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Foreword

In 2021, the Department for Levelling Up Housing and Communities (DLUHC) provided
£7.5m of funding, alongside plans for an evaluation, to Local Resilience Forums (LRFs) for
one year as a pilot project. This pilot represented the first-time central government has
provided direct funding to LRFs outside of funding for specific events and was a first step
towards meeting the Government’s Integrated Review (IR) commitment to consider
strengthening their roles and responsibilities.

The aim of the pilot was to collect evidence on the potential efficacy, challenges and
opportunities of providing a degree of central funding to LRFs and to provide LRFs with an
opportunity to build new capacity and capability and encourage innovation within the sector,
without displacing their existing partner contributions.

The evaluation used a theory-based approach to assess the outcomes, additionality, and
value for money of the funding. The evaluation considered the results of three DLUHC-led
surveys with all 38 LRFs and qualitative case study research with a purposive sample of 15
LRFs conducted by ICF.

We are pleased to see from the evaluation that the Funding Pilot was well received by LRFs
and has allowed them to take significant steps towards delivering new capacity and capability
to support focussed work on delivering improvements to specific capabilities and nationally
and locally defined priorities.

Building on the success of the pilot, in late 2021 DLUHC announced a £22m three-year
funding settlement for LRFs in England starting in the 2022/23 financial year. This additional
funding will complement the contributions of partners and will allow LRFs to continue to build
on the excellent progress they have made during the pilot.

We would like to thank ICF for their work on the evaluation. Our thanks also go to all LRFs
for participating in the surveys conducted by DLUHC and those who undertook the qualitative
case study research conducted by ICF. Finally, another thank you goes to the policy makers
and analysts in DLUHC who provided input to the evaluation — reflecting the department’s
broader commitment to an evidence-based approach to policy and delivery.

Stephen Aldridge Rosehanna Chowdhury

Director for Analysis and Data and Chief Director for Resilience and Recovery,

Economist, Department for Levelling Up Housing

Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities

and Communities
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Executive summary

Introduction

1

This report presents the findings from an evaluation of the 2021/22 funding pilot
administered by the Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities (DLUHC)
for Local Resilience Forums (LRFs).

LRFs are non-statutory multi-agency partnerships that play a critical role in bringing
local responders together to plan and prepare for emergencies. This is underpinned by
the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (CCA) which provides a common framework for
multiagency working. There are 38 LRFs in England. In April 2021 a £7.5 million LRF
funding pilot was announced for the 2021/22 financial year. This represented the first
direct funding of LRFs by central government, unrelated to specific risks, emergencies
or events. Each LRF received £120,000 to build their capacity and £40,000-£125,000
to build their capability.

The aims of the evaluation were: to understand how, why and in what ways LRFs had
used the pilot funding and to assess the outcomes, additionality, and value for money
of this. The evaluation has drawn on the results of three surveys conducted by DLUHC
of all LRFs and qualitative case study research with a purposive sample of 15 of the
LRFs. It was recognised from the outset that quantitatively assessing the outcomes of
the funding would not be feasible within the timeframe of evaluation. Instead, reflecting
HMT Magenta Book' good practice, a theory-based approach has been used to assess
progress made towards outcomes in the longer term.

How LRFs have used the pilot funding

Decision-making

4

All LRFs described going through a similar process to determine how they would use
their pilot funding. This was based on identifying potential new staff roles and projects
the funding could be used for, consulting with local partners, and approval by an
executive committee. This was not reported to be a problematic or contentious process
but LRFs said it had been time constrained. This was new funding and as LRFs received
their grant determination letters on 24 May 2021, already part way into the financial
year, interviewees reported this had in some cases limited their ability to consult and
plan strategically.

" https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-magenta-book



LRF decisions about how to use their allocated funding were informed primarily by the
initial guidance issued by DLUHC, ongoing communications from the Department, and
the local needs and priorities of the LRF. LRFs appreciated the flexibility to prioritise
local needs afforded them by the generally well received guidance, although some felt
this could have been clearer with regard to DLUHC’s expectations and strategic
priorities.

How LRFs have used the pilot funding to build capacity

6

Most LRFs have used their pilot funding to increase their staff resource. By the end of
2021/22, 28 LRFs said they had taken on new staff and a further four LRFs said they
had new staff who would be starting after the end of the financial year. In total, 93 new
staff were identified (an average of more than 2.5 per LRF).

Nearly a half (45%) of new staff had been recruited for project officer roles, 15% for
senior strategic roles, and 9% for project manager roles. A further 33% of new staff were
recruited for ‘other’ roles (which included both senior and more junior posts). Most new
staff had been recruited through either external recruitment (44%) or secondment
(37%), while extensions to existing staff contracts accounted for 19%.

Overall the pilot funding can be seen to have appreciably boosted LRF capacity.
Previously LRFs were reliant on as little as one FTE staff and in-kind contributions of
staff time from partners. The addition of two or more staff was therefore significant. It
enabled LRFs to take forward areas of work that they could not have otherwise
progressed, reduced pressures on existing senior staff, and brought in new specialist
skills and expertise.

Initially there were concerns that these benefits would only be temporary. Due to the
one-year duration of the pilot funding, most new staff had reportedly only been
employed on 6—12-month contracts. However, it was announced in December 2021 that
LRFs would receive a further three years funding after 2021/22. Many LRFs said this
meant they were now able to extend the contracts of new staff they had taken on using
the pilot funding.

How LRFs have used the pilot funding to build capability

10

11

In total, 205 pilot-funded projects were reported by LRFs, with most having used their
pilot funding on 3-5 projects. The scale and nature of these projects varied.

Over a third of projects were classified by LRFs as focusing on ‘activity in support of key
national and local priorities, including supporting HMG as set out in the Integrated
Review’. This included local research and consultations to inform contributions to the



current national policy discourse on resilience, concerning the Resilience Strategy, Civil
Contingencies Act and DLUHC'’s Big Resilience Conversation?,

12 Nearly a half of projects had a focus on ‘strengthening data, intelligence, and information
flows’. This commonly included projects to scope out and/or develop a multi-agency
information cell (MAIC), which would have the potential to increase the effectiveness of
the LRFs response to local emergencies.

13 A third of projects had a focus on ‘promoting a whole of society approach to resilience’.
This was something that LRFs commonly recognised as a key area they wanted to
make progress on, reflected in projects to enhance LRFs online presence and build
links with local communities and VCFS organisations.

14 A quarter of projects also had a focus on ‘other’ priorities. This included training for LRF
and local partner staff to enhance their preparedness and response to local
emergencies, independent reviews of LRFs structures, needs and capabilities to inform
future planning, and outward-looking research into leading practice in other LRFs.

Implementation of funded activities

15 Overall, LRFs had made mixed progress in implementing their plans for using the pilot
funding within the 2021/22 financial year with the short implementation time being the
key limiting factor.

Progress on capacity building

16 Most LRFs reported that the new staff they planned to take on using the pilot funding
had been recruited and taken up their post towards the middle or end of 2021/22, and
exceptionally some new staff were only going to start after the end of the financial year.

17 Recruitment was the biggest single challenge met by LRFs in delivering on their
capacity building plans. The one-year duration of funding - meaning LRFs only felt able
to advertise jobs on a short fixed-term contract basis - was described as a barrier to
recruiting staff at all levels but in particular to more senior roles. LRFs also had to recruit
staff through the HR functions of their host organisation, and these were described as
being often slow and bureaucratic. A shortage of suitably experienced and skilled
personnel to fill posts and misgivings about “poaching” staff from other organisations
were also cited as barriers.

2 The Big Resilience Conversation was an extensive programme of engagement held with LRFs in September 2021 to build the evidence
base for the Integrated Review commitment to strengthen LRFs



Progress on capability building

18

19

20

Delays in implementing planned projects were reported by LRFs. While many had been
successfully completed in 2021/22, some were expected to run over into, or only start
in earnest in, the next financial year.

This was closely linked to the challenges LRFs encountered in recruiting new staff,
because these staff were often intended to take forward projects. There was also huge
diversity among LRFs in terms of their internal capacity to manage and deliver pilot
funded activities on top of their day-to-day responsibilities. Some LRFs described a
Catch 22 situation whereby staff were too busy to progress projects or undertake the
recruitment that would potentially ease the pressures on them. Other challenges LRFs
highlighted were competing demands on their time from local emergencies and events
in 2021/22, and difficulties in maintaining the buy-in and coordination of local partners.

Despite these challenges LRFs had effectively delivered many projects within 2021/22.
Having an established structure and experienced people with capacity in post to
advance this work were key enablers, as was the ability to procure external expertise.
Interviewees who had commissioned external contractors commented on the value of
their independent status and ability to maintain momentum on pilot-funded projects.

Outcomes, outputs, and perceived benefits

21

22

Within the timescale of the 2021/22 financial year, there wasn’t yet clear evidence of
tangible outcomes arising from the pilot funding. This is to be expected given the
implementation challenges LRFs encountered and, more fundamentally, the long term
nature of efforts to increase local resilience.

LRFs have, however, already delivered a number of outputs (including new staff in post,
training, new technology, and new relationships with a wider number of VCFS
organisations). It is reasonable to expect that these will result in outcomes in future.
LRFs also highlighted that their pilot-funded projects often represented the foundation
for follow-on activities that would deliver outcomes in the longer term. For example,
independent reviews of LRFs’ needs, and capabilities undertaken using pilot funding
were going to inform investment in new resources and training, which would in the
longer term result in more effective response and recovery to local emergencies. Some
LRFs also highlighted wider benefits of the pilot funding that had already been realised,
in terms of increased buy-in from local partners and collaboration with other LRFs.

Value for money

23

It was not feasible to conduct a full assessment of the value for money of the pilot
funding due to the lack of monetisable outcomes within the timeframe of the evaluation.
Nonetheless, the evidence available at this point suggests the pilot funding is likely to
deliver value for money in the long term. The pilot funding amounted to a total

10



investment by central government of £7.5 million and the potential monetisable savings
arising out of this are significantly larger. For example, Storm Desmond was estimated
to inflict damage of up to £500 million in Cumbria in December 2015.2 The UK Treasury
also currently uses £2 million as the value of one single prevented fatality in economic
appraisal.* Therefore, the pilot funding would need to have only a small effect in
reducing the costs of responding to major emergencies to provide good value for
money.

24 There was no evidence that the pilot funding had displaced funding that LRFs receive
through local partner contributions. Every interviewee reported that the activities
initiated using the pilot funding by their LRF were additional to what could have been
undertaken otherwise.

Looking ahead and reflections on the pilot funding

Reception to future funding

25 LRFs welcomed the news of the further three-year funding to follow the 2021/22 pilot
funding. Equally, they did also often argue the case for LRFs to be funded on an even
longer-term statutory basis in order to ensure they can meet their increasing
responsibilities from central government and reflect the long-term nature of the kinds of
project work they need to undertake to do this effectively.

26 LRFs expressed an appetite for more dialogue and guidance from DLUHC over how
the next three years’ funding should be spent and how plans should align to government
priorities and the revised National Resilience Strategy and Civil Contingencies Act.
Some also suggested the implementation of future funding should be more closely
monitored, for example against key performance indicators, although these would
potentially have to be established on a case-by-case basis given the diversity of LRF
activities.

