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Report by Document Number

Director of Operational Policy and Training FEP 1244

Summary

This report updates Members on the latest position with regard to the CLG led FiReControl Project. In
particular it provides details of the latest version of the business case that was published on the 8" July 2008
(Appendix 1). CLG have asked for comments on the business case for London to be submitted by the 30"
September 2008. A draft response is included within this report.

Once this consultation has been concluded a further detailed report on the business benefits and future
financial implications for this authority will be submitted.

Recommendations
1. To note the publication of the CLG FiReControl Project Business Case.

2. To agree to send comments to CLG seeking further clarification on the Regional Business Case for London.

3. To agree to send comments to CLG confirming that the basis of costs apportionment, notwithstanding
concerns over the amount and funding, is reasonable.

Introduction/Background
4. Atthe Authority meeting of 10" November 2005, the Authority agreed to support the CLG FiReControl
Project subject to review including:

a. Receipt of the final business case and confirmation of the benefits of the project to this
Authority

b. Satisfactory resolution of abortive and any other cost issues

c. The Authority's position in the rollout programme being appropriate and agreed
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d. The Authority's current and proposed IT/IS integration and architecture not being
disadvantaged by adopting a regional mobilising system delivered by the regional fire control
project

The business case that has been published (Part 1) focuses on the high level rationale for the project and
only contains the regional details. The national Business Case (Part 2) which will contain the core of the
national case is now due for publication later this summer.

Reports on the progress of the project have been reported to the Authority at regular intervals in FEP 916
and FEP 1190. It was previously anticipated that at this stage, with the publication of the latest iteration of
the business case, enough information would be available for a full detailed report to be submitted to the
Authority in order that an informed decision could be reached regarding our future participation in the
project. Unfortunately the business case as published contains little detail of the future costs that could fall
to this Authority and officers have been actively seeking clarification across a range of issues contained
both within the report and in further detail that has been provided.

These further discussions with CLG have failed to provide the clarity required, although further detail
behind the figures has been made available (Appendix 2). Therefore the outstanding concerns are
outlined below with a view to them being submitted to CLG as the view of this Authority

In broad terms our concerns are focussed on the proposed staffing numbers within the RCC and the
associated unit costs and the assumptions that CLG have made regarding savings that LFEPA would make
by adding adjustments for moving premises and future refresh costs. We are also seeking clarity over how
the resilience payments that are proposed to cover the funding gap will be paid and what mechanism will
be put in place to ensure that these continue through the life of the project.

Officers have conducted their own review of the financial impact of the project which is attached at
Appendix 3. It can be seen that even with the CLG resilience payment there are substantial deficits in the
first three years of the project of £3.11m in year one and £2.27m in years two and three. It is accepted that
this gap will begin to narrow post year three when we would have been looking to replace our current
accommodation and refresh our mobilising systems.

Proposed Response to CLG

10. The London Fire & Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA) welcome the publication of the regjonal

M

business case for London and in particular the statement made by the Fire Minister in a written answer of
the 7" July 2008, that “.... no region would incur costs over and above those of running the existing control
rooms once the Fire Control network goes live"

. However as the published business case contains little detail other than the headline figures, there are a

range of issues that we would seek clarification on before we are able to confirm our acceptance of the
business case and its implications for this Authority. These are;

Proposed Staff Numbers

12. Our officers have been fully engaged with CLG on the development of the staffing model that was used to

calculate the figures contained within the business case and have confidence in that model. However our
officers were led to believe that further work was to be undertaken utilising data that is particular to the
employment conditions of London control room staff. It is clear that this has not happened and that the
staffing numbers included within the business case have been derived from national data. It is the
professional view of our control room managers that it would not be possible to provide an effective and
efficient control room function for the London region with the staff numbers that CLG envisage and that if
such numbers were utilised a large number of emergency calls would be transferred to other RCC's which
would incur further costs for this authority.
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13. We would urge CLG to review the numbers that are produced from the staffing model utilising London
data that has already been provided.

14. It has also proved difficult to reconcile the staffing costs that we are familiar with to those contained within
the business case and we would urge CLG to liaise further with our finance department to ensure that the
correct figures are being used.

Adjustment for Moving Premises

15. Although not explicit, the CLG business case includes a figure of £1.25m per annum as an estimate that
CLG have made regarding the additional costs that this Authority would have incurred for control room
premises if the FiReControl project were not taking place. While we accept that there could be benefit
derived from the move to an RCC the timescales are being dictated by the project. The lease on our
current premises runs until November 2011 and we are currently discussing with the landlord the
possibility of an extension for up to 5 years on that lease.

16. We would therefore wish to challenge this figure, and the fact that it would be incurred from the date of go
live. In addition we seek the detail of how this figure is derived. It is our view that had it not been for
FiReControl we would only be experiencing a minimal increase in costs through to 2016 and even then we
would not have exposed ourselves to the costs associated with the building for the Regional Control
Centre.

Share of Net Additional Refresh Costs

17. Likewise there is a figure, again not explicit, within the CLG business case of £399,393 which is associated
with refresh costs of the new system that London would have incurred if FiReControl were not taking
place. Within London we are currently upgrading our current mobilising system with a new software build
that meets all of our current requirements and we would not see any reason why we would be looking to
refresh this system outside of the timescale that would have been associated with any future move from
our current control room location.

18. We would accept that at some future time we would derive benefit from the FiReControl system but we
would challenge that we should be incurring this cost from the go live date and we also believe that a
disproportionate amount of the total refresh costs appear to be falling to London.

Resilience Payments

19. With regard to the resilience payments that will be used to fund the gap between existing and future costs
we would seek clarity on how these payments will be made and more importantly we will need to
understand how these arrangements will continue after the third year. We will be seeking assurance that
arrangements will be in place to continue to fund additional net costs for the duration of the project.

20. We look forward to hearing from CLG how these issues are to be addressed and once we have received
full and complete information officers will provide the Authority with a comprehensive report on the
project that will enable us to decide upon our future involvement.

21. To assist you in your considerations, attached is a detailed breakdown of the additional costs that officers
consider would fall to this authority if we were to accept your business case assumptions. It can be seen
that even with the CLG resilience payment there are substantial deficits in the first three years of the
project of £3.11m in year one and £2.27m in years two and three. It is accepted that this gap will begin to
narrow post year three when we would have been looking to replace our current accommodation and
refresh our mobilising systems. It must be emphasised that there remains a possibility that this Authority
may decide not to take part in the project unless it is possible to justify any additional expenditure that may
be incurred.
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Cost Apportionment

22.

23.

CLG is also consulting (FSC 41/2008) on regions' views on the basis for apportioning the shared IT
services costs for running the Regional Control Centre network to the regions, which is estimated at
£21.78m in total. It offers 4 main options:—

Apportion in proportion to relative share of the tax base (CLG's preferred option);

Apportion using an alternative metric such as the relative proportion of incidents or fire stations;
Apportion using a formula which combines a number of metrics;

Divide equally between the nine regions.

On the proposed basis, London would pick up £3.14m for shared costs (as set out in the London regional
business case, excluding £51k for "accreditation and admin”). A detailed breakdown of costs has also
been provided to the FiReControl Finance Working Group. These indicate that the apportionment bases
exemplified do not make a reliably predictable difference as to how the costs eventually fall to London
(e.g. up or down by £100k to £300k , depending on what year is chosen as the basis for making the split.)
It is proposed to respond to CLG that the basis of apportionment, notwithstanding concerns over the
amount and funding, seems reasonable.

Authority's Strategic Objectives

24,

This report supports our strategic objective of planning and preparing for emergencies that may happen,
and making a high quality, effective and resilient response to them.

Head of Legal and Democratic Services comments

25.

26.

27.

28.

Paragraph 21 of the report states that the Authority may decide not to take part in the project unless it is
possible to justify any additional expenditure that may be incurred.

The Fire and Rescue Services National Framework 2008 — 11 places certain requirements on FRAs in
relation to the project. For example paragraph 2.17 states that FRAs "must” make preparations to move
their control service to the regional control centre network, complete the tasks in the FiReControl
transition plan in line with the dates set out and to carry out any tasks specific to their FRAs necessary for
the move of their control service.

The Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004 provides the statutory authority for the National Framework and
requires fire and rescue authorities to have regard to the Framework in carrying out their functions. In
addition the Act gives the Secretary of State power to intervene if he/she considers that an FRS is failing or
likely to fail to act in accordance with the framework. The framework emphasises that while authorities are
expected to make progress in all areas of the framework, references to what authorities "“must” do indicate
those areas which ministers consider to be the most important, with "must” being the strongest and most
specific term.

Communities and Local Government envisage that any intervention powers would only be used as a last

resort and any use of those powers would be in accordance with the Local Government Intervention
Protocol.
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Head of Finance Comments

29.

30.

31.

The report sets out the current information that we have in support of the Fire Control project. The Part 1
business case published by CLG indicates that they would expect the Authority to have incurred its own
additional cost of £1.25m per annum for control room premises if the project had not been taking place,
plus a further £399k for systems refresh. CLG have therefore assessed the additional cost to London
arising from this project after taking these costs into account and are proposing additional resilience
funding of £2.2m for a three year period to address the remaining gap. This payment will then be reviewed
to assess the extent to which it might be offset by 'additional efficiencies and/or revenue generating
opportunities that are likely to develop'.

Officers' view of the financial impact of the project is set out at Appendix 3 which shows additional costs of
£3.1m falling to £1.6m over a 6 year period. This takes accounts of the timing difference between the
requirements of this national project and the Authority's own timescales for a move of the existing control
room premises. This indicates that the resilience payment will be insufficient in the first year and will need
to remain at something close to £1.5m going forward.

Further clarity is being sought on the financial impact of the project. In the meantime it is important to note
that the Authority will need to able to justify any additional costs arising from this project and ensure that
they are affordable in the context of the Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS). The project is currently
flagged as a risk within the MTFS (reported elsewhere on this agenda) but any potential costs have not
been quantified pending the clarification sought in this report.

Environmental Implications

32.

There are no environmental implications arising from this report.

Equalities Implications

33.

There are no equalities implications from this report.

List of Appendices to this report:

1.

2.

3.

The FiReControl Business Case Part 1 — Regional Case for London
CLG Spreadsheet detailing figures contained within the Business Case

Spreadsheet containing figures for LFB Business Case
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Local Government (access to information) act 1985

List of background documents
FEP 1190 DCLG Regional FiReControl Room Project - FiReControl/DCLG National Radio System Project - Firelink

FEP 916 DCLG's Regional Fire Control Room Project —FiReControl and National Radio System Project - Firelink

FEP 843 Finance — LFEPA Budget 2006-07
FEP 785 Control and Communications Project - DCLG's Fire Control Room Project — FiReControl

FEP 559 Final Account — Primary Command Mobilisation Centre — Property Costs at 2 Greenwich View Place and
Stratford

FEP 348 Control & Communications Project — Revised Procurement Strategy for the Replacement Main Scheme Radio
Project

FEP 290 New Command and Mobilisation Centres at 2 Greenwich View Place and fallback Control at Stratford

FEP 149 Control & Communications Project — Progress Report (Best and Final Offer Stage)

FEP 128 Communications and Control Project — outcome of the search for alternative accommodation for CMC and the
fallback

FEP 76 Control & Communications project — Progress Report and Implementation Proposals
FEP 50 Control and Communications project — Progress Report and Extension to Current Marconi Contract

FCD 6015 Command and Mobilising Centre (CMC) — Second Generation Mobilising System — Progress Report and
Preparation for Third Site

FCD 5916 CMC Second Generation Mobilising System- Progress and Interim Mobilising Requirements
FCD 5771 CMC — Second Generation Mobilising System — The Way Forward

FCD 5718 The Second Generation Mobilising Project — Situation Report

FCD 5612 CMC Second Generation Mobilising System Progress Report

FCD 5554 CMC Second Generation Mobilising System Progress Report

FCD 5456 CMC Second Generation Mobilising System

FCD 5328 CMC Second Generation Mobilising System and Associated issue

Proper officer Gary Dobson
Director of Operational Policy & Training

Contact officer ~ John Anthony
Telephone 020 8555 1200 x31571
Email john.anthony@london-fire.gov.uk
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Other costs
2.50 These are predominantly IT costs but also include elements such as Group Services
and data management.

2.51 Communities and Local Government are going to consult on how these costs are
shared. The preferred mechanism is sharing costs on the basis of proportion of
council tax base and this is the basis of the figures presented here.

Regional delivery capability

2.52 The London Fire and Emergency Planning Authorities (LFEPA), as the single fire
Authority for the London region, will, through the LFB, run the London Regional
Control Centre. Because of this there has been no need to establish a separate Local
Authority Controlled Company to run the London RCC.

2.53 The London Fire Brigade has good experience of successfully delivering complex
IT projects. In 2004, the LFB relocated its control from its former headquarters
site on Albert Embankment, SE1 to its current location in Docklands. This project
included the provision of a new computer-aided mobilising system and station end
equipment.

2.54 The following organisation chart shows the structure of the LFB FiReControl
Delivery Team.

Figure 3: Structure of the LFB FiReControl Delivery Team
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Table 3: Transition timeline for the London Region

Key: CP=Checkpoint
G =Gate
CO =Cutover

Week Commencing Saturday :

ON Yoleg
L00Z/0L0
8002/70/70
6002/S0/9}
6002/LLILZ
0L02/S0/ZZ
0L0Z/80/LZ
0L0Z/LLI90
0LOZ/LLIZZ

@
8
8
Q
2

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5

2.55 The scheduled cutover date in respect of London is listed in Table 3 above, this is
accurate as at the date of publication.
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Feedback

Stakeholders will wish to review Part 1 of the Business Case carefully and are invited to
provide feedback to richard.how@communities.gsi.gov.uk by the 30 September 2008.
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Further Information

The full FiReControl Business Case: Part 1 The Regional Case is available on the Communities and
Local Government website. www.communities.gov.uk/firecontrol
This comprises nine separate regional cases:

London ISBN 978 — 1 — 4098 — 0093 - 4
North West ISBN 978 — 1 — 4098 — 0095 - 8
North East ISBN 978 — 1 — 4098 — 0097 - 2
Yorkshire & Humberside  ISBN 978 — 1 — 4098 — 0099 - 6
South West ISBN 978 — 1 - 4098 - 0101 -6
East Midlands ISBN 978 — 1 —4098 - 0103 -0
East ISBN 978 — 1 — 4098 - 0105 -4
West Midlands ISBN 978 — 1 -4098 - 0107 - 8
South East ISBN 978 — 1 — 4098 — 0109 - 2

These are available from the Department’s website or from:
Communities and Local Government Publications

PO Box No 236

Wetherby LS23 7NB

Tel: 08701 226 236

Fax: 08701 226 237

Email: communities@twoten.com

July 2008

Reference number: 08FR05356/lon

ISBN 978 — 1 — 4098 — 0093 - 4

© Crown Copyright, 2008. Printed on paper comprising no less than 75% post-consumer waste
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