally

Feedback should be provided for deferred decisions & those RMAs allocated funding should be informed prior to publication of the MTP

	Prioritise action for those most at risk & least able to protect or insure themselves

	Impact of behaviours – focus on those most at risk & least able to afford it
	
	Concern about whether there is a focus on deprived communities raised by a minority of consultees (RFCC, RMA, EA

	Not evidenced by data
	No substantiated evidence that deprived communities are or aren’t being targeted
	No clear evidence but should be kept under review
	Keep under review and focus on in 2017 review

	Value for money – overall programme & process

	Impact of behaviours – value for money
	Suggested approaches to package up small schemes should improve value for money of the process (RMAs, EA, RFCC)

Local partners & communities are driving costs down on individual schemes but this may cause default position of low resilience (EA, RFCC, RMAs)
	Collaborative working, should in time, reduce costs, but this is not evident yet (RMAs)


	Sample of PARs revealed cost effectiveness improvement

No evidence of drive for cost-effectiveness reducing resilience
	Data
	Involving local communities/partners & requiring their contributions should encourage greater vfm in the process & schemes.
Potential for cost-effectiveness to impact on resilience of schemes should be built into PAR process
	Pilot North Yorkshire approach to packaging up small schemes

	Impact of behaviours – cost effectiveness of process
	Some RMAs are identifying a de minimus value for schemes; below this they will not seek PF due to the costs of doing so (RMAs, EA)
	
	Not evidenced by data
	Several RMAs stated at workshops that this was the case e.g. Salford, Gateshead, Lincs
	A proportionate approach needs to be adopted potentially through the packaging up of small schemes
	Pilot North Yorkshire proposal

	Impact of behaviours – maintenance implications
	With shrinking revenue budgets there is the potential for maintenance to be further reduced; new assets will be of limited value if they are not maintained (RFCCs, RMAs, EA)
	Maintenance of existing assets cannot be included; however,  maintaining &  extending the life of assets may be

economically more effective than building new assets (LG SiG Coastal Issues)
	Not evidenced by data
	Specific concerns regarding lack of maintenance on watercourses & drainage in rural areas
	Balance between maintenance & capital investment should be considered at PAR stage
	N/A


Appendix 8: Principles review

Purpose of the Principles

In May 2011, the Secretary of State for the Environment asked the Environment Agency and Defra officials to develop guidance to help all risk management authorities (RMA) implement the Partnership Funding (PF) policy. Defra and the Environment  Agency developed ‘The Principles for implementing flood and coastal resilience funding partnerships’ (The Principles) as a guide explaining how this policy will work. The guidance outlines the main principles needed to implement the new partnership funding arrangements and form funding partnerships to best achieve FCERM outcomes. ‘Principles’ refer to the actions, conduct and obligations that will help make the policy a success. 

The guidance has the following aims:

· to promote trust between partners and confidence that partnership funding is being applied consistently and fairly.

· improve the clarity about the roles and responsibilities 

· improve the clarity of the project management, financial and legal arrangements needed to support the policy. 

As part of the Partnership Funding evaluation, The Principles have been reviewed to see if these aims have been met effectively. This document has been reviewed independently and in light of the national consultations, case studies and RMA workshops.

Does it promote trust between partners and confidence PF is being applied consistently and fairly?

The guidance is intended to be used by all organisations and communities with an interest in managing local flood and coastal erosion risks. However, the focus appears to be on larger EA type schemes and their existing processes e.g. having an Executive Project Board. The guidance is perhaps not suited to smaller, shorter delivery Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) or Internal Drainage Board (IDB) schemes. However, to help non Environment Agency organisations, the guidance is supplemented by targeted summaries, aimed at elected members of local authorities and developers.

The first stage business case funding allocation is not clear. It appears that the Environment Agency is favoured in terms of allocating GiA for business cases, whereas other RMAs do not have access to GiA for this purpose. The decisions behind allocation GiA for business cases could be clarified.

Within the guidance, there is no specific reference to Local FRM Strategies and their scheme investment plans. Investment plans are mentioned but only when an RMA is a secondary partner (e.g. a water company). The guidance states that the Environment Agency will work with and support LLFAs, but it should be clear that the Agency will support LLFA priorities based on their Local FRM Strategies which have undergone community consultation. In addition, to avoid siloed working, the Environment Agency should be actively engaged in the Local FRM Strategy process. 
The guidance describes how GiA is allocated but it does not clearly say why some projects will be prioritised above others e.g. continuation projects, projects that have a robust business case, projects with strong external funding commitments. It should also be emphasised that schemes with time limited contributions can get ‘in year’ funding.

Does it improve the clarity about the roles and responsibilities? 

The guidance covers all areas of Partnership Funding, but the focus is on describing what should be done without many of the practical steps of how to do it. 

The document describes the process rather than acting as guidance on the technicalities and prescriptive guidance of how to implement the process. For example, ‘There must be a lead organisation that takes responsibility for securing funding for the project’. In this example, the guidance does not say who should lead, this ambiguity can lead to problems when no one organisation wants to take responsibility. This part of the guidance could include examples and case studies e.g. in a two tier area with a small drainage scheme, the lower tier may be the natural lead organisation although it is not the LLFA. This particular aspect of the guidance has been challenged by Arundel Town Council who felt that the Principles should help them in a situation where neither the LLFA nor the Environment Agency appears willing to lead on the development and funding of a specific scheme.
The document can also tend towards advice rather guidance, providing different options, ‘this could be done’ rather than ‘this should be done’. In addition, there are many mentions of ‘appropriate, suitable, proportionate’ approaches. This may be intentional, in order to give RMAs the freedom to use existing structures and experience in developing partnerships, but it creates ambiguity. Mini case studies and examples would help demonstrating how RMAs have progressed through the process. Obviously these were not in place when the Principles were drafted, but they could now be replaced or supplemented with such examples.

Does it improve the clarity of the project management, financial and legal arrangements? 

The guidance starts on the assumption that the RMA already has a partner funder. It does not provide any guidance on conduct and advice when approaching potential funders e.g. how to approach the first meeting.

There is some good background on the required content of a legally binding agreement and what must be done to develop these, but not on how the process should be undertaken – the Principles simply identify the need for skilled staff with legal experience.  

The guidance does not provide any suggestions about how to record ‘in kind’ funding. 

Conclusions and Recommendations

Is it comprehensive?

The guidance covers all areas of Partnership Funding but leaves some areas open where prescribed guidance may be more helpful. It is very much focused on the Environment Agency without consideration of the full range of issues that LLFAs, districts and boroughs, and IDBs may face.
Is it coherent?
The document reads well and is set out in a logical and readable manner. However, it is too dense and detailed to be used as a ‘quick check’ guide which is what is required with access to more detailed information on specific issues.

Is it communicable?

During the evaluation, many RMAs expressed their difficulties understanding and implementing the Partnership Funding process. The Principles cover this process well but the guidance could be of more use to RMAs if some aspects were presented differently. 
In addition, the majority of consultees who were questioned about the principles had not seen them or thought the question referred to the principles of Partnership Funding (i.e. the need to secure external funding). When they were reminded of the actual document, the general view was ‘I think I read it at some point’. The document has clearly not registered as a useful capacity building tool despite the fact that this contains a lot of useful information.
The guidance is structured in a way that can make it difficult for users to easily extract the required information. Bullet points may be more appropriate, with key messages and examples highlighted. 

Suggested improvements
The intention is for The Principles to be a ‘living document’ with new knowledge and best practice being used to improve this guidance over time. The document itself suggests the following improvements over time:

· Include case studies from the practical application of the policy, showing good examples and practices. 

· Include areas of innovation from practical application of partnership funding. 

· Develop more detailed guidance and tools to support specific elements of the new funding arrangements.

From this review, the following recommendations are made for future revisions:

· Reduce the information to a one side coherent list of bullet points with links to more detailed information  including case studies, agreement templates etc

· Develop case studies describing practical examples of how RMAs have progressed through the process and secured Partnership Funding.

Appendix 9: Future Monitoring and Evaluation Framework – Data Requirements

The following table sets out the key issues that future monitoring should cover (quantifiable) and the data required. These data requirements should be considered in conjunction with the proposals for future monitoring evaluation of the Partnership Funding policy as set out in Section 5 of the main evaluation report.
	What needs monitoring and why
	What is currently available
	What new data is needed
	Who and when

	Scheme status – what stage are the schemes at, are they approved and/or viable? Has GiA been granted for the scheme?  Required to provide a realistic assessment of the pipeline (annual spend etc). This should be accompanied by clear indications of the status of external funding i.e. aspirational, committed, spent to identify the conversion from original promises to actual spend.
	Gateway 1 = business case approval, but this MTP data is patchy and relatively late on in a project’s life. 
Year 1 funding allocation relates to reserved funding, but this is not a 100% accurate way of identifying schemes approved and is very early on in a project’s development so it may not be delivered. 
	New column checked in the MTP once GiA provided. A possible link to the EA’s PPMT (which is updated regularly for updates). Possible link to IBIS, EA’s financial records. Needs to cover all RMAs getting GiA though, not just Environment Agency. 
Further consideration required within the Environment Agency to ensure a robust method of collecting this key data.
	EA MTP, with introduction of multi-year MTP

	Funding source – the type of funding secured and detail on that type i.e. not just LA funding but e.g. LA borrowing, LA revenue etc. Required to identify the range of funding being collected.
	The MTP identifies public, private, other EA and GiA. EA has started a partnership funding register, but this is sparsely populated and just covers EA schemes.
	PARs provide a lot of the information provided; consideration should be given to providing additional advice to obtain a breakdown of LA sources (where possible).
	EA MTP, as soon as possible

	Standard of protection – What SoP does the new scheme offer. Needed to see if PF/community choice is impacting on the scheme SoP.
	SoP is an entry option in the MTP, but the data is patchy and there is some confusion over how to enter the data (as a % or probability).
	MTP may vary for a scheme, so average estimate value could be entered. 
	EA MTP, now

	Deprivation – how deprived are the properties at risk and the area. Needed to see if GiA is going to those least able to help themselves.
	OM2c measures the top 20% deprived properties at very significant risk. The PF calculator includes all properties at risk and their deprivation ranking.
	All deprived properties at risk could be entered into the MTP. Deprivation is also linked to the LA, a combined LA and ward deprivation value could be collected. All schemes should therefore enter the LA it is within.
	EA MTP, existing OM population should improve now, changes to deprivation recording requires discussion

	Source of risk – What is the source of flooding? Needed to see how GiA is being paid out across flood sources due to concerns that e.g. coastal protection schemes are struggling with PF. If schemes are addressing multiple sources it should be possible to record the % different types, not just include the dominant source
	Source of flooding is entered in the MTP.
	Many schemes have multiple sources of flooding but it is not currently possible to enter this in the MTP. New data could include primary and secondary source of FCER
	EA MTP, requires discussion as guidance would be required especially if % risk to be included

	Type of scheme – the generic type of scheme applying for GiA e.g. large built FAS, PLP etc. This will help to show the range of schemes being supported by the Partnership Funding policy
	Some of this information could be derived from the existing data, but this would be very time consuming.
	The MTP could collect generic scheme type which should be carefully defined
	EA MTP, requires discussion as guidance would need to be provided

	Urban/rural – is the scheme in an urban or rural location. Required to identify whether the degree to which GiA is supporting urban and rural schemes.
	No data available. 
	This data could be collected via an automated GIS process, based on the standard Rural Urban Classification using NRD and GR location of schemes.
	EA MTP, now


























� https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/english-indices-of-deprivation-2010


� http://archive.defra.gov.uk/environment/flooding/funding/documents/flood-coastal-resilience-intro-guide.pdf


http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/static/documents/Research/FCRM_GiA_allocation_diagram_v3.pdf� 