Plans for using the future funding

27 LRFs were generally in the early stages of planning how they would use the future
funding when interviewed but anticipated deploying it for the following purposes:

e To consolidate and further grow their capacity — this included plan to extend
contracts on existing pilot-funded posts and create further new posts.

3 https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2015/dec/08/storm-desmond-damage-cumbria-estimated-
500m#:~:text=Storm%20Desmond%20has%20caused%20an,the%20county%20six%20years%20ago.

4 https://www.lse.ac.uk/PBS/assets/documents/Estimating-the-monetary-value-of-the-deaths-prevented-from-the-UK-Covid-19-lockdown-
when-it-was-decided-upon-and-the-value-of-flattening-the-curve-June-2020.pdf
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e Toimplement programmes of training and exercises — often acting on the needs and
priorities they had identified through pilot-funded reviews and research.

e To initiate or expand the scope of work on whole society resilience — in some cases
building on initial progress make through pilot-funded projects.

e To continue to strengthen data and intelligence flows and establish a MAIC — this
included plans for LRF collaboration to develop regional systems and solutions.

Reflections on the pilot funding

28

29

LRFs were grateful for the pilot funding and felt it addressed a real and growing need
for additional resourcing. There was widespread appreciation of the freedom to use
funding to meet local priorities given that LRFs cover diverse areas and populations.
Equally, some LRFs said they would have liked more strategic oversight and ongoing
guidance from DLUHC. A few also queried the formula (based on population size and
deprivation) used to calculate how much capability funding each LRF received.

There was an appetite amongst LRFs for greater collaboration and shared learning (to
avoid duplication of effort, combine intelligence, and find economies of scale). LRFs
were also keen for more opportunities to share expertise and thinking with DLUHC,
particularly around newer and more complex areas of work such as MAICs and whole
society resilience. In addition, while the pilot funding was felt to signal government’s
recognition of the importance of LRFs, it raised questions about their future status and
remit. Many said they would welcome a continued dialogue with DLUHC about this.

Recommendations

30

The following recommendations are made to help inform future central government
funding and support for LRFs:

e Central government funding for LRFs should continue beyond 2021/22 (something
that has now been enacted with the announcement of a further three-year’s funding
from 2022/23) — to reflect the ongoing challenges LRF’s face, the breadth of their
remit, and the variable and often modest access they have to local funding.

e The timing and terms of future support should be communicated to LRFs with as
long a lead-in time as possible — to maximise the effectiveness of how it is used.

e Continue to include flexibility for funding to be used across more than one financial
year — to reflect their day-to-day challenges and the long-term nature of their remit.

e Provide a framework for the expected uses of future funding but continue to allow
significant freedom within this — to reflect the fact each LRF and the local population
they are there to support is different.

e Continue to communicate an unambiguous message (including in future funding
guidance) on the additionality of central government support — to aid LRF

12



discussions with local partners about their contributions and protect against
displacement.

Maximise opportunities for shared learning and collaboration between LRFs — given
the potential added value and value for money gains from this.

Facilitate support around effective project planning and management for LRFs — to
help ensure future funding is deployed effectively and efficiently.

Enhance the role of DLUHC’s team of local area-based Resilience Advisors to
advise on — and support — the deployment of future funding by LRFs.

13



Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1 This report presents the findings from an evaluation of the funding pilot that the
Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities (DLUHC) provided to Local
Resilience Forums (LRFs) in 2021/22. The evaluation has been undertaken by ICF.

Overview of the LRF funding pilot

1.2 LRFs are non-statutory multi-agency partnerships that play a critical role in bringing local
responders together to plan and prepare for emergencies. There are 38 LRFs in England
(geographically based on police force areas) which each bring together local ‘category

1’ and ‘category 2’ responder organisations.®

1.3 In March 2021, the Government’s Integrated Review of Security, Defence, Development
and Foreign Policy (IR)® included a commitment to, “consider strengthening the role and
responsibilities of local resilience forums (LRFs) in England”. DLUHC’s Resilience and
Recovery Directorate leads on this commitment and as a key first step, DLUHC
announced a one-year LRF funding pilot (2021/22 financial year) in April 2021 to test the
efficacy, challenges and opportunities of HMG providing a degree of central funding to

LRFs.

1.4 The funding pilot represented the first direct funding of LRFs by central government.
Previously LRFs only received central government funding related to specific risks,
emergencies or events (e.g., COVID-19, and preparations for a possible ‘no deal’ EU
exit). Other funding for LRFs currently comes from financial and in-kind contributions
from partners, although the scale of these varies from LRF to LRF. The amount of staff
resource that LRFs had prior to the funding pilot also varied, with some reliant on one

FTE member of staff plus in-kind contributions of staff time by local partners.

1.5 The total funding available for the pilot was £7.5 million. Grant determination letters
specifying how much pilot funding each LRF would receive were circulated on 24 May
2021 and LRFs received their allocation on 1 June 2021. The funding was issued to LRFs
through one upfront Section 31 grant. The grant was un-ringfenced which gave LRFs the
flexibility to use the funding according to their own local priorities. DLUHC provided
guidance for the fund to support LRFs in deciding how they may like to target their
funding. To prevent LRFs holding funding in reserve, DLUHC encouraged LRFs through

the guidance that LRFs to spend their funding within the pilot year.

5The Civil Contingencies Act 2004 divides local responder organisations into two categories. Category 1 organisations (the emergency

services, local authorities, NHS bodies) are subject to the full set of civil protection duties. Category 2 organisations (the Health and
Safety Executive, transport and utility companies) are ‘co-operating bodies’ and have a lesser set of duties.

8 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/global-britain-in-a-competitive-age-the-integrated-review-of-security-defence-development-

and-foreign-policy



1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

There were two strands to the pilot funding:

e Capacity building: £120,000 per LRF was allocated with the broad expectation
that this would be used to fund core staffing capacity to work on new strategic
projects or initiatives.

e Capability building: Between £40,000 and £125,000 per LRF was allocated
(based on population size and deprivation with upper and lower limits applied) to
support focused develop new or improved capabilities, strategic projects, or wider
initiatives.

This meant that each LRF received a minimum of £160,000 of combined capacity and
capability funding.

A further £230,000 of the funding pilot settlement was reserved for an Innovation Fund.
The Innovation Fund was a biddable fund, designed to encourage LRFs to innovate
across boundaries and partners to deliver projects that tested ideas for new ways of
working. Following the strength of bids from LRFs, the Innovation Fund was later
increased by an additional £252,352. Due to the timing of the Innovation Fund (projects
funded by the Innovation Fund began in January — February 2022), the Innovation Fund
was out of scope of this evaluation and will be evaluated internally by DLUHC. Annex 4
provides an overview of the eight projects that were awarded innovation funding.

In December 2021, it was announced to LRFs that the 2021/22 pilot funding would be
followed by a further three years of central government funding from 2022/23. The future
funding was beyond the planned scope of this evaluation but initial reflections on this
from LRFs were collected and are included in this report.

Aims of the evaluation

1.10 The aim of the evaluation was to address the following research questions:

Inputs

1 How did LRFs administer the money throughout the financial year?
2 How did LRFs decide what to spend the money on?

3 Did this funding displace existing local funding arrangements?

4 What do LRFs think about future funding?

Activities/Outputs

5 Did the money fund new activities?

6 Did the funded activities increase capability within the LRF (the ability to do
something)?

7 Did the funded activities increase the capacity of the LRF (the bandwidth/
resources to actually do it)?

Outcomes/Impact

8 What outcomes have these activities delivered?

15



9 Does it change the relationship between LRFs and central government?

10 Did the funding represent value for money?

11 Were the outcomes additive, or did the funding displace existing local funding
arrangements?

1.11 The research questions were modelled on a Theory of Change for the funding pilot
initially developed by DLUHC and further refined in the course of the evaluation (see
Annex 2).

Evaluation methodology
1.12 The evaluation has been based on two main evidence sources:

DLUHC surveys of LRFs

1.13 DLUHC conducted surveys of all 38 LRFs at three timepoints following the
announcement of the pilot funding. The Phase A survey in May 2021 asked LRFs to
provide baseline information on their pre-pilot staffing and funding contributions they
receive from local partners. The Phase B survey in July-August 2021 focused on how
LRFs planned to use their pilot funding. The Phase C survey in March 2022 asked LRFs
to provide information on the implementation of their planned activities, future partner
contributions, and reflections on the pilot funding.

1.14 Results from the surveys were shared in full by DLUHC with ICF to feed into the
evaluation.

Case study research with LRFs

1.15 Qualitative case study research was conducted by ICF with a sample of 15 LRFs. The
sample was purposively selected to represent different LRF characteristics, in terms of
population size, geography including region and rural versus urban make up, and lead
organisation.

1.16 A total of 38 individuals were interviewed across the case study LRFs. This comprised:

e 11 LRF Chairs.

e 14 Secretariats (or managers/coordinators of the LRF’s Secretariat team).
e 3 Project managers.

¢ 10 Project officers/executives.

1.17 Interviews were conducted in February-March 2022 by telephone or on Microsoft
Teams. A topic guide (see Annex 3) was used in each interview to ensure consistent
coverage of key areas of interest.

16



Strengths and limitations of the evaluation

1.18 The combination of survey results for every LRF (all three of the DLUHC surveys

achieved a 100% response rate) and qualitative research with a representative sample
of over a third of LRFs provided a strong basis for the evaluation and provided scope for
triangulating findings across the two evidence sources. There was also a high degree of
commonality in the key themes that emerged out of each evidence source, suggesting
no great bias or misrepresentation in either set of results.

1.19 One limitation is the extent to which it has been possible to quantitatively assess

outcomes, impacts and the value for money of the pilot funding. This is partly because
of the diversity of what LRFs used their funding for (not amenable to standardised metrics
or KPIs) and, more substantially, because changes to capacity and projects to increase
the capability of local areas to respond to major incidents take time. Major incidents also
occur sporadically in place and time, meaning outcomes may take years to materialise.
It was unfeasible to expect many quantifiable outcomes arising out of the pilot funding
within the 2021/22 financial year and the timescale of the evaluation (although, as the
report goes on to discuss, there is a reasonable basis to expect outcomes materialising
from the funding pilot in the longer term). DLUHC intend to continue to capture the longer-
term outcomes and impact of the pilot funding through the future evaluation of the three-
year funding settlement.

1.20 This limitation was recognised from the start and the evaluation did not set out to

quantitatively estimate impact using an experimental or quasi-experimental approach.
Instead, reflecting HMT Magenta Book good practice, a theory-based approach has been
used to qualitatively assess progress made towards future outcomes and impacts. The
value for money element of the evaluation has also been based on a predominantly
qualitative assessment, considering whether the funded activities are expected to be
beneficial and proportionate to the resources used, and whether the process of allocating
resources to the funded activities is conducive to delivering value for money.

Structure of the report

1.21

The remainder of the report is structured as follows:

e Chapter 2 presents findings on how LRFs have used the pilot funding.
e Chapter 3 reports on the implementation of pilot funded activities.
e Chapter 4 provides a value for money assessment of the pilot funding.

e Chapter 5 details LRFs’ reflections on the pilot funding and their thoughts on future
funding.

e Chapter 6 provides conclusions and recommendations.

17



Chapter 2. How LRFs have used the pilot
funding

2.1

This chapter provides findings on how LRFs decided what they would use their
allocation of pilot funding for and how they subsequently used it — both in terms of
building capacity and building capability.

Decisions about how to use the pilot funding

2.2

2.3

2.4

After the announcement of the pilot funding and communication of the amount they would
be allocated, all LRFs described going through a similar process to determine how they
would use their funding.

The first stage in determining how they would spend their funding was identifying
potential job roles (capacity building) and projects (capability building) their pilot funding
could be used for. Some described this as straightforward — they had a long list of roles
and/or projects that they and their local partners had wanted to invest in for several years
but had never previously had the resource to do so. Others described a more extensive
process — starting with a blank sheet — and involving consultations with partners to first
identify priorities and ideas for the use of the funding and then develop these into
proposals. The next stage was for proposals to be considered and approved by the LRF’s
executive board or committee (usually composed of the chief officers of the local
partners).

Overall, interviewees did not present this as a problematic or contentious process. There
were no reported cases, for example, of serious disagreements arising between local
partners about how to use the funding or of proposals being rejected out of hand by an
LRF’s executive board or committee. However, interviewees frequently described it as a
time-constrained process. As mentioned in Chapter 1, the funding became available and
was allocated to LRFs after the start of the 2021/22 financial year. This was highlighted
as a particular challenge by some of the LRFs with the largest numbers of partners to
consult with and secure approval from for how the pilot funding would be used. Ultimately
LRFs felt they had done as well as they could in determining how to use the funding in
the time available to them. Equally, with the benefit of more time, it was suggested that
proposals could have been developed further.

2.5 The main factors informing LRFs’ funding decisions were:

The grant determination letter and initial DLUHC guidance

2.6 In May 2021 LRFs received their grant determination letter, and DLUHC issued a detailed

23-page guidance document which included expectations for how the funding would be
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2.7

used. Interviewees cited these as influential in how they had decided to use their funding.
Both set out that £120,000 of their funding should be used towards capacity building and
the remainder towards capability building, and the guidance gave examples of job roles
(mentioning ‘strategic personnel’) and project types the funding might be used for. At the
same time, it stated that: “We are not specifying exactly how this funding should be used
or targeted, as each LRF will want to adapt their use of the funding to their specific
circumstances.”. The funding was intentionally issued to LRFs in one upfront grant which
was un-ringfenced, meaning there were no explicit conditions dictating how or when the
funding should be spent.

In some cases interpretations of how proscriptive the guidance was varied. Initially most
interviewees said they perceived they were expected to stick closely to it, particularly in
terms of how much they put towards capacity (£120,000) versus capability (the rest). At
the most extreme, one LRF had interpreted from the guidance that they were expected
to use their funding to fill two senior strategic roles (despite the reference to ‘strategic
personnel’ being given as an example) and this was what they initially embarked on
doing. Conversely there were some LRFs who indicated that from the outset they had
felt comfortable in planning to use either more or less than £120,000 of their funding on
capacity building, depending on their local needs.

Ongoing DLUHC communications

2.8

LRFs described ongoing communications from the Department as “light touch” and some
expressed surprise there had not been closer direct oversight of how LRFs were using
their funding. Most LRFs welcomed the freedom this gave them to modify and adapt their
use of the funding over time, in response to new emerging local needs. For example,
one LRF has abandoned plans to recruit one new member of staff after several months
of unforeseen delays and reallocated the funding earmarked for this to a project. Another
LRF redirected some of their pilot funding to meet the costs of responding to a local need
that emerged partway through the financial year. A couple of interviewees suggested
there could have been more tightly defined guidance and more subsequent scrutiny by
DLUHC but there was no evidence that the light-touch approach adopted had resulted in
any inappropriate use of the pilot funding.

Their own local challenges and needs

2.9

In line with the guidance and communications from DLUHC, this was the other main
factor determining how LRFs decided to use their funding. LRFs are diverse and much
of the decision-making process described above was concerned with identifying what the
most pressing needs were within the LRF and developing proposals for using the funding
accordingly.

Conversations with other LRFs

2.10 Despite their diversity, all LRFs have common responsibilities and - even prior to the

pilot funding — reported that they are often in communication with each other to share
ideas and best practice. After the announcement of the pilot funding some had developed
proposals for pooling a proportion of their allocation to take forward joint projects. Steps
were implemented by DLUHC to facilitate this early on, through bi-weekly engagement
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sessions for LRFs to share their ideas, although some LRFs suggested the Department
could have done more to this end.

Consideration of what was achievable within the financial year

2.11 The extent to which LRFs factored this into their decisions appeared to vary. Some
had interpreted the guidance as directing them to use all their funding by the end of
2021/22 and had planned accordingly. Others reported that they saw the pilot funding as
an opportunity to demonstrate to central government their ability to use funding
effectively and achieve something tangible with it in the time available. In some cases it
appeared that the LRF had not fully considered whether their proposals were achievable
in this timeframe or, had expected from the outset that they may overrun into the next
financial year but did not perceive this to be a concern.

What LRFs have used the pilot funding for
Capacity building

212 The Phase C survey conducted towards the end of the 2021/22 financial year asked
LRFs what new staff they had taken on using the pilot funding. Twenty-eight LRFs said
they had taken on one or more new members of staff within the financial year and a
further four said they had new staff who would be starting after the end of the financial
year. In total, 93 new staff were identified (an average of more than 2.5 per LRF). Equally,
as illustrated in Table 2.1, numbers varied between the LRFs and six LRFs reported no
new staff in their survey returns.

Table 2.1 New staff appointed using pilot funding

Number of new staff (inc. staff expected to start after end Number of LRFs

of financial year)

1 3
2 10
3 11
4 6
5 0
6 1
7 1
Total 93

20



2.13 Details of each new staff role were not always given in the survey returns but, where
they were, the majority were reported to be full time roles on fixed-term 6- or 12-month
contracts. This is consistent with the case study interview findings in which only one LRF
across the sample of 15 reported that a new member of staff had been recruited using
the pilot funding on a permanent rather than fixed-term contract.

214 It is also evident from the survey and case studies that the differences between the
number of new staff each LRF had taken on — ranging from 0 to 7 — may be less marked
than they first appear.

2.15 LRFs reporting the highest numbers of new staff included some relatively low-cost
extensions to existing contracts rather than brand-new full-time roles. At the other end of
the spectrum, LRFs reporting no new staff appeared to fall into two camps: those that
had pragmatically decided from the outset, or as things progressed, to use their funding
towards capability rather than capacity building (generally LRFs that already had higher
levels of staff resource); and those that had encountered significant delays in using their
pilot funding for any purpose (but who still might conceivably use it towards new staff in
the next financial year). LRFs were positive about the flexibility they had been granted
with the pilot funding to make these sorts of decisions and potentially carry over some of
it into the next financial year.

2.16 The Phase C survey also asked LRFs about the types of job role they had recruited
new staff to fill. As shown in Table 2.2, nearly a half (45%) of these were mid-level project
officer roles, while senior strategic roles accounted for 15%. The ‘other’ category
contained a mix of what might be classified as senior roles and more mid-level and junior
roles (including, for example, a communications manager, a training and development
lead, a business support officer, and admin assistants).

Table 2.2 Types of staff role filled using pilot funding

Type of role of new staff (inc. ones who will start

after end of 2021/2022 financial year)

LRF Senior Strategic Officer 14 15%
LRF Project Manager 8 9%

LRF Project Officer 41 45%
Other 30 33%

217 The case study interview findings highlighted that many of the new project officer and
project manager roles had been recruited to work on the projects that LRFs also planned
to deliver using the pilot funding — meaning their efforts towards capacity and capability
building were closely linked. More senior roles were also generally perceived to be harder
to fill, especially when a six or 12 month fixed-term contract was all most LRFs felt able
to offer due to the time-limited nature of the pilot funding, and at least one LRF indicated

21



they had abandoned initial attempts to recruit a senior role and focused on less senior
project officer roles instead for this reason.

2.18 LRFs reported in the Phase C survey that most new staff had been recruited through
either external recruitment or secondment — typically from partner organisations such as
a local authority. There were also a minority where pilot funding had been used to extend
the contract of staff who had previously been contracted to work part or full time for the
LRF.

Table 2.3 How new staff were recruited

How staff role recruited %

External recruitment 38 45%
Secondment 31 36%
Extension of current staff contract 16 19%

2.19 Chapter 3 discusses the challenges and opportunities that LRFs found in recruiting
new staff in detail, but it is worth noting here that there were particular challenges
reported with external recruitment, while secondments and contract extensions were —
in relative terms — generally reported as less challenging.

2.20 Overall, and despite the differences between LRFs and some of the challenges
already alluded to, the evidence shows that the pilot funding did appreciably boost the
capacity of LRFs. Prior to the pilot funding some LRFs were reliant on as little as one
FTE staff and sporadic in-kind contributions of staff time from partner organisations. In
that context, the addition of two or more staff was described as significant. It enabled
such LRFs to take forward areas of work that they could not have otherwise progressed
and that should contribute to increased resilience in the longer term. This was through
new staff resource recruited directly to work on new projects but also indirectly through
new staff taking some of the day-to-day admin burden off senior LRF staff so they could
bring their expertise to bear on key work streams.

2.21 In addition, it was reported that the pilot funding had enabled LRFs to bring in new
specialist skills and expertise. Most of the new staff taken on using the pilot funding
appeared to have come from a general resilience/emergency planning background but
some LRFs said they had taken a conscious decision to recruit individuals from a
consultancy background or those with specialist IT or analytical skills. Such experience
and skills were considered increasingly valuable for LRFs in order to perform their role.

2.22 The one caveat with these positive findings is that most of the benefits reported here
were potentially temporary. Most LRFs made it clear that their need to build their core
staffing capacity is ongoing and anticipate that this may even increase year to year as
central government develop their Integrated Review commitment to strengthen LRFs.
After the short-term contracts of staff employed using the pilot funding came to an end,
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LRFs interviewed early in the evaluation indicated they would not have the resources to
continue to employ them or described this as uncertain.

2.23 However, the announcement of a further three-years of funding from 2022/23, which
occurred midway through the evaluation, changed the picture. As Chapter 5 goes on to
discuss, some LRFs interviewed after the announcement were already giving
consideration to using the future funding to extend the contracts of staff, they had taken
on using the pilot funding.

Capability building

2.24 Capacity building in practice meant projects, initiatives or streams of work undertaken
by LRFs using pilot funding. In total, 205 pilot-funded projects were reported by LRFs in
the Phase C survey. Table 2.4 shows that the majority of LRFs reported 3-5 projects but
also that there was a range above and below this.

Table 2.4 Pilot-funded projects reported by LRFs

Number of projects Number of LRFs

0 1
1 1
2 1
3 8
4 5
5 8
6 4
7 4
8 1
9 1
10+ 4
Total 205

2.25 Again, some of the apparent differences between LRFs is potentially misleading.
Interpretations of what qualified as ‘a project’ differed between LRFs. Those reporting
the highest numbers of projects included quite small-scale areas of work as a project in
their survey returns. Equally, some of the disparity evident in Table 2.4 reflected real
differences in how LRFs had used their pilot funding.
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2.26 The nature of the projects that LRF had instigated using the pilot funding was very
diverse and defies easy classification. The guidance provided by DLUHC to LRFs set out
a broad expectation that funding: “should be focussed on addressing key national
priorities as set out in the Integrated Review and to support the development and delivery
of the National Resilience Strategy”and gave the following as examples of what this may
include:

e LRF activity in support of key national and local priorities, including supporting HMG
as set out in the Integrated Review

e Strengthening data, intelligence, and information flows

e Promoting a whole of society approach to resilience
2.27 LRFs were subsequently asked in the DLUHC surveys to indicate which of these
strategic priorities their pilot-funded projects were focused on. LRFs were allowed to

select more than one priority for a project and there was also an ‘other’ response option.
Table 2.5 shows the results from the Phase C survey.

Table 2.5 Focus of pilot-funded projects on strategic priorities

Number of projects | % of all
focused on this projects

Strategic priority

LRF activity in support of key national and local priorities,

including supporting HMG as set out in the Integrated Review 78 38%
Strengthening data, intelligence and information flows 92 45%
Promoting a whole of society approach to resilience 65 32%
Other 47 23%

2.28 This indicates good coverage across the three strategic priorities, with around a third
or more of pilot-funded projects focusing on each. It also provides one high-level means
of classifying the different pilot-funded projects that LRFs described. The following
sections do not attempt to convey the full diversity of this but give an overview of common
types of project for each strategic priority.

LRF ACTIVITY IN SUPPORT OF KEY NATIONAL AND LOCAL PRIORITIES, INCLUDING
SUPPORTING HMG AS SET OUT IN THE INTEGRATED REVIEW

2.29 The inclusion of both national and local priorities in this description, and the fact that
local priorities vary for different LRFs, meant that a lot of different types of project were
reported to have this focus.

2.30 One common type of project that fell under this banner was work focused on
contributions to the national policy discourse on resilience - including government-led
work ongoing in 2021/22 to develop a new Resilience Strategy and review the Civil
Contingencies Act 2004, and DLUHC’s ‘Big Resilience Conversation'. LRFs have a
critical contribution to make to this given they are the principal mechanism for multi-
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agency co-operation and co-ordination under the Civil Contingencies Act. Some LRFs
had used a proportion of their pilot funding to undertake quite extensive programmes of
local research and consultation to inform submissions to government.

2.31 For example, one LRF reported that they had conducted 18 workshops with local
partners and community groups to inform a joint submission to the 2021 national call for
evidence for the National Resilience Strategy on behalf of the local area. As well as the
contribution this made to the national discourse it was perceived to have wider benefits
in terms of greater shared understanding and enhanced relationships between the LRF
and other local organisations with a stake in resilience.

STRENGTHENING DATA, INTELLIGENCE AND INFORMATION FLOWS

2.32 Projects with this focus were generally technology-based and involved the
development of new tools, online repositories and software to enhance the ability of the
LRF to respond more effectively to emergencies.

2.33 For example, several LRFs had projects that were either scoping out or developing a
MAIC (Multi-Agency Information Cell). MAICs provide a shared platform to quickly
analyse, display and disseminate information in the case of an emergency, drawing on
information and expertise from many sources rather than a single organisation.

2.34 There were also LRFs that had projects to develop other tools including, for example,
a situational awareness app to allow real-time share of information and images by
different individuals on the ground during local emergencies.

PROMOTING A WHOLE OF SOCIETY APPROACH TO RESILIENCE

2.35 The need for a whole society approach to resilience was highlighted in the
government’s 2021 Integrated Review.” It was also something that LRFs commonly
recognised as a key area they wanted to make progress on. This was reflected in projects
using the pilot funding that focused on increasing engagement with resilience information
and activities amongst LRFs’ local communities and voluntary sector organisations.

2.36 Several projects were focused on enhancing an LRF’s online presence, in order to
make information about resilience and their role more accessible and engaging to a wider
audience. This included upgrades to LRFs’ existing websites, which one interviewee
acknowledged could be “stylistically old-fashioned”. One LRF had also researched and
developed a social media presence on the Nextdoor.com platform. This allowed the LRF
to target information at specific post code areas in their area — potentially critical for
reaching local communities during an emergency. Content was also being created and
posted for all residents on the platform, including explainer videos, infographics, polls,
and a resilience quiz developed by a local university.

7 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/global-britain-in-a-competitive-age-the-integrated-review-of-security-defence-development-
and-foreign-policy
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2.37 As well as these online-based approaches, some projects under the whole society
heading focused on face-to-face engagement and consultations with local community
and voluntary sector organisations. These were to share information and start the
conversation about their respective roles in responding locally to emergencies and
opportunities for future, greater, coordination. Additionally, two LRFs had provided small
grant funding to local groups and organisations to enable communities to better prepare
for, respond to and recover from emergencies and major incidents. Grants had been
used, for example, to purchase new equipment (such as radio sets and defibrillators for
community venues) and for community first aid training.

2.38 Interviewees generally emphasised that these projects were early steps for their LRF
in realising a true whole society approach to resilience but were positive about progress
made and keen, funding-permitting, to continue and build on this over the next few years.

‘OTHER’

2.39 Some of the projects LRFs were undertaking using the pilot funding did not fall neatly
under any of the three strategic priorities discussed above but were often highlighted as
significant by interviewees, and as having potential longer-term benefits for the
capabilities of their LRF.

2.40 This included several reported reviews of the internal structures, capabilities and
needs of an LRF itself (often commissioned out to provide an independent expert
perspective) and outward-looking research into best practice in other LRFs (for example
around newer resilience risks such as cyber security). The output of such projects was
typically a report and a set of recommendations that interviewees highlighted would be
impactful in future in informing subsequent changes to enable the LRF to function more
efficiency and/or effectively, for example by demonstrating the business case to local
partners for additional resource or training.

2.41 Projects with an ‘other’ focus also included programmes of training for core LRF staff
and staff in wider local partner organisations concerning different aspects of resilience
(including cyber exercises, immersive training for chief officers to achieve ‘gold
commander’ accreditation, major emergency centre training events, courses delivered
by the national Emergency Planning College, and social media training) intended to
increase the effectiveness of local responses to future emergencies.
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Chapter 3. Implementation of funded activities

3.1

This chapter presents evidence of the progress made by LRFs in building capacity and
capability through pilot funding. It draws primarily on qualitative data collected through
interviews with stakeholders in case study LRFs triangulated with evidence from Phase
B and C surveys.

Progress on capacity building

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

Overall LRFs have made different rates of progress in implementing their planned
programmes of funded work as set out in their Phase B returns. The key factor impinging
on progress was the short-term nature of the funding which both presented a challenge
to recruiting to new posts in an already difficult labour market and limited the time
available to consult with partners, plan and execute programmes of activity.

Interviewees noted that LRF partner agencies do not have the agility to spend money
quickly and Phase C returns indicate that of all 38 LRFs only six (16%) expected to have
spent all their pilot funding by the end of the 2021/22 financial year. It should be noted
however that LRFs have been enabled to carry forward pilot funding into the next
financial year and were confident when interviewed that they would be able to spend
against their original plans.

Recruitment was the biggest single challenge met by LRFs in delivering on their capacity
building plans with five LRFs reporting to the Phase C survey that they had taken on no
additional staff. The 12-month duration of funding was described as a barrier to recruiting
staff at all levels but in particular to more senior roles.

One LRF had established an agreement to carry the risk of appointing to a longer-term
contract in order to secure a high calibre postholder.

Interviewees highlighted a national shortage of suitably experienced and skilled
personnel to fill posts and expressed misgivings about “poaching” staff from other
organisations. A number reported recruiting people with either little or no previous
experience in resilience work. Interviewees also reflected that LRFs were all recruiting
to similar posts at the same time thus exacerbating the supply problem. This, alongside
the uncertainties and capacity issues thrown up by the COVID-19 pandemic made it
difficult to recruit externally and in some cases to secure secondments; both because
organisations were less willing to part with people and people were less confident about
moving.

The recruitment processes of the public sector organisations hosting the new LRF roles
were reported to have impeded progress in many cases. Multiple accounts were given
of positions taking many months (in some cases up to eight months) to fill meaning that
where people had been appointed this was often late in the funding period. Some LRFs
were slow to agree which organisation should host new posts with “political wrangling”
dragging out the process of recruitment further. While the majority of LRFs had finally
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managed to appoint, Phase C survey results suggest that four would not have new staff
in post until 2022/23 rather than 2021/22 as planned. For some of these posts LRFs
reported the intention to use the 2022-2023 funding to offer longer-term contracts.

3.8 LRFs had pursued various recruitment strategies including approaching people who had
recently retired, secondments from partner agencies, taking on younger inexperienced
staff and apprenticeships. Factors supporting successful appointments included the
deliberate targeting of people with whom the LRF had worked with before either through
external recruitment or secondment; low-cost contract extensions and internal
recruitment that speeded up the recruitment process; and recruitment of individuals with
specialist skills and experience that were able to “hit the ground running”. Examples of
the latter included the appointment of people with expertise in website development
and/or social media recruited to build or improve existing LRF websites and improve
comms and, in one LRF, the appointment of an experienced VCFS coordinator tasked
with advancing their community resilience work.

Progress on capability building

3.9 Delays in implementing planned projects were commonly reported by case study LRFs
with many expected to run over into 2022/23. The Phase C survey returns showed a
zero-forecast expenditure by end of 2021/22 on nearly a quarter (48 of 205 projects) of
planned pilot funded projects suggesting that these might only get underway in 2022/23.

3.10 Reported challenges included those at the national system level most prominently
recruitment and its knock-on effects on capability, the on-going necessity of dealing with
COVID-19 and the impact of national restrictions. and those related to local factors
including internal capacity and the nature of local partnerships.

Impact of recruitment difficulties

3.11 Challenges with recruitment had clearly had a major impact on LRFs ability to deliver
against their plans for growing capability where these depended on the appointment of
new staff. Even where recruitment had been successful, delays meant staff had, in many
cases, not been in post long enough to begin effective delivery within the timeframe of
the pilot funding. Furthermore, where new postholders were relatively inexperienced,
interviewees reported that they had to spend time and energy inducting and training
people thereby reducing their own capacity to advance planned work.

Local capacity and partnerships

3.12 There is a huge diversity among LRFs in terms of internal capacity to deliver on their
everyday portfolio of activity, with some having only one paid member of staff while others
have teams of 5 or more dedicated officers. Where internal resources were stretched
some LRFs described a Catch 22 situation whereby staff were too busy to progress
projects or undertake the recruitment that would make them less busy. For example, one
LRF reported that between June 2021 and March 2022 the secretariat had run with only
one dedicated officer, and that during this time significant resource had been tied up with
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dealing with multiple national and local events and emergencies holding up progress
against spending proposals and recruitment. In a small number of cases LRFs felt that
they had been over ambitious in setting out their intentions commenting that planned
workstreams were too far-reaching and reflecting that they should have focused on a
smaller number of more achievable goals.

3.13 Most LRFs reported good relationships with local partner organisations. However, for
some a pre-existing challenge was the buy-in and coordination of partners described by
one interviewee as “like herding cats”. Another described what he saw as a lack of both
inclination and capacity amongst partners meaning he had to ‘chase them up’ on
agreed actions. In some cases, difficulties in engaging partners had led to delays in
agreeing or progressing planned activities either because they had not undertaken
tasks that they had agreed to or because consultation and coordination had been
protracted:

Dealing with COVID-19 and other events

3.14 In a small number of cases the on-going impacts of COVID-19 in some cases
presented a challenge to progress against funding proposals. Interviewees reported
that COVID-19 had created a back-log of work that they were still struggling to catch-up
on. One LRF reported that the training events they had planned to be delivered with
pilot funding had been postponed to 2022/23 due to COVID restrictions.

3.15 A number of LRFs described partners as lacking capacity to engage with the LRF due
to the demands of their statutory responsibilities. Interviewees stressed that progress
had been significantly held up by the necessity of dealing with emergencies and events
including those that require a major response, such as the storms and flooding affecting
many LRFs in 2021, and events peculiar to individual areas, for example the
Commonwealth Games in the West Midlands and the G7 in Cornwall.

3.16 There was some evidence however that once the direct benefits of funding were felt,
this had engendered a greater degree of engagement with the LRF and better
appreciation of its value.

More complex strands of work

3.17 In some instances, LRFs felt they were working in the absence of clear government
policy directives particularly on issues related to a whole of society approach to
resilience. Here LRFs had grappled to come to a shared definition or vision for a whole
society approach and were waiting for a policy steer before progressing this work further.
In general, there was a sense that this work required a lot more scoping, consultation
and collaboration between LRFs than originally anticipated.

3.18 The process of establishing a MAIC was in the early stages in those LRFs that had
planned to do this, and, in some cases, there was lack of coherent vision about how it
would be progressed. Some interviewees reported that their work on MAIC had been
held up due delays in delivery of government guidance “we are working in a vacuum of
government guidelines on MAIC” or felt that more needed to be done to promote sharing
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and learning between LRFs to advance this work. Incremental progress had been made
by others including establishing task and finish groups to undertake scoping and
consultation, data gathering and liaison with other LRFs.

3.19 Both MAIC and Whole of Society Resilience (WSR) were described as long-term big
pieces of work with varying degrees of confidence expressed over how far this could or
would be progressed in 2022.

3.20 Despite these challenges many LRF’s had shown considerable progress in delivering
pieces of work that were time-limited or relatively short-term in nature such as
programmes of training and exercises. Good progress had also been made against work
that could be understood as the groundwork for more complex pieces of work or designed
to have a legacy effect on the capacity of LRFs to perform and respond to future
demands. Examples of the latter include need assessments, external audits and
evidence reviews and workshops with local partners and community groups to inform the
national policy discourse on resilience. Having an established structure and experienced
people with capacity in post to advance this work were key enablers as was the ability to
procure external expertise. Interviewees who had commissioned external experts
commented on the value of their independent status and ability to maintain momentum
on pilot-funded projects.

Outcomes, outputs and perceived benefits

3.21 Given the early stage in the implementation of many planned activities it is not
surprising that pilot funding has not yet achieved the kinds of outcomes that might
measure the impact of funded interventions. LRFs have, however, delivered a number
of outputs (including new staff in post, training events delivered, enhanced websites, new
technology, and new relationships with a wider number of VCFS organisations). It is
reasonable to expect that these will deliver measurable outcomes in future — as outlined
in the theory of change for the pilot funding (see Annex 2).

3.22 LRFs also highlighted that their pilot-funded projects often represented the foundation
for follow-on activities that would deliver outcomes in the longer term.

3.23 Table 3.1 gives some illustrative examples of the outcomes and impacts we may
expect to see based on projects that LRFs have undertaken with the pilot funding.

Table 3.1 Longer-term outcomes and impacts from pilot funded activities

Pilot-funded |Outputs / immediate benefits Follow-on Outcomes

activities activities

Scoping and  Intelligence on suitability / fit of Training to Improved Contributing to

development  different technology solutions for  support situational more effective

of decision- LRF needs effective awareness responses to

support tools deployment of , emergencies /

(e.g., MAICs) tools ;?sﬁ?r;::;';]gac:‘; incidents, such as
Creation of new decision-support  gxercises to Ibetwgen partners Storm-reSponS[e’
tools test and meaning e.g. less

property damage,
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Pilot-funded |Outputs /immediate benefits Follow-on Outcomes

activities activities
improve Better information fewer hospital
effective use of and intelligence  admissions,
tools to inform decision transport and
making during an energy
emergency infrastructure
maintained
Better
Reviews of Reports and recommendations Implementation Increased organisational
LRF of changes and capability of LRF  recovery from
structures, improvements M fficient emergencies /
”eed;ﬁ‘tﬁd Increased intelligence about LRF tct> LRtF ancgee;feg:\elg It:fsl.?r?:stze:gn d
capabllileés  effactiveness and best practice ~ SUCtUres functioning of ocal Services
Training for LRF return to BAU
staff in priority sooner
Identification of potential areas
weaknesses / gaps / areas for Financial savings —
enhancement as a result of LRF
efficiencies,
Buy-in of local partners to reduced
address this duplication of effort
better response
Engagement  Meetings / conversations / Development of Increased and recovery
with local exchanges of information joint LRF-VCFS capability of LRF )
voluntary between LRF and local VCFS plans and and wider local ~ VCFS/wider
sector and organisations processes VCFS ecosystem community
community o N demonstrate
groups Increased intelligence on needs  Provision of Increased improved resilience
and capabilities across local training for cooperation (and aligned to local
VCFS VCEFS staff less duplication  risks
o of effort) between
Increased awareness amongst Proy|5|on of agencies and
them of the LRF equipment for groups
VCFS

New/improved relationships

3.24 LRFs were clearly grateful that DLUHC has allowed pilot funding to be carried over
into the next financial year and were generally confident of completing planned
recruitment and projects in 2022/23. Interviewees were also confident that much of the
work they had set in train, would reap future benefits broadly expressed as a greater and
more coordinated ability to respond effectively to emergencies and protect local
communities. This was particularly the case where LRFs had established a surer footing
for their secretariat or undertaken scoping exercises and needs assessments that had
helped them identify gaps and plan strategically.

3.25 As well as outputs interviewees in case study LRFs reported further benefits delivered
as a result of pilot funding. Where capacity had been added to the secretariat this had
helped spread workload and enabled people to focus on new initiatives as well as
progress things that ‘have been parked on the too difficult step for a long time”.
Interviewees also reported that the work of their LRF had been significantly set back by
COVID-19 and that pilot funding had helped them to begin the process of catching up.
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3.26 There was also evidence that pilot funding had begun to deliver benefits that would
contribute to the Integrated Review commitment to consider strengthening the role and
responsibilities of LRFs. Case study interviewees felt that the fact that government had
allocated money to them had enhanced partners’ perception of the importance of LRFs
which they felt had put them in a stronger strategic position.

3.27 This was allied to an increased level of buy-in and engagement from partners also
aided by the fact that funding had delivered direct benefits to them, for example through
access to resources and training they had not had to pay for from their own budgets.
Interviewees also stressed that more active engagement from partners had relieved the
workload for some individuals and secretariats.

3.28 Some interviewees reported an increased appetite for collaboration with other LRFs
and looked forward to working across a broader footprint on MAIC as well as sharing
learning and access to the resources they were developing.
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Chapter 4. Value for money

4.1

This chapter sets out the approach taken to assessing the value for money of the 2021/22
pilot funding for LRFs for the evaluation and then discusses the findings from this.

Assessing value for money

4.2

4.3

4.4

Assessment of value for money requires an analysis of the resources invested in the pilot
funding and a comparison with the outcomes delivered. In theory, pilot funding for the
LRF should deliver measurable outcomes over time. By enhancing the capacity and
capability of LRFs, the funding should lead to more effective response and recovery to
incidents. This should have benefits which can be valued in monetary terms, for example
by reducing the costs of incident response, reducing the damage caused by incidents,
and potentially by saving lives and reducing costs to the NHS and other services. This
may enable quantitative analysis of the benefits relative to costs over time.

However, it is not possible to quantify or value the benefits of the programme (at least at
this stage), because:

e The outcomes of pilot-funded activities have yet to be seen, and may take many
years to materialise; and

e Even if outcomes could be measured, it would be difficult to separate out the effects
of the pilot funding from effects of other factors and other sources of funding that
LRFs have.

Therefore, at this stage, it is only possible to quantify the costs of the activities funded by
the Pilots, and not the benefits. A quantitative assessment of value for money is not
possible. However, a more qualitative assessment can be made, considering whether
the funded activities are expected to be beneficial and proportionate to the resources
used, and whether the process of allocating resources to the funded activities is
conducive to delivering value for money. This is in line with HMT Magenta Book
guidance, which recognises the role of theory-based methods in complex evaluations.

Costs of the funding pilot

Budget

4.5

The funding pilot had a budget of £7.5 million. Most of this was expected to contribute to
the objectives of enhancing LRF capacity (£4.6 million) and capability (£2.7 million), with
smaller amounts set aside for an Innovation Fund (out of scope of this evaluation), and
the evaluation itself. An additional top up of £252,352 was later added to the Innovation
Fund.
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Table 4.1 LRF Funding Pilot Budget, 2021/22

Objective |Funding £
Capacity £120k per LRF x 38 4,560,000
Capability  Variable funding x 38 2,660,000
Innovation  £230k innovation fund to support c.2/3 projects 230,000*
Evaluation £50k towards external evaluation support 50,000
TOTAL 7,500,000

*Innovation Fund received a later top up of an additional £252,352.
Source: DLUHC - Introduction to LRF Funding and the LRF Funding Pilot

4.6 To put this pilot funding into some context, it compares to the £11.5 million in total funding
received by LRFs in 2020/21, as reported in the Phase A survey conducted by DLUHC.
Of this, £3.85 million (34%) was partner funding and £7.6 million (66%) was central
government incident-specific funding. Incident specific funding was exceptionally high in
2020/21 in response to COVID-19. In addition, the work of LRFs benefits from in-kind
resources provided by partner organisations, including office and meeting space and IT
equipment. Nonetheless, these figures show that LRF Pilot funding significantly
increased the resources available to LRFs in 2021/22.

Expenditure vs Budget

4.7 LRFs were asked in the Phase C survey whether they had spent their allocation of pilot
funding as originally planned, and whether they expected to have spent all the funding
by the end of the 2021/22 financial year. While the majority (21 of the 38) reported they
were spending the funding as planned, only six of the 38 expected to have spent all the
money in the 2021/22 financial year.

Table 4.2 Responses to questions regarding expenditure compared to budget

Question Yes No
Have you spent LRF pilot funding as originally planned? 21 17
Do you expect to have spent all your pilot funding by the 6 32

end of the 2021/22 financial year?

4.8 This is consistent with the various challenges LRFs had in implementing all their planned
pilot-funded activities — as reported already in Chapter 3 and DLUHC have confirmed
that LRFs can carry over this funding to complete their planned work.
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Expenditures on staffing

4.9 The Phase C survey returns identified pilot funding allocated to staffing totalling £3.45
million across the LRFs. This compares to the budget of £4.56 million allocated to
capacity building.

Project expenditures

4.10 The Phase C survey returns identified a total of 205 projects, and financial information
was provided on 187 of these. Out of the 187 projects, no expenditure was forecast for
48 projects by the end of the 2021/22 financial year. The indications in the survey
responses are that planned expenditure on such projects was still expected to occur in
2022/23.

4.11 Total project expenditure to date (excluding staffing costs above) amounts to £1.8
million, with a forecast total for the year of £2.4 million.

4.12 These project expenditures compare to the Capability budget of £2.66 million. The
forecast project expenditures amount to an average of £17,600 per project for which
expenditure is forecast.

4.13 Table 4.3 provides an itemised breakdown of total project expenditures by the LRFs.
This indicates that the largest project expenditures have been on professional fees
(25%), training (19%), and other (20%, which includes additional project staffing costs
not included above). Expenditures on professional and contractor fees supported a wide
range of activities, including community and cyber resilience projects, risk assessments,
development of websites and portals, strategic reviews, governance analyses and
project management services.

Table 4.3 Itemised breakdown of forecast LRF project expenditures, 2021/22

Item Expenditure % of total
IT hardware £186,397.42 8%

IT Other £223,581.83 9%
Equipment £108,780.00 5%
Professional/ contractor fees £599,916.99 25%
Accommodation costs £95,524.20 4%
Training £460,468.50 19%
Other £470,195.57 20%
Unspecified £263,972.23 11%

Total £2,408,836.75 100%

35



Displacement and additionality

4.14 A potential unintended consequence of the pilot funding, recognised from the outset,
was displacement. The risk was that local partners would reduce their contributions to
LRF work because of the introduction of this new central government funding. Such a
reduction could take various forms — reduced partner funding for LRFs, use of LRF
funding to pay for actions that would otherwise have been undertaken by local partners,
or partners charging for contributions to LRF activities that they would otherwise have
made free of charge. This would represent poor value for money. The pilot funding was
intended to be used for capacity and capability building activities that were additional to
what LRFs could have achieved without it, rather than funding LRFs to undertake actions
that they would have undertaken anyway using partner contributions and resources.

4.15 There is no evidence from the evaluation to suggest displacement occurred. LRF
interviewees in the case study research reported that the 2021/22 pilot funding had no
impact on the level of their partner contributions and that pilot-funded activities were
additional.

4.16 LRFs were also asked to report their partner contributions before, during, and after
2021/22 in the DLUHC Phase A and Phase C surveys. Gaps in the data make detailed
comparisons difficult but, indicatively, total partner contributions appear stable across the
three years prior to the introduction of the pilot, in 2021/22, and looking forward in
2022/23. A change in partner contributions would have also been difficult to attribute
exclusively to the pilot funding in any eventuality given these are likely to affected by
multiple factors.

417 Interviewees highlighted the value of the clear statement the DLUHC pilot funding
guidance gave on the need for additionality. It stated that: “The purpose of the funding is
to ensure a key focus on additionality which must not displace existing funding or fund
routine core activity”. This had reportedly helped to short-circuit any queries from local
partners about the pilot funding potentially replacing or reducing the need for their annual
contribution in 2021/22. After the further three years of central government funding for
LRFs from 2022/23 had become common knowledge, some interviewees said they could
foresee potentially “tricky” future conversations with local partners about the amounts of
funding they contributed to the LRF in the longer term, and therefore felt that DLUHC
continuing to communicate a clear message on additionally would be valuable.

Potential future monetisable savings from pilot funding

4.18 Chapter 3 described the kinds of outputs and benefits that the pilot funding has already
delivered but also that these are yet to translate into measurable (and therefore
monetisable) outcomes.

4.19 Nonetheless, in the longer term the outputs that LRFs have delivered using the pilot
funding are very likely to result in more effective responses to local emergencies. There
is wider evidence to suggest this will equate to significant monetary savings. The pilot
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funding amounted to a relatively small sum (£7.5 million in 2021/22), while the costs of
major incidents and responses to them are potentially very large. For example:

e The public sector costs of the response to the COVID-19 pandemic have been
estimated at between £310 and £410 billion.8

e Storm Desmond was estimated to inflict damage of up to £500 million in Cumbria
in December 2015.9

e Arecent report by the LSE states that the UK Treasury currently uses £2 million as
the value of a prevented fatality in economic appraisal.'®

4.20 From the above it is therefore clear that pilot funding would need to have only a small
effect in reducing the costs of major incidents and responses to them to provide good
value for money. It is also clear, however, that while Government funding is distributed
as small sums to all LRFs, major incidents occur sporadically in place and time.
Investments in LRFs are therefore designed to deliver benefits in building resilience
across all local areas, and in helping local partners to manage and respond to risks,
which could otherwise result in major and uneven future costs.

Qualitative reflections on value for money

4.21 LRF representatives interviewed for the evaluation generally believed the pilot funding
represented good value for money. This was primarily based on their belief in the long-
term benefits of what they had used their pilot funding for, rather than any immediate
efficiency gains or savings they could quantitatively evidence. There were also a minority
that perceived there could have been closer scrutiny by DLUHC of how every LRF was
using their pilot funding in order to provide more assurance around value for money.

4.22 Some argued that it was difficult to use funds with optimum efficiency given the limited
time available to plan how to allocate the resources and implement activities within the
financial year. It was suggested that greater advance notice of the pilot funding and an
extended timetable over which it could have been spent would have helped them to
deliver better value for money. For example, one interviewee suggested that with more
time they would have conducted an options appraisal before commissioning out one of
their pilot-funded projects, which may feasibly have identified a more cost-effective
approach. LRFs were very positive, therefore, about the announcement in December
2021 of the three years of further funding from 2022/23.

8 https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-9309/

9 https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2015/dec/08/storm-desmond-damage-cumbria-estimated-
500m#:~:text=Storm%20Desmond%20has%20caused%20an,the%20county%20six%20years%20ago.

10 https://www.lse.ac.uk/PBS/assets/documents/Estimating-the-monetary-value-of-the-deaths-prevented-from-the-UK-Covid-19-lockdown-

when-it-was-decided-upon-and-the-value-of-flattening-the-curve-June-2020.pdf
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4.23 Some LRFs also highlighted that collaboration and sharing of experience between
LRFs can contribute to value for money. This can involve the potential to make
economies through shared investments in projects, capabilities and information systems,
as well as the ability to learn lessons and apply approaches developed by other LRFs.
For example, one LRF had collaborated with two neighbouring LRFs to jointly
commissioned a consultant to research and a develop a regional cyber resilience plan,
which each LRFs will subsequently be able to use as a template for their own locally
based cyber resilience plans. While there have been some other examples of
collaboration between LRFs using the pilot funding, and some co-ordination organised
by DLUHC, interviewees suggested that more effective joint working in future could
contribute to increased value for money.

Options for assessing value for money in the longer term

4.24 Because of the challenges of measuring quantitative outcomes, evaluation of VfM is
likely to continue to be mostly qualitative in the next period of the programme (2022-25).
The future evaluation could:

4.25

4.26

Continue to analyse and assess financial data collected by DLUHC on the
resources used by the LRFs (government funding, local partner funding and in-
kind resources) and how these are spent.

Provide a mostly qualitative assessment of VM, drawing on available evidence of
outcomes and value added, and comparing these with the resources used, as well
as examining whether processes of resource allocation, delivery and monitoring
have contributed to VfM. VfM analysis could build on a theory-based assessment
of programme outcomes, in line with guidance in the Magenta Book.

Future analysis of VfM could address the following questions:

What resources have been used by the LRFs?
How have LRFs spent the resources available to them?

Have the processes of resource allocation, delivery, monitoring and evaluation
contributed to achieving VIM?

What has government funding enabled LRFs to achieve (outcomes, added value)
that they would not otherwise have achieved?

How do these outcomes compare with the resources used?

Have the LRFs delivered quantifiable benefits, or savings in costs, or could these
be measured in future?

Data sources could include:

Continued data collection on resources and expenditures from surveys of the
LRFs.
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Survey evidence on outcomes and value added. This could include a self-
assessment question asking for evidence of how funding is delivering VM.

Qualitative case study evidence — to examine process, value added, and explore
expectations and processes regarding VM.

Costed case studies focusing on common types of activity undertaken by LRFs -
e.g. the development of a MAIC - drawing on qualitative and quantitative evidence
(from the LRFs and potentially wider sources) to examine the extent to which the
activity can be expected to deliver VfM in the longer term. This could be through
future cost savings Including reductions in damage costs and/or costs of incident
response) and/or monetisable benefits to health, welfare and economic activity
over time.
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Chapter 5. Looking ahead and reflections on
the pilot funding programme

5.1

This chapter draws on case study data to explore LRFs responses to the three-year
funding announcement and their plans for how this might be spent. Using both Phase C
survey responses and case study interviews it also presents an analysis of LRFs
reflections on the pilot funding process to provide lessons for the future administration of
funding.

Reception of the three-year funding announcement

5.2

5.3

54

5.5

The 2022-2025 LRF funding settlement is the first multi-year funding settlement for LRFs
from HMG. The funding settlement was welcomed by all LRFs and DLUHC was
commended for having secured it. In recognition of feedback from LRFs throughout the
Pilot on the timing of funding announcements, DLUHC announced the funding settlement
to LRFs in December 2021, with LRFs notified of their individual allocations in February
2022 — 3 months earlier than the Pilot.

LRFs reflected that without the 2022-2025 funding settlement they were underfunded to
carry out core functions and would ideally like to be funded on a statutory basis either
directly or through top-slicing (enhanced) budgets of Cat 1 responders. Some
interviewees felt that the latter option would support better buy-in from partners and allay
fears about possible enhanced accountability or additional requirements being placed on
them. Interviewees also pointed out that core funding would better reflect the long-term
nature of the kinds of project work that LRFs are increasingly expected to undertake.

Case study LRFs expressed an appetite for more dialogue and guidance from DLUHC
over how the next three years’ funding should be spent and how plans should align to
government priorities and the forthcoming National Resilience Strategy. For some this
was in the context of wanting more guidance generally over the shape and function of
LRFs and the expectations that might be placed on them going forward. Some
interviewees also felt there should be more scrutiny, challenge, and critique from DLHUC
over proposed spending plans.

In terms of future monitoring and accountability there were calls for timelier and more
streamlined requests for information as some interviewees felt that they had been asked
for information too soon and in too much detail. Others, however, felt that what had been
asked for so far was proportionate and valued the opportunity to provide qualitative
responses to some of the questions. There was also the suggestion that spending should
be monitored against key performance indicators although these would have to be
established on a case-by-case basis given the diversity of projects planned.

Plans for future spending
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5.6 As discussed above time pressures and challenges with recruitment have meant that the
majority of LRFs were underspent for the financial year 2021/22. Money rolled over will,
in the main be used to meet existing plans for enhanced capacity and capability.

5.7 Case study LRFs were in different stages of planning for the three years follow on
funding. Some were concerned that the level of funding had not yet been confirmed at
the time of interview meaning planning had been put on hold or was only tentative and
sketchy in nature. Others raised the point that allocations will only be confirmed on a
year-by-year basis with the more risk averse reporting that this raised concerns for them
in terms of making commitments that they might not be able to follow through on:

5.8 Others had made headway but were still in the process of consulting with partners, and/or
waiting for further guidance and clarity from DLUHC. In general interviewees anticipated
that work would largely be focused on responding to the various need assessments,
practice reviews and risk analyses undertaken with the first year of funding and building
on what they had achieved so far as well as catching up with work delayed by COVID-
19. Some interviewees reported that they would be exploring how future work would fit
in with other local strategic partnership plans. Anticipated spend largely fell into the
following broad categories:

Growing capacity though extending and or creating new posts

5.9 LRFs were variously planning to extend contracts on existing pilot funded posts to either
two or three years; create further new posts (in some cases following the
recommendations of reviews undertaken) including administrative, and senior positions;
and re-recruit to posts that they had struggled to fill or where people had returned to
substantive posts from secondment. Reservations were expressed about appointing to
two, and three-year posts with the observation that this would make them contractually
permanent with future financial implications for host organisations. There was also the
fear that the three-year funding settlement might lead to some displacement of partner
funding and that LRFs would need to put safeguards in place to avoid destabilising
existing capacity.

Commissioning and delivering programmes of training and exercises in response to
needs analysis

5.10 LRFs were planning to continue to roll out programmes of training in line with training
and exercise reviews where these had been undertaken. It was noted by some
interviewees that there is normally no or very limited funds in place to deliver training and
that partners were eager that this should be continued as a priority.

Initiate or continue to scope and develop WSR related work

5.11 Where LRFs had begun to develop WSR work they were planning to continue this
through building or extending consultation and engagement with local community
groups, working with volunteers, and developing public-facing websites. Two LRFs
intended initiating new work in this area with one anticipating that there would be a need
for specialist posts to develop WSR alongside the DLUHC Levelling Up agenda.
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Interviewees commented on the need for a clear steer from central government on the
concept of WSR and how to develop this approach.

Continuing to strengthen data and intelligence flows and establish a MAIC

5.12 LRFs that had undertaken scoping work for the development of a MAIC were planning
to “make this implementable”in 2022/23 and in some cases collaborate with other LRFs
to consider how this might be done on a regional basis. Others were intending to procure
software solutions to support local information flows, continue to establish agreements
and processes for data sharing and in one case share an app they had developed with
other LRFs.

Reflections on the pilot funding process

5.13 LRFs were grateful for the pilot funding and felt it addressed a real and growing need
for additional resourcing. Interviewees highlighted the increasing responsibilities and
demands placed on LRFs and some were clearly finding it challenging ‘to do the day job’
especially as COVID-19 had meant they had got behind on pre-pandemic workloads.
LRFs were particularly grateful where core capacity was stretched, and funding had
allowed them to bolster the secretariat enabling them to catch-up on work that had been
put back as well as begin to focus on longer-term projects.

5.14 While in the main pilot funding had been well received there were some differing views.
One interviewee commented that the funding felt tokenistic and ill-considered given that
they are “underfunded to meet existing demands let alone do things that are new and
innovative”. A relatively well funded LRF described the funding as “not such a big deal”,
while, exceptionally, another felt that it had added to existing pressures rather than
helping to alleviate them.

5.15 There was widespread appreciation of the freedom to use funding to meet local
priorities given that LRFs cover diverse areas and populations and need to respond to
different pressures.

5.16 While there was a near consensus view that DLUHC had struck the right balance
between giving LRFs the freedom to determine their spending proposals and setting
parameters around these there were comments made about levels of oversight and
monitoring. Hence both case studies and Phase C survey returns some LRFs reported
that they would have liked more strategic oversight and guidance from DLUHC and in
some cases, more clarity re what was expected of them in terms of outputs and
outcomes. One LREF felt that funding should only be available in the context of a clearly
defined strategic agenda while another commented on what they saw as a lack of central
steer and performance monitoring. LRFs in case studies and Phase C survey returns
also commented on what they felt was a lack of clarity over the degree to which they
could flex spending on capacity versus capability with calls for more detail on restrictions
and expectations or alternatively greater discretion to decide. Where mentioned DLUHC
Resilience Advisors were described as helpful with appreciation expressed of their
suggestions and advice albeit with recognition that their ability to steer was limited by
freedom afforded by the national guidance.
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5.17 In interviews and Phase C survey returns LRFs reported that a key learning point for
DLUHC over the administration of any future funding was the need for more advanced
notice to enable more considered and inclusive planning. LRFs felt rushed by the short
lead in time which compromised their ability to plan and deliver effectively and efficiently.

5.18 The majority of LRFs were happy with the way funding had been allocated. However,
in both case studies and Phase C returns some respondents raised questions over the
logic behind the funding formula. One LRF covering a largely affluent geography noted
that: “Deprivation is not associated with disaster, and floods, disasters can happen in
wealthy areas too” while another felt that funding allocation should also recognise the
complexity and size of the partnership along with its risk profile.

5.19 Data from both case studies and Phase C returns demonstrate an appetite amongst
LRFs for greater collaboration and shared learning and the perception that DLUHC could
have done more to facilitate this.

5.20 Interviewees and survey respondents reported that many LRFs were doing similar
things and that better coordination would have avoided duplication of effort in, for
example, the development of apps and information systems. At the time of the interviews,
some interviewees commented that a planned depository of Phase B returns had not
come to fruition and that this would have supported better collaboration. The depository
of Phase B returns was subsequently issued to LRFs towards the end of the financial
year. It was also noted that a more coordinated approach could have delivered
economies of scale through opportunities for pooled funding and centralised
procurement. Interviewees expressed the hope that there would be more future strategic
oversight and expertise from central government alongside opportunities for shared
thinking on the development of complex pieces of work and in particular MAIC and WSR.

5.21 While the pilot funding was felt to signal government’s recognition of the importance of
LRFs this had also raised questions with regard to their future status and remit given
the IR commitment to strengthen the roles and responsibilities of LRFs. Interviewees
reflected that their areas of responsibility had grown incrementally over the past decade
and that work had been delivered “on a goodwill basis” until the advent of the pilot
funding. They reported that they are keen for continued dialogue and communication
with DLUHC over their plans and intentions following DLUHC’s consultation with LRFs
through the Big Resilience Conversation (BRC) in September 2021.
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Chapter 6. Conclusions and
recommendations

6.1 This final chapter presents conclusions drawn from both key sources of evidence (case
studies and DLUHC survey returns), with key learning points that might be applied to the
future administration of the follow-on three-year funding. The conclusions are structured
according to the key research questions as set out in Chapter One.

Conclusions

6.2 As described in Chapter One, this evaluation addresses a set of research questions
grouped under three broad headings that map onto the Theory of Change for the funding
pilot, presented in Annex 2. The three headings provide the structure for our conclusions.

6.3 Inputs How did LRFs administer the money throughout the financial year? How did LRFs
decide what to spend the money on? Did this funding displace existing local funding
arrangements? What do LRFs think about future funding?

Decision making: Decisions about how to spend allocated funding were made in
reference to local needs and priorities, the guidance from DLUHC and in
consultation with LRF partners. In some cases, consideration was also given to
what would be achievable within the financial year and at this early stage there was
no indication that funding could be rolled over into 2022. Interviewees reported that
the short lead in time had in some cases compromised their ability to consult and
plan strategically. This was supported by responses to the Phase C survey. LRFs
largely appreciated the flexibility to prioritise local needs afforded them by the
guidelines although some felt that these could have been clearer with regard to
DLUHCs expectations and strategic priorities.

Displacement: There was no evidence that pilot funding had displaced partner
contributions. However, some apprehension was expressed about the possibility
of future displacement, - despite clear guidance to the contrary - with the
announcement of the follow-on three-year funding.

Response to future funding: LRFs have responded positively to the
announcement of future funding and see this as critical to their ability to meet the
increased expectations placed on them by central government. Many would prefer
to be funded on a permanent basis. Plans for how this money will be spent are still
nascent but the expectation is that it will be used to recruit and extend existing
short-term posts, act on the various evidence reviews and need assessments
undertaken with pilot funding and implement longer term pieces of work that are
currently in the development stage.
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6.4 Activities/Outputs Did the money fund new activities? Did the funded activities increase
capability within the LRF (the ability to do something)? Did the funded activities increase
the capacity of the LRF (the bandwidth/ resources to actually do it)?

New Activities: Pilot funding has been or will be used to fund a total of 205 new
projects according to Phase C returns. Additional capacity has also enabled LRFs
to catch up on a backlog of things such as exercises and training that had been in
the pipeline but had been put on hold because of COVID-19.

Capacity: Evidence shows that pilot funding has increased the capacity of LRFs
to deliver against both business as usual and new initiatives. Where core capacity
had been limited the increase was reported to be significant, enabling LRFs to
undertake work that they would not otherwise have been able to do. However, the
short-term nature of the funding meant LRFs faced considerable challenges in
recruiting to new posts. Unwieldly HR processes, alongside labour market
challenges slowed recruitment further meaning some LRFs were not able to recruit
at all while others filled posts late into the funding period. Despite these challenges
28 LRFs reported that they had taken on one or more new staff in 2021/22.

Capability: Pilot funding has been used to implement a wide range of projects and
initiatives, fairly evenly spread across the three strategic priorities set out in the
DLUHC guidance. These commonly include externally commissioned reviews of
LRF structures, needs and capabilities; delivery of training and exercises; the
development of enhanced websites; scoping and development of tools to support
better information and data flows including MAICs; and activities to widen
engagement with the VCFS as part of WSR. Challenges with recruitment have had
a knock-on effect on progress in implementation meaning that of the 205 planned
projects around a quarter will not be initiated until the 2022/23 financial year. The
ability to roll money over into the next financial year is welcomed and will be used
to deliver on work as originally planned.

Outputs: LRFs have delivered a number of outputs within the funding period.
These include new staff in post, training events and exercises delivered, enhanced
websites, the development of new technology, and new relationships with a wider
number of VCFS organisations.

6.5 Outcomes/Impact What outcomes have these activities delivered? Does it change the
relationship between LRFs and central government? Did the funding represent value for
money? Were the outcomes additive, or did the funding displace existing local funding
arrangements?

Outcomes: While it is too early to identify measurable outcomes LRFs have
delivered some significant outputs that can be expected to contribute towards the
achievement of future outcomes. Examples include training delivered to staff in
priority areas to better equip them to deal with local emergencies and the application
of new technologies aiding information flows and leading to more co-ordinated and
effective responses to emergencies. LRFs also report other benefits accruing from
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pilot funding including better engagement of partners in the work of the secretariat,
an enhanced strategic profile for LRFs and more appetite for joint working between
LRFs.

Relationship between central government and LRFs: There was no clear
evidence that funding had had a significant impact on the relationship between
central government and LRFs. However, LRFs felt that the allocation of the funding
represented an acknowledgement by government of their increasingly important role
and had given them a higher profile with partners thus facilitating better engagement.
LRFs felt uncertain about the future role they might be expected to play and
expressed a mixture of excitement about how the landscape might be changing
alongside fears that this would lead to greater accountability, higher expectations,
and more centralised control. Following on from the Big Resilience Conversation
LRFs would welcome on-going opportunities for dialogue with central government
over the future direction of their status and function.

Value For Money: A VfM analysis involves the assessment of outcomes and
benefits that result from a set of interventions against the resources committed to
deliver them. While LRFs have delivered a number of outputs it is too early to
evidence measurable outcomes at this stage. Nonetheless interviewees felt that the
work they had put in train represented value for money and were confident that it
had helped them enhance local capacity and capability and progress towards the
achievement of future outcomes.

Additionality: Interviewees made clear that pilot funding had enabled them to
deliver work that would not have happened in its absence. Specific mention was
made of the ability that funding had afforded them to employ new staff, commission
external specialists and academics, deliver training and purchase equipment. LRFs
stressed that partner funding would not have been forthcoming for these things. The
directive from DLUHC had facilitated the non-displacement of partner funding and
enabled LRFs to make additionality a guiding principle in developing spending plans.
Qualitative evidence of additionality is supported by survey returns which indicate
that core LRF partner funding has been maintained since the introduction of the pilot
funding.

Recommendations

6.6 Based on what has been learnt from the 2021/22 pilot funding the following
recommendations are provided to help to inform future policy, support, and funding for
LRFs:

The 2021/22 pilot funding enabled LRFs to take significant steps to increase the
capacity and capability they have to prepare and respond effectively to local
emergencies. Equally, the evaluation has also highlighted the challenging nature of
the task that LRFs face in continuing to do this on an ongoing basis in future,
particularly as the breadth of the types of emergencies within their remit has
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increased, and given the variable and often modest access they have to funding
through local contributions. The evaluation findings therefore offer strong support for
the continuation of central government funding for LRFs beyond 2021/22
(something that has now been enacted with the announcement of a further three-
year’s funding from 2022/23).

The announcement and then award of the pilot funding after the 2021/22 financial
year had already started was not ideal from the perspective of LRFs, and not
conducive to optimal planning and implementation of subsequent recruitment and
projects. There can only be a benefit for all parties from communicating the timing
and terms of future support for LRFs with as long a lead-in time as possible.

LRFs were permitted to roll over their 2021/22 pilot funding into the next financial
year, which will result in the pilot funding having a much greater long-term impact
than it would have otherwise. While continuing with this approach with future funding
may raise legitimate concerns about accountability; the evidence from this
evaluation indicates that implementation of funding in one financial year is not
commensurate with nature of the requirements LRFs have. With this in mind, future
support for LRFs should continue to include flexibility for funding to be used
across more than one financial year.

There was an evident tension with the pilot funding, and some differences in
perception between LRFs, concerning the balance struck by DLUHC between
instructing them on how the funding should be used versus allowing them to
determine this themselves. Overall, and bearing in mind this was a pilot and the first
time central government has provided funding of this nature to LRF, the balance
appeared to be about right. This suggests that central government should provide
an overall framework for the expected uses of future funding but continue to
allow significant freedom within this.

One point on which there was no tension or differing opinions with the pilot funding
was the importance of communicating an unambiguous message (including in
future funding guidance) about the additionality of central government
support. This should be continued.

There is likely to be added value, and potential VfM gains, from maximising
opportunities for shared learning and collaboration between LRFs. This was
facilitated early in the pilot funding through bi-weekly engagement sessions
convened by DLUHC and also happened to an extent organically through
established LRF-to-LRF relationships. There is scope and evident appetite for more
of this — for example through facilitated workshops with LRFs and centralised
repositories of information about planned activities.

The variable rates of progress reported in implementing activities using the pilot
funding reflect both significant challenges and the long-term nature of the LRF remit
but there is also scope, with future funding, for additional support around effective
project planning and management in LRFs. This could potentially be through
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training and the development and monitoring of progress against defined project
milestones.

Linked to above recommendation, and also wider considerations about the
relationship between central government and LRFs, there is scope for enhancing
the role of DLUHC’s team of local area-based Resilience Advisors to actively
advise on and support the deployment of future funding by LRFs.
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Annex 1 Map of LRF Boundaries

The following map illustrates the boundaries of all 38 LRFs in England and the DLUHC
teams that support LRFs across each region.
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RED LRF Regions
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Annex 2 Theory of Change
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RATIONALE LRFs have increased responsibilities and expectations from national government and there is a recognised risk that they may currently lack the capacity and capability to fully
respond to these effectively. LRFs currently receive no core central government funding {other than incident specific funding such as for COVID-19) and ongoing funding from local
partnersisvariable. The funding pilot will provide core funding to build capacity and capability and give LRFs capacity to fully engage with local and national priorities.

Positive outcomes
Increased capacity and capability:

IMPACT (out of

INPUTS scope of evaluation)

More effective
response and

Funds allocated to recruit/second new
staff and conduct funded activities

£7,450,000
allocatedto 38

Process of allocating the funds: agreeing
priority projects and new staff to fund

LRFs Every LRF
receives
between
£160,000 and
£240,000

Recruitment of new staff

Commissioning consultants to delivery to
deliver specific projects

Projects under following categories:

Strengthening data, intelligence and
information sharing

* Trainingon new systems
*  Exercisesonnew systems

Promoting a whole society approach to

» Developing MAICs/decision-support systems

Mew staffin post

Consultantsin place delivering
projects

MNew data, intelligence and
information systems and procedures
inplace and operating, by well trained
staff

Voluntary sector partners engaged at
events
Partners engaged

Faster, better, more insightful use of data,
intelligence and information, resulting in
greater situational awareness and more
strategicuse of data forplanning purposes

A more engaged VCS sector, with plans
formulated and in place for how sectorcan
play its part in community resilience fwhole
society approach

Stronger national reviews, leading to better
policy nationally and locally

recovery to
specificincidents
as a resultof
pilot-funded
activity

Financial savings
—asaresultof
better
preparation,
response and

DLUHC resilience Staffundertaking training and :gr;zrloved collaborativeworking at regional recovery
Egzg:finr;eand * Engaging partners in VCS/ community exercises Improved capability due to training/exercises
Directorate staff . sectors at events/workshops : ; ) ; Greater understanding in community due to
resource to Training Insights shared with national reviews more accessible website
administer *_Exercizes Local strategicreviews completed, Vs /wider
allocation of LRF activity in support of key national and E;;é?j%:ﬁfals in place locally and Improved relationships: gommur;:it\::
i i joriti emonstrate
g:gtsfuu;;i[;&g !ochg;l;ggisnh ol e Greater shared understanding of expectations improved
i of LRFs at local and national level 1
implementation * Conducting strategicreview of LRFs :ﬁg'gs:;g:ﬁners engaged atevents resﬂ:;an?e 'aISIE:!
) result of pilot-
Other Regional Best Practice identified Value formoney: funded activity
* Regional collaborative projects Staffand partnersengagedin

*  (Otherexercises
* Improved websites/IT

exercises to prepare for events
WebsitesandIT systemsin place

Projects delivered represent value for money
- delivering benefits that exceed costs

Potential negative unintended consequences

Displacement of local funding: did local
partners withdraw contributions because of
the existenceof pilot funding?

Has the autonomy of local partnerstoact in
theinterest of specificlocalities been
negatively affected by top-down
direction/funding?
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Annex 3 Topic guide

1

Introduction

» Could you describe your role in the context of the LRF partnership and the pilot funding
specifically?

» Describe the LRF partnership — membership/key players, roles, secretariat, etc.

= How has the LRF been funded previously — who contributes what (hard cash and in-
kind contributions — confirm accuracy of information provided)?

= What impact has the LRF pilot funding had on these arrangements? (l.e., has pilot
funding displaced the previous funding, how is any displaced/saved funding used, what
has this allowed them to do, etc)

The LRF pilot funding

Review the activities and investments proposed/made with their LRF pilot funding award —
based on the Phase B information received.

* How did you decide what the LRF pilot funding would be spent on?

» Capacity development — how were roles/ ‘person/people’ specs decided? Internal or
external recruit?

» The capability development activities proposed — how/why were the selected activities
decided upon? Where relevant — what was the rationale for any interventions chosen?
How much is this new activity and how much builds on what was already in place?

» Funding — how are the new activities being funded? (Combination of pilot funding and
both hard and ‘in-kind’ contributions)

» What steps are you taking to ensure funding is spent effectively and will represent value
for money?

Progress to date

In reference to the specific activities that the LRF has committed to (see Phase B returns)

* Progress with implementation — describe progress with implementation to date:
o Capacity development — recruitment and new staff in place?

o Capability development — progress with implementation of activities.

= Across both areas:
o Any changes/delays to plans?

o Issues/challenges faced — and ways of negotiating
o What's worked well — useful learning and good, replicable practice?

o What's worked less well — things to avoid and ways of negotiating?

Outcomes/achievements to date

= Qverall, what has the pilot funding achieved so far?

» Have any specific outcomes been achieved so far? What other outcomes are expected
over the next three years of funding?
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To what extent are these achievements/outputs/outcomes additional (i.e., new
outcomes rather than duplicating those previously funded locally)? Or does the LRF
pilot funding displace outputs/outcomes previously funded locally?

Has the pilot funding led to any other positive benefits — e.g., improved local
understandings and collaborative working, engaging new players, further reinforcing /
embedding local partnership arrangements, etc?

Sustainability

What consideration has been given to continuing/sustaining the new activities funded
under the Pilot?

Based on experience so far, which of the activities funded through the pilot should be
sustained and why?

Although very new — have you been able to give consideration yet as to how the next
three years funding will be used?

What else might be required for the new activities/benefits of the pilot to be
mainstreamed/sustained?

And finally

Looking back, how well do you feel the pilot funding has been used so far? has been
implemented?

With hindsight, are there any elements which could have been improved?

Would any of the benefits reported have been achieved without the LRF pilot
contribution?

Has is it been value for money? Why/why not?

What are your reflections on the pilot funding itself and how it's been administered by
DLUHC?

What wider effect do you feel the pilot funding has had on the relationship between the
LRF and government?

Is there anything else you'd like to say that we haven’t yet covered today?

Thank and close
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Annex 4 Overview of Innovation Fund Projects

LRF

Purpose of the project

Greater Manchester

Establishing an Advanced Digital Platform

To refine and create three national demonstrators for the
UK to show how advanced digital technologies can be used
not only for data sharing, but for collaborating to build
resilience and disaster preparedness with local partners,
including local communities. The aim is to lay a foundation
for establishing how advanced digital platforms can be used
by LRFs to support the implementation of a whole of society
approach for building local resilience.

Hampshire & Isle of
Wight

Community Risk Communication Plan

To design a communication plan which would encourage
the mutual understanding of response organisations and
communities needs during emergencies.

Lincolnshire

Drone Capability

To provide response capabilities and improved situational
awareness of incidents to all levels of command, via remote
transmission of imagery into Command Centres. This
project will enhance system change, joint working, cross-
cutting capability, and data/intelligence gathering.

LRF Engagement & Promotion Drive

To educate all communities, businesses, and private
sectors of the existence of LRFs and engage with them on
how they can support the LRF’s work on building national
resilience.

Resilience Direct (RD) Evacuation Registration Platform

To improve the LRFs ability to register evacuated members
of the public at rest centre locations, enabling the secure
transfer of personal data. This project will benefit all LRF’s
and Local Authorities nationally.
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Mapping Solution

To create a mapping and analysis spatial awareness
platform to use spatial mapping technology and analysis, to
better understand local risks and hazards and support
situational awareness.

Surrey

Regional Information Hub

To establish a Regional Information Hub in the Southeast to
support local and national situational awareness and
information sharing. This project will facilitate information
sharing between regional partners and Government and will
ensure that the understanding and reaction to risks and
incidents locally, regionally, and nationally is innovative and
compelling.

West Mercia

Emergency Planning Apprenticeship Scheme

The Emergency Planning and Resilience and Response-
Trailblazer Group, (EPRR-TG) established in June 2021,
brings together a range of employers with a role in EPRR
with a view to developing an Apprenticeship route for
prospective students who wish to study through a blended
approach of academia and practice. This supports the
notion of professionalising EPRR, whilst also developing a
prepared workforce for the future. The EPRR-TG aims to
identify Emergency Planning as one of the careers of choice
for young people.
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