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Summary
The Mobile Information Programme (the Programme) ran between 2008 and 2010. The
Home Office (the Department) distributed £71 million of central funding through the
National Policing Improvement Agency (the Agency) to police forces to enable them to
buy over 41,000 new mobile devices (such as Blackberrys and Personal Data Assistants) for
police officers and police community support officers. The Department intended the
Programme to support greater visibility of police officers, increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of police forces, and reduce bureaucracy through the use of mobile
technology.
The Programme highlights significant gaps in accountability for value for money where the
Department devolves responsibility for expenditure on a national programme to local
police forces. The Department had insufficient information on the outcomes of this
programme to judge whether value for money had been achieved or if the Programme’s
objectives had been satisfied. The Department says that in future, accountability will be
maintained locally through Police and Crime Commissioners; nationally to Parliament as
set out in the Department’s Accountability System Statement, and that Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Constabulary will collect data to examine value for money of police forces.
However, we are yet to see whether these new arrangements will ensure sufficient
accountability to satisfy Parliament.
The Department’s focus for this Programme was on delivering the mobile devices, rather
than considering how they could be used to improve ways of working and make efficiency
savings. Although some forces have used mobile devices to improve efficiency, the majority
have not and the Department and the Agency do not know what the benefits of the
Programme are. The measurement of benefits was only considered after funding had been
distributed to forces, and then ceased in 2010 when the Programme closed. Forces
themselves told us that there should have been much more focus on outcomes from the
start. The Department estimated that this programme will contribute £125 million to
cashable police service savings. So far, police forces have declared cashable savings of just
£0.6 million; less than 1% of the amount invested by the Department in the Programme.
The Agency estimates that some £1.5 billion is spent annually on police ICT which is 10%
of total annual spend on policing. Reductions in central funding for police forces mean that
collaboration and use of technology to make savings is essential. The Agency is being
closed down this year, so progress on this will depend on the success of the new company,
which aims to allow forces to respond to local IT requirements collaboratively but is based
on voluntary cooperation. While we welcome the aims of this new company, arrangements
for its funding and governance are still unclear. Forces told us that the Department needs
to provide a clear set of business rules which enable forces to make value for money
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procurement decisions.
On the basis of a Report by the Comptroller and Auditor General,1 we took evidence from
the Department, the Agency, and representatives from police forces on the use of mobile
technology in policing.

1

C&AG’s Report, NAO Mobile Technology in Policing, Session 2010-12, HC 1765
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Conclusions and recommendations
1.

So far, the Home Office has not developed a clear framework to assess the value
for money of police spending. It is unclear what data will be used to support the
framework, and when or how the Department would intervene to address poor
value for money in police forces. The Department should set out clearly in its
Accountability System Statement the information that forces will be mandated to
provide to judge value for money. The Statement should also set out the central
interventions the Department would make to address poor value for money and the
criteria for using these.

2.

The lack of information available to the public and Parliament on some police
spending hinders effective scrutiny and accountability. Under current legislation,
the Comptroller and Auditor General’s (C&AG’s) access to police forces’ spending is
limited to those central departmental grants which are ring-fenced. Parliamentary
scrutiny therefore relies on the Department having good quality information on the
relative performance of police forces. However, the information that the Department
had on the benefits arising from the use of mobile devices was poor. The Department
intends to rely on Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (the Inspectorate)
whose role has been expanded to include value for money inspection. The
Department needs to have information on both the system-wide performance of the
police service and the value for money of specific centrally-funded initiatives and
programmes. The Department should set out how it will ensure that the Inspectorate
has sufficient capability and capacity to provide comparable performance data. The
Department must also ensure that the C&AG has rights of access in legislation to
examine centrally funded police expenditure.

3.

The focus of the Programme was on providing mobile devices rather than on the
benefits they could deliver. The Department was not clear about what outcomes the
Programme should achieve by when, and did not understand baseline performance.
Although most forces reported that the devices allowed them to spend more time out
of the station, some said they spent less time on the beat. The Department and
Agency did not know why this had happened. Some forces have used devices to save
time and reduce the need for back-office staff, enabling cashable savings, but this was
far from systemic. The Department and the police must ensure that business cases
and programmes focus on outcomes and benefits that are identified upfront and are
based on a robust analysis of baseline performance data. At the same time they also
need to provide a framework within which to measure and track progress towards
those outcomes.

4.

Only a fifth of forces have used the Mobile Information Programme to improve
the efficiency of their business. There are some good examples of forces using
mobile technology to make improvements, such as reducing paper work, but these
are the minority. Despite spending over £70 million of central funding, only
£600,000 of cashable savings have so far been identified. Some forces have no
devices whereas others have one for each officer and supporting staff. The
Department has a responsibility for improving the system-wide performance of
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policing and should set out the practical steps that it will take to fulfil that
responsibility. It needs to provide all forces with the opportunity to learn from and
collaborate with those who have maximised the use of mobile technology, in order to
make the most of the investment already made.
5.

The central contracts for buying devices were not used by most forces. Most chose
to use their own suppliers due to problems with the central procurement
arrangements for the Mobile Information Programme. Those forces that used
mobile devices well told us that negotiating directly with suppliers resulted in
increased flexibility and benefits. The Department currently mandates central buying
of some items, such as body armour and off the shelf software, but is unclear whether
greater mandation will deliver value for money or not. There is also uncertainty
about how the new police IT company will operate and there are risks that it may not
deliver the intended benefits, particularly if suppliers have too much influence. The
Department and the police need to clarify the purpose of the new company and, in
particular, how it will support the implementation of the Information Systems
Improvement Strategy. The Department should set out how the new company will
be funded and governed. There must also be clear guidance on what police forces
must buy centrally, with the benefits of this approach backed up with robust data.
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1 Accountability to Parliament and the
local public
1. The Mobile Information Programme (the Programme) ran between 2008 and 2010. The
Home Office (the Department) distributed £71 million of central funding through the
National Policing Improvement Agency (the Agency) to police forces to enable them to
buy over 41,000 new mobile devices (such as Blackberrys and Personal Data Assistants) for
police officers and police community support officers. The Department intended the
Programme to support increased visibility of police officers, increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of police forces, and reduce bureaucracy through the use of mobile
technology.2
2. Police forces are funded by a combination of central government grants from the Home
Office and the Department for Communities and Local Government, and local precepts set
by police authorities. Police forces working with their authorities set priorities for local
policing and have a large degree of choice in how they resource and support them.3 From
November 2012, directly elected Police and Crime Commissioners will replace police
authorities. Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary role has been expanded to include
the examination of value for money in policing and the Department told us that it has
commissioned the Inspectorate to produce a series of reports on the value for money
achieved by forces. These reports will include, for example, forces’ spend on IT and on
staff.4
3. The Department expects that accountability to Parliament will be assured using the
framework set out in the accountability systems statement for police and crime reduction,
but they have not yet specified what datasets or metrics are important for the
determination of value for money.5 The Department’s framework relies on Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Constabulary, in addition to its inspectorial role, providing data on police
forces’ spending across areas such as crimes recorded, personnel deployed and services
procured. The Department expects to be able to use this data to provide assurance to
Parliament that value for money is being achieved at a system level across the Police
Service.6
4. The Department told us that the Home Secretary will retain the power to intervene on
value for money grounds if he or she thinks that a particular force or Police & Crime
Commissioner is failing the taxpayer.7 The Department described three tests that could
drive such an intervention: the results of an inspection by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of
Constabulary; a cause célèbre; or, if the police service itself, through the planned police

2

C&AG’s Report Para 1.8 and 3.4

3

C&AG’s Report Para 1.1 and 1.2

4

Q 117

5

Q 155; Committee of Public Accounts, Seventy-ninth Report of Session 2010-12, Accountability for public money –
progress report, HC 1503, Ev 51

6

Q 155

7

Q 155
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professional body, pointed out that a force was not adhering to professional standards.8
The Department stated that when to intervene would be a judgement for ministers in each
case and would depend very much on circumstances. If, for example, a particular force and
Police & Crime Commissioner had decided within their policing plan and budget not to
invest in a particular central technology programme and could justify their reasons for not
doing so to the local public, then the Department felt ministers would be unlikely to
intervene.9
5. The Comptroller and Auditor General’s access to police forces’ spending is, under
current legislation, limited to those central Departmental grants which are ring-fenced. In
the past the Audit Commission was responsible for assessing and reporting on value for
money achieved by Police Authorities. Parliamentary scrutiny now and in the future relies
on the Department having good quality information on the relative performance of police
forces and also the impact that specific initiatives may have. However, the information that
the Department and Agency held on the local costs and benefits of the Mobile Information
Programme was poor.10 The Agency set up its framework to measure benefits from the
Programme in 2009, some months after the initial delivery of devices.11 There was little
central measurement by the Department, Agency or by the Inspectorate, of programme
outcomes. The Agency’s final evaluation focused on measuring the increase in officer
visibility and provided little evidence to suggest that the Programme had achieved its
objectives to increase efficiency and effectiveness and to reduce bureaucracy.12
6. The Agency told us that, at the time, it was not within the remit of the Inspectorate to
examine the specific benefits resulting from central initiatives such as the Mobile
Information Programme. The Agency did not confirm whether the Inspectorate would
have a role to examine specific centrally funded initiatives in the future.13 The Department
was not able to confirm the extent to which the National Audit Office would have access to
information at the local level other than through the Inspectorate.14
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Q 161
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C&AG’s Report Para 3.5, 3.18-3.21
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12

C&AG’s Report Para 3.21
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2 Implementing the Mobile Information
Programme
7. In addition to the £71 million of central funding distributed to police forces under the
Programme, the Department provided a further £9 million to the Agency to deliver the
management of the Programme, central framework contracts and benefits measurement.15
In addition to the central funding provided, the 32 police forces who responded to the
NAO survey spent an additional £23 million since 2008-09.16
8. The business case for the Programme included three objectives: to support the increased
the visibility of police officers, to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the Police
Service and to reduce bureaucracy.17 The Programme’s business case included a narrow
range of implementation options but did not consider how forces would use mobile
technology or the amount of local spending required. The business case did not assess the
number of devices that each force would need to deploy to meet the three objectives or
consider the impact of partially equipping forces.18 Police forces told us that from the
outset the Department and the Agency’s focus was on getting devices into the hands of
police officers quickly rather than on the business benefits from the use of mobile devices;
there was little thought given to baseline performance, the benefits or the outcomes
required, and the rush to deliver devices to a strict timetable meant that opportunities to
derive business benefits from process improvement could not be taken by all forces.19
9. The Agency’s evaluation of the increase in police officer visibility showed that on average
officers spent around 18 minutes extra per shift out of the station through the use of mobile
devices.20 The Agency also reported, but could not fully explain why, some forces spent
extra time in the station as a result of using devices.21 There was little central measurement
by the Agency of the other programme objectives, to increase efficiency and effectiveness,
and to reduce bureaucracy.22 This lack of evaluation has prevented a clear understanding of
the Programme’s benefits across the police service.23
10. The police forces who gave evidence to us said that they had made improvements as a
result of the Programme which had enabled them to reduce the number of back office staff
and to make cash savings, in addition to increasing officer visibility. For example:

15

C&AG’s Report Para 2.12, 3.4

16

C&AG’s Report Para 3.5-3.6

17

C&AG’s Report Para 1.8

18

C&AG’s Report Para 2.4

19

Q1

20

Q 101; C&AG’s Report Para 3.20

21

Q 120; C&AG’s Report Para 3.20

22

C&AG’s Report Para 3.21

23

Q 98
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•

Wiltshire Police told us that they had invested around £1.7 million in changing the way
they work, reorganising business processes and reducing control room staff. 24

•

Hampshire Police told us that the time savings from using mobile devices have allowed
them to employ fewer people in back office functions. For example, officers can now
take a statement at the house of a victim or witness, have it signed electronically on the
mobile device, and send it straight to the custody suite at the police station and into the
electronic court file.25

•

The Metropolitan Police told us that they had made savings by using mobile devices to
issue tickets, such as fixed penalty notices, instead of paper forms. Information from
the ticket is fed via the mobile device directly to back office systems without the need to
re-type the information.26

11. While there are clearly some high performing forces, the levels of performance and
savings are not consistent across the Police Service. Only one in five forces has used the
technology effectively to improve their operational processes.27 In addition the Programme
has resulted in significant system-wide variation, in: the number of devices in use, (some
forces have no devices, whereas others have sufficient for all officers and supporting staff);
the amount of business change activity undertaken; and, the amount of additional
efficiency savings made on top of the additional officer time spent out of the station. This
variation has limited the amount of cash and efficiency savings resulting from the £71
million invested. 28 While the Association of Chief Police Officers encourages forces to use
the Agency’s Police Online Knowledge Area to share best practice, and conducts specific
workshops and seminars, more needs to be done to enable all forces to benefit to the same
extent as the high performing forces.29
12. During our hearing the Department claimed that the Programme would deliver around
£500 million cashable savings.30 Subsequently the Department provided a note to say that
it actually estimated £125 million cashable savings; arising from process efficiencies in
areas such as crime recording and issuing fixed penalty notices.31 However, the 32 forces
who responded to the National Audit Office survey only reported total cashable savings of
around £600,000 (annually) from 2011-12.32

24

Q 4; C&AG’s Report Para 3.22

25

Q 17
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Q1
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C&AG’s Report para 20
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Q 147; C&AG’s Report paras 3.12-3.15
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Q 44

30

Q 86
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Ev 25 (Letter from Dame Helen Ghosh dated 20 March 2012)

32

Q 92; C&AG’s Report para 3.22
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3 Central procurement and the new
policing landscape
13. The 2010 Spending Review will reduce police forces’ central funding by around £1.3
billion (£2 billion in real terms) by 2014-15. The Agency estimates that total spending on
police Information Communication Technology (ICT) is around £1.5 billion per year,
some 10% of the total annual spending on policing. Each of the 43 forces in England and
Wales has developed its own business processes and local IT systems. As a result, there are
nearly 2,000 different systems in use across the Police Service. The Mobile Information
Programme has added to this level of diversity. The Department has an Information
Systems Improvement Strategy which aims to deliver police ICT in a more consistent and
affordable manner. The Strategy seeks to drive all forces to use common systems to
improve service quality and reduce costs. 33
14. The Agency set up central framework contracts in order to achieve economies of scale
and to achieve a convergence of mobile devices and back office systems. However, the
Agency decided not to mandate the use of these contracts by all forces, and only five forces
chose to use them. The remaining forces made their own decisions on which suppliers to
use.34 Those forces who used mobile technology to achieve business improvements and
cash savings told us that negotiating directly with suppliers often resulted in greater
flexibility and business benefits.35 The Department told us that, through the Agency’s
current catalogue of framework contracts, it mandates forces to procure certain
commodity items centrally, including body armour and off-the-shelf software. The high
performing forces also told us that they felt the need for the Department to do more in
defining a clear set of business rules which enable forces to make robust value for money
procurement decisions.36
15. The Department has decided to change the way in which ICT is procured by forces.
The Agency will be shut down later in 2012 and in its place the Department intends to
create a public company currently called “NewCo”. The Department told us that this new
company will provide forces and Police and Crime Commissioners with the capacity to
procure ICT collectively based on voluntary cooperation. The Department expects that this
will maximise economies of scale while also responding to local force requirements.37
16. The Department told us that NewCo will not be a centrally funded body but will be
owned and run by those police forces which voluntarily buy-in to the organisation. The
Department will also be an “owner” of the company (as NewCo. will be responsible for
certain national systems such as the Police National Computer).38 The Department told us
that NewCo will probably start with a smaller number of forces and build up over time.

33

C&AG’s Report Para 1.2, 1.4, 3.15

34

C&AG’s Report Para 16, 3.2

35

Q 12

36

Q 3, 12

37

Q 64

38

Q 67, 74
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NewCo will rely on forces and Commissioners agreeing to own and use the company in
order to succeed.39
17. Experiences across government have shown that there are value for money risks
attached both to mandating procurement centrally and to relying on collective voluntary
procurement. With NewCo there are particular risks arising from commercial suppliers
circumventing NewCo and dealing directly with individual forces. The Department told us
that it accepts these risks but feels that its approach of providing a limited amount of startup funding aligned with the current constraints on police force budgets, and NewCo’s
strong leadership and commercial capability, will attract more and more forces and Police
& Crime Commissioners to join the organisation.40 The Department told us that it intends
to publish an overview of how NewCo will work, which will include an estimate of the
value of contracts it expects to be managed and the return on investment NewCo is
expected to achieve.41
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Q 69-74

40

Q 127

41

Q 66, 168
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Nick Smith
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Draft Report (Mobile Technology in Policing), proposed by the Chair, brought up and read.
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Paragraphs 1 to 17 read and agreed to.
Conclusions and recommendations 1 to 5 read and agreed to.
Summary agreed to.
Resolved, That the Report be the Second Report of the Committee to the House.
Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House.
Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the
provisions of Standing Order No. 134.
Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House for printing with the Report.
[Adjourned till Tuesday 22 May at 2.30 pm
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Oral evidence
Taken before the Committee of Public Accounts
on Wednesday 29 February 2012
Members present:
Margaret Hodge (Chair)
Mr Richard Bacon
Stephen Barclay
Jackie Doyle-Price
Matthew Hancock
Meg Hillier

Mr Stewart Jackson
Fiona Mactaggart
Austin Mitchell
Ian Swales
________________

Amyas Morse, Comptroller and Auditor General, Gabrielle Cohen, Assistant Auditor General, Aileen
Murphie, Director, National Audit Office, and Marius Gallaher, Alternative Treasury Officer of Accounts,
were in attendance.
REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER AND AUDITOR GENERAL
Mobile Technology in Policing (HC 1765)
Examination of Witnesses
Witnesses: Alex Marshall, Chief Constable, Hampshire Police, Ailsa Beaton, Director of Information and
Chief Information Officer, Metropolitan Police, and Bill Malloy, Head of Business Strategy & Improvement,
Wiltshire Police, gave evidence.
Q1 Chair: Welcome, everybody. I am sorry that we
are running a little late. May I first welcome Stewart
Jackson as a new member of the Public Accounts
Committee? I formally put on the record his entry in
the register of interests.
Let us make a start. I particularly thank the three of
you for agreeing to attend. You have probably
understood, but I will explain in case you have not,
what this session is about. It is to help us develop an
understanding for when we question the accounting
officers on issues arising out of the programme. It is
really your opportunity to comment, as much as you
like, on the experience of this particular programme.
We are also quite interested in seeing how it would
impact on future developments, particularly given
that, as we understand it, quite a lot of the financial
cuts that you are trying to make will come out of this.
I must say that I was a bit surprised to see that 10%
of your expenditure goes on IT. That is obviously a
rich seam for trying to achieve savings, if you can,
while maintaining front-line services.
Over to you. Ms Beaton, do you want to start, talking
us through what went wrong with this one—as it
obviously did, from the NAO Report—what we can
learn from it and how you think things will work in
the future, particularly with the new organisation and
the new structure?
Ailsa Beaton: I am happy to start off. The issue with
this particular piece of work and this particular
initiative was the way that it started, as opposed to its
results, in that the objective for the project was to
hand out a number of mobile devices to the police
service as opposed to some business benefit that came
from handing out devices. Secondly, because of the
tight time scale that was put to the roll-out of those
devices, there was not the opportunity to derive

business benefits from them, in the way that there
would have been had a more business benefits
approach been taken.
If I look at, for example, the project that we had in
the Metropolitan Police Service, there is a business
benefit which doesn’t come from simply giving
officers a PDA device benefits they arise because of
what is on that device and the way that that device is
tied to back-end systems. The Metropolitan police has
saved about £1 million year rolling out its 3,700
devices, because instead of someone writing out a
ticket for a member of the public—whether that is for
a stop and search or a fixed penalty notice—and then
someone having to key that in at the office, what goes
into the PDA device automatically goes into the backend computer systems.
To derive the business benefit that comes from not
having the re-keying, you need to tie the devices into
those back-end systems and you need to know that
you can do that. When the first invitation to bid came
out, it was largely forces that already had some mobile
device project in hand that were best able to say, “Yes,
we can roll out a device, give it to an officer and
achieve some kind of benefit by the deadline that you
are giving us.”
Q2 Chair: I can understand the issue around the
deadline: there was this tight timetable, and you had
never done it so fast because, as I saw it from the trial
period, it had taken you 30 months. What I do not
understand is that there had been trials going on
before this particular package. I can see what
happened—it was presumably a sudden annual
Budget or autumn statement package of capital money
that was released. You had had your trials, and one
assumes that lessons had been learned from the trials.

cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [E]
Processed: [24-05-2012 09:46] Job: 019572 Unit: PG01
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There were some clear and not complex objectives:
getting police officers out more, better efficiency and
so on. I cannot quite get why you could not build
the experience of the trials into the management of
the project.
Ailsa Beaton: You could build the principles that
came from the trials into the management of the
project. They showed you needed for example some
integration with back-end systems and access to the
police national computer. The difficulty is that the 43
forces do not all have the same back-end systems, so
it is not as if when you have put a mobile device into
one police force and you simply take what you have
done there to make it work in another force, because
that other force would have a different set of backend systems that need integration.
Q3 Chair: I do not know if Bill Malloy or Mr
Marshall wants to comment, but it takes us neatly into
what the hell is the point of NewCo. Perhaps one of
you wants to pick that up. If there are 43 separate
police authorities and they will be even more
independent, with their own elected police
commissioners, what is the point of taking the current
organisation and pushing it into a limited company?
Do you want to take that or do you want to
comment elsewhere?
Alex Marshall: I will take it and, in doing so, will
comment elsewhere, if that is okay. The point of the
centre is to ensure that there are a set of rules and
that the forces using IT make the best-value decisions,
bearing in mind the 20% budget reductions that
everyone is facing, and they can talk to each other and
do police business across the whole country regardless
of which particular system they happen to have
purchased. I am not sure that it is the role of the centre
to prescribe which system to go with. It is the job of
the centre to prescribe how it must work and how it
must be able to join to other forces.
An example for us with mobile data is that we have a
records management system so most of our systems
are linked together anyway. Several other forces have
the same make of system. We did not go into the
mobile data phase 1, the first roll-out of money,
because my force was not ready at that time to change
its business processes to make the best use of the
mobile data. We did come in at phase 2, and the
mobile data was very much part of changing the way
that we worked, changing the rules, changing the
culture, changing the supervision and, therefore,
making sure that it enabled all the changes we needed
to make to save £54 million in the case of Hampshire
Constabulary, and transform the way in which we
operate at the front end. From that, we have made
genuine cashable savings. We have also met the
original objectives of visibility and being more
effective.
Q4 Chair: Only five police authorities chose to go
with the acceleration package—whatever that was—
which might have saved you a lot of money. As for the
monitoring suggested at the same time, they seemed to
spend £9 million on, one, a dubious contract for what
I understand was called an acceleration package, and,
two, establishing a way of monitoring whether you

were getting value for money out of the investment.
They both completely flopped, so it looks to me as
though it is £9 million down the drain. Is that true,
and why should things be different? You chose not to
use the centre last time; why will you choose to use
the centre in the future? Does Bill Malloy or any of
you wish to comment on that? I want to give you all
a chance to have a go.
Bill Malloy: The situation that Wiltshire was in was
different from the experience of the Met. We did go
in early, and we were already looking at mobility
solutions. We have to bear in mind that different
forces have different geographical areas. In Wiltshire,
we have a large geographical area that covers the likes
of Salisbury plain and the 1,000 or so officers we have
are quite spread out, so that the job of actually
managing those officers across that geographical area
is quite a challenge. That is why we were looking
quite early on at mobility, so obviously, when this
opportunity came up, we grabbed it. We started the
work quite early. We invested about £1.7 million in
mobility and that has come back to us now. We make
about half a million pounds a year savings on that.
Our time out of station has increased and our new
operational policing model revolves around the
mobility solution. There have been significant
advantages to us.
Chair: I am trying to see where you come on the
various diagrams.
Q5 Meg Hillier: Can I ask what technology you
plumped for? Can you give us a feel of how you use
it?
Bill Malloy: Yes. We use PDAs across the force. We
have 95%—
Q6 Meg Hillier: BlackBerrys?
Bill Malloy: No, they are HTC PDAs. They are a
couple of years old now, but at that point in time we
worked quite closely with the supplier, and that was
the route that we chose to go down.
Q7 Meg Hillier: Are they bespoke to Wiltshire?
Bill Malloy: They are—not the PDAs, but the backend system is bespoke to Wiltshire. We managed to
integrate some of our software at the back end of the
systems that we have talked about, but we have a
different flavour from most other forces, so it has to
be fairly unique to fit our requirements.
Q8 Mr Bacon: In what way are your requirements
different from most other forces’?
Bill Malloy: We referred to it earlier with respect to
the number of back-end systems that we have. We
integrate with PNC, which all forces have, but at the
back end, our records management system is slightly
different. We have 15 forces in the UK—ourselves
and Hampshire—who have the same records
management system. There are also other systems that
we integrate with—our task-in system, our duty
system and so on. It is that combination, that footprint
among forces. You do have elements of overlap from
one force to another, but you tend to find that not all
forces have the same footprint.
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Q9 Mr Bacon: I was not referring to how you do
what you do, although that is the answer that you have
given; I was referring to what it is that you have to do
in order to be the police force in Wiltshire. How does
that differ from all the other forces? Is it really that
different?
Bill Malloy: It can be quite different, because
Wiltshire is a very rural area. The main conurbation
we have is Swindon. Some of the other, larger
forces—the Met, for example, and Hampshire—have
a much different requirement. That is why some of
our requirements are quite—

here, if only one in five is improving its processes,
and therefore getting the best cash savings it can—are
you? Have you changed the way that you are doing
your job to make the most of this technology?
Alex Marshall: Absolutely. I said that we did not go
into phase 1 because we wanted to be more ready to
change our business processes to make sure that
mobile data was a part of transforming the
organisation, and not just a way of computerising
existing bureaucracy. I find it hard to believe that any
of the 43 forces are sticking to their original way of
doing business, when they are facing 20% cuts.

Q10 Mr Bacon: I am still agog that 43 police forces
can come up with 2,000 different systems, which is
46.5 systems per force. Norfolk is a very rural area,
too. I am glad the ISIS project is now in train and
appears to be aiming towards rationalising this, but
how did it ever get to be such a spaghetti-like mess in
the first place?
Bill Malloy: I would not like to offer an answer—
Chair: I think Mr Marshall is going to comment on
that.
Mr Bacon: Anybody.
Alex Marshall: I would not particularly like to, either,
because the truth is that there is a history, going back
to the invention of the computer. The 43 forces at that
time chose various ways of doing their business as
computers were introduced. Unpicking that starting
point is very much within the realm of our—

Q14 Chair: But they are. Why are you not sharing?
We are going round the houses a bit, because they are.
That is what our report tells us and therefore, we are
trying to identify what is wrong. The centre appears
to have failed to deliver, from what I have read in the
report. Therefore, have we got any confidence that the
new central organisation—NewCo—will do any
better?
Ailsa Beaton: I am not sure that it is my place to
comment on NewCo, but it may be worth me talking
a little about some work that ACPO is doing with the
NPIA at the moment, around something called a
Police Activities Glossary. It looks at all the different
activities there are in policing—whether that is
reporting a crime, or booking someone into custody,
and the like—and aims to come up with a common
business process model. You are right to say that these
processes are the same—although things may be done
in a slightly different order in different forces, booking
someone into custody is booking someone into
custody. It is governed by PACE legislation and
therefore, we are working very closely to make sure
that we come up with this common model of business
process across the police service.

Q11 Chair: So why on earth have we got NewCo?
What is NewCo going to do?
Alex Marshall: I don’t think it is for me to answer
that question.
Q12 Mr Bacon: From your position as a chief
constable, what do you want it to do? What are you
looking for?
Matthew Hancock: The purpose of this hearing is to
give us some context in which to put questions to
those who have a responsibility, as well as an interest
in answering.
Alex Marshall: As I said, I think it is for the centre
to say what the business rules are and how we must
be able to connect to each other to make sure that we
can share intelligence and information—if you report
a crime in Thames Valley, it does not matter, because
the information can be passed to other forces. It is the
centre’s role to set those parameters and those
business rules. Actually, experience has shown us that,
sometimes, negotiating and understanding how you
operate locally means you can strike a very good deal
and come to a good conclusion, but it must not be to
the hindrance of working with your neighbours.
Q13 Matthew Hancock: I understand that. It is
reflected across a lot of the work we do, so I recognise
that. In the Report’s conclusion on value for money,
which is on page 10, paragraph 20, I was surprised to
read that “only a minority of forces, around one in
five, have used mobile technology…to improve…
efficiency of their…processes”—redesigning how you
do the job as opposed to just doing the old processes
with new technology. We have three different forces

Q15 Chair: But you cannot impose it.
Ailsa Beaton: No, it could not be imposed, but as Mr
Marshall says, because of the cuts that everyone is
facing, if the work is being done, why would you go
and do something different yourself? Why would you
not work with the group that is trying to develop that?
We are running workshops to ensure that that
Activities Glossary is pulled together across the
police service.
Q16 Chair: But why didn’t they on this one?
Ailsa Beaton: Because this predates the development
of that work. The other thing to say is that I do not
expect that Policing Activities Glossary to lead to a
single system for the police service overnight, because
different forces will need to renew their systems at
different times. I suggest that it is not necessarily a
bad thing—although you would not want to have 43
different versions—to have two or three different
generations available at a point in time, which is
probably much better for performance and
competition than all 43 having exactly the same
system at the same time. What the Policing Activities
Glossary does is give a baseline, so people are not
reinventing what policing is all about.
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Q17 Austin Mitchell: It was sold at the time as a
way of making police forces more efficient and
getting more police out on the beat; people would
have mobile devices to report in and record. In
Hampshire, are you one of the one in five?
Alex Marshall: We have changed the way we operate.
It has kept officers out on the streets who would have
been in the station, or popping back to the station.
They are out more often and we have more people
out. Equally, it has allowed us to employ fewer people
in back-office functions. For example, officers now
can make a crime report from the scene of a crime
straight on to their mobile data terminal, on to their
Toughbook. The crime is therefore recorded and no
one else is involved in the process. A recent
development is electronic witness statements. We can
go to the house of a victim or witness—not drag them
into a police station—where we take a statement from
them on a mobile data terminal and put an electronic
signature on the bottom of it. That is then sent straight
into the custody suite at the police station, and straight
into the electronic court file.
Q18 Austin Mitchell: Sounds good, but do all your
officers have a mobile device? If some do not, you
still have to retain the paperwork to cover the overlap.
Alex Marshall: All the patrolling police cars have a
mobile data terminal fitted into the car, and they can
take it out of the car and into the house of the victim
or witness. So, the patrolling officers have that device.
Some of the officers who are on foot or on bicycle
have BlackBerrys, and we will roll out more of those
in the future. Detectives will have a type of laptop,
similar to the Toughbook—
Austin Mitchell: They will have, but don’t now.
Alex Marshall: No, we are in various stages of rolling
it out. We have completed two stages. Our police
authority has just agreed to invest another £2.5 million
in the final stage of rolling it out to all the people who
will need it. We are about 50% of the way there at
the moment.
Q19 Austin Mitchell: How about Wiltshire? Has it
increased your efficiency and got more people out on
the beat?
Bill Malloy: Yes, it has. Our response rates have gone
up since we rolled out the mobile technologies. Our
time out of station has improved significantly as well,
so we have got a similar story to tell.
Q20 Austin Mitchell: Do all officers have a mobile
device?
Bill Malloy: We have 95% of our officers who have
PDAs, so they do have them in our force. The 5% who
do not have one have other roles that do not require a
PDA.
Q21 Austin Mitchell: You both sound to be model
forces, in that sense. Are you going to be able to
afford the continuous spending that is necessary to
update and keep up with the technology?
Alex Marshall: I do not think we can afford not to, if
we are going to change how we do business. It is an
investment made by the Home Office and the NPIA—

Q22 Austin Mitchell: It is going to be a substantial
drain, though, isn’t it, paid for by you? There is going
to be a substantial expense.
Alex Marshall: The initial payment came from the
Home Office and the National Policing Improvement
Agency, which got us going down here. Since then,
the police authority has invested another £4 million in
mobile data to ensure we can work in a very different
way and employ far fewer people across the
organisation.
Chair: It is interesting that you are sounding much
more positive than the report says.
Stephen Barclay: Can we have a breakdown—I
appreciate that it will not be for Wiltshire—of all the
forces that did not work more efficiently? We are
saying that only one in five did. I do not think we
went down the other forces, but Mr Marshall said that
your force was in the 20% that did. Could we have a
breakdown from the Home Office of all the forces
that did not do that so that we can see who was the
accountable person?
Q23 Fiona Mactaggart: I think you are the A*
candidates, which is why you have been let loose on
us to start with. You are the models of how to do this,
and you suggested you have much better savings than
the report suggests. I am interested in the impact on
collaboration, in a system where different things have
happened. Hampshire collaborates with Thames
Valley, for example. What have been the kind of
boundary issues—obviously, there are boundary
issues between the Met and the many forces around
the Met—and the collaboration issues?
Alex Marshall: Are you happy for me to answer that
question, Chair?
Chair: You choose between you.
Ailsa Beaton: In the Met, only a small number of
officers have these devices. We have got 3,700
devices.
Q24 Chair: What is that? One in what?
Ailsa Beaton: I suppose it must be one in six, or
something like that.
Q25 Fiona Mactaggart: How many of your officers
are using their own private mobile phones to do
police business?
Ailsa Beaton: I do not think any of them is using a
private mobile for data type of work.
Fiona Mactaggart: I have watched them send
photographs of suspects back to the office and from
the office on their private mobile phones in the Met.
Ailsa Beaton: I meant in terms of filling in forms.
There is no form-filling, using private phones I am not
aware of any boundary issues that have come from
our issuing these mobile devices.
Alex Marshall: The Thames Valley and Hampshire
example has been helped because we have got one IT
department across the two forces. That starting point
is quite good, but we have still got the legacy systems.
Over a period of time, with the chief constable of
Thames Valley, we are converging our systems to
make it more straightforward. I cannot pretend there
are not still barriers, because each of the forces has a
separate history.

cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [O]
Processed: [24-05-2012 09:46] Job: 019572 Unit: PG01
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/019572/019572_w003_MP t+t stephen barclay letter.xml

Committee of Public Accounts: Evidence Ev 5

29 February 2012 Hampshire Police, Metropolitan Police and Wiltshire Police

Bill Malloy: In the south-west, we collaborate well on
a number of projects—covert and various other
projects like that. On the IT side of it, we are moving
into a more collaborative working model across the
south-west, certainly between ourselves and Dorset
and Gloucestershire. We are starting to have a look at
more collaborative ventures across IT in general. That
will obviously include mobility as an example.
Q26 Fiona Mactaggart: The other issue as well as
collaboration is resilience—the resilience of devices,
the ability to hear devices in difficult situations, and
interconnectivity with other services such as British
Transport police, the underground and so on. What is
that like at present?
Bill Malloy: There are probably two answers to this:
first, where we are now and, secondly, where we are
going—the direction of travel. The market at the
moment is dominated by the consumers and there has
been a bit of a change in that respect, so that is going
to be our challenge. When we start talking about
resilience, it really does depend on the consumer
market, the turnover of devices, the availability of
network, network coverage, and so on. Those are the
sorts of issues we are facing at the moment. However,
we do have multiple devices. We have the Airwave
radios as well, and they have some 98% coverage in
the UK and are fairly robust and resilient, so it is belt
and braces quite often.
Q27 Fiona Mactaggart: So your model is Airwaveplus?
All witnesses: Yes.
Q28 Ian Swales: I remember reading a while ago
that the way to get away with a crime is to live in one
force area, commit the crime in a second, and leave
the evidence in a third, because the chances are that
you will never get caught. That is perhaps somewhat
cynical, and I am delighted to hear these stories of
collaboration, but I would like to return to something
that Mr Marshall said a few minutes ago about the
need for central guidance on data standards. You made
that comment without giving any value judgment on
how it is going and what needs to be done. It is an
important point, so could you say a bit more about
that?
Alex Marshall: The Airwave radio gives us
connectivity across all forces and to other agencies,
so that is great across the whole country. The police
national computer—the PNC—gives everyone access
to criminal record data. More recently, the police
national database gives us access to intelligence,
which, going back to the Soham case, clearly is very
important to share across borders. The next step is
towards making sure that all forces can communicate
effectively with each other on crime reporting and
other systems. Forces are actually beginning to
coalesce around a much smaller number of systems,
because it is market driven.
Q29 Ian Swales: You say “making sure”, and my real
question is: to what extent does the Home Office need
to prescribe data standards and so on? I do not know
how the costs of such changes are met. To what extent

do you think there is a need for central guidance, or
are you satisfied that, over time, the 43 forces will just
get there by osmosis?
Alex Marshall: No, I think there is a need for central
guidance on the business rules and standards that we
all must operate to.
Q30 Ian Swales: Are you getting that? That is the
core of the question. Are you getting the kind of
direction that you think you should get from the Home
Office on these matters?
Alex Marshall: Largely, yes, but there needs to be
more and it needs to be clearer and stricter on the
rules and the data requirements.
Q31 Ian Swales: A figure in the Report says that, on
average, only 3% of the budget for this is spent on
business change. All the rest is spent on help desks
and buying devices and so on. To all three of you,
what is your view on that number? I suppose, as Ms
Mactaggart said, we may have the A* candidates in
the room, so what do you think your figure has been
on spending on business change?
Bill Malloy: The vast majority of our expenditure has
actually gone on business change.
Q32 Ian Swales: The majority?
Bill Malloy: The majority of the money that we spend
in this area goes on business change, either on training
and development or actually implementing our new
operational policing model, which has not been at
zero cost.
Q33 Chair: Was that under this programme?
Bill Malloy: Not all of it was under this programme.
We integrated—
Q34 Chair: When you implemented your bit of this
programme, because you were an early enthusiast, did
you only spend 3% on business change?
Bill Malloy: No, we did not spend 3% on business
change.
Q35 Chair: Aileen, where do you get these figures
from?
Aileen Murphie: These were from the forces that sent
back data from the survey. We got replies from 32
forces, but 23 of them gave us data that we could
analyse by category. The 3% came from those returns.
Ian Swales: The reason I am asking the question—I
am already beginning to get the answer—is that the
forces that are having the most success are probably
spending the most money on business change, but let
me not predict what the other two witnesses will say.
Ailsa Beaton: I would say that, when we put the costs
against this project to understand what it costs, where
there has been business change it has not been an
external cost. Therefore we have not necessarily
allocated it to this project. I have a team of people
who have worked on putting our PDA and mobile
devices out. We have worked with many front-line
operational officers, but their time will not have been
charged to this project, because it has not been their
main job.
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Q36 Ian Swales: When you say putting the devices
out, I presume that you do not just mean sending them
to the individuals. What kind of things got done that
you would not have costed and charged to the project?
Ailsa Beaton: The team that was introducing the
devices into a particular OCU would have gone there
with the devices and done various presentations.
Q37 Ian Swales: Training?
Ailsa Beaton: Training, yes, being around when
people were initially using the devices, collecting the
requirements as to what forms should go on the
devices.
Q38 Ian Swales: So if training took place in existing
offices, you did not cost that activity separately?
Ailsa Beaton: Exactly.
Alex Marshall: We received about £770,000 from the
NPIA and the Home Office towards mobile data, of
which we spent about 10% on business change—
about £70,000. However, in the same period of time,
we have redesigned the entire organisation and spent
between £15 million and £20 million on changing the
organisation, and the mobile technology has been very
important in doing our business very differently. For
example, in our criminal justice department, we have
saved £1.6 million a year; we employ far fewer
people. One of the reasons that we can do that is much
better use of mobile technology, including electronic
witness statements.
Q39 Ian Swales: You have spent a lot on business
change, but you would ascribe only a small part of
that expenditure to the mobile technology itself. You
have spent a lot on changing your business model.
Alex Marshall: Yes.
Ian Swales: That is probably the lesson out of this.
Chair: That is interesting. Jackie and Meg and then
we will close this bit of the Committee session.
Q40 Jackie Doyle-Price: Just a quick question.
Coming back to this issue of collaboration, I am
interested in how you share best practice with other
forces. Ms Beaton, from the coalface in my force,
which is Essex, next door, they look with envy on
the way that you rolled out your PVAs, so that is an
endorsement from the police service as well. Have
you shared your approach to this with Essex police or
any other force?
Ailsa Beaton: As an example of how we work with
each other, I chair the information management
business area of ACPO, and that has representatives
from each of the regions around the country. We get
together four or five times a year to talk on subjects
of interest to us. Certainly, mobility has been on the
agenda, as has the Policing Activity Glossary, the ISIS
strategy and the like. That is an opportunity for us to
meet and talk. Following on from that, there are also
sub-groups and workshops. We use an intranet
information-sharing service called Polka that the
NPIA produces that allows us to share best practice,
so both electronically and in person we get a chance
to talk with each other about what we are doing and
talk as a group about what we want from a capability
such as information technology.

Q41 Jackie Doyle-Price: ACPO is a vehicle for that
rather than bilateral discussion?
Ailsa Beaton: Yes.
Alex Marshall: Essex has been speaking to
Hampshire and now Essex has decided to go down
the same mobile data solution as us, so they are taking
exactly the same route.
Jackie Doyle-Price: That’s encouraging.
Chair: Meg and then Stuart and then I will bring this
bit to an end.
Q42 Meg Hillier: You talk about changing the way
that people use these things, and to follow on from
Ian’s questions, is that now built into the training of a
new recruit at training college? Do they start learning
then how to use mobile technology? Is it so embedded
now in your forces?
Bill Malloy: In Wiltshire, it certainly is. Everybody
receives training on the mobile devices.
Alex Marshall: Yes, but the speed of development
means that we are constantly retraining people. My
deputy chief constable has recently done a video for
the entire force to talk about the current ways of using
mobile data. Perhaps Twitter is a very good example.
We now have 60 of our neighbourhood teams tweeting
to 60,000 local people. A year ago, none of them were
doing that, and that has formed part of a different way
of working and a different way of engaging with
local people.
Q43 Meg Hillier: Is it in part of the training of the
Met?
Ailsa Beaton: We only have 3,700 devices, so there
are particular units that have devices rather than their
being deployed to the whole force. Certainly, in the
Traffic OCU, all the officers have mobile devices and
would get the training. Such training is not a matter
of course for recruits because they may or may not go
to an OCU that has mobile devices.
Q44 Meg Hillier: Can we wind back to 2007? Were
any of you using anything when the Home Office put
this money up to buy devices? Were any of your
forces active in mobile technology at that point?
Ailsa Beaton: Certainly, we were in the process of
putting in place a new mobile platform. We had
mobile data terminals for cars being rolled out, and
the money allowed us to give PDAs to officers, as
well as building on the platform for vehicle-borne
devices.
Q45 Meg Hillier: So, basically, you bought more of
what you were already beginning to buy?
Ailsa Beaton: Yes.
Alex Marshall: It pre-dates my time as chief
constable. I was somewhere else, and they were doing
very well on mobile data at the time. I think by 2008
Hampshire was ready to take on mobile data. We were
doing less of it before that.
Bill Malloy: The first year of this funding was the
year that we brought the PDAs into Wiltshire.
Q46 Meg Hillier: So, basically, it enabled you to do
what you were already doing a bit quicker? There
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were only 10,000 across the whole country, so it is
not many.
Bill Malloy: Yes.
Q47 Meg Hillier: How many did you each get from
Home Office funding?
Alex Marshall: Three hundred devices.
Q48 Meg Hillier: Across how many officers?
Alex Marshall: Some 3,600.
Bill Malloy: We had 1,100 devices.
Ailsa Beaton: I think we got 3,7001. Sorry, I do not
have this bit of information, so it might have been
slightly smaller.
Meg Hillier: Of the 10,000, you represent a bit more
than 7,000 if I can do my maths, so there wasn’t much
left for everyone else. That is not a judgment.
Q49 Mr Jackson: Did you disaggregate this
technology to basic command units, or was it common
across the whole force, particularly in the Met?
Ailsa Beaton: It is the same device, no matter where
you work in the Met.
Q50 Mr Jackson: In all the boroughs?
Ailsa Beaton: Yes.
Q51 Mr Jackson: You will be aware that your
colleagues in the fire service have worked within the
confines of the national fire service framework, which
is a means to develop a regime of collaboration. Is
there anything analogous in the police service? I am
a bit puzzled that for four years you insisted that you
could not force people to collaborate and co-operate
on these issues, but I wonder whether the imperative
1

The MPS has delivered 3,700 devices, 2,200 of which were
paid for by the Home Office grant

to collaborate was stopped because of legislation, lack
of leadership or because the police authorities had no
incentive to collaborate at that stage on the
technology. Why did 80% choose not to meet the
optimum standard? Perhaps you could speculate on
that.
Ailsa Beaton: I am not sure about this specific project,
but I would say that there is increasing collaboration
in the police service, whether it is forces working with
other forces to share IT departments, as they have in
Hampshire, or procurement frameworks being put in
place that all forces could use.
Chair: But in this case only five forces went for it.
Q52 Mr Jackson: I am trying to get to the nub of
the issue. Why have some availed themselves of these
opportunities, such as the A-graders here, and the
other 80% have not? I am trying to understand why
that would be the case.
Ailsa Beaton: I am sorry, but I do not know.
Alex Marshall: I am not sure I fully understand the
question. Increasingly, police forces are required to
follow a procurement route. For example, for body
armour and, increasingly, for police vehicles and
various other things, you are very much limited to
buying from one, two or three choices prescribed
nationally. That is definitely the direction we have
moved in recent years. I think the whole IT picture is
a slightly different story because of the history I spoke
about before, but even the IT picture is coming more
closely together. Hampshire and Thames Valley are
certainly not the only places where there is one IT
department shared between forces, which is a growing
way of operating.
Chair: Thank you all very much indeed. That was
really helpful and gave us a slightly more positive
picture than the report did, so thank you.

Examination of Witnesses
Witnesses: Dame Helen Ghosh, Permanent Secretary, Home Office, Stephen Rimmer, Director-General,
Crime and Policing Group, Home Office, and Nick Gargan, Chief Executive, National Policing Improvement
Agency, gave evidence.
Q53 Chair: Welcome. The previous session was
rather more positive than I was expecting. In terms
of the past and going forward, Dame Helen, who is
accountable for securing the efficiency savings that
we obviously all want and the effectiveness in the
deployment of IT in our 43 police authorities?
Dame Helen Ghosh: I will talk about the programme,
and then there are some interesting themes that came
out of that discussion about the position going
forward. The mobile information programme had, as
you said, Chairman, a very clear objective: to get
mobile devices out and to catalyse activity, which was
already going on in a number of forces, essentially in
order to get more visible policing out there on the
streets. Clearly, in that instance, we were accountable
for achieving that outcome. That was our programme.
There are some underlying issues that members of the
Committee picked up—this is historical, as well as
current and going forward—about the operational

independence of the 43 forces. Obviously Parliament,
over a long period of time, has considered other
options over the years. Essentially it has come back
to the idea that the forces you represent in your
constituencies should be independent, with
independent governance.
Therefore, the role of the Home Office, historically,
has been one of doing the things it can do to maximise
the VFM of any spend by police forces but without
dictating to them what they should do. So in the case
of this programme we were, as I say, in some senses
riding the wave of activity that was already going on
in forces, and that is why the first phase of the
programme was to people who already had something
going on, which the previous speakers described, and
were trying to make it happen. As you said—I
imagine you will want to come back to explore this—
we had some element in our acceleration programme
of common devices, but for various reasons to do with

cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [E]
Processed: [24-05-2012 09:46] Job: 019572 Unit: PG01
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/019572/019572_w003_MP t+t stephen barclay letter.xml

Ev 8 Committee of Public Accounts: Evidence

29 February 2012 Home Ofﬁce and National Policing Improvement Agency

costs and numbers and so on, which Nick Gargan
from NPIA will know more about historically, we had
few people taking up that option. So broadly, they
bought what they wanted to buy.
Our programme was not about how they should then
do their business change. Again, Members asked a
number of questions about the role of the Home Office
now and going forward. We believe that, in the form
of the NPIA, we have had and will continue to have
a very important role in setting central standards. I
thought the chief constable was interesting on this. He
said something like, “Broadly speaking we do it right,
but we need to do it better.”
Mr Bacon: He said you needed to be stricter.
Chair: Harder.
Mr Bacon: Something I can’t imagine you having
any difficulty with, Dame Helen.
Dame Helen Ghosh: I look forward to this.
In the future we will continue to set standards and in
the new world those will rest with the new police
body, which will be the leadership body for the police
service. So we will continue to do that.
Q54 Mr Bacon: Do you mean NewCo?
Dame Helen Ghosh: No—the Police Professional
Body. For a moment I could not remember what the
second “P” stood for.
Q55 Fiona Mactaggart: That is the new NPIA?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Stephen will describe it.
Stephen Rimmer: I will try to do the short version as
this is part of the whole architecture of the new
landscape for Ministers, which is based on a
considerable shift in thinking around accountability
from the time when this programme was running, as
Members will be aware. The two key national
components are the Police Professional Body, which
will set the professional standards of the service and
will be owned by police chiefs and—
Q56 Fiona Mactaggart: Is that the new ACPO? I am
sorry to be stupid, but we need to understand the
history. Is that effectively the new ACPO?
Stephen Rimmer: The reason I am not answering yes
or no is that it is a combination of existing
capabilities, some of which are within NPIA, as you
rightly say, and some of which are in ACPO.
Ministers would say that it is not a squashing of
existing functions, but that it is a new body with a
different set of accountabilities from either the NPIA,
which was ultimately a non-departmental public
body—the professional body will not be, as it will
ultimately be placed on a statutory basis—or ACPO,
because it is not simply a membership body of chief
officers. It will, however, set the standards, and, in
terms of data and national security issues around IT,
it will be the body that will, as and when required,
say to the Home Office and to the Government that
more mandation or consistency is needed on x or y.
Q57 Chair: The Report says: “The Department now
mandates forces”—which is a bit different from
setting standards—“to use central procurement for
some standard ICT hardware and off-the-shelf
software.” Going forward, I am interested in whether

you will carry on mandating, how you will decide
what to mandate, and what will change.
Dame Helen Ghosh: I think it is true to say that we
are in a transitional phase at the moment, and, faced
with the reductions in spend and improvements in
efficiency that police forces will need to achieve, we
have taken a number of commodities on the
procurement side—not IT systems procurement, as it
happens—and mandated the use of a framework. For
example, the first phase was vehicles and body armour
and some off-the-shelf software. We are currently
consulting on going out to some other areas such as
mobile telephony—whether it is Vodafone or Orange
and that kind of thing—and consultancy. By the end
of the year, we will have what Mr Vaz would describe
as the “Amazon catalogue” of any mainstream items
that police may want to buy.
Q58 Chair: And they have to buy from your
catalogue.
Dame Helen Ghosh: They will have to buy it from
our framework. It is rather like the system that the
Cabinet Office operates for Government Departments.
This is, in a sense, transitional. I am sure that when
forces see that these commodities can be bought more
cheaply, they will naturally do it anyway, but we will
get good data as to whether or not they do.
Going forward—the previous speakers brought this
out very strongly—both the pressure of budgets and
the increasing move towards joint operations and
interoperability mean that more and more
collaboration is already happening. In the longer term,
I suspect it will drive people to aggregating purchase.
As we already know, it is driving towards aggregating
back-office services across a number of forces. In the
future, we would see the Home Office role as having
to step in to mandate what people do only in extreme
circumstances. Recently, we did mandate in relation
to the air support service. That happened to be an
instance where one particular police authority was
holding out, but all the others wanted to move to a
single system. Indeed, Alex Marshall was a key driver
in that. Just to get the thing going, the Home Office
had to step in and say, “Right. That is what is going
to happen.” That is how we would expect the future
to look.
Q59 Chair: I understand that. Will NewCo therefore
be charged with getting some sort of convergence in
systems, so that you can get all these things talking to
each other, in the way that ISIS has? Am I getting
this wrong?
Dame Helen Ghosh: No. On the hierarchy of stuff,
there are, as Alex Marshall brought out very strongly,
some systems that are bound to remain national
systems in which the Home Office will continue to
take a very close interest, because they are in the
national interest—Airwave, PNC, PND, or the
HOLMES system.
The purpose of NewCo—the IT company—is to give
forces or PCCs a vehicle by which they can respond
to local IT needs in an aggregated way. It is a
professional company that can do collective
procurement. If three or four forces decide at the same
time that they want to have a particular control
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system, they will be able to go to this company to
procure it and get the value out of that. The company
will be able to advise forces on current IT
developments and so on. It will be operating within
the standards set by the police professional body, so
those will be the standards that everybody has to buy
to. Essentially, NewCo is about maximising the
buying power of forces for local solutions. They may
run the contracts, and indeed they may run the
procurements for some of the national systems, but
we as the Home Office will still take an interest in the
national system.
Q60 Chair: I have got three quick questions on
NewCo. The history of this shows that those sorts of
organisations fail. First, why should NewCo succeed
where the previous ones did not? Secondly, NewCo
will be, as I understand it, a private entity. How is the
accountability going to work? Are we going to have
another LOCOG, whereby this Committee will not be
able to see and check the accountability? Thirdly, I
have seen some criticism of the way NewCo has been
set up, in that there are added costs associated with it.
You are just giving money to the Treasury, because,
given that NewCo is in the private sector, it has to pay
VAT. You can tell me whether that is wrong.
Dame Helen Ghosh: No, I can disabuse you of that.
Q61 Chair: Okay. That is what I have picked up. So
there are three things: why should this work; how is
it going to be accountable; and is it actually going to
be more expensive?
Dame Helen Ghosh: I will hand over to Nick,
because I think it is easy to get confused between the
element of the acceleration package in this programme
and how NewCo would operate. There are some very
particular reasons why people did not take up the
acceleration package. We will shortly be putting out
an overview of how NewCo will operate, so we are
working on that. Clearly, the fact that PCC elections
have slipped from May to November means that we
have now to think about interim ownership options,
which we did not have to think about before when the
Home Secretary announced that we would be setting
up this company in spring or summer this year. We
are thinking those through, and we will be coming out
as soon as possible with an overview of how it will
work, because we want to engage all the relevant
stakeholders in that. I will come back to that point.
Q62 Chair: Before we go to Nick, can you answer
the question about accountability? Will we be able to
follow the taxpayer’s pound? It is my usual question.
Stephen Rimmer: Yes. On your point, Chair, about
why it will work, Ministers believe it is fundamentally
very different from its predecessors—the NPIA model
and before that, as many of you will know, the Police
Information Technology Organisation—and the key
difference for Ministers is that it is not a centrally
funded body. It may have a small amount of start-up,
but the funding that will determine the reach and the
impact of NewCo will be determined by PCCs and
the resources to when they commit.

Q63 Mr Bacon: Sorry, I feel I ought to state for the
record that Mr Rimmer and I have known each other
since we started in the same class on the same day at
the same school 42 years ago.
Chair: Is it as long ago as that?
Mr Bacon: For these purposes, however, I am going
to call him Mr Rimmer. Can I just be clear that you
are saying, therefore, that the success of NewCo will
depend on demand from PCCs?
Stephen Rimmer: Absolutely.
Q64 Mr Bacon: That is exactly what they said about
OGC buying solutions. That is exactly the problem
with NHS supply. When you go the other way and
mandate it—as in the national programme for IT in
the health service—it turns out that the moment the
foundation trusts have the autonomy not to take part,
they do not. When they do, they are forced to
implement things that are more expensive and out of
date. How are you going to get round all those
problems? They happen again and again in lots of
different areas.
Stephen Rimmer: Absolutely. There is a definitely a
rock-and-a-hard-place set of risks that we are aware
of and that Ministers are very exercised about. They
are very keen not to put too much expectation on
NewCo from day one. When it is launched, it will not
be “big bang” in terms of every force being expected
to buy into it from the first day; it will develop with
the leadership capability it has, which will clearly be
critical to its success. As it develops relationships
with, and services to, PCCs and forces, Ministers
believe that other PCCs and forces—which will all be
very strapped for cash, for obvious reasons—will get
a much stronger and more tangible sense, in the way
Dame Helen described, of what services they can get
from NewCo by way of collaboration, without there
being a “You must buy into every single product or
service” approach, and on terms that make sense to
local priorities..
Q65 Chair: Can we hold it to account? Can you just
say yes or no to that?
Dame Helen Ghosh: They will be using the money
we give them through our normal police funding and
their precept. So the rules that apply to their choices—
the choices that PCCs and constables make—are
subject to exactly the same accountability by which
you would hold me to account that we have discussed
under the system statement model. It is just a vehicle
through which they spend the money we will give to
them as their police grant. We will be able to say to
them, “Why did you choose, for example, not to use
NewCo for that procurement?” or “Why did you
choose to use NewCo?” The VFM challenge is
exactly the same in that context. It is not different
from the mainstream.
Q66 Mr Bacon: Are not suppliers rather good at
working their way round this? The answer they will
give is, “The supplier gave us a significantly better
price on that particular aspect than we could have got
through going through the central framework.” We all
know what happens later.
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Dame Helen Ghosh: When the loss-leading contract
collapses.
Q67 Mr Bacon: Who is going to be NewCo? DHL
got the contract for an NHS supplier. I think that it
was a 10-year contract. Are you going to let a contract
in the same sort of way?
Dame Helen Ghosh: No. We will set up a company
that will, in fact, technically speaking be a public
corporation—if I recall correctly from the legal advice
that I have—and people choose to become the owners.
Q68 Mr Bacon: It’s a mutual.
Dame Helen Ghosh: It is—a sort of mutual.
Q69 Chair: Does it pay VAT?
Dame Helen Ghosh: It is not handed over. In fact, I
believe—but I do not wish to pre-announce Treasury
decisions—that it has agreed that it does not pay VAT.
Because of its particular status, VAT is not an issue.
We are not giving it to a supplier, and then they supply
services. We are not selling it to a supplier, and then
they supply services. It is owned by the PCCs, and
the Home Office will be one of the owners because
we will clearly have an interest, for example, if they
are running PNC on our behalf. We will just be one
customer, among a number. It will probably start with
a smaller number of owners and build up over time.
As Stephen said, in a sense its success rests on its
success. It should be a snowball that rolls.
Q70 Chair: I want to go to Stephen Barclay, but I
am really conscious that I have not given Nick the
chance. Can we do that, and then Stephen, Ian and
Fiona?
Nick Gargan: The accelerator package was not as
successful as it might have been, in part because too
few forces opted in to it. Many of them had their own
legacy systems that would have made it as difficult
and as expensive to go to the accelerator package as
it would have been to have something that they could
arrange locally with the supplier who they knew and
trusted, because you are plugging in generic PDAs
and BlackBerrys into historic legacy systems in force.
You start where you start, and that is where forces
started. On the back of that, there were some problems
with the suppliers who forces would say let a couple
of forces down, and that damaged the framework
reputationally. From thereon in, other propositions
took over.

Q74 Chair: But you never reached their threshold, as
I read the report.
Nick Gargan: No, the threshold kept coming down to
meet us. But I am sure that there were no penalties.
Q75 Chair: No penalties with Airwave?
Nick Gargan: No.
Q76 Stephen Barclay: Can I clarify your opening
comment, Dame Helen? Was I understanding
correctly when you said that the reason for the
difference in performance with four fifths failing to
identify efficiencies, was because of the operation on
independence of the forces?
Dame Helen Ghosh: I was saying that what the
programme set out to do was not to design a business
process and to give people the mobile devices; it was
to give people the mobile devices to act as the catalyst
for change. A number of the forces—in fact, all the
forces in the first phase—were already doing
something. We made assumptions that our business
case rested on the visibility of policing and the
visibility of policing having an impact on crime.
Stephen Barclay: Was the business case met by
simply distributing the devices?
Dame Helen Ghosh: No. The justification for the
activity was that more visible policing would bring
down crime. So when we thought about the value for
money justification of this, which actually we believe
was met, then the reduction in crime and the increase
in visible policing was the business case on which
it rested.
Stephen Barclay: Okay. I am slightly confused by
that answer. I am trying to understand—
Dame Helen Ghosh: Mobile devices would have been
a tool for achieving that.
Stephen Barclay: You have said that what you did
was distribute the devices, and you hit that target—
Dame Helen Ghosh: Exactly.
Stephen Barclay:—but the forces did not deliver the
efficiencies that one would expect from that. The
money for this came from the Home Office, for which
you are the accounting officer.
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes.

Q72 Chair: You had to pay them—penalties, in that
they were not used.
Nick Gargan: No.

Q77 Stephen Barclay: By what date did you become
aware that the devices were not delivering efficiencies
in the forces that you had distributed them to?
Dame Helen Ghosh: This comes back to the NPIA
evaluation. Can I pick you up on the point that the
programme has not succeeded in improving
efficiency? Cashable savings of something like £500
million are quoted in the report. At the snapshot
moment when the report was written, forces were on
a journey of improving their efficiency and processes
and, clearly, that continues. The point is that this was
a catalyst. It was not supposed to be the complete
answer to mobile information applied to business
process; it was the thing to get the system going.

Q73 Chair: No penalties?
Nick Gargan: Not as far as I am aware. What they
ended up doing, particularly Cable and Wireless, was
renegotiating and lowering their threshold for how
many devices would have made this deal viable.

Q78 Stephen Barclay: With respect, you are not
answering. My question was by what date? Did you
become aware of this when the NAO produced its
report or, as the accounting officer, did you say, “Well,
I am aware that these devices are not delivering

Q71 Chair: Do you have to pay Cable and Wireless
and Airwave anything?
Nick Gargan: They will have received income, yes.
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efficiencies, but that’s outside the business case. I
have met my duties on value for money without forces
delivering efficiencies”? It is unclear. If I understand
correctly, you are saying that the business case was
predicated not just on distribution, but on those
driving efficiencies. You have not told us when you
became aware that four fifths of forces were not
achieving the purpose for which the devices
circulated.
Dame Helen Ghosh: As the Chairman said, the NPIA
carried out a number of evaluations of what use forces
were making of mobile information equipment. I shall
ask Nick to talk about that.
To go back, the value of the programme was £80
million, and by, I think, March 2010 we knew that
forces had achieved £500 million of cashable savings.
That sounds to me like quite a good return on the
investment. What did our four phases of evaluation
show?
Nick Gargan: First, before the device was released to
a force, the NPIA needed to see evidence of
commitment under a number of headings. There had
to be endorsement by chief officers and police
authority, a commitment to benefits realisation, a link
to operational focus and the objectives of the force
and we needed to have confidence that forces would
deliver on time. The criteria were there, and all those
were met.
We were living in the time of Ronnie Flanagan’s
report on bureaucracy. We were not talking about
things that we now value and discuss, like accruing
slivers of time and turning them into cashable savings.
The exam question has changed over a period of time.
It is also worth noting that, as we have acknowledged,
the findings relate to a survey to which 32 forces
responded. Of those, only two thirds supplied useful
data. Because of their commitment to benefits
realisation, individual forces—nearly all—have
produced their own accounts of their savings, which
paint a rather different picture. I think that explains
why the first session of this hearing has produced a
more positive picture than one gets from reading the
report.
Q79 Stephen Barclay: But has the exam question
changed? Your 2008–09 annual report refers to this
technology. It states that the NPIA is “developing a
range of national support services to help forces take
full advantage of the new technology and its
capabilities.” How have you taken full advantage of
the technology when, several years later, the NAO
comes back and tells the Committee that four fifths
of forces have not used it to improve efficiencies or
operational processes? Surely there is an
inconsistency between what you said in your 2008–09
annual report and what the NAO is telling the
Committee today.
Nick Gargan: My point in relation to individual
forces is that if you asked 43 chief constables today,
“Are you using technology as a means of transforming
your business?” you would get a very different
answer. At a local level, forces could each produce—
Q80 Stephen Barclay: Of course—that is
motherhood and apple pie. I am saying that your

annual report stated that you, the national body, were
developing a range of national support services. Have
those support services worked, bearing in mind that
we have a report from the NAO that states that four
fifths of forces have failed to identify efficiencies and
operational processes as a result of the technologies?
Surely there is an inconsistency between those two
statements.
Nick Gargan: Part of that is that that was a prediction
by the agency, and one of the things that have been a
limitation to the agency is the extent to which it can
pull levers and influence behaviour in forces—
Q81 Stephen Barclay: So it is a prediction that was
not met. Are you accepting that the prediction in that
report was not met?
Nick Gargan: I think that in part it was not met, and
in parts this report provides a partial snapshot.
Q82 Chair: Did you sign off this report? Did you
agree the report as a Department?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes.
Chair: I am very muddled on the facts.
Aileen Murphie: I want to clarify the savings point.
In paragraph 3.22, we break down some of the savings
that were given in the survey returns, and they amount
to £600,000 from this particular programme.
Q83 Stephen Barclay: So you said £500 million, and
the NAO is telling us how much?
Aileen Murphie: In paragraph 3.22 it is £600,000.
Q84 Mr Bacon: There is a difference here—
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes, there is. It may be that I
was quoting what the ultimate impact of the business
change is expected to be, but I am happy to give the
Committee a note.
Amyas Morse: I want to make it clear that I have
listened to and welcome the police’s understanding
that they need to use technology to change. We are
not saying that we do not realise that, but we are
saying that how this started did not strike us as a
particularly happy start, to be quite frank. We need to
be clear, and we set out in paragraph 2.2 what the
stated aims of the programme were. The aims were
not just to put machines in the hands of police officers,
I am sorry to say. They are itemised there in paragraph
2.2, so it is a bit more than that. It is not incompetent
for us to ask whether this actually had the effect of
encouraging business change. The witnesses we had
in the first round, who we put forward in a suggested
list, were people we knew had made a success of
applying this—you listened to them—and their
prudent application is already up and running. I agree,
and I think the idea of prioritising them to the extent
that we have was a good idea. However, that does not
invalidate our comments about the majority who did
not do that.
Q85 Chair: Do you agree with that?
Dame Helen Ghosh: It does not invalidate the
comment that some people did not take the right
advantage of it. The question I am pondering in
response to the Member’s question is, “But what was
the alternative?” I think that is the interesting question
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in terms of learning lessons for the future. We could
have asked the question, “Before we give you a
mobile device, will you prove how you will use it?” I
am wondering whether, under those circumstances,
that was a viable thing we could have done.
Stephen Barclay: With respect, that is not the point.
The point is that, as Amyas Morse, the Comptroller
and Auditor General, has just highlighted, paragraph
2.2 of the report sets out the original business case
objectives.
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes.
Stephen Barclay: The implication of your opening
statement to this Committee was, “We achieved our
objectives through distributing devices, not through
driving efficiencies. We could not drive the
efficiencies because of the independence of forces.”
What the Comptroller and Auditor General is
highlighting is that the original objectives set out in
paragraph 2.2 were much broader than what you are
saying today. It is that tension that is being
highlighted, and, with respect, that is what you are
not addressing.
Dame Helen Ghosh: What I said in my opening
remarks was that the objective of distributing the
mobile devices was to act as a catalyst for change.
Ministers believed at the time that it would improve
the visibility of police, improve efficiency and make
people think about their business processes with a
view to greater efficiency and a greater impact on
crime. The purpose of the programme was to
distribute the devices in the belief that the change
would happen. I think the stories you were told by the
first set of witnesses were that the change did happen
and did act as a catalyst. The change may not have
acted as a catalyst universally and in each force, but
if you consider the counterfactual, if we had done
nothing, would we be in as good a place as we are
today? That is the alternative—that we would say,
“Until we can be sure that they have designed their
business process, we are not going to give them any
money.” I suspect that police forces and even this
Committee might say that letting the best be the
enemy of the good is not the right approach in those
circumstances.
Stephen Barclay: The final thing is that the effect is
not your test as an accounting officer. Your test is not,
“Did the money I distribute have an effect?” One
would hope that, if you distribute £80 million, it
would have some effect. The test for the accounting
officer, as I understand it, is “Did you achieve value
for money?” That is a different test from the fact that,
as you have just said, “Well, we distributed the
devices, and they had an effect.” Of course they had
an effect—£80 million will have an effect.
I come back to the question about the date when you
were first notified—I did not get a date from you. The
NAO is now saying that efficiencies were not being
driven. You have a responsibility, as the accounting
officer, to be getting data to satisfy yourself that you
are achieving value for money on the sums that you
are distributing.
Dame Helen Ghosh: Let us think of the timetable.
All this money had been spent by 2008–09 two or
three years ago. There was not a programme for me
to be testing, and therefore there is no date. Nobody

came to me in the first year of my holding this office
to say, “Do you know whether or not that programme,
which closed two years ago, was value for money?”
Q86 Stephen Barclay: You are representing your
predecessor as well. You cannot just say, “I came
along more recently”. You are here to answer for the
Department.
Dame Helen Ghosh: No. I would be surprised if any
permanent secretary comes into their Department and
looks at every historical programme, to see whether a
programme which is now closed had been value for
money. The first that I was aware of the programme
was when I heard that the NAO was doing a Report.
I stand on the point that at the time and in the
circumstances, it was the right thing to do.
One can, and we could argue—I am very happy to
write to the Committee on this—that it catalysed
action. It certainly proved that spending £71 million
on these devices, and £80 million in total, was value
for money in terms of acting as a catalyst and
encouraging people to change business processes,
which has led to significant savings. I would be very
happy to write to the Committee on that basis, but
there was not a point where I suddenly started
worrying about this programme that had stopped.
Why would I do that?
Nick Gargan: Chair, may I say one thing about the
five points, which the Committee’s attention has been
drawn to, in paragraph 2.2? The performance against
those five points has actually been pretty good. The
first point says that the agency needs to “Deliver the
Government’s commitment to equip front-line police
officers with…devices.” It is commonly accepted that
that happened. The second says that there should be
“a robust framework for…forces to apply for
investment”, and I have described some of the criteria.
There are more, but I have not heard that questioned.
The third is that we should “Create a common
procurement contract”. That was created, albeit the
take-up was low, because of the limitations that we
have already discussed.
The fourth was to “Encourage business change”, and
quite a lot of the £9 million central cost, which was
referred to earlier, went on that activity. But at the
centre, “encourage” is all you can do. Because we
switched off the benefits measurement shortly after
the election, as cuts were being made at the centre, the
business change measurement ceased but the business
change activity in forces did not. It has continued ever
since, and that is one of the reasons for the mismatch
between what forces would claim about the savings
they have made and about the efficiencies and the
transformation they have achieved, and what is
measured at the centre, simply because we have
stopped measuring it.
The fifth one is a complete surprise to me: “a mobile
device, which can use both commercial mobile
networks and the…‘Tetra’ network.” I have been in
the agency for two years, and I have never heard of
that before, so I presume—
Q87 Chair: I have to say to you guys that you sign
these reports off. If there is an issue that is a mistaken
fact, like that one, you have signed it off. The other
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thing to say to you is that Stephen makes a really
important point, from the point of view of the
Committee, in that you are here to answer for
accountability on value for money both in your time
and that of your predecessor. I am trying to think who
your predecessor was.
Dame Helen Ghosh: David Normington.
Chair: We will call him back if you like, but on the
whole retired permanent secretaries do not like it.
Dame Helen Ghosh: I hasten to add, Chair, that—as
you know, because I have been the subject of this—I
am not arguing I should not be here to answer about
this programme; I am simply answering the specific
question. The specific question is: was I worrying
about this programme? No, I was worrying, after I
arrived, about ongoing programmes, whether they
were value for money and my management of those
programmes.
Q88 Chair: Okay. I have a list of people, but I will
greedily ask Aileen one question. If they met all those
points, bar one that they do not seem to know about,
why did you decide that it was not value for money?
Aileen Murphie: The value for money proposition is
based on the amount of benefits that came back for
the particular investment in the programme. They
invested £80 million and they got devices out to
everybody, but it was about visibility and extra time
on the shift. There is a basic level there—18 minutes
on average. You would expect that then to go on and
deliver cashable savings. So that is what we went on
and measured, as far as we could, through the survey
of forces giving us back data we could use. So that is
how that has built up. That is why we have said in the
money conclusion that this programme has not
maximised value for money, as yet.
Dame Helen Ghosh: Having promised a fuller reply
to the Committee, we would argue that it is not just
cashable savings.
Aileen Murphie: No. But references are made to—
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes, but there are other elements
lying behind this that are beyond cashable savings.
But I am happy to summarise those.
Chair: Well, write to us. I really have a list: Jackie,
Ian, Fiona, Richard, Austin, Meg.
Q89 Jackie Doyle-Price: There seems to be
something missing in how you approach this.
Recognising that you have to deal with independent
police forces, and that you have said that we have this
pot of money to deliver these outputs, we heard some
very inspirational things from previous witnesses
about they have embraced this as an opportunity to
change. However, we also know that a good
proportion of police services have not embraced that
potential. Given that the independence of forces will
be enhanced with police commissioners, don’t you
think that if you were to approach a programme like
this in future, you should have some additional criteria
in terms of allocating against these bids for embracing
that, because otherwise you are just writing cheques
and dishing out the output without achieving
anything?
Dame Helen Ghosh: I certainly think that is well
worth considering. The one thing we would not want

to do, given, as you say, the future landscape and the
role of PCCs, is to prescribe processes. What we
would want to do—this fits very well with the debate
I have had with this Committee before about system
statements—is to get complete transparency about
what was the value-for-money impact and the choices
that forces—PCCs—made to use the money. That is
the area we would want to focus on.
Q90 Jackie Doyle-Price: But it is about outcomes
rather than outputs. Would you acknowledge that this
has really been very much about outputs?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes, because this does not talk,
for example, about what was the impact of greater
visibility, and of the policeman not going back to the
station to fill in his forms or write up a witness
statement, but sitting in his vehicle in a hot spot of
crime. That very visibility may well have an impact
on crime, but that is not captured in any of this
material.
Q91 Jackie Doyle-Price: So would you be surprised
to know that two weeks ago, when I went out on
patrol with my police officers, they were using a paper
A to Z to find out where they were going, and they
had to go back to the station to fill in forms to record
the incidents we had been to? Would that surprise you,
given this programme?
Dame Helen Ghosh: I think I will turn to Nick, who
is much more of an expert. Because I have seen the
best—I was out with Hampshire police a couple of
weeks ago—it sort of would surprise me, because I
saw one of these A* police forces doing it. They had
the complete kit in the car. They could identify the
driver and the fact that he had no insurance. They
could instantaneously check up all those things,
including with the ABI, and they could get his car on
the back of a pick-up truck within half an hour, saving
days and days and days. That is what good looks like.
Nick Gargan: Did you mention Essex police?
Jackie Doyle-Price: Yes
Nick Gargan: They have had 3,000 devices. There is
an inspector—
Q92 Jackie Doyle-Price: So where have they gone?
My police officers are saying, “Why aren’t we like the
Met? Why don’t we have PDAs?”
Nick Gargan: There is a guy in Essex police who
tweets to me a lot and is very enthusiastic about how
he uses this. He describes what officers take out with
them, the great savings and efficiencies that he
perceives, and the way his day-to-day life has been
made easier as a result. But he is an aficionado and
an enthusiast. I have also worked with officers—
Jackie Doyle-Price: Oh no. They said they wanted
them.
Nick Gargan: There are, no doubt, those who want
them who cannot get them. I would imagine that they
are relatively few in number, particularly in a force
like Essex, but they will probably have been
prioritised to certain categories of officers—
Q93 Jackie Doyle-Price: Hang on. This is the patrol
cars. These are the people who really do need them.
They are out and about doing the night shift. They are
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the ones who will benefit most. What they said was,
“Why can’t we be like the Met? They’ve got these
PDAs.”
Nick Gargan: I can’t account for that because the guy
from Essex who tweets me tells me that all his team—
and certainly all the neighbourhood teams, in
addition—are equipped with the equipment. This is an
ongoing process. There will be pockets. There will be
areas that have not been reached yet.
Chair: I think you should do a written answer to this
issue. If there are 3,000 of these things—
Q94 Jackie Doyle-Price: Where are they? If he is
tweeting to you, they are not doing the job they are
there for.
Dame Helen Ghosh: Sorry, but can I just comment
on that? Why would we answer the question? Why
doesn’t the Essex police authority answer the
question? I don’t think that is a question for us.
Q95 Jackie Doyle-Price: My question was, “Are you
surprised to hear this?” Your answer was yes.
Dame Helen Ghosh: No, I said, “Only because I have
seen the best.”
Chair: We would be interested in knowing that they
had not been nicked—or stolen—and therefore we
would ask you, on a system-wide basis, to ensure that.
Q96 Mr Bacon: Who paid for them, Dame Helen?
Dame Helen Ghosh: We have paid for some of them,
but as the previous speakers have said—
Chair: It is an interesting thing. If you want to engage
in correspondence, we will, but this comes out of a
programme that we paid for.
Meg Hillier: Essex got 100% of the money it bid for
in phase 1.
Q97 Stephen Barclay: There was a reference to
3,000 in Essex. I think an earlier witness said that, in
the Met, there are 3,500. Why has Essex got 3,000,
but the Met has just 3,500?
Nick Gargan: It is a combination of what people
applied for and how the criteria were applied. We
make no bones about the fact that at the time when
the programme began, a higher priority, particularly
in phase 1, was given to those forces that could give
confidence that the devices could hit the streets
quickly.
Q98 Stephen Barclay: So what is it as a percentage
in the Met compared with Essex?
Dame Helen Ghosh: It’s 34% in the Met—sorry, this
was against what they applied for. The Met got 34%.
Q99 Stephen Barclay: No, compared to officers.
There are 3,000 devices in Essex. I do not know what
the force number is in Essex, but I imagine it is a
fraction of what it is in the Met, and there are 3,500
devices in the Met. It just seems a massive
differential.
Nick Gargan: It is a differential. I was in Thames
Valley at the time and I was rolling out neighbourhood
policing. This windfall opportunity to do what we
were doing but more quickly came along, and we
were treated very well because we had a mature,

existing programme that allowed us to crack on, so
our percentage would have been good. I guess the
same applies to Essex. I think it is a force of about
4,000 to 5,000 officers. The Met is a force where—I
think Ailsa said one in six officers have the devices.
Stephen Barclay: So what are the best and worst as
a percentage?
Chair: I have to go to Ian now, but we do want a
letter from you.
Q100 Ian Swales: There is a theme emerging from
the Committee about, perhaps, dissatisfaction with the
patchiness of all this. Figure 8 captures the debate that
we have just been having. I appreciate that the data
are a few months old now, but it says that forces such
as West Mercia, and Devon and Cornwall, have no
devices, whereas Bedfordshire has a barely believable
1.5 each. I guess the basic question is: how concerned
you are at just how patchy this has been? There is a
comment at the foot of paragraph 3.11 that “the
programme assumed that forces would have the
resources and knowledge to implement business
change and process improvement.” Clearly, what we
seem to be getting from this hearing is that there was
incredible variety in whether it was correct to assume
that or not.
Nick Gargan: I want to deal with Bedfordshire,
because the position does look odd. It is because a
combination of police officers, police community
support officers and police staff such as scenes of
crime officers will have been given the devices. That
takes you potentially—
Q101 Ian Swales: Non-uniformed staff, you mean?
Nick
Gargan:
Non-police
officers.
Also,
Bedfordshire, I think, procured on behalf of the—
Q102 Ian Swales: Nevertheless, it is a massive
variation. Ironically, Hampshire, which we have been
hearing good things about, is down at 22%, although
I appreciate that it may have moved a long way since
then. My question is: how satisfied you are, as the
national agency, the Home Office and so on, with just
how variable this is?
Nick Gargan: I don’t think it’s for us to be satisfied
or dissatisfied with forces, but what we do
acknowledge is that individual chief constables
prioritise activity in different ways. They have a lot
on their plate—they aren’t just mobile data chief
constables.
Chair: This is becoming a really interesting
accountability issue. You, Dame Helen, are
responsible for ensuring that the money is spent well.
There is also a 20% cut in the budget. Across this
Committee, we would like you to assure us that, as
far as possible, the financial cuts affect back-office
services, not front-line services. From what we read
in the Report and the data that we get from the
National Audit Office, 10% of police expenditure goes
on IT. Therefore, the more you can eke out in
efficiencies, the better. For you to distance yourself
from any responsibility and accountability in
demonstrating to us that you have done that is just not
good enough. It happened a bit in that last answer,
and it happened a bit in the answer to Jackie.
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Dame Helen Ghosh: I absolutely can assure you,
Chairman, that I am not for one moment saying that
we are not interested in the value for money that
forces achieve through their spend and through their
programmes. That is precisely why we commissioned,
and will continue to commission, from Her Majesty’s
inspectorate of constabulary a series of reports—a
very particular series—on the value for money that is
achieved by each force, and that will continue to
happen into the future. The issue of what they spend
on IT and on staff, the balance between front, middle
and back-office staff, and the impact on crime
numbers will be absolutely transparent information.
HMIC has done a couple of reports specifically on
how each of these forces has responded to the
challenge of reduced budgets and how ready they are.
If you look at this, you can see a fascinating table on
which forces have or have not, for example, embraced
business change—that is seriously thought about their
business change—and which forces have managed to
maintain police officer numbers and which have not.
We are profoundly interested in that, and that is why
we have asked HMIC to do it.
The only point that Nick was making was that it is
not for us to say in a particular instance, “We insist
that the way you get your efficiency is by using
technology in this kind of way.” We would not
question the “I have applied for 100; I would like x.”
That is not the thing that we question. What we are
very interested in is the end result which is
satisfactory for the taxpayer and the local tax payer.
Chair: So are we.
Q103 Ian Swales: It does come back to the five
original aims. I know Mr Gargan cantered quickly
through them, but let’s just look at some of the words:
“Create a common procurement contract, called the
‘acceleration package’, to encourage the majority of
forces to achieve convergence in ICT infrastructure
and deliver economies of scale.” The next one states,
“Encourage business change, develop a framework to
realise benefits”. These are much more action-oriented
than the kind of evidence that says, “We’ve put it out
there. Let’s see what happens.” That is the sense that
is coming back from the witnesses. How do you
square the levels of proactivity that, to me, were
implicit in that with what has actually happened?
Nick Gargan: I think things have changed. Policy has
changed. To take the ISIS programme that we have
discussed, the language of that has evolved over the
past few years. In part, there is an acknowledgment of
the difficulty of trying to get everybody to move in
concert at the same time. The role of the centre as a
matter of policy has been diminished, and forces have
been given increasing scope. There is an increasing
expectation that the service will come together
without the centre forcing it to collaborate, and will
collaborate of its own accord.
Q104 Ian Swales: And you think that that is a valid
assumption?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes. I think there is an
increasingly greater level of collaboration at a number
of levels. Nick was telling us a story yesterday.
Imagine a criminal travelling up the M1. He moves

through a number of forces with a number of different
control systems. Those forces collaborate in such a
way that the individual can just be handed on from
one to another in a perfectly successful way.
Stephen Rimmer: Can I just make a general point
about this discussion? For this Government, Ministers
are very clear that three things are driving the valuefor-money agenda. As Nick says, that has genuinely
changed since this programme. One is the radical push
towards local accountability so that the primary means
of holding forces to account for VFM clearly and very
much more explicitly than in police authorities rests
with Police and Crime Commissioners. Indeed, some
of that data are going public in a way that has never
happened before. VFM data being directly accessible
to the public on police.uk has never happened before.
Ministers feel very strongly that that is a powerful
push locally.
Nationally—this is what Nick Herbert would say is
the paradox Policing reforms in contrast to the
previous Government. This Government are moving a
lot of power locally. Equally, they recognise—this is
the point about collaboration—that insufficient
emphasis was given to collaboration previously, hence
the strong push, as Dame Helen said, around using
legislative powers for the first time to mandate
specific capabilities, starting with air support, and
being much more frequent in mandating frameworks
for collaborative procurement. Thirdly—I appreciate
that this is an obvious point, but it is part of the
Minister’s thinking—there is your point about 20%,
Chair. That is changing behaviour in forces in a way
that was generally not around in 2008–09. Linked to
that, for the Home Secretary, is a sense that value for
money, in terms of where you get to outcomes with
that requirement around funding, is very much about
crime reduction.
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes.
Stephen Rimmer: You simplify the outcomes,
declutter the requirements—if you like you debureaucratise them—with a very clear accountability
that plays from national all the way through to PCCs.
Q105 Ian Swales: Can I just pick up one more
specific point to draw the general out of it? Paragraph
3.20 says—we hear a lot about this enabling police to
be more on the streets—that there is such a large
variation in what is reported. One force says, barely
believably, that officers are spending nearly two hours
extra in police stations as a result of doing this.
Whether or not that is right, it is pretty important that
the NPIA understands it. The next paragraph goes on
to talk about little measurement by the NPIA of the
objectives to reduce bureaucracy and improve
efficiency. How is the NPIA dealing with that kind of
issue and what is it doing with that kind of
information?
Nick Gargan: We have looked into it. It is based on
a very small sample size. That relates to five shifts of
20 PCSOs in a particular force. I cannot see how, as
a consequence of handing somebody a BlackBerry,
you keep them in the police station for an extra two
hours per shift, unless you say, “Here’s a BlackBerry
and you are not allowed to take it out in case it gets
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stolen.” It is just not going to happen. I accept that we
should have picked that up earlier.
Q106 Ian Swales: But the following paragraph goes
on to make the more general point about the
measurement by the agency of what is actually going
on. Do you feel that you have that role in order to
fulfil your role, which I think is mentioned elsewhere
in the Report, of sharing best practice and so on?
Should we be doing better in the agency to gather
information and to drive out the benefits of this?
Nick Gargan: The role of the agency in measuring
anything has been diminishing ever since it was set
up. It is more properly the role of the inspectorate
of constabulary to measure forces. Certainly, through
acquiring data and providing analysis, we can help
forces. You have already heard of POLKA, the online
knowledge area, as well as the many events that the
agency runs for forces and the support we provide to
ACPO’s business areas. We are constantly recycling
knowledge and pursuing a dialogue with policing.
Q107 Ian Swales: Does the inspectorate have a
specific remit in this roll-out of technology? As you
said, it is its role to measure. What specific activities
does it perform in order to judge forces against this
agenda?
Nick Gargan: My point is a general one. It is the role
of the inspectorate—
Q108 Ian Swales: But I am making a specific one. Is
the inspectorate helping to measure what is going on
against this change in the way policing is done? I
would have thought that it was important. Is it doing
it?
Nick Gargan: Yes, the inspectorate is playing a role
in measuring transformation in the way that forces are
responding to the challenges of the spending review.
No, I do not think that the inspectorate had a specific
role to play in relation to this programme, but of
course this programme is simply a contributory part
of that broader response to changing times.
Q109 Chair: I am going to Fiona, but can I make it
absolutely clear that this Committee will want to
know and be able to track, whatever accountability
the Ministers want, the money spent and where it has
gone—on administration or on the front line?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes.
Q110 Chair: We will be looking at the extent to
which you as an organisation, with your 43 police
services, have achieved backroom savings as opposed
to front-line savings.
Dame Helen Ghosh: Absolutely, and we understand
that through the process of system statement for the
new world as well as for the current one.
Chair: Right.
Q111 Fiona Mactaggart: I think I am more
optimistic than some of my colleagues about the
success of the programme. If you look at figure 7, it
is clear that there has been a transfer from central
budgets to local budgets of mobile technology costs,
and it seems to me that that is a reflection that forces

have chosen to invest themselves and that they
recognise the value of that. My problem is that I am
not convinced that this national landscape—as you
worked out from my earlier questions, I am not quite
sure who is what in the national landscape—has
learned the lessons from this programme that is in
front of us. The biggest lesson that I saw and that was
reinforced by our earlier witnesses was that there was
not a clear enough central requirement established—I
think that the chief constable said that he wanted it to
be stricter—and people chose not to use the kind of
procuring opportunities that existed in it. It seems that
by setting up NewCo you have duplicated that
problem—as far as I can see from your description,
NewCo is basically a buyer—and you have not put
enough emphasis, if you look at paragraph 3.25, figure
12, on mandating outcomes processes that ought to be
shared so that you can improve the quality. I do not
see the energy being put into that end of it, which
seems to be how you are going to save money in the
future.
Stephen Rimmer: It is a very good challenge. What
will be key to NewCo’s success is its relationship with
its primary customer—forces, chiefs and the
interaction with PCCs. The process that we envisage
happening, obviously in consultation with ACPO and
others, is this: where those business imperatives
develop around collaboration on particular IT and
other capabilities that are—from the perspective of
those who are trying to deliver those services—
becoming a problem, through the Police Professional
Body, which is the standard setting agency, they will
formally refer that, in those cases, to the Government
when they need something more centrally prescribed.
That is an important process because it starts from
the customer base—in relation to IT, the relationship
between NewCo and its centre of expertise, and with
forces. It is not being dreamt up by suppliers, but
equally it is not simply a process of chiefs who are
busy doing other things. It then gets interrogated, if
you like, by the Professional Standards Body. It then
goes to Government and the Home Office to say, “The
situation on this technology or that capability is not
acceptable. We need you to do something, either in
terms of very directive collaboration or mandation.”
The relationship between the Professional Body and
the Home Office is one that Ministers will look at very
seriously indeed.
That process is properly driven by the realities that
forces are facing. In effect, when they say, “This is
not collaborative enough. This is not driving out
savings across the country. There is a lack of
interoperability”—for example—“as a result,”
Ministers will take that very seriously. What Ministers
are not looking to do with these new arrangements is
to have, as it were, a top-down body that simply picks
and chooses what those standards should be.
Q112 Fiona Mactaggart: I am absolutely not
arguing for that. I think we have learned from the
NHS that that is a really bad idea. However, you know
better than many, Mr Rimmer, that what will happen
in this process is that well-invested sales forces of
very clever mobile technology companies are going to
intervene—with, I suspect, more resources than
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NewCo—between the purchaser and the product. It is
likely that they will determine, unless there is a very
assertive centre, what is asked for.
Stephen Rimmer: That is very fair. The Home
Secretary’s expectation of the leadership of NewCo
is absolutely about mitigating that risk. She expects
NewCo to be run by people who have the ability to
deal extremely powerfully and confidently with those
suppliers. There is a level of expertise, even within
the Home Office, that we now have in financial and
commercial capabilities, and some of that is being
done in a way that we have never done before. Of
course, there is also support from the Cabinet Office
and the Francis Maude set of functions, which is
playing out across the public sector in terms of
supplier management.
From my perspective, it already feels different in
terms of trade, but as you rightly say, there are lots of
suppliers out there who will see 43 forces—or indeed
52—and think there is a lot of hay to be made while
the sun is shining. We are very alive to that risk. It is
a fair challenge to say that we have not yet done that
much to demonstrate that we can meet it, but that is a
key part of the capability that the Home Secretary
expects to see in NewCo, which we have not had in
previous arrangements.
Q113 Fiona Mactaggart: You might say the Home
Secretary expects—I am certain the Home Secretary
hopes, and I bet every taxpayer hopes, too—but my
problem is that this Report suggests that there is not a
strong enough process in place that can deliver that.
Are you a betting man? Would your bet be that RIM,
Airwave or whoever wins, or will your guys win?
Stephen Rimmer: Airwave is a good example,
because no one inside the Department would claim
that the existing contract with Airwave is a model for
the future. We are about to get into the process of, as
the Report mentions, specifying the requirements for
a successor to Airwave. The relationship with
suppliers as we develop that programme, which Dame
Helen chairs at programme level across a number of
Departments, is a good test of that. All I can say at
this stage is that we are alive to the test that you have
described. There is some capability inside
Government now and your Committee will see more
of those people than anyone, in terms of, from my
perspective, Cabinet Office and Home Office
capability, which was not there when this programme
was running.
Amyas Morse: On the point of weighting the extreme
ranges, which are described as extreme, we said that,
on average, the forces thought that there had been
some more time out of a police station. We do not
regard it as very significant that there was an extreme
range, except that it shows the little grip there was on
information and on baselining. I think that that is fair.
I am not saying that you have not addressed any of it
since, but there was not much grip. Let me ask you,
since we are talking like this: if you were starting the
programme from now, would you have put the money
out as fast as that? I know that the intention was to be
stimulating, but is this the best way of doing it, in
your view?

Nick Gargan: A programme like this would not
happen in this way now. The promise would be very
different and, ironically, this programme probably
represents the high-water mark of central grip on
policing for the agency, albeit it was an agency that
was finding its feet at the time. At that time, I was an
assistant chief in Thames Valley, and this was one of
the first ways in which we saw the NPIA. It was one
of the first manifestations of this new agency. We were
nervous that it would have us by a very tight grip. The
grip was a little less tight than we expected it might
be and it has become less and less tight ever since.
Now that the agency is to be phased out, it is rather
loose indeed.
Amyas Morse: So you would not start from there, if
you were starting now. That is the point that I was
asking about.
Nick Gargan: The programme is all about carrying
out the will and aspiration of Ministers, and it would
depend on what that aspiration was. I think it very
unlikely that that aspiration would be the same now
as it might have been at the time that this programme
was announced.
Q114 Mr Bacon: That answer slightly worries me,
because if this was the high-water mark of central
control, it is, none the less, the same high-water mark
where a minute ago Dame Helen was saying, “I think
that if we said to people, ‘If we give you these
devices, will you promise to use them in a certain way
and get certain benefits out of them’, that would have
been unreasonable.” I paraphrase you, but I do not
think I do so inaccurately.
The whole heart of this problem, in terms of value for
money, is that the high-water mark of this central
control was an announcement that there would be
10,000 devices and that they would get out there in a
12-month period. As one of my colleagues—I think it
was Mr Swales—said about the five points in 2.2, one
of the aims was to “develop a framework to realise
benefits”. There was no attempt to set out what the
benefits would be at the beginning. To paraphrase you
again, Dame Helen, if you were to say, “We are going
to spend £71 million on giving you a mainframe
computer to do various things, but it would be
unreasonable to expect you to tell us exactly how you
are going to use it before we give you the money,”
most people would have thought that that was crazy.
That, however, is essentially what happened in what
you have described as a catalytic approach to the
development of technology. Hopefully, this could not
happen again, because there is simply not enough
money around, but it is slightly worrying that when
there is, it can. In 3.18 on page 32, it states, “The
Agency developed a benefits framework with a set of
nine core metrics”. Can you tell me, Mr Gargan, when
that happened? When did this benefits framework get
developed?
Nick Gargan: I would have to get back to you. It was
in the course of the programme. It must have been in
the first half of 2009.
Q115 Mr Bacon: So after the first 12 months from
September 2007 to September 2008.
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Nick Gargan: The way that it worked was that 2007
was the announcement. February 2008 was when the
programme board first sat, and that was when the
invitation for forces to bid was sent out. The responses
came back, and the announcement of who got what
was delayed because of purdah. It was made in May,
and then forces embarked on this kind of race to get
to—
Q116 Mr Bacon: There is a very helpful schedule
in figure 3 setting that out. My point was that from
September 2007, when the announcement was made,
the delivery would happen of these 10,000 devices
within 12 months. That happened, and your attempt
to develop a benefits framework started, you said, in
early 2009—six months after the delivery had been
completed of the initial 10,000 devices. Is that
correct?
Nick Gargan: I am not confident in 2009—I was just
trying to work out when it would have been. I would
need to get back to you on that.
Mr Bacon: My point is that it was after the devices
had been delivered.
Nick Gargan: I do not know that. This is the point
about where the benefit is measured and where the
benefit is felt. At the time, I was assistant chief at
Thames Valley police rolling this out. In December
2007, I had the local evaluation—the business benefits
review of the trial—and it was telling me about
improved visibility and engagement, improving public
access to staff, accurate identification of suspects and
higher quality of information, and appropriate arrest
decisions. The way this was being done in policing
was that as part of the criteria every force had to
satisfy us that it would decide what success was going
to look like; it would be responsible for measuring
that benefit; and it would satisfy us that the process
was going on. Although it was a high-water mark
comparative to other times, it was still very much
driven locally. At the centre, we were conscious of
Ronnie Flanagan and everything that he was saying
about bureaucracy and trying to reduce central
reporting requirements. Most of the data that have
gone into this are based on a survey from the forces.
Q117 Mr Bacon: Can I just return briefly to the
question of the Essex force? You have said that it has
got 3,000 devices. There were an initial 10,000
devices, and paragraph 2.1 says that that was upped
to 20,000 and eventually 30,000. Essex has 10% of
the devices, and yet in the chart on page 26—figure
8—there is no mention of Essex at all.
Aileen Murphie: That is because it did not respond.
Q118 Mr Bacon: Essex did not send in a response to
the survey. Did it fail to respond to the survey because
you would not have liked the answer it would have
given you?
Aileen Murphie: I cannot speculate on why people do
not reply.
Mr Bacon: Could we possibly find out what
happened to the 3,000 devices that Essex are using?
As Jackie Doