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Preface

This document is the final report of a study RAND Europe conducted on behalf of the Armed Forces
Covenant Fund Trust (AFCFT). RAND Europe prepared this report for the AFCFT as part of an ongoing
evaluation of their efforts to support Local Authorities (LAs) in implementing the Covenant at the LA level.
Specifically, this project evaluated the grant funding provided through the AFCFT’s Strengthening Delivery
Programme (SDP) and Sustaining Delivery Programme (hereafter referred to as ‘Sustaining Delivery’). The
previous report for this project provided a process evaluation of the SDP. This report provides overarching
findings from a survey of SDP participants and three case studies providing greater insight into good

practices applied during three projects.

RAND Europe is a not-for-profit research institute, part of the global RAND Corporation. RAND’s

mission is to help improve policy and decision making through objective research and analysis.

For more information on this study or RAND Europe, please contact the Project Leader:

Ben Caves

Senior Research Leader — Defence and Security
RAND Europe

Westbrook Centre, Milton Road

Cambridge, CB4 1YG

United Kingdom

bcaves@randeurope.org
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Summary

Context

The Armed Forces Covenant Fund Trust (AFCFT) administers the Covenant Fund to support the Armed
Forces Community.! The Strengthening Delivery of the Armed Forces Covenant Programme (SDP) was
set up in 2016 to provide a series of grants to Local Authorities (LAs) ‘enabling them to deliver projects
linked to needs identified by their Local Covenant Partnerships.’> In 2017, the AFCFT awarded £3,493,296
across 23 grants, including 107 LAs. These grants formed the first phase of the SDP, followed by a second
phase of SDP funding in 2018 of £2,768,055 across 20 grants, which included 80 LAs. The AFCFT
awarded grants to 20 ‘clusters’ of LAs per the AFCFT’s instructions, with each cluster featuring a lead LA
overseeing the funds’ administration and the relationship with the Trust on the cluster’s behalf. Finally, the
Sustaining Delivery Programme (henceforth called ‘Sustaining Delivery’) allocated £25,000 to each of the
20 clusters that had participated in the two rounds of SDP funding.

Obijectives
The AFCFT commissioned RAND Europe to undertake a summative evaluation of both phases of the SDP

to understand whether and how the Programme had met its goals. The workstreams and deliverables RAND

Europe and its project partner, Shared Intelligence (Si), were tasked with are detailed below.

! Armed Forces Covenant Fund Trust (2023a).
2 Armed Forces Covenant Fund Trust (2023b).



Figure 1.1. Overview of SDP and Sustaining Delivery workstreams and project deliverables

Strengthening Delivery Sustaining Delivery
Programme Programme
(Phase 1, 2016-2019) (Phase 2, 2021-2022)

Evaluation - RAND Europe

Phase 1 summative Phase 2 formative
evaluation report evaluation report
(Grand-Clement et al. 2021) (Lucas et al. 2023)

Support and Development - Shared Intelligence
Toolkit and best-practice collection (forthcoming)

Source: RAND Europe documentation.

The Support and Development workstream’s output is a ‘toolkit’ repository of good practices for grant-
holders developed by Shared Intelligence (Si) and derived from the SDP’s and Sustaining Delivery’s
findings. A previous report® represents the findings from the first phase of the Evaluation workstream: the
summative evaluation of SDP Phases I and II to help understand whether and how the Programme had
met its goals. This final report evaluates Sustaining Delivery and represents the culmination of the
Evaluation workstream, pulling in SDP findings where relevant. This final report aims to share learning

from the SDP and Sustaining Delivery to help others deliver the Covenant.

This study provides examples for LAs and other organisations on how LAs have implemented measures to
deliver the Armed Forces Covenant (henceforth called ‘the Covenant’) comprehensively and sustainably
with limited funding. While the interim report was a formal process evaluation of Strengthening Delivery,
this secondary report highlighted practices the grantees used. This portion of the study looks at how LAs
used AFCFT funding to support local delivery of the Covenant. The AFCFT is keen to share good practices
from the learning and resources LAs developed through the SDP and Sustaining Delivery to benefit others
implementing the Covenant. To this end, the study team conducted two surveys and several interviews to
identify the barriers and challenges grantees encountered and their mitigation strategies and good practices.
Box 1 details the primary research question, revised to meet the AFCFT’s priorities for the study's second

phase.

3 Grand-Clement et al. (2021).
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Box 1. The research question underpinning Phase 2 of the study

How has the £25,000 Sustaining Delivery grant helped the grantees build upon their original grant and
support more Armed Forces Community members during the last 12 months and, potentially, in the future?

More specifically:

How have grantees continued or finalised the delivery of activities;

Helped embed services or practices;

Supported capturing and sharing stories, case studies, good practices, learning and innovation;
and

Helped LAs recover lost ground due to COVID2#

This report begins by providing a background into the Covenant and outlining the tasks undertaken by the

study team (Chapter 1). It then summarises the aims and perceived successes of the Sustaining Delivery

projects (Chapter 2) before discussing perceived implementation challenges and enablers (Chapter 3). The

concluding chapter (Chapter 4) then summarises and discusses these findings. Detailed survey findings are

available in the Annexes. To further disseminate best practices, we also present case studies from each deep

dive in three stand-alone documents.

Findings

This study’s findings highlight several common practices among grantees found to help facilitate the

Covenant’s implementation. Multiple grantees implemented several particular practices to overcome

barriers and challenges and better implement the Covenant. These practices include:

Designating a specific person or role with sole responsibility for implementing the Covenant

within a particular organisation;

Cultivating long-term support networks, partnerships and relationships with the local Armed

Forces Community and other organisations responsible for implementing the Covenant;

Using clear and tailored communications with other government organisations and the broader

public to communicate the Covenant’s importance and the services available;
Dedicating data-collection efforts towards understanding the local Armed Forces Community;

Responding flexibly and adaptably in Sustaining Delivery projects’ timelines and scope as new

and unforeseen challenges emerge; and

Creating long-term generic materials that others can use to better understand the Covenant and

its implementation methods (e.g. Local Standards Assessments and online guidance resources).

Interview and survey findings reveal that grantees found these practices useful in overcoming various barriers

and enablers, from lacking resources to COVID-19 challenges, and in sustaining their projects’ impacts

beyond the allocated Trust funding.
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Implications and recommendations

As a result of the shared practices documented across our interviews and surveys, we identified several

recommendations for practices that may benefit other organisations looking to implement the Covenant

locally. These include:

Using clear and proactive communications to raise public awareness about the Covenant,
inform the Armed Forces Community about the services and support available to them, and

generally widen the Covenant’s visibility throughout the broader community.

Building relationships and partnerships with other stakeholders across the Armed Forces
Community and those in charge of upholding the Covenant to enhance effectiveness, pool

resource, share best practices, collaborate and avoid duplicated efforts where possible.

Gathering ongoing information about the local Armed Forces Community through personal
contacts or existing data sources such as census data, enabling a better understanding of the

community's unique needs and how best to deliver the Covenant.

Creating tools such as self-sustaining materials to support ongoing work across other

communities and LAs at a lower cost.

Establishing a dedicated post such as a Covenant officer or appointing Armed Forces
Champions to provide a clear contact point for coordinating the Covenant’s delivery — or,
where this is not possible, assigning responsibility for all Covenant-related activities to a single

individual to enhance accountability, provide a clear contact point and coordinate efforts.

Adopting or further embedding the practices discussed in this report in future Covenant work.
LAs and other organisations should continue to share best practices to maximise funding,
efficiency and mutual ability to implement the Covenant, e.g. by partnering with neighbouring

councils, disseminating work online or hosting/attending shared events.

Given limited available resources and the Covenant’s new statutory footing, we hope these practices will

help guide LAs and organisations to implement the Covenant in their area.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Context

The Armed Forces Covenant (hereafter called ‘the Covenant’ only) is a 2011 pledge between the UK
government, the nation and the Armed Forces articulating the nation’s obligations to the Armed Forces
Community.* At its core, the Covenant acknowledges that the Armed Forces Community should not face
disadvantages due to their (or their family member’s) military service.’ Since 2011, ‘every local authority in
mainland Great Britain has signed a “community covenant partnership” with their local armed forces.”

This ‘community covenant’ seeks to:

‘encourage local communities to support the Armed Forces Community in their areas and to nurture
public understanding and awareness among the public of issues affecting the armed forces community;
recognise and remember the sacrifices faced by the Armed Forces Community; encourage activities which
help to integrate the Armed Forces Community into local life; encourage the Armed Forces Community
to help and support the wider community, whether through participation in events and joint projects, or

other forms of engagement.”

In response to the findings from a 2016 report by the Forces in Mind Trust (FIMT) and the Local
Government Association (LGA),? the Covenant Fund team — operating initially as part of the UK Ministry
of Defence (MOD) — set up the Strengthening Delivery Programme (SDP) in 2016 to provide a series of
grants to LAs.” They divided these grants into two funding programmes to strengthen local Covenant

implementation: the SDP, which ran from 2016 to 2020, and the Sustaining Delivery Programme

“ The Armed Forces Community comprises serving personnel, reservists, ex-Service personnel and their families.
5> Armed Forces Covenant Fund Trust (2023a).

¢ Ministry of Defence (2019).

7 Ministry of Defence (2019).

8 As the first study of its kind, the 2016 study provided an overall picture of the Covenant’s implementation at the
local level, highlighting several gaps and challenges, e.g. insufficient understanding of the Covenant and an absent or
underdeveloped infrastructure for delivering it (including action plans, Armed Forces Covenant Officers or dedicated
webpages). See Forces in Mind Trust et al. (2017).

® The Covenant Fund later became the Armed Forces Covenant Fund Trust (AFCFT).

1 The SDP was launched in 2016 and provided a series of grants to LAs to enable ‘them to deliver projects linked to
needs identified by their Local Covenant Partnerships.’'® In 2017, the Trust awarded the first funding phase, totalling
£3,493,296 across 23 grants and 107 LAs. The second funding phase followed in 2018, providing £2,768,055 across
20 grants, including 80 LAs.
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(hereafter referred to as ‘Sustaining Delivery’), which ran from 2021 to 2022. The grants were provided
through an open application process, enabling LAs to deliver projects addressing identified needs for
improving the Covenant’s local implementation. The Covenant Fund team later transitioned to become

the Armed Forces Covenant Fund Trust (AFCFT).

These programmes aimed to help LAs overcome the gaps and challenges identified in the 2016 report
mentioned above whilst designing and implementing a toolkit supporting better implementation of the
Covenant."" It is hoped that continued funding and support will enable LAs to better meet the needs of
local Service personnel. Additionally, the AFCFT hoped that continued project funding, particularly
through Sustaining Delivery, would allow them to fulfil their longer-term plans for developing better

physical, financial, medical and educational support for the Armed Forces Community.

1.2.  Project scope

This study represents the final output of the Evaluation workstream, one of two workstreams this project
undertook to support grantees and UK-wide Covenant implementation more broadly. RAND Europe
oversaw the Evaluation workstream, which included two phases: (a) Phase 1: Strengthening Delivery of the
Armed Forces Covenant, and (b) Phase 2: Sustaining Delivery of the Armed Forces Covenant. We describe
both phases below. In parallel, a second workstream overseen by RAND Europe’s project partner, Shared

Intelligence (Si), provided direct support to grantees via training and useful project materials.

1.2.1.  Phase 1: Strengthening Delivery of the Armed Forces Covenant

The projects in this phase focused on delivering activities related to 11 main activity strands. Additionally,
the AFCFT commissioned RAND Europe to undertake a summative evaluation of both SDP phases to
understand if and how the Programme had met its goals.”> SDP evaluation started in October 2020 and
ran until July 2021." In parallel, the AFCFT commissioned Si to curate an online repository of good SDP
practices to create a central resource accessible by LAs across the UK. Si generated this resource via extensive
engagement with LAs, including interviews, roundtable events and a comprehensive review of

programmatic documents.

1.2.2.  Phase 2: Sustaining Delivery of the Armed Forces Covenant

Sustaining Delivery was launched in 2021 and supported each grantee for about a year or until they achieved
their proposed task.'* Grant applications were only open to organisations funded under the SDP, aiming
to provide additional support to continue, finalise or expand activities that had begun under the SDP. This

funding aimed to help embed good practices and reinforce the SDPs' gains to provide ongoing benefits to

! Forces in Mind Trust, Local Government Association and Shared Intelligence (2017).
2 A summative evaluation is designed to assess a program (in this case the SDP) after its activities” conclusion.

'3 For a full description of the SDP evaluation, including its methodology and key findings, please see Grand-Clement
etal. (2021).

4 Whether the grant amount related to a fixed duration or the project’s completion depended on the proposed project
type, e.g. a dedicated one-year job role versus establishing a particular resource for the Armed Forces Community.
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the Armed Forces Community served by each LA partnership cluster.”” The AFCFT awarded 20 grants of
£25,000 each, each going to a cluster of organisations led by a designated LA.'® Annex A provides a full list

of grantees.

RAND Europe was contracted to provide a focused evaluation of the Sustaining Delivery projects to
understand good practices across the Sustaining Delivery grantees, including ways they had mitigated
challenges or overcome obstacles. The evaluation’s primary aim, building on the findings from the more
formal evaluation methods used for the SDP, was to analyse the effectiveness of the follow-on grants. This

analysis sought to answer the following questions:

e  What examples of good practice and learning demonstrate how LAs, with limited funding, have

implemented measures to deliver the Covenant comprehensively and sustainably?

e Given the barriers and limitations to implementing the Covenant, how can these examples be
shared across different LAs? Where might there be opportunities for the Trust and other

organisations to provide support or better assist with delivering the Covenant in future?

This project phase aimed to disseminate good practices, examples and learning more widely to support
other LAs in delivering the Covenant under similar constraints. Additionally, the study team sought
methods for better sharing practices and experiences across LAs and other community organisations. This

task was particularly important given that the Covenant has come under statutory force.

1.3.  Phase 2 methodology

This study was not a formal process evaluation. Instead, the study team focused on identifying and
describing the practices different grantees used to help inform others seeking to implement the Covenant

locally. We used the following methods in Phase 2 to address the questions outlined above:

e Surveys: The study team issued two questionnaires to all LAs leading clusters and obtained funding
from the AFCFT during Sustaining Delivery. We distributed a short survey in December 2021
(hereafter called the ‘December survey’), when the projects first started, followed by a more
comprehensive questionnaire in June 2022 (hereafter called the ‘June survey’)."” Of the 20 grantees,
19 LAs responded to the December questionnaire and 17 to the June questionnaire.'® Annex C

details the survey materials and questions used.

e Deep dives: Based on the questionnaire responses and a consultation with the Trust, we selected

three case studies (‘deep dives’) to provide a more in-depth insight into potential good practices

15 Armed Forces Covenant Fund Trust (2021).

16 Although there were 20 grant holders in the programme, we only surveyed 19 grantees: we did not survey Milton
Keynes because agreement was needed about changes to the grant’s delivery after their delivery partner dropped out.
17 Although we circulated surveys among the lead organisations in 19 of the 20 clusters the Trust awarded grants to,

not all grantees responded to both surveys: 19 responded to the December survey and only 17 to the June survey.

'8 This is significantly fewer than 35 SDP projects as Sustaining Delivery granted a much smaller number of grants
than the SDP (20 vs 35). The Sustaining Delivery surveys also focused only on LAs that led clusters, whereas the SDP
survey included lead and participant LAs.
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and ways grantees overcame various challenges. We selected these three projects because they were
completed in time for inclusion and provided a selection of different geographic locations, lead LA
types and project focuses. Table 1.1 details the selected deep dives, and Annex D provides the

materials used in these interviews.

o Interviews: The study team conducted seven interviews across the three deep dives to explore the
views of the lead LAs, another LA within their cluster, and, where possible, community partners
who worked with the cluster and benefited from the project’s activities (e.g. the charity ‘Hull 4

Heroes’).

o Theme identification: We consolidated the survey results and deep dives to identify comparative
themes across methodologies and between grant cases. We incorporated these takeaways into the
findings and explored them in our subsequent ‘expert consultation’. This analysis primarily
compared data drawn from the research activities, mainly the two surveys, and comparisons with
the exemplary practices identified among the three grants. We compiled this data in an extraction
template and triangulated it across the various data collection methods. We also used survey data

to inform the deep-dive interview questions. We present the results of that analysis in this report.

e Continuous expert consultation: We held regular meetings with the Trust to consult on the
materials we produced with Si and stay current with any relevant Trust developments. These
meetings helped ensure that the questionnaire responses, case study results and document review

findings identified key themes, findings and recommendations.
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Table 1.1 Details of selected deep dives

‘Strengthening Engagement with our Community”

Start date: 15 September 2021 End date: 31 October 2022
Lead LA: Kingston upon Hull City Council AFCFT funding allocated: £25,000

Other organisations involved: Local Community Hubs, Armed Forces Forums and Delivery Boards.

Initial grant aim: To build relationships between civilians in local communities and Armed Forces members by
raising awareness of the Armed Forces community's challenges, explaining their support networks and meeting
their needs, facilitated through forums and Local Community Hubs.

‘Covenant Commitment: Highland and Moray’
Start date: 11 October 2021 End date: 5 September 2022
Lead LA: Highland Council (county council) AFCFT funding allocated: £25,000

Other organisations involved: Local AFCCGs, individual consultants, Warwickshire Council and Moray
Council.

Initial grant aim: To further support Community Planning Partnerships by providing specific learning and
training materials, helping identify gaps in provision for Armed Forces communities and substantively articulate
their needs within local communities.

‘Sustaining Armed Forces Covenant Delivery (CMF)’

Start date: 30 September 2021 End date: 30 September 2022
Lead LA: Charnwood Borough Council AFCFT funding allocated: £25,000

Other organisations involved: The Loughborough WellBeing Centre, Parish Councils, Warwickshire County
Council, Rutland and Market Harborough Covenant Officer.

Initial grant aim: To expand signup to the GP accreditation scheme, establish training, Armed Forces
Community Champions and a dementia resource pack, and further support the Veterans Wellbeing Café
project.

Source: Information compiled by RAND Europe based on grant documentation provided by the AFCFT.

1.4. Caveats and limitations

While we based this report’s analysis and findings on thorough research using the best available data, it is
not a formal assessment of the Covenant’s implementation through Sustaining Delivery. Although this
allowed us to focus on Trust’s stated aims, it limited the report’s ability to comprehensively examine
Sustaining Delivery’s implementation effectiveness. Since this project’s data came from self-reporting grant-
holders, it may also be subject to self-reporting bias and limitations in objectivity. Therefore, any findings
should not be attributed to or associated with formal process-evaluation methodologies, nor should those
findings be inferred from this report’s analysis. Further, we could not independently validate grant
participants’ views, including interviewees; we thus present them throughout as the perception or opinion

of the individual who provided the information.

Additionally, timelines changed throughout the Sustaining Delivery’s lifetime and, consequently, this
study’s, often due to exogenous factors beyond the control of either the Trust, the grantees or the study

team, e.g. the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic and its accompanying restrictions, staff turnover and
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availability among grantees, and funding constraints. Therefore, the study team could not collect

information from each programme simultaneously, limiting some of the consistency between answers. Such

factors also significantly delayed the study because grantees started projects later than anticipated or had

little to report in the earlier stages.

Finally, findings were limited by staff availability and grantees' available time for participation. For example,

the study team could not collect survey responses from all 20 grantees.

1.5.

Structure

This report proceeds as follows:

Chapter 2 summarises the Sustaining Delivery projects’ aims and perceived successes.
g ry proj

Chapter 3 provides insights regarding implementation challenges and key enablers the grantees
considered to have contributed to their success. This chapter includes a summary of the highlighted

practices from each deep dive.

Chapter 4 provides concluding thoughts based on the findings outlined in chapters 2 and 3,

alongside recommendations for others secking to implement the Covenant.

Annexes provide supplementary documents, including:

A.
B.
C.
D.

A complete list of all grantees from the Sustaining Delivery programme;
A full overview of results from the December 2021 and June 2022 grantee surveys;
The survey instruments we administered in December 2021 and June 2022; and

The interview protocol we used to gather examples of good practice.

Additionally, highlighted practices collected from the three deep dives are available in the following three

(separate) documents:

Supporting Sustained Delivery of the Armed Forces Covenant: Highlighted practices from the

Charnwood Council cluster

Supporting Sustained Delivery of the Armed Forces Covenant: Highlighted practices from the Highland

Council cluster

Supporting Sustained Delivery of the Armed Forces Covenant: Highlighted practices from the Kingston-
upon-Hull City Council cluster.



2. The aims and successes of Sustaining Delivery grants

This chapter summarises the aims and perceived successes of projects conducted as part of the Sustaining
Delivery grants. As mentioned in the previous chapter, these findings derive from two surveys and three
deep dives into individual grants.” This chapter considers the big picture as it emerged from the two surveys

before considering the specific examples of each deep dive.

2.1.  Project aims

2.1.1.  Survey results

Building on the SDP, Sustaining Delivery aimed to fund those LAs requiring more investment or likely to
contribute the most to improving the Covenant’s local implementation. The Trust did not mandate any
specific activities under these grants. Figure 1 overviews the different activity strands undertaken by
Sustaining Delivery continuation grants as of June 2022. Most projects undertook several activity strands;

we have attached no weighting reflecting the dominant activity strand in each project.

! Annex B provides the complete survey results, and Annex C provides the full survey questions.
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Figure 1 Number of Sustaining Delivery projects pursuing each activity

Understanding the target population _ 4

Raising awareness of public authorities and frontline

services about the Covenant and the Armed Forces _ 12

Community

Raising awareness of the general public about the
Covenant and the Armed Forces Community

Raising awareness of public authorities and frontline

services about the support available to the Armed Forces _ 10

Community

Raising awareness of the Armed Forces Community about
the support available to them

Coordination and sharing of best practice between
K
relevant local stakeholders
Strengthening links between service provides (e.g. _ 8
housing, finance, education, etc.)
Improving processes within Local Authorities aimed at _ 8
supporting the Armed Forces Community
Providing tailored support for the Armed Forces _ 6
Community

Increasing cohesion/sense of community within the Armed _ 4

Forces Community

12

Others 2

Source: RAND Europe analysis of data from 17 projects where LAs completed the June 2022 questionnaire.?® Note
that respondents could choose as many options as they felt appropriate.

The most common activity pursued by grantees included raising public authorities’ and frontline services’
awareness about the Covenant and Armed Forces Community and the Armed Forces Community’s
awareness about available support. The SDP evaluation results suggest that 18 out of 31 grantees with
projects focused on the ‘raising awareness’ activity strand (approximately 58 per cent) felt that the Sustaining
Delivery grant had, ‘to a great extent’, increased awareness of the Armed Forces Community among public
authorities and frontline services. Similarly, 16 out of 28 grant-holders whose projects focused on this
activity strand (approximately 57 per cent) felt that the Sustaining Delivery grant had ‘to a great extent’

increased awareness among the Armed Forces Community about the support available to them. We thus

% No weighting was attached to the above assessments according to the activity strands dominating each project. The
numbers represent the number of projects that undertook each activity strand. In the figure below, the ‘others’ category
refers to two grant-specific activities: promoting the Forces Connect App in training and continuing engagement with
local businesses in the private sector.
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concluded that grant-holders felt such activities may have required sustained funding and effort over both

grants.

Figure 2 Number of projects that identified these goals as a top-three priority

Continue to pl’OdUCé new (OI' improve exisﬁng) trcining and _ 11
awareness-raising material
Increase awareness of the Armed Forces Community in I o
public, third, and private sectors
Provide direct support to the Armed Forces Community _ 6

Promote and facilitate partnerships and collaborations
among public authorities and relevant stakeholders in the 6
third and private sectors

Improve the referral process and increase referrals _ 5

Build a sustainable model to ensure longevity of available
support

Achieve a hollistic approach, where resources are deployed
e o
to maximum effect

Increase awareness of the Covenant and available services - 9
in the Armed Forces Community

Update existing information on the Armed Forces - :
Community

Increase engagement with the Armed Forces Community - 1

Review the progress made since 2018 - 1

Analyse the impact of the pandemic on the Covenant and
the Armed Forces Community

Source: RAND Europe analysis of data from 17 projects (out of 20 total) that completed the June 2022

questionnaire.?'

The relative activity-strand focus in Figure 2 aligned with each project’s stated priorities. When asked to

pinpoint the three main priorities they intended to pursue, projects most often mentioned the following:

! No weighting was attached to the above assessments regarding which priorities were ranked highest by individual
projects. The numbers represent the number of projects that mentioned each area as one of its top three priorities.
Additionally, the categories of goals listed and identified are not mutually exclusive.
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e Producing new (or improving existing) training and awareness-raising materials directed at various
relevant stakeholders, e.g. by developing new e-learning modules or updating existing materials in
line with the Armed Forces Act (11 out of 17); and

e Increasing public-, third- and private-sector awareness of the Armed Forces Community by, for
example, training LA staff, encouraging parishes to sign up to the Covenant or utilising social media
(10 out of 17).

One of the lowest Sustaining Delivery priorities was updating existing information on and increasing
engagement with the Armed Forces Community, despite several projects focusing on this during the SDP.*
This finding corresponds with the least common activity strands: understanding the target population and
increasing the Armed Forces Community’s cohesion/sense of community. These findings suggest that
project teams felt they had more comprehensive data on the Armed Forces Community following the SDP

and thus needed to spend less time and resources understanding it.

2.1.2. Deep dives

Charnwood Borough Council cluster

The Charnwood-Borough-Council-led cluster (hereafter referred to as ‘Charnwood’) aimed to embed the
Covenant into internal and external organisational processes by working with multiple community
organisations. Ultimately, it intended to raise awareness among the Armed Forces Community, the public,
authorities and front-line services about the Covenant and the support available for the Armed Forces
Community. The project engaged with numerous organisations, including the Loughborough Wellbeing
Centre, Veterans Wellbeing Hub, Defence Medical Rehabilitation Centre, parish councils, general
practitioner (GP) practices, social prescribers and other community groups.” Cluster members believe they
achieved their goals by coordinating and sharing best practices between relevant local stakeholders,
strengthening links between service providers and improving processes within Local Authorities supporting

the Armed Forces Community.*

Highland Council cluster

This Highland-Council-led cluster (hereafter referred to as ‘Highland’) produced free online training
materials for partners’ and individual agencies’ use, deepening the public, third and private sector’s
understanding of the Armed Forces Community.” The Highland representatives explained in the post-
project interviews that the project allowed the Council to address and complete work areas outlined in a
previous project’: embedding the Covenant principles across Community Planning Partnership, Scotland

Community Planning Partnerships and Statutory Partnerships. Sustaining Delivery gave Highland a

22 A total of 25 out of 43 projects undertook the activity strand ‘Understanding the target population’ during the SDP.
Grand-Clement et al. (2021).

2 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.

# Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview C2, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.
» Moray and Highland Councils (2022).

% Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe.

10
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sustainable mechanism for embedding and progressing the Covenant through various partners (e.g. Fire,
Police, National Health Service [NHS] and third-sector organisations).” The materials aimed to increase
awareness about the Armed Forces Community’s unique needs and address the local knowledge gap
hindering Community Partners’ work.” The cluster circulated these materials to Community Partners for

embedding and cascading within individual agencies’ staff training.

Kingston upon Hull City Council cluster
The ‘Strengthening Engagement with our Community’ cluster led by the Kingston upon Hull City Council
(hereafter referred to as ‘Hull’) aimed to foster greater engagement with forums, delivery boards, businesses

and the Armed Forces Community.” The primary aims of this engagement included:

e Raising awareness of the public authorities and front-line services about the Covenant and the

Armed Forces Community;

e Raising the general public’s awareness about the Covenant and the Armed Forces Community;

and

e Providing tailored support for the Armed Forces Community and raising their awareness of the

support available.*

Interviewees re-iterated these aims in the post-project interviews, highlighting the overarching desire to
prioritise veterans in any work undertaken.”’ The Hull and LA partner representatives echoed the goals of
building communication within the Covenant, increasing partner engagement and broadening people’s

knowledge about the Covenant itself.’*

2.2. Perceived successes

2.2.1.  Survey results

Opverall, respondents strongly felt that Sustaining Delivery positively influenced their activities, with 14
respondents reporting it had improved the Covenant’s implementation in their area to ‘some’ or ‘a great’
extent.” This finding echoed the Phase 1 SDP evaluation, which showed that grantees considered the
programme to have improved the Covenant’s local implementation.** Figure 3 details how the funding was

perceived to have achieved this.

¥ Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe.

28 Tune 2022 survey results.

¥ June 2022 survey results.

3 Interview A1, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.
3! Interview Al, conducted by RAND Europe.

32 Interview Al, conducted by RAND Europe.

% June 2022 survey results.

3 Grand-Clement et al. (2021).
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Figure 3 Ways in which Sustaining Delivery helped improve the Covenant’s implementation in
respondents' areas

Enabled activity 6

Enhonced aworencss | +

Employed to a dedicated post 3

Source: RAND Europe analysis of data from the 17 projects that filled in the June 2022 questionnaire.3*

Among the ten respondents who provided detailed comments, the most significant area they mentioned
where funding improved the Covenant’s implementation was in enabling activity that would not otherwise
have been possible. One respondent extensively described key media engagement the grant made possible,
citing a media campaign that reached 71,200 people — including a video with over 34,000 views. Other
respondents emphasised Sustaining Delivery’s importance, given the financial pressure on LAs to uphold
the Covenant and execute other aspects of local service delivery. One grantee noted that the increased
activity that Sustaining Delivery enabled increased the County Council’s confidence and subsequent
willingness to provide additional funding. A thematic analysis of the survey data suggested that most

grantees positively perceive the funding’s impacts.

% Not all project representatives who participated in the surveys answered each question. Figures only include data
from respondents.

12
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Figure 4 Grantee perspectives on perceived successes achieved through the Sustaining Delivery
project

Increased collaboration and partnership building _ 7

Increased engagement and activties, resulting in

an enhanced connection with the Armed Forces _ 6

Community

Development of new or improvement of old _ 4
materials

Development of new or improvement of old support
resources

Continued training delivery 1

Research on the impact of Covid-19 on the Armed - :
Forces Community

Source: RAND Europe analysis of data from 17 projects (out of 20 total) that completed the June 2022
questionnaire.3®

According to grant-holders, the greatest success achieved through the Sustaining Delivery grants was
collaboration and partnership building, which they felt had increased during projects. Increased engagement
and activities followed closely behind since they enhanced connection with the Armed Forces Community.”
These findings align with evidence from the SDP evaluation, where the most significant benefit of SDP
funding grant holders mentioned was improved sharing and coordination of best practices between relevant
local stakeholders. This finding also resonated with areas of success identified through the SDP evaluation,
such as providing tailored support to the Armed Forces Community and raising their awareness of the

support available to them.”®

Sustaining Delivery also helped clusters implement resources and pursue activities within their local
communities to serve the Armed Forces better. For example, several clusters used Sustaining Delivery funds
to provide dedicated materials to help other LAs identify and address their local Armed Forces Community’s
needs. By helping local service organisations secure funding and deliver activities, many grantees felt they

were empowering them to deliver a higher standard of care to the Armed Forces Community.

36 The numbers represent the number of projects that mentioned each area (note that projects could select multiple
areas where they felt their project was successful).

% June 2022 survey data.
3Grand-Clement et al. (2021).
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2.2.2. Deep dives

Charnwood

The Charnwood Representative reported that the Sustaining Delivery funding mechanism and process
helped improve the Covenant’s implementation in their area to a great extent.”” The Charnwood
Representative re-iterated the project's success in the post-project interviews, explaining that Sustaining
Delivery ‘100%’ improved the Covenant’s local implementation, helping them make ‘a positive difference’
on multiple fronts.*’ The cluster enlisted parish councils to sign the Armed Forces Covenant and the Careers
Transition Partnership and trained and established Armed Forces Champions in multiple Parish Councils
to form self-sustaining networks.”! They also established an Armed Forces Champion post in Charnwood’s
human resources (HR) department to provide tailored employment support to those leaving the Armed
Forces locally.”? Adjusting Melton Borough Council’s HR policies to be more veteran-friendly (by
appointing an in-house Armed Forces Champion and increasing Armed Forces recruitment) also helped

them achieve gold employee recognition status under the Defence Employer Recognition Scheme.*

Furthermore, the cluster adjusted Melton Borough Council’s equality impact assessments to include
veterans in the Equality and Diversity Legislation.* They also facilitated the GP Veteran Friendly Aware
scheme amongst GP Practices, where staff received training and signposting information about Veterans.”
Collaboration with the Veterans Wellbeing Hub secured long-term funding, which has since been used to
implement the hub locally. Lastly, the cluster designed a Dementia Toolkit for Veterans suffering from

Dementia, providing comprehensive information and guidance.*

Highland

The Highland Council re-iterated the success of the Sustaining Delivery programme and related materials
in the post-project interviews, with the Highland Council Representative remarking that ‘the project has
achieved what it set out to do’ and ‘absolutely helped’ implement the Covenant locally.”” The Highland
interviewee described how Sustaining Delivery gave them the financial capacity to hire a dedicated Project
Officer and Educational Materials Consultant to action Covenant support.*® Sustaining Delivery's resources
also allowed Highland and other cluster members to collaborate in raising awareness about the Armed

Forces Community through accessible training.”” These online training materials aimed to improve

% June 2022 survey results.

® Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.
! Tnterview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.
2 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.
# Interview C2, conducted by RAND Europe.
# Tnterview C2, conducted by RAND Europe.
® June 2022 survey results.

% Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.
7 Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe.
# Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.
¥ Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe.
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awareness and services relevant to the Armed Forces Community amongst community partners; they are

shared with local organisations and available to all, including individuals.”

Hull

The perceived success of the Hull project was re-iterated in each of the three post-project interviews.”’ One
Local Authority partner believed that they achieved the goal of broadening people’s knowledge of the
Covenant through consultation development of a self-assessment tool within their Local Standards
Assessment for gauging responses to incoming legislation.”” The project’s greatest impact was arguably its
success in building an entire community that did not exist before, connecting pockets of service members
and veterans (one advantage of operating within a larger cluster).” Interviewees considered the connections
made during this project to be self-sustaining and long-lasting, with service members collectively joining
clubs, crossing the river to meet and gathering at breakfast clubs.”* The project also helped break down
barriers to resources for the region’s Armed Forces Community, the benefits of which will continue through

a network of invested personnel, project deliverables and future initiatives.”

2.3. Conclusion

This chapter summarised the aims and perceived impacts of projects conducted as part of Sustaining
Delivery, as reported in the surveys and deep dives. These aims ranged from clear and measurable goals,
such as releasing publicly available materials to support others in delivering the Covenant, to more abstract

aims, such as building partnerships and relationships.

%% June 2022 Survey Results.

3! Interviews A1-A4, conducted by RAND Europe.
52 Interview A4, conducted by RAND Europe.

53 June 2022 Survey Results.

> Interview A4, conducted by RAND Europe.

%5 A4 Interview, conducted by RAND Europe.
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3. Barriers and enablers

This chapter explores the challenges Sustaining Delivery grantees encountered in pursuing their stated aims
and the enablers they felt were critical to overcoming or mitigating these barriers. The chapter begins with
a general discussion of barriers and challenges, informed by the survey findings and supplemented by detail
from each deep dive, then examines approaches for ensuring the projects’ sustained impact now that the

Sustaining Delivery funding has ended.

3.1.  Barriers and challenges

3.1.1.  Survey results

According to the survey results (and as Figure 5 shows), the two most common barriers to Sustaining
Delivery implementation most projects faced related to COVID-19’s impact and the associated project
delays. COVID-19’s impact was also one of the two biggest challenges encountered during the SDP,
suggesting that the pandemic has continued to negatively impact efforts to improve the Covenant’s
implementation. We conclude that this challenge’s continued prevalence means that some of the pandemic’s
effects, such as its impact on support personnel (causing work delays in some cases), lie beyond the projects’

control or adaptive capacity.*®

>¢ June 2022 Survey Results.
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Figure 5 Main barriers and challenges identiby number of grantees

Impact of Covid-19

Delays to the project (e.g. due to organisational restructuring,
foundation work, recruitment issues, etc.)

Discovery of additional areas of work/need beyond the project
scope

Difficulties in engaging with some parts of the Armed Forces
community

Lack of interest in the Covenant (e.g. from frontline staff, from
Councillors, from the public, from partner Local Authorities, etc.)

Lack of reliable data on the Armed Forces Community

Difficulties in working with and coordinating across the
partnership cluster

Limited capacity to undertake project activities

Loss of personnel

Difficulties in mapping existing support

Lack of understanding of why the Covenant and the project is
important

Changes in political administration and/or personnel

Difficulties in finding appropriate sharing platforms

Delays related to the implementation of the Armed Forces Act
and associated guidelines

Difficulties in creating connections with partner Local Authorities
and with third sector organisations

I

R
mnh

Source: RAND Europe analysis of data from 17 projects (out of 20 total) that completed the June 2022

questionnaire.>”

Project delays occurred for various reasons, as Figure 6 shows. Recruitment issues and difficulties in

agreeing, collaborating and preparing partners were the most common causes of delay.

57 The above results are not weighted according to the projects” perception of their significance. The figures denote

the number of projects that mentioned each barrier/challenge.
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Figure 6 Main causes of project delays, by number of projects

Deloys it recrument |

Difficulties in agreeing, collaborating, and preparing _ 3
partners

Notappiccble N

Changes in key staff 1

Ch to th iect following di i ith
onges (o] epr0|ec (o] owmg ISCUSSIONS WI -,|

partners

Delays with the Armed Forces Act coming into force 1

Source: RAND Europe analysis of data from 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.>®

Survey data suggests that almost half of the projects anticipated these barriers and challenges.”” However,
one project did not anticipate or plan for the need to recruit replacement staff, and another did not
anticipate the need to regularly re-establish relationships with serving Armed Forces units due to personnel
changes and rotations. Nonetheless, the results may indicate that projects identified and planned for

emergent challenges relatively well.

3.1.2.  Deep Dives

Interviewees frequently reiterated the challenges of limited funding, describing how funding constraints
constrained their ability to honour LAs' pre-existing commitments to improve the Covenant’s delivery in
their areas.”” However, they emphasised the key role that Sustaining Delivery funding, though limited,

played in helping them achieve their goals.

In particular, interviewees suggested that funding for dedicated employment positions significantly
impacted Covenant delivery. As LA staff members often have many responsibilities, they have less time to
dedicate to the Covenant, potentially making projects slow and inefficient. Without funding to hire new
staff to address the Covenant’s needs, interviewees believed that councils and LAs struggle to progress such
work. Moreover, partner engagement dropped without sufficient resources to hire Covenant Officers
dedicated to delivering the Covenant. For example, partners like the NHS or housing authorities cannot
often operate at the level of dedicated resources, which can slow work progress.®' Although the LAs felt they

had the will to support the Covenant, they suggested that resources in such cases were insufficient to support

>% The above results are not weighted according to the projects’ perception of their significance. The figures denote
the number of projects that mentioned each cause. Only ten project representatives responded to this question.

%9 June 2022 survey data. ‘Q17. Are these the same or different to the challenges or barriers that you anticipated?’
% Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe.
6! Interview A3, conducted by RAND Europe.
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it.*> For some LAs, personnel changes meant timescales had to be adapted to ensure more people could

engage with the project.®

Charnwood

The Charnwood deep dive highlighted occasional disagreements within the cluster that proved challenging.
Interviewees described instances where multiple partners presented competing ideas regarding funding
division. For example, Charnwood wanted funding from other cluster councils to sustain the Project Officer
position, while other cluster partners disagreed. However, the Charnwood representative believed the cluster
had a fruitful working relationship overall despite these difficulties.* The funding’s temporary nature was
another barrier. One interviewee explained that since limited funding was considered a threat to the key
project staff’s job security, he could not promise job security for an ‘exceptionally motivated and committed

project officer.”® This limitation ultimately led the individual to take another job.

Highland

Highland initially struggled to engage with Community Planning Partners and raise their awareness of the
Armed Forces Community.® Additionally, cluster members struggled to get the expertise needed to develop
the project’s training materials.”” Quick time scales and a fast project turnaround made it necessary to recruit
someone quickly; therefore, the cluster put out a tender and brought in a specialist to develop accessible
materials. Despite the initial risk that paying for a specialist would not be approved at the LA level,
arguments favouring this step were ultimately approved.®® Additionally, the significant geographic size
discrepancy between the two Councils culminated in different operating contexts, which meant extra work

was sometimes required to improve collaboration within the cluster.

Hull

Interviewees from Hull described how they saw the public’s limited or absent understanding of what the
Covenant or its partners do as a key barrier to maximising impact and establishing the necessary
connections.” For example, interviewees frequently mentioned the Council and Covenant work’s lack of
visibility within the Armed Forces community.”’ They suggested that their work within wider communities
to externally support the Armed Forces is not fully communicated to military personnel working internally,

citing several occurrences where new reservist employees had no prior knowledge of their services.”

62 Interview A3, conducted by RAND Europe.

% June 2022 survey results.

% Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.

% Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.

% Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe.

¢ Interview B2, conducted by RAND Europe.

% Interview B2, conducted by RAND Europe.

9 Interview A1, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 survey results.
7% Interview Al, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 survey results.
! Interview Al, conducted by RAND Europe.
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3.2. Enablers

3.2.1.  Survey results

The grantees adopted various mitigation strategies (shown in Figure 7 in response to the challenges

identified.

Figure 7 Mitigation strategies for overcoming risks and barriers identified by grantees

Partners (other) _ 12
Raising awareness / Communications _ 7
Changing timelines or scope _ 5
Partners (AFC) _ 4

Perseverence 3

Source: RAND Europe analysis of data from 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.

The survey results suggest that most grantees overcame their challenges by working with partners, including
the Trust itself and other organisations working in specific areas of the Armed Forces Community (e.g. not-
for-profit organisations working specifically with veterans). These partnerships bore fruit in multiple ways:
one grantee described using ‘the expertise and knowledge of the existing pathways established’ by an
organisation they engaged with, while others talked about the importance of working with better-resourced

organisations that can ‘take burden from the public sector’.

Other grantees emphasised the importance of consistent and persistent communication or general
perseverance to continue pushing for results without other sources of momentum. One grantee described
the need to maintain ‘drive and belief to pursue the vision I put forward’, while others described the need
for ‘engagement’ with community partners. Many respondents mentioned how the need for persistence and
the importance of partnerships suggests that effective partnerships require significant effort, despite the
number of organisations working in this space. Many grantees felt they had lessons worth sharing with

others facing similar risks and barriers, highlighting the importance of this ongoing work.

For all grants and clusters, and despite their best efforts, unforeseen challenges and obstacles often arose.
Therefore, adaptability and flexibility were critical for enabling projects to shift timelines and scope and
continue delivering the best value. Common challenges included recruitment difficulties, conflicting
responsibilities and the COVID-19 pandemic, which impacted grantees throughout this project. Grantees
across all projects also found it useful to cultivate agility with their project plans in consultation with their

local communities to best meet their needs.

21



RAND Europe

3.2.2.

Deep dives

The surveys and interview results for the three deep-dive clusters reveal several additional findings echoed

across all three project clusters. These included the following:

Appointing a particular individual or role responsible for coordinating the Covenant's
implementation was seen as a key enabler across the different grantees in Sustaining Delivery.”?
These were ideally Project Officers, often hired through Sustaining Delivery funding, who
exclusively undertook Covenant duties and could cultivate wide and enduring networks.” Project
Officers were seen as particularly advantageous during Sustaining Delivery, taking the load off
overburdened council staff and providing consistent project support. However, the project team
speculates that even without the resources for a dedicated Project Officer, designating a particular

individual responsible for overseeing the Covenant’s delivery might have similar benefits.

Grant holders deemed collaboration and partnership building the most successful and beneficial
area within their projects.”* Collaboration was embedded into the project cluster’s structure and
frequently utilised to share best practices, develop holistic project materials and create stronger
service and support networks.”” Partnerships within the Armed Forces Community enabled
grantees to better understand local service personnel and veterans’ dynamic needs to tailor activities
more effectively. Outside the Armed Forces Community, networks and relationships helped
disseminate good practices and/or information about gaps. Furthermore, the cluster built
partnerships via collaborative networks with other LAs, the Armed Forces Community (particularly

eager to help) and the third and private sectors.”

Similarly, the cluster considered their cultivation of long-term support networks and relationships
crucial for delivering the Covenant, particularly for sustaining the Covenant’s delivery after the
project’s completion.”” Several grantees found that networks also allow grantees to continue the
Covenant's work following the grant funding's end. Outreach opportunities to bolster community

engagement provided a similar pathway that grantees used to increase project sustainability.

Interviewees felt clear and tailored communication strategies were needed with partners, networks
and the wider public to facilitate cooperation.”® Raising awareness about the Covenant was an

activity many grantees found beneficial.” The more proactive these communications were, the

72 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview A3, conducted
by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.

73 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview A3, conducted
by RAND Europe.

74 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview C2, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B2, conducted
by RAND Europe; Interview A3, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.

75 Interview C2, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.
76 June 2022 Survey Results.

77 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe.

78 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview C2, conducted by RAND Europe.

7 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.
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more grantees could raise awareness of the Covenant, disseminate information about its

implementation and available support and facilitate feedback from other networks.

e Based on the differences between the SDP and the Sustaining Delivery surveys, interviewees
expressed that dedicated information collection activities provided significant value in enabling
projects to scope and target their efforts appropriately.*® Pre-existing relationships and forums
enabled projects to collect information about their communities’ needs to meet their diverse
requirements.®’ Interviewees felt that this facilitated better use of limited resources.®” Given such
activities’ importance, they may be a useful target for future funding. Where funding is unavailable,
a great deal of sector-wide data is available or currently being collected that could be used with

minimal effort.®

¢ Interviewees considered robust and publicly available materials to provide long-lasting support

for Covenant implementation.? Ideally, these are sufficiently flexible for various community
organisations and individuals to use. Such public materials can raise awareness about the Armed
Forces community and provide resources for various support avenues (e.g. medical, educational,
employment, housing, etc.).¥ One grantee, for example, created legislation standards documents
and best practices available to inform and guide ongoing work.** However, some projects chose to
achieve more formal project sustainability by employing long-term employees likely to remain

dedicated to the Covenant’s work.

A full account of these practices relative to each project is available in the Highlighted Practices documents

described in Section 1.5.

3.3.  Continued impact after Sustaining Delivery

3.3.1.  Survey Results

The challenge of sustaining SDP efforts was mentioned extensively in the SDP evaluation and surveys and
was part of the motivation for Sustaining Delivery. Among the projects funded by Sustaining Delivery, all
survey respondents indicated they were still working to enhance the work’s sustainability after funding
ceased. Despite the time elapsed and increased dedicated planning processes for sustainability, many of the
barriers to sustainability that appeared in the SDP seem to have continued impacting Sustaining Delivery

projects.

8 Interview Al, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B2, conducted
by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.

81 Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe.
82 June 2022 Survey Results.

8 For example, work sponsored by the Forces in Mind Trust recommends using census data; see Shared Intelligence
et al. (2022).

% Interview A1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.
% Interview A1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.
% Interview A1, conducted by RAND Europe.
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While most projects anticipated being able to continue their activities or services, several did not, and at
least one did not know. Respondents often attributed the lack of sustainability to the absence of ongoing
funding. For example, one project reported that the lack of assured funding meant they could no longer
keep their dedicated Covenant Officer,*” and at least one project never planned to continue their work past

the end of the grant.®

Figure 8 lists the most common sustainability plans among those who anticipated their project’s longevity.

Figure 8 Most frequently reported plans for sustaining projects beyond the grant’s duration

Making our materials available [ 10
Partnerships [ 7
Still trying to secure funding || NI 4
Sustainability embedded from the start || NG 4

Unclear how to proceed 3

Training materials 3

Source: RAND Europe analysis of data from the 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.

Again, partnerships were a key theme, with multiple respondents (n=7) indicating that partnerships with
their cluster partners or other organisations would be key to sustainability. Several organisations intended
to continue making their materials available, either for raising awareness (n=10) or training (n=3), a
relatively resource-efficient proposition. However, without support to continue raising awareness of these
materials and updating them regularly, it was unclear how long these materials might remain relevant —
although at least one respondent had accounted for this by specifically including ‘very generic materials and

information’ to minimise the need for updates.

3.3.2.  Deep dives

The deep dives captured concrete examples of achieving sustainability.

Charnwood
While not expecting any activities undertaken as a direct result of the project to continue after the grant
ends, the Charnwood representative detailed their plan to maximise the project’s sustainability. At this time,

a final project report included eleven recommendations for the three councils concerning short-term

% June 2022 survey results.

8 June 2022 survey results.
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requirements and the Convenant’s long-term delivery.*” The cluster considered relationships to be a key
enabler for sustainability, with interviewees describing how the cluster’s cultivated network is a ‘human
thing’ that will naturally outlive the grant activities.” Charnwood will also continue its relationship with
other community partners, such as the Defence Medical Rehabilitation Centre and the Veterans Wellbeing
Hub, with whom they hope to continue collaborating.”” Such relationships can produce additional
dividends. For example, Charnwood collaborated during the project with the Veterans Wellbeing Hub,
which deals with Veterans’ mental and emotional well-being issues, to help them implement a local hub
that interviewees believed would ‘long outlive the project.””” As a result of the connections made during the
project, the local communities also have a network that encompasses council members, the Armed Forces
Community, Armed Forces Champions, parish councils, and support organisations.” Finally, the Armed
Forces Champions have a firm commitment to the community and a robust skillset that makes their role

more sustainable.”

Highland

Through engagement with the military and civilian communities, Highland established what they consider
well-informed and versatile training materials” designed to increase awareness about the Armed Forces
Community’s unique needs and address the local knowledge gap hindering current services. They circulated
these materials, developed with best-practice sharing in mind and intended to be accessible to all”® and
applicable across diverse stakeholders without requiring regular updates,” to Community Partners for
embedding and cascading within individual agencies.”® The cluster aims for them to continue being used
post-project without an ongoing funding stream. While the project’s material's full impact cannot be
assessed until the training is further disseminated and used by Community Partners, Sustaining Delivery’s
influence on the Covenant’s delivery in Highland can be determined from earlier project stages. The
Highland representatives reported that Sustaining Delivery enabled the cluster to consolidate materials,

identify the Armed Forces Community’s unique needs, forge connections and foster partnerships.”

Hull
Following the project’s completion, the cluster expects the Hull-led activities to continue embedding in
local services. Engagement with businesses and support packages for veterans and service leavers will develop

after the project finishes. Hull continues to have a dedicated full-time person employed as an Armed Forces

% Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview C2, conducted by RAND Europe.
% Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.

%! Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.

92 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.

% Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview C2, conducted by RAND Europe.
%4 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe.

% Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B2, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.
% Interview B2, conducted by RAND Europe.

%7 June 2022 Survey Results.
%8 Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe.
? Interview B2, conducted by RAND Europe.
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Covenant Officer was considered critical to the project work’s sustainability.'” Additionally, while the
funding allowed cluster members to engage in consultation and legislation-focused work, the legislation
standards document is now live, providing a continual reference point without requiring ongoing funds.'”’
The document is also a standing agenda item, continually updated via regular partnership meetings.'"*
Finally, cluster members have invested in the new Armed Forces Hub, which will serve as a gathering space

and a platform for future work areas identified in the project.'”

3.4. Conclusion

This chapter explored general barriers throughout projects' lifetimes and specific challenges in ensuring
sustainability. It also examined strategies used to mitigate barriers. The next chapter consolidates common
findings from Chapters 2 and 3 to propose a final list of the practices grantees found most beneficial for

implementing the Covenant.

1% Interview A3, conducted by RAND Europe.
1% Interview Al, conducted by RAND Europe.
192 Tnterview A1, conducted by RAND Europe.
19 A3 Interview, conducted by RAND Europe.
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4. Conclusions and recommendations

This final chapter overviews the beneficial practices identified through the study’s survey and deep dives
with Sustaining Delivery grantees. The section below details the key good practices identified. These
findings are based on grantees' experiences as they perceived and described them; the study team could not
independently verify them. Nonetheless, they represent a valuable and unique set of insights for other LAs

seeking to implement the Covenant in similar situations.

4.1.  Project aims and successes

While LAs often had a pre-existing commitment to improving local delivery of the Covenant, Sustaining
Delivery funding made this an actionable reality. Several surveys and post-project interviews with grant
holders suggested they felt that Sustaining Delivery positively impacted local Covenant implementation
overall. Respondents believed that the single greatest area where Sustaining Delivery funding improved the
Covenant’s implementation was in generating activity that would not otherwise have been possible.
However, concerns remain about sustaining these projects’ positive impacts, particularly given the lack of
ongoing funds, and ensuring the Covenant can be delivered across the country now that it has gained

statutory footing.

When asked to pinpoint the main priorities they intended to pursue in Sustaining Delivery, projects most
often mentioned producing/improving training and awareness-raising materials for stakeholders, increasing
the public-, third- and private-sector’s awareness of the Armed Forces Community by training LA staff,
encouraging parishes to sign up to the Covenant, or utilising social media. To this end, most Sustaining
Delivery projects sought to raise public authorities' and frontline services” awareness about the Covenant
and the Armed Forces Community and the Armed Forces Community’s awareness about the support

available to them.

4.2. Highlighted practices

The three deep dives enabled the project team to consolidate information on key practices grantees
considered helpful for achieving the Covenant’s delivery. The section below summarises the findings across

the three deep dives, which include the importance of the following practices:

o Forgings partnerships and collaboration: According to interviewees, the projects utilised

collaboration to develop robust project materials and expand networks for disseminating services
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and support. These relationships stretched across individual clusters and LAs and also included the
third sector and the Armed Forces Community.'” Interviewees considered the Armed Forces
Community particularly eager to provide insight and get involved in the projects when needed,
reiterating that their interests remained at the heart of Sustaining Delivery.'”” Collaboration
through the cluster approach enabled projects to benefit from other LAs™ perspectives and
experiences.'” Co-designing project materials that can adapt to feedback is critical for aligning
project outputs with the specific needs of the Armed Forces Community and Community Planning

Partners.'"

¢ Dedicating resources for implementing the Covenant: Several grantees partially attributed their
successful local implementation of the Covenant to the presence of a dedicated full-time Covenant
Officer providing support to the local councils and external partners.'”® While other city council
members can be pulled away from Covenant work due to other responsibilities, Covenant Officers
provide constant project momentum. Additionally, Covenant Officers can limit external partners’
legwork by making local standards more readily accessible (e.g. by simplifying statutory
guidance).'” Grantees described how Sustaining Delivery funding allowed project groups to hire
dedicated staff members (consultants and Project Officers) who could focus regularly or exclusively
on the Covenant.""” Such staff members could make significant progress within the projects, as

supporting Sustaining Delivery was their primary task.

o Establishing relevant self-sustaining resources: Interviewees described how publicly available tools,
including training and guidance documents, can provide long-lasting support to help achieve
project sustainability.!"! For example, one cluster created legislation-standards documents and best
practices available to inform and guide ongoing work."> Outreach opportunities to bolster
community engagement and share these tools were another identified pathway to increasing project

sustainability.

e Communicating regularly and effectively: While interviewees felt that clusters helped plan and

deliver Sustaining Delivery, they described how their functioning depended on frequent effective

3

communication.'” They also considered underlying flexibility important for adapting

communication strategies to address challenges or differences in opinion.

1% Interview A2, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B2, conducted by RAND Europe.

1% Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.

1% Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B2, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.
17 Interview B2, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.

1% Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 Survey Results.
19 Interview A3, conducted by RAND Europe.

"9 Interview Cl1, conducted by RAND Europe.

" Interview B1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview B2, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview Al, conducted
by RAND Europe.

2 Interview A3, conducted by RAND Europe.
3 Interview C1, conducted by RAND Europe; Interview A1, conducted by RAND Europe; June 2022 survey results.
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Educational reports discussing these practices and how other groups seeking to implement the Covenant in
their area can use them are available in the separate documents titled ‘Supporting Sustained Delivery of the

Covenant’.

4.3. Implications and recommendations

Based on the shared practices identified through interviews and surveys, we compiled several
recommendations for practices that may benefit other organisations looking to implement the Covenant

locally. These recommendations include:

e Using clear and proactive communications to raise public awareness about what the Covenant
entails, inform the Armed Forces Community about the services and support available to them,

and generally widen the Covenant’s visibility in the broader community.

¢ Building relationships and partnerships with other stakeholders across the Armed Forces
Community and those in charge of upholding the Covenant to enhance effectiveness, pool
resource, share best practices, collaborate, and avoid duplicated efforts where possible through

a comprehensive understanding of ongoing efforts.

e Regularly gathering information about the local Armed Forces Community through personal
contacts or existing information sources, such as census data. Such information enables a better

understanding of the community's unique needs and how the Covenant can best be delivered.

e Creating tools such as self-sustaining materials to support ongoing work across other

communities and LAs at a lower cost.

¢ Establishing a dedicated post such as a Covenant officer or using Armed Forces Champions
to provide a clear point of contact for coordinating the Covenant’s delivery — or, where this is
not possible, assigning responsibility for all Covenant-related activities to a single individual to

enhance accountability, provide a clear contact and coordinate efforts.

¢ Adopting or further embedding the practices highlighted in this report in future Covenant
work. LAs and other organisations should continue sharing best practices to maximise funding,
improve efficiencies and mutually optimise capacity for implementing the Covenant (e.g. by
partnering with neighbouring councils, disseminating work online or hosting and attending

shared events).

Given the limited resources available and the Covenant’s new statutory footing, we hope these practices will

provide helpful guidance enabling LAs and organisations to implement the Covenant in their area.
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Annex B. Full survey results

B.1. Project Aims

Continuing the same model as the prior SDP evaluation, the Trust did not mandate any specific
continuation activities, instead choosing to fund those LAs requiring more investment or likely to
contribute the most to improving local Covenant implementation. Figure B.9 shows an overview of the
different strands of activities undertaken by the Sustaining Delivery Programme continuation grants based
on information from the June 2022 survey. Note that most projects undertook several activity strands to

varying extents; we attached no weighting to reflect which activity strands dominated in each project.
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Figure B.9. Overview of activity strands undertaken by projects

Understanding the target population _ 4

Raising awareness of public authorities and frontline

services about the Covenant and the Armed Forces _ 12

Community

Raising awareness of the general public about the
Covenant and the Armed Forces Community

Raising awareness of public authorities and frontline

services about the support available to the Armed Forces _ 10

Community

Raising awareness of the Armed Forces Community about
the support available to them

Coordination and sharing of best practice between
K
relevant local stakeholders
Strengthening links between service provides (e.g. _ 8
housing, finance, education, etc.)
Improving processes within Local Authorities aimed at _ 8
supporting the Armed Forces Community
Providing tailored support for the Armed Forces _ 6
Community

Increasing cohesion/sense of community within the Armed _ 4

Forces Community

12

Others 2

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.’'4

Of the eleven activity strands, raising public authorities’ and frontline services’ awareness about the
Covenant and the Armed Forces Community (n=12) and raising the Armed Forces Community’s about
the support available were the most commonly undertaken (n=12). These activity strands were also the most
popular during the SDP, whose evaluation results show that 18 out of 31 SDP grant holders (approximately
58 per cent) whose projects focused on awareness-raising felt the SDP grant had yielded greater awareness
of the Armed Forces Community among public authorities and frontline services ‘to a great extent’.
Similarly, 16 out of 28 grant holders (approximately 57 per cent) whose projects focused on this activity
strand felt the SDP grant had yielded greater awareness among the Armed Forces Community about the
support available to them ‘to a great extent’. Thus, we conclude that Sustaining Delivery grant holders

either (a) felt these activities were not significantly accomplished during the SDP, thus requiring more

114 No weighting was attached to the above assessments in terms of which activity strands dominated each project. The
numbers represent the number of projects that undertook each activity strand. In the figure below, the ‘others’ category
refers to two grant-specific activities, namely: promoting the Forces Connect App in training and continuing
engagement with local businesses in the private sector.
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funding and time, or (b) perceived these activities as requiring continuous effort and funding, perhaps

because of their efficacy or intrinsic value.

Conversely, the least-undertaken activity strands were understanding the target population (n=4) and
increasing the Armed Forces Community’s cohesion/sense of community (n=4). While the last activity
strand was also the least common during the SDP, the first was among the most common SDP activity
strand, undertaken by 25 out of 43 projects (approximately 58 per cent). Therefore, it is possible that most
continuation projects felt they had already undertaken sufficient work to understand the target population

and could now focus on activities to support it.

The focus on the activity strands below aligned with the projects’ stated priorities. As Figure B.10 illustrates,
projects most often mentioned the following when asked to pinpoint the three main priorities that they

intended to pursue:

e Producing (or improving existing) training and awareness-raising materials directed at various
relevant stakeholders (n=11), e.g. by developing new e-learning modules or updating existing

materials in line with the Armed Forces Act; and

e Increasing awareness of the Armed Forces Community in public, third and private sectors (n=10)

by, for example:
o Training LA staff
o Encouraging parishes to sign the Covenant, or
o  Ultilising social media more generally.

Both priorities align with one of the most common activity strands: raising public authorities’ and frontline
services’ awareness about the Armed Forces Community. In contrast, only two projects reported an
intention to prioritise raising the Armed Forces Community’s awareness of the Covenant and available
support, despite also being one of the most common activity strands (undertaken by 12 of 17 projects).
Projects may have intended to fulfil this activity strand indirectly by prioritising other areas, such as
providing direct support to the Armed Forces Community (n=6), promoting and facilitating Covenant-
implementing partnerships and collaborations (n=06) or increasing referrals (n=5). We conclude that projects
may have felt they could reach more members of the Armed Forces Community by improving the

Covenant’s practical implementation.
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Figure B.10. Overview of the top three priorities selected by projects

Continue to produce new (or improve existing) training and _ ’
awareness-raising material
Increase awareness of the Armed Forces Community in _ 10
public, third, and private sectors
Provide direct support to the Armed Forces Community _ 6

Promote and facilitate partnerships and collaborations
among public authorities and relevant stakeholders in the 6
third and private sectors

Improve the referral process and increase referrals _ 5

Build a sustainable model to ensure longevity of available
support

Achieve a hollistic approach, where resources are deployed -
2

to maximum effect

Increase awareness of the Covenant and available services - 9
in the Armed Forces Community

Update existing information on the Armed Forces
ormaton 1
ommunity

Increase engagement with the Armed Forces Community - 1

Review the progress made since 2018 - 1

Analyse the impact of the pandemic on the Covenant and
the Armed Forces Community

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from 17 projects (out of 20 total) that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.'®

The least frequently selected priorities were updating existing information on the Armed Forces
Community (n=1) and increasing engagement with the Armed Forces Community (n=1). Again, this aligns
with the least common activity strands: understanding the target population and increasing the Armed
Forces Community’s cohesion/sense of community. This supports the theory that projects felt they had
more comprehensive data on the Armed Forces Community after the SDP, needing to spend less time and
resources to understand it. Reviewing progress made since 2018 (n=1) and analysing the pandemic’s impact
(n=1) were also low priorities. We conclude that since the current grants were presented as continuation
funding to the SDP, the projects may have felt this was not a good point to stop and objectively analyse the
funding’s cumulative impact. Similarly, projects may have considered that, in many areas, the full effects of

the COVID-19 pandemic are yet to be revealed or understood, rendering a potential assessment incomplete

!5 The above results are not weighted according to each project’s perception of the highest-ranking priorities. The
numbers denote the number of projects that mentioned each area as one of the top three priorities.
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at this stage. Survey data supports this interpretation, suggesting that COVID-19’s impact was still one of

the most significant barriers the projects faced (discussed in more detail in Section B.3).

B.2. The overall impact of the Sustaining Delivery of the Armed Forces
Covenant programme

As summarised in Chapter 1, RAND Europe’s independent evaluation of the SDP suggested that the
programme positively impacted the Covenant’s local implementation overall. However, it is difficult to
distinguish between the current programme’s impact and the SDP’s overall impact, given that the
Sustaining Delivery Programme represents continuation funding, enabling previous SDP grant-holders to
continue building on the SDP’s foundational work. Moreover, multiple grant holders have expressed
difficulties identifying objective impact, given that we distributed the December 2021 and June 2022

surveys relatively early in their projects’ timelines.

Nevertheless, we identified some valuable insights from grant holders’ about what they feel has worked best
during their projects thus far. According to grant holders, collaboration and partnership building was the
most successful area, perceived to have significantly increased during the projects (n=7). This finding aligns
with evidence from the SDP evaluation, where grant holders indicated that improved coordination and
best-practice sharing between relevant local stakeholders showed the biggest benefits from the SDP
funding,"'® followed by increased engagement and activities, enhancing connection with the Armed Forces
Community (n=6). This finding corresponds with areas of success identified through the SDP evaluation,
e.g. providing tailored support to the Armed Forces Community and raising the Armed Forces
Community’s awareness about the support available to them. Interestingly, increasing engagement with the
Armed Forces Community was one of the lowest priorities that projects identified, suggesting that activities

contributing to more than one outcome did indirectly help this area.

116 Grand-Clement et al. (2021).
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Figure B.11. Overview of grant holders' perspectives on what has worked best

Increased collaboration and partnership building _ 7

Increased engagement and activties, resulting in

an enhanced connection with the Armed Forces _ 6

Community

Development of new or improvement of old _ 4
materials

Development of new or improvement of old support
resources

Continued training delivery 1

Research on the impact of Covid-19 on the Armed - :
Forces Community

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from 17 projects (out of 20 total) that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.'!”

In contrast, Figure B.12 overviews the areas grant holders felt worked least well. A significant number
reported that it was too early to determine (n=5), and half of those who completed the survey (n=6)
commented more on the project’s management than its impact on local Covenant implementation. For
example, lessons identified included the need for a dedicated individual or team focused on the Covenant’s
implementation, clear responsibilities for involved LAs and partners, a joint project management approach
(e.g. joint email addresses and communications plans), planned funding contingencies, and, more generally,
establishing a clear strategic plan at the start of projects, helping advance long-term goals while remaining

reactive to short-term issues.

"7 The numbers denote the number of projects that mentioned each area (note that projects could select more than
one area where they felt their project was most successful).
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Figure B.12. Overview of grant holders' perspectives on what has worked least well

Reflections related to the management of the projects _ 6

No reflections 5

Would have focused on embedding relationships at L
1

the organisation level

Would have conducted more in-person training [ 1

Would have engaged more with civil parish partners [ 1

Would have engaged more with the MOD Covenant
Team to help raise awareness within Defence

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from 17 projects (out of 20 total) that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.
The numbers denote the number of projects that mentioned each area as least successful.

B.3. Barriers and challenges

According to the survey and the overview in Figure B.13, most projects faced two key barriers: COVID-
19’s impact (n=11) and project delays (n=10). COVID-19’s impact was also one of the two biggest
challenges encountered during the SDP, suggesting that the pandemic has continued to negatively impact
efforts to improve the Covenant’s implementation. We suggest that this challenge’s continued prevalence
may mean projects have failed to implement adequate mitigation strategies. However, it is also possible that
some of the pandemic’s consequences, such as its possible economic impact on LAs, lie beyond the projects’

capacity for control or adaptation.

The two least-encountered barriers projects reported were changes in political administration and/or
personnel (n=2) and other difficulties, such as delays in implementing the Armed Forces Act (n=1),
difficulties connecting with LAs and third-sector organisations (n=1) or difficulties finding an appropriate

sharing platform (n=1).
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Figure B.13. Overview of the main barriers and challenges projects identified

impactof Covid19 [ 1

Delays to the project (e.g. due to organisational restructuring,
foundation work, recruitment issues, etc.)

Discovery of additional areas of work/need beyond the project _ 7
scope
Difficulties in engaging with some parts of the Armed Forces _ 7
community

Lack of interest in the Covenant (e.g. from frontline staff, from
Councillors, from the public, from partner Local Authorities, etc.)

Lack of reliable data on the Armed Forces Community _ 6
Difficulties in working with and coordinating across the _ 5
partnership cluster
Limited capacity to undertake project activities _ 4
Loss of personnel _ 4

10

Difficulties in mapping existing support _ 3

Lack of understanding of why the Covenant and the project is _ 3

important

Changes in political administration and/or personnel - 2

Difficulties in finding appropriate sharing platforms 1

Delays related to the implementation of the Armed Forces Act - .
and associated guidelines

Difficulties in creating connections with partner Local Authorities
and with third sector organisations

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from 17 projects (out of 20 total) that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.
No weighting was attached to the above assessments regarding which barriers the projects considered most
significant. The numbers denote the number of projects that mentioned each barrier/challenge.

Only six current projects identified a lack of reliable data on the Armed Forces Community as a barrier.
This finding contrasts with the SDP survey results, where a lack of reliable data on the Armed Forces
Community was one of the two biggest challenges reported. As mentioned above, this might indicate that

grant holders better understood the Armed Forces Community following their work under the SDP.

In addition, collaboration between grant holders may have improved during Sustaining Delivery. While the
SDP evaluation showed that only 3 of 35 grant holders encountered difficulties working and coordinating
across the partnership cluster, our survey found that 5 of 17 grant holders found this challenging. However,

this could be due to the difference in the organisations surveyed since the December 2021 and June 2022
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surveys only surveyed the clusters’ lead LAs, who may have encountered fewer barriers. Similarly, project
delays were also one of the difficulties more frequently mentioned in the present survey, with 10 of 17 grant
holders in the June 2022 survey noting it was an issue, compared to only 8 of 35 SDP grant holders. While
challenges in these two areas could have increased due to internal and external factors affecting the projects,
this is difficult to know for certain. It is also possible that this perceived increase may reflect the projects’
early stages and the concomitant teething problems, whereby grant holders may not yet have identified

successful mitigation strategies.

Project delays occurred for various reasons, as Figure B.14 shows. The most common causes of delay were
recruitment issues (n=3) and difficulties in agreeing, collaborating with and preparing partners (n=3).
Survey data shows that 6 of 17 projects experienced delayed starts, while 9 of 19 anticipate delays in

finishing.

Figure B.14. Overview of the main causes of project delays

Delays with recruitment _ 3

Difficulties in agreeing, collaborating, and preparing _ 3
partners

Not opplicatie I °

Changes in key staff 1

h to th iect followi i i ith
Changes to the project following discussions wi - !

partners

Delays with the Armed Forces Act coming into force 1

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.''®

Opverall, survey data suggests that almost half of the projects (8 of 19) correctly anticipated the barriers and
challenges they would encounter, as illustrated in Figure B.15. Four projects faced challenges they did not
anticipate. Three projects reported that, despite correctly anticipating challenges, they underestimated the
complexity of their resolution. For example, one project did not anticipate or plan for the need to recruit
replacement staff, while another did not anticipate the need to regularly re-establish relationships with
Armed Forces units due to personnel changes and rotations. Similarly, one project did not anticipate how
and to what degree COVID-19 would continue impacting LA resources and staff time, impacting how far

they could effectively mitigate its effects.

'8 The above results are not weighted according to the projects’ perception of their relative significance. The numbers
denote the number of projects that mentioned each cause.
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Figure B.15. Overview of the extent to which projects anticipated barriers and challenges

P

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.

B.4. Mitigation strategies, good practices and useful lessons

In response to the challenges identified above, the grantees adopted different strategies and mitigation
strategies. Figure B.16 provides an overview of some of the mitigation strategies most frequently mentioned

in the survey.

Figure B.16. Overview of mitigation strategies used for overcoming risks and barriers

Partners (other) _ 12
Raising awareness / Communications _ 7
Changing timelines or scope ||| NN NN 5
Partners (AFC) _ 4
Perseverence = 3

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.

Our survey data showed grantees most commonly reported overcoming challenges by working with partners

within (n=3) and outside (n=3) the Armed Forces Community. Partners outside the Armed Forces

48



Findings from the Sustaining Delivery of the Armed Forces Covenant Programme

Community ranged from the Trust to unspecified allies and other organisations working in specific areas
of the Armed Forces Community (i.e. non-profit organisations working specifically with veterans). While
some grantees named specific organisations, others referred to ‘working in partnership with a range of
agencies’. One grantee described using ‘the expertise and knowledge of the existing pathways established’
by an organisation they engaged with; other grantees mentioned the importance of working with better-

resourced organisations that can ‘take burden from the public sector’.

Other grantees emphasised the importance of consistent and persistent communication (n=3) or general
perseverance (n=2) to continue pushing for results without other sources of momentum. One grantee
described the need to maintain ‘drive and belief to pursue the vision I put forward’, while others simply
described the need for ‘engagement’. The number of organisations who mentioned the importance of
persistence and partnerships suggests that effective partnerships require significant investment, despite the

number of organisations working in this space.

Several grantees felt they had valuable learning from their experiences to share with others seeking to
overcome similar risks and barriers. Figure B.17 shows the particular practices grantees felt they wanted to

share as part of the survey, namely engaging with partners and persistent and continued engagement.

Figure B.17 Good practices grantees identified for mitigating challenges and overcoming barriers

Partnership |

Continued engagement 5

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data is from 11 of the 17 projects that answered this question in the June 2022
questionnaire.

Interestingly, while these results largely mirror the content of the mitigation strategies described above, they
do not match the number of grantees reporting using them; significantly more of the identified learning
was unique to a particular grantee. For example, ‘engage with procurement early’ (n=1) is limited to projects
requiring such engagement. Another referred to ‘securing the venue for the hubs for free’, which only applies

to certain projects.

Many of the mitigation strategies did not appear in response to this question at all. Several respondents
indicated that this question did not apply to them (n=3), while others skipped it entirely (n=3). Despite the
number of respondents who described adjusting timelines or scope to respond to changing circumstances
or requirements as part of their mitigation strategy, there was no explicit mention of this in responses to
this question (n=4). Similarly, awareness-raising was only mentioned once as a potential lesson, despite three
respondents mentioning it as an important mitigation strategy in the previous question. The reasons for
this are unclear, although it may be because grantees felt these strategies were already common knowledge

or another mitigation strategy might have been better suited.
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B.5. Sustainability

The challenge of sustaining SDP-initiated efforts motivated the Sustaining Delivery project and featured
significantly in the SDP evaluation. Despite the time elapsed and more dedicated planning processes for
sustainability, many of the barriers to sustainability seem to have continued impacting Sustaining Delivery
projects. Among the Sustaining-Delivery-funded projects, all survey respondents indicated that they were
considering post-grant sustainability. While most projects anticipated continuing the activities or services
their project had undertaken (n=11), several did not (n=4) and at least one did not know. Figure B.18 lists

some of the most common sustainability plans.

Figure B.18. The most common plans for sustaining projects post-grant

Making our materials available [ 10
Partnerships || /
Still trying to secure funding || I 4
Sustainability embedded from the start || NG 4

Unclear how to proceed 3

Training materials 3

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from the 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.

Despite this planning, several grantees (n=4) reported still securing or requiring funds to continue their
efforts. One grantee described how ‘the current level of work and outcomes being achieved...are not
sustainable without additional funding’. Others seemed more optimistic, reporting specific plans to request

additional funding, though not yet secured.

Again, partnerships were a key theme, with multiple respondents (n=7) indicating that partnerships with
their cluster partners or other organisations would be key to sustainability. Many organisations intended to
continue making their materials available for awareness-raising (n=10) or training (n=3) — a relatively
resource-efficient proposition. However, without support to continue raising awareness of and regularly
updating these materials, it was unclear how long they might remain relevant (although at least one
respondent had accounted for this by including ‘very generic materials and information’ to minimise the
need for updates). Moreover, at least one respondent indicated that their materials’ ability to remain
impactful depended on others’ interest in delivering the associated training. Grantees’ uncertainty about

the ability to continue projects was reflected in the responses to a follow-up question, as shown in Figure

B.19.
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Figure B.19. Overview of responses to whether activities can continue post-grant

Materials will remain available _ 3
Varying results expected ||| NG 2
Unable to sustain activities _ 1

Activities expected to be temporary _ 1

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from the 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire. ‘Activities
expected to be temporary’ refers to expectations at the start of the grant.

These responses showed a generally positive result, with most projects (n=13) indicating that they expected
their project to continue or had always intended it to be temporary. However, the uncertainty levels evident
across survey questions about sustainability, particularly around continued resources, indicate an ongoing
challenge. Interestingly, the data shows a possible gap between grantees who entered the project with a plan
that remained effective throughout the project and those who have struggled with uncertainty, as shown in

Figure B.20.

Figure B.20. Has the plan for the project’s sustainability changed since the first survey?

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from the 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.
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Some projects openly discussed changing their plans or described approaches that were ‘always changing
and developing’ or ‘adapted as changes to Government policies and strategies. ..come into play’, while other
grantees felt they were ‘still on track with original plans’ or that ‘the plan remains the same’. The reason for
this gap was unclear: the study team postulated that it might be due to some grantees’ greater experience or
may reference unanticipated obstacles that arose during the project. As discussed above, some of the training
requests indicate that this area requires continued attention, either from the Trust or other organisations

working to support the Covenant’s delivery.

B.6. Grant administration

Overall, respondents felt strongly that Sustaining Delivery had been a positive influence, with 14
respondents reporting that it had improved the Covenant’s implementation in their area to ‘a great extent’

or ‘to some extent’. Figure B.21 details how grantees felt the funding helped.

Figure B.21. Overview of how Sustaining Delivery grants helped improve the Covenant's
implementation in respondents' areas

Enabled activity 6

mep— )

Employed to a dedicated post 3

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data is from the 13 of 17 projects that answered this question in the June 2022
questionnaire.

For the ten respondents who provided detailed comments, the greatest area they felt the funding had
improved the Covenant’s implementation was enabling activities that would not otherwise have been
possible (n=4). One respondent provided extensive detail about media engagement that the grant facilitated,
enabling a media campaign to reach 71,200 people — including a video that received over 34,000 views.
Other responses emphasised the Sustaining Delivery programme’s importance in light of ‘extreme financial
pressure’. One grantee even stated that increased activity enabled by Sustaining Delivery bolstered the
County Council’s confidence and subsequent willingness to provide additional funding. Overall, these

results suggest the funding’s success across most grantees.

As in the SDP evaluation, survey respondents had mixed feelings about the cluster approach.'’” On the one
hand, as Figure B.22 shows, most respondents felt at least somewhat positive about the cluster approach,

and none would entirely argue against using clusters in future funding. Respondents’ comments highlighted

119 See Grand-Clement et al. (2021) for this area’s SDP evaluation results.
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several definite benefits to the cluster approach, including sharing different perspectives and experiences

(n=2), avoiding duplication (n=1) and enhancing consistency (n=3).

Figure B.22. Recommendations for using clusters in future grants

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data is from the 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.

What the graph does not reflect, however, is the number of respondents who heavily qualified their support
for the cluster approach in their comments. At least one respondent described how ‘Operating as a cluster
can be frustrating because of the challenges, but it can also provide rewards’. In contrast, others were more
equivocal, suggesting that effectiveness ‘depends on the project’ or recognising that ‘projects need to be
adapted to meet the needs and make best use for resources in each region’. At least one respondent pointed

out that leading a cluster was ‘extremely onerous’ in getting other cluster members to participate.

Grantees’ views on training and support provided were also largely positive, albeit with some disagreement.
Figure B.23 shows that most of those who responded to the question (n=10) felt that the training had been

useful to ‘some’ or ‘a great extent’, while significantly less (n=2) felt the training had not been at all useful.
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Figure B.23. Overview of responses regarding how useful grantees found the training and support

offered by Si

Source: RAND Europe analysis. Data from the 17 projects that completed the June 2022 questionnaire.

One possible explanation for the less positive responses, including those who did not know, might be a lack
of resources or time; at least one respondent reported that they had ‘no time to engage’ with the training Si
provided or that the ‘numbers invited were too restricted’. Other responses indicated insufficient time or
resources for participation. This finding aligns with the general shortage of resources in this area reflected

throughout the survey and the study team’s interactions with grantees.

Few grantees reported specific opinions in areas that emerged as ripe for future training, with most
respondents (n=10) stating that they did not know. Of the respondents who identified areas for future
training, two mentioned grant or bid writing and one the importance of face-to-face training. In contrast,
another respondent praised the online format, particularly its ease of access, suggesting that various formats

may be necessary to respond to differing needs across LAs and other organisations.
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Annex C. Survey questions

C.1. December 2021 survey materials and questions

Below are the introductory materials and questions distributed to the lead organisations in each cluster for
the Sustaining Delivery project as part of the December 2021 survey. This survey aimed to collect
preliminary information on each project, primarily to compare answers against the subsequent June 2022
survey. Questions featuring an asterisk indicate that the question was required. Of the 20 organisations

approached, 19 responded to the survey.

C.1.1.  Part 1: Introduction and privacy policy

Thank you for taking part in this survey on the Armed Forces Covenant Fund Trust’s (the Trust) Sustaining

Delivery Programme. Please find below some information on the study and the survey.

Study background and obijectives

RAND Europe and Shared Intelligence (Si) have been commissioned by the Trust to evaluate two
programmes focused on improving the delivery of the Armed Forces Covenant, a pledge by the government
that members of the Armed Forces Community should not suffer disadvantage due to their (or their family
member’s) service, with special consideration for those who have given the most, such as the injured or the
bereaved. The overall aim of this study is to understand the contributions of these programmes to the

practical implementation of the Covenant.

Survey overview

This survey is focused on Sustaining Delivery and should take you around 15 minutes to complete. This
survey is available to all Sustaining Delivery grantees. The main purpose of this survey is to provide the
necessary data for the RAND Europe study team to conduct its evaluation of Sustaining Delivery. There
are no right or wrong answers to any of these questions. Your responses will only be seen by members of
the RAND Europe and Si project teams. The Trust will only see aggregated responses; no personal

information or data specific to one project will be shared with the Trust.

Who are we?

RAND Europe is a not-for-profit independent research organisation that helps to improve policy and
decision-making through evidence-based research and analysis. More information on RAND Europe, our
projects and researchers can be found on our website, www.rand.org/randeurope/. We are supporting the
Trust in this study, which is the data controller. For the purpose of this data collection, we are acting as

their data processor.
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What data are we collecting and why?

As part of this study, we are contacting the Sustaining Delivery grantees in order to gather data to inform
our evaluation of Sustaining Delivery and our creation of the toolkit. The information you provide as part
of the study is the research data. Any research data from which you can be identified is known as personal
data. It does not include data where the identity has been removed (anonymous data). Your personal data
(name, position, organisation, e-mail addresses and country) is being processed for the purpose of
scheduling and carrying out this survey and for follow-up clarifications, if necessary, including requesting
consent for attribution. This data may also be used to schedule and carry out potential interviews as part of
the case studies later in the project. The information collected during this survey will be used only for
research in relation to the subject matter of the study. We will give you the option to have your opinions
attributed to you in the analysis, but in the absence of this, we will ensure that any quotes are appropriately
anonymised. If you consent to attribution, the information will be attributed to your Local Authority or to

your project and not to your name.

What is the legal basis for processing activities?

The legal basis for processing your personal data, and contacting you, is that it is in our legitimate interest
to allow you to participate in this project. Your interests are not affected in any way, as our default position
is that your personal data will not be linked to your responses, so any information you provide will be

unattributable.

Any responses that you then provide in the survey will be on the basis of consent, and you will be able to

withdraw this consent to our processing of your data up until the point that the study report is finalised
and published.
About the collected data and its processing and storage

The data will be securely stored digitally. Access to the data is controlled on a ‘need to know’ basis and is
only available to the project team. All data provided will be processed in accordance with the standards of
the UK Data Protection Act and the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). All personally
identifiable data collected as part of this project will be deleted one year after the end of the project.

Sharing your data with other parties

RAND Europe has been instructed to ensure that any research datasets shared with the Trust are
anonymised so that project beneficiaries cannot be identified. We will therefore ensure that any names or
other personal identifiers are removed and, where necessary, redact any sections of text that could be
identifiable. This is important to us and the Trust, as we want you to be able to give us honest answers
without consideration of how those might be interpreted.

Your rights
RAND Europe operates in accordance with the Data Protection Act 2018 and EU law, including GDPR.

You are provided with certain rights that you may exercise through us. In summary, those rights are:
e To access, correct, or erase your data;

e To object to the processing of your data;
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e To request that our processing of your data is restricted or to withdraw consent.

If you wish to exercise any of these rights, you can contact the RAND Europe Data Protection Officer by
email at REdpo@randeurope.org or in writing to Data Protection Officer, RAND Europe, Westbrook
Centre, Milton Road, Cambridge, CB4 1YG, UK, referring to “21048 — Strengthening and Empowering
Delivery of the Covenant” as the subject. Contacting us directly as the data processor removes the need to

disclose to the Trust that you have participated in any way in the research.

Should you wish to contact the Data Protection Officer of the Trust, who is the data controller, you can

do so by email to info@covenantfund.org.uk.

You also have the right to contact the Information Commissioner’s Office in the UK if you have any
concerns about the processing of your data. They can be reached at Information Commissioner's Office,

Wyclifte House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF, or by email to casework@ico.org.uk.

Whom can | contact for more information about this project?

If you have a query or concern about any aspect of this study, please contact Rebecca Lucas

(rlucas@randeurope.org).

By participating in this survey, you acknowledge and agree to us processing your data according to the

process outlined above.

e Do you confirm that you have read and understood the information provided above and consent

to participate in this survey?* (Radio buttons: Yes/No)

C.1.2.  Part 2: Research aims

When answering, please keep in mind that we are gathering this information to explore the following

question:

e How has the £25,000 grant helped the cluster build upon its original grant and enable more
members of the Armed Forces Community to be helped during the last 12 months and, potentially,

for the future? How have grantees:
o Continued or finalised the delivery of activities?
o Allowed services or practices to be embedded?

o Allowed stories, case studies, good practice, learning and innovation to be captured and

shared?

o Allowed LAs to make up ground lost as a result of COVID?

C.1.3.  Part 3: Research questions

e Dlease indicate the grantee organisation with which you are affiliated* (Drop-down listing local

authorities, with an option for ‘Other’)

o If ‘Other’ please specify (open rext)
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e  What are the top aims for your project? Please include anything that you accomplished with the
SDP grant that you are now hoping to build on with this current project. (Please name about three)

(Open text)
e What challenges or barriers do you anticipate? (Please name about three) (Open text)

e Have you started to think about sustainment after the duration of the grant? If so, please explain.

(Open text)

C.2. June 2022 survey materials and questions

Below are the introductory materials and questions distributed to the lead organisations in each cluster for
the Sustaining Delivery project as part of the June 2022 survey. An asterisk indicates that the question was

required. Of the 20 organisations approached, 17 responded to the survey.

C.2.1.  Part 1: Introduction and privacy policy

Thank you for taking part in this survey on the Armed Forces Covenant Fund Trust’s (the Trust)
Sustaining Delivery programme. Please find below some information on the study and the survey.

Study background and obijectives

RAND Europe and Shared Intelligence (Si) have been commissioned by the Trust to better understand
the Sustaining Delivery Programme, which is focused on improving the delivery of the Armed Forces
Covenant, a pledge by the government that members of the Armed Forces Community should not suffer
disadvantage due to their (or their family member’s) service, with special consideration for those who have
given the most, such as the injured or the bereaved. The overall aim of this study is to understand the
contributions of the programme to the practical implementation of the Covenant, as well as to gather and
disseminate best practices.

Survey overview

This survey is focused on the Sustaining Delivery of the Armed Forces Covenant Programme and should
take you around 30 minutes to complete. This survey is available to all grantees.

This survey forms part of RAND Europe’s research activities and is intended to provide the study team
with the necessary data to analyse the contributions of the programme to the delivery of the Covenant and

to gather best practices. As a result, the survey is divided into five parts:

¢ Background information to provide information on the grantees and the projects;

¢ Implementation, to provide information on the activities conducted (or planned to be conducted)
as part of the projects and the perceived or demonstrated impact these have had on the
implementation of the Covenant;

¢ Risks and barriers, to provide information on the internal and external risks and barriers faced
during project delivery, as well as lessons learned and areas of good practice;

¢ Sustainability, to provide information on sustainability plans and on the internal and external
factors that may have made some activities more sustainable than others;

¢  Grant administration, to provide feedback on the administration of the grant by the Trust,
including on the use of clusters and partnership working;
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¢ Training and toolkit to allow us to understand how the support provided by Si has helped you
thus far and what kinds of support might prove useful in the future.

Please note that questions with a * are compulsory. There are no right or wrong answers to any of these
questions. Your responses will only be seen by members of the RAND Europe and Si project teams. The
Trust will only see aggregated responses; no personal information or data specific to one project will be
shared with the Trust. Following this questionnaire, the RAND Europe project team will also be
conducting more in-depth case studies focused on selected grants, which will involve phone interviews
with selected individuals from each grant. We will be getting in touch with the selected grantees in July.
Who are we?

RAND Europe is a not-for-profit independent research organisation that helps to improve policy and
decision-making through evidence-based research and analysis. More information on RAND Europe, our
projects and researchers can be found on our website, www.rand.org/randeurope/.

We are supporting the Trust in this study, which is the data controller. For the purpose of this data
collection, we are acting as their data processor.

What data are we collecting and why?

As part of this study, we are contacting the Sustaining Delivery programme grantees in order to gather
data, analyse the contributions of the programme to the delivery of the Covenant and gather best
practices. The information you provide as part of the study is the research data. Any research data from
which you can be identified is known as personal data. It does not include data where the identity has
been removed (anonymous data). Your personal data (name, position, organisation and e-mail addresses)
is being processed for the purpose of scheduling and carrying out this survey and for follow-up
clarifications, if necessary, including requesting consent for attribution. This data may also be used to
schedule and carry out potential interviews as part of the case studies. The information collected during
this survey will be used only for research in relation to the subject matter of the study. We will give you
the option to have your opinions attributed to you in the analysis, but in the absence of this, we will
ensure that any quotes are appropriately anonymised. If you consent to attribution, the information will
be attributed to your Local Authority or to your project and not to your name.

What is the legal basis for processing activities?

The legal basis for processing your personal data, and contacting you, is that it is in our legitimate interest
to allow you to participate in this project. Your interests are not affected in any way, as our default
position is that your personal data will not be linked to your responses, so any information you provide
will be unattributable. Any responses that you then provide in the survey will be on the basis of consent,
and you will be able to withdraw this consent to our processing of your data up until the point that the
study report is finalised and published.

About the collected data and its processing and storage

The data will be securely stored digitally. Access to the data is controlled on a ‘need to know’ basis and is
only available to the project team. All data provided will be processed in accordance with the standards of
the UK Data Protection Act (2018) and the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). All personally
identifiable data collected as part of this project will be deleted one year after the end of the project.
Sharing your data with other parties

RAND Europe has been instructed to ensure that any research datasets shared with the Trust are
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anonymised so that project beneficiaries cannot be identified. We will therefore ensure that any names or
other personal identifiers are removed and, where necessary, redact any sections of text that could be
identifiable. This is important to us and the Trust, as we want you to be able to give us honest answers
without consideration of how those might be interpreted.

Your rights

RAND Europe operates in accordance with the UK Data Protection Act (2018) and EU law, including
GDPR. You are provided with certain rights that you may exercise through us. In summary, those rights

are:
e To access, correct, or erase your data;
e To object to the processing of your data;
e To request that our processing of your data is restricted or to withdraw consent.

If you wish to exercise any of these rights, you can contact the RAND Europe Data Protection Officer by
email at REdpo@randeurope.org or in writing to Data Protection Officer, RAND Europe, Westbrook
Centre, Milton Road, Cambridge, CB4 1YG, UK, referring to 21048 — Strengthening and Empowering
Delivery of the Covenant’ as the subject. Contacting us directly as the data processor removes the need to
disclose to the Trust that you have participated in any way in the research. Should you wish to contact the
Data Protection Officer of the Trust, who are the data controller, you can do so by email to

info@covenantfund.org.uk. You also have the right to contact the Information Commissioner’s Office in

the UK if you have any concerns about the processing of your data. They can be reached at Information
Commissioner's Office, Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF, or by email to
casework@ico.org.uk.

Whom can | contact for more information about this project?

If you have a query or concern about any aspect of this study, please contact Rebecca Lucas
(rlucas@randeurope.org).

By participating in this survey, you acknowledge and agree to us processing your data according to the

process outlined above.
e Do you confirm that you have read and understood the information provided above and consent

to participate in this survey?* (Dropdown: Yes/No)

C.2.2.  Part 2 Background information

e  Dlease provide your name* (open text)
e Dlease provide your email* (open text)
e Dlease provide the name of the Local Authority in which you are based: (open rex)

e Dlease specify the Local Authority that was the primary recipient of the Sustaining Delivery

Programme grant you were involved with: * (Drop-down listing local authorities, with an option

for ‘Other’)

o If ‘Other’ please specify (open text)
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Please specify the original planned start date for your project (Drop down with month and year)
Please specify the original planned end date for your project (Drop down with month and year)
Please specify the actual start date for your project (Drop down with month and year)

Please specify the current planned end date for your project (Drop down with month and year)

If these dates have changed, please provide an explanation as to why (Open text)

o As a reminder, if your project dates have changed and you have not yer agreed on a grant
variation with the Trust, you will need to get in touch with your dedicated Grants Officer to

ensure any time variations are agreed. This is part of the Terms and Conditions of your grant

Sfunding.

Part 3: Implementation

This section seeks to understand the outcomes and outputs of the types of activities that you have

conducted.

What are the top aims for your project? Please include anything that you accomplished with the
previous Strengthening Delivery Programme grant that you are now hoping to build on with this

current project. (Please name about three) (Open rex)

The list below includes 11 types of activities which the Strengthening Delivery of the Armed Forces
Covenant Programme projects undertook in order to implement the Covenant. Please indicate

which of these activities are the main focus of your continuation project: * (Check-boxes listed below)

1. Understanding the target population

2. Raising awareness of the public authorities and front-line services about the Covenant
and the Armed Forces Community

3. Raising awareness of the general public about the Covenant and the Armed Forces
Community

4. Raising awareness of the public authorities and front-line organisations about the support

available for the Armed Forces Community

Raising awareness of the Armed Forces Community about the support available to them

Coordination and sharing of best practices between relevant local stakeholders

Strengthening links between service providers (e.g., housing, finance, education, etc.)

® N oW

Improving processes within Local Authorities aimed at supporting the Armed Forces
Community
9. Providing tailored support for the Armed Forces Community

10. Increasing cohesion/sense of community within the Armed Forces Community

11. Other (please specify) (Open text)

When you look back at your project so far, what activities are you most proud of and why?* (Open

text)

When you look back at your project so far, what would be the one thing you would do differently
and why? (Open text)

61



RAND Europe

C.2.4. Part 4: Risks and Barriers: What risks and barriers exist to local Covenant
implementation of the Sustaining Delivery Programme projects@

The questions in this section aim to understand what risks and barriers you may have faced throughout the
implementation of your Sustaining Delivery Programme project and how you might have tried or been able
to overcome them. We are interested in a broad spectrum of risks and barriers; these could therefore relate

to both internal and external risks and barriers.

e Has your project encountered any of the following challenges or barriers in its efforts to implement
the Covenant? * (Check-Boxes listed below)

o Lack of interest in the Covenant (e.g., from frontline staff, from Councillors, from the
public, from partner Local Authorities, etc.)

Political pushback

Delays to the project (e.g., due to organisational restructuring, foundation work,
recruitment issues, etc.)

Difficulties in working with and coordinating across the partnership cluster
Difficulties in creating connections with partner Local Authorities and with third-sector
organisations

Loss of personnel

Limited capacity to undertake project activities

Discovery of additional areas of work/need beyond the project scope

Lack of reliable data on the Armed Forces Community

Difficulties in mapping existing support

Difficulties in engaging with some parts of the Armed Forces community

Impact of COVID-19

O 0O O O O O O

e Are there any other challenges or barriers that you have encountered?* (Open rext)
e Are these the same or different to the challenges or barriers that you anticipated?* (Open text)
e How did you overcome the risks and barriers you identified? * (Open text)

e  Are there any lessons learned or good practices from the way your project overcame risks and

barriers that you would like to share with us? (Open text)

C.2.5. Part 5: Sustainability of the grants provided under the Sustaining Delivery
Programme

The questions in this section aim to understand the sustainability aspects pertaining to your Sustaining

Delivery Programme project. This includes understanding what activities are planned to last beyond the

grant, what activities will not, whether these plans have undergone any changes since the start of the project,

and why.

The Trust views sustainability in a number of ways, including: Ability to access additional funding for
ongoing delivery; Ongoing partnership and collaboration; Ongoing improvement for project beneficiaries;

and Improved knowledge and evidence.
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Have you started to think about sustainability after the duration of the grant? If so, please explain

your plan.* (Open text)
Has this plan changed since the first survey? If so, how? (Open text)

Are any of the activities or services undertaken as a result of your project expected to continue after

the end of the project and grant?* (Radio buttons: Yes / No / Don’t Know)

Are any of the activities undertaken by your project expected to be embedded or mainstreamed in
services or processes in your area after the end of the project and grant, as opposed to support on a

temporary basis? * (Radio buttons listed below:

Activities have been embedded in mainstream services
Activities are temporary

Not applicable

Other (please specify) (open text)

O O O O

How have plans to embed, mainstream, or otherwise sustain activities undertaken by your project

changed since the start of your project?™ (Open rext)

To your knowledge, have any of your activities so far been used as an example of good practice
and/or been implemented in other areas or by other Local Authorities? * (Radio button: Yes / No /
Don’t Know)

If yes, what activities have been used as an example of good practice or implemented in other areas?

(Open text)

Part 6: Grant Administration: How the programme was administered

The questions in this section aim to understand how the programme worked in practice. In this section,

1 |l
cluster

refers to groups of Local Authorities that bid together for the grants.

To what extent do you think the cluster approach helped improve partnership working between:*

(Matrixed answer with radio buttons listed below, including If ‘Other’ please specify with open text)

To a great extent To some extent Not at all Don't know Not applicable

icluster

ILocal Authorities within your

Other Local Authorities not part

lof your cluster

IYour Local Authority and the

chird sector

[Your Local Authority and the

private sector

letc.)

Your Local Authority and other|
local public services (e.g., health,

housing, employment agencies,

Other
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e To what extent would you recommend that the Trust use clusters in future grant funding? * (Radio

buttons listed below)

To a great extent
To some extent
Not at all

Don’t know

O O O O O

Please provide any further comments below (open rext)

e Has your recommendation in this area changed since the Strengthening Delivery Programme

grant? (Radio buttons listed below)

To a great extent
To some extent
Not at all

Don’t know

O O O O O

Please provide any further comments below (open rext)

e To what extent has the Sustaining Delivery programme, as a funding mechanism and process,

helped you improve the implementation of the Covenant in your area so far? * (Radio buttons listed

below)
o To a great extent
o To some extent
o Notatall
o Don’t know
o DPlease provide any further comments below (open rext)

¢ Do you have any suggestions for improvement, lessons learnt, or areas of good practice you would
like to share with either the Trust or other grantees regarding the administration of the programme

by the Trust? (Open text)

C.2.7.  Part 7: Training and support

o To what extent has the training and support offered by Si been useful? Training and support
activities conducted so far include an online workshop on the Veterans’ Hubs, an action learning

set, and Basecamp. (Radio buttons listed below)

To a great extent
To some extent
Not at all

Don’t know

O O O O O

Please provide any further comments below (open rex)

e Was the format of the training and support suitable for your needs? (Radio buttons listed below)

Yes
Yes, with some exceptions

No, there were areas that could have used improvement

O O O O

The training was not suitable
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o No opinion / don’t know

o Please provide any further comments below (open rext)

o  Are there further areas of training and support that would have been useful? (Radio button: Yes / No
/ Don’t Know)

o DPlease provide any further comments below (open rext)

e To what extent has the Knowledge Network on the Trust’s website been useful? (Radio butrons

listed below)
o To a great extent
o To some extent
o Notatall
o Don’t know

o DPlease provide any further comments below (open rext)
e What gaps still exist in the Knowledge Network that might be helpful to fill? Please provide

comments below (open text)

C.2.8.  Part 8: Closing questions

e s there anything else you would like to share with the study team? (Open text)
o Dlease feel free to attach relevant documents (Option to choose file)

Thank you for completing this survey.

In particular, the Trust, RAND Europe, and Shared Intelligence wish to thank those that have helped to
enhance the Knowledge Network by contributing with resources. This helps to share knowledge, good
practices, and lessons learned and supports Local Authorities across the country that have not benefited

directly from Trust funding.

If you have a query or concern about any aspect of this study, please contact Rebecca Lucas

(rlucas@randeurope.org).

If your project dates have changed and you have not yet agreed on a grant variation with the Trust, please
get in touch with your dedicated Grants Officer to ensure any time variations are agreed. This is part of the

Terms and Conditions of your grant funding,.
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Annex D. Interview Protocol

As described in the main body of the report, each cluster that RAND Europe conducted a “deep dive” on
to find positive examples of practices involved three interviews: one with the lead LA, one with a second LA
involved in the project, and the third with a project beneficiary. The questions that follow below formed

the basis for those interviews.

D.1. Interview questions for grant recipients

These questions aimed to provide an initial structure for the interview. However, using semi-structured

interviews meant we could ask more specific questions on an interview-by-interview basis.

D.1.1.  SDP contribution to an improvement in the implementation of the Covenant

The interviewer is to provide a brief overview of the activities the grant stated they undertake as part of the
questionnaire and check that it is all correct.
a. How was work distributed across the cluster?
Can you briefly describe the main aim(s) of the project(s)?
Can you briefly describe your role and involvement in the grant?
3. How was the project impact measured?
a. Do you have any quantitative or qualitative data you can share? (can be emailed after the
interview)
4. Overall, do you believe that the grant you received helped improve the implementation of the
Covenant in your area?
a. Why do you believe that it did or did not help improve the implementation of the
Covenant?
b. What aspects, in particular, helped improve the implementation of the Covenant in your

area?

D.1.2. Risks and barriers to local Covenant implementation

The interviewer to outline the risks and barriers provided by the grant in the survey, where relevant.
5. Many projects reported difficulty with staffing delays and the lack of buy-in from other
stakeholders. Was this your experience? If so, could you provide more detail?
6. Many projects also reported difficulty engaging with parts of the Armed Forces community. Was
this your experience? Why or why not do you believe this might have been the case?
7. What were other risks and barriers you experienced?

a. How did you mitigate these?
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D.1.3.

10.

11.
12.

D.1.4.
13.

14.

15.

D.1.5.

16.
17.
18.

D.2.

b. What other mitigation strategies could have helped?
c.  Many projects reported that continued engagement with partners was a key mitigation
measure. Was this your experience?
What was the main learning and/or good practice that emerged for you from this grant with regard

to overcoming risks and barriers?

Sustainability of the grants

If activities or services undertaken as a result of your project are planned to continue after the end

of the project and grant, how will this be achieved?

To what extent do you feel that the project and its impact are sustainable?

a. In general, what do you think are the main barriers to sustainability that your project
encountered (or that any similar projects may encounter)?

b. How has your work on this project improved the sustainability of the project and its activities?

Based on your experience, what makes certain activities more sustainable than others?

What was the main learning and/or good practice that emerged for you from this grant with regard

to achieving sustainability?

Clusters

How did you find working within your cluster?

c. Was the cluster size appropriate?

d. Did it lead to improved relations? If so, is this sustainable?

e. For non-lead LAs — how did you find the grant management?

To what extent do you think that the cluster approach helped overcome the risks and barriers you
identified in earlier questions?

Some projects found the clusters in themselves to be a barrier to achieving impact. Was this your

experience? Why or why not do you think this was the case?

Additional questions

Did your project discover additional areas of work? If so, which were these?
What kind of training or resources would have been useful in delivering this project?

Are there any additional materials that you would like us to consider in our work?

Interview questions for project beneficiaries

These questions were intended to provide an initial structure for the interview; however, the use of semi-

structured interviews meant that more specific questions might be asked on an interview-by-interview

basis.

D.2.1.

1.
2.
3.

Grant overview

How did you come to know about the Sustaining Delivery Programme (SDP) project?
What was your involvement in the project?

Who were your main contact points?
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D.2.2.  Project benefits and impact

4. Do you believe that the SDP project helped improve the implementation of the Covenant in your
area?
a. Why do you believe that it did or did not help improve the implementation of the
Covenant?
b. What aspects, in particular, helped improve the implementation of the Covenant in your

area?

D.2.3. Risks and barriers

5. What are the main risks and barriers to improving the implementation of the Covenant in your
area?

6. To what extent do you think that the SDP project helped overcome these risks and barriers?

D.2.4. Sustainability of the project

7. Have the activities or services undertaken as part of the SDP project continued after the end of
the project?

8. To what extent do you feel that the project and its impact are sustainable?

D.2.5. General questions

9. Opverall, what worked well with the SDP project?
10. What worked less well?

11. What are the main lessons learnt?
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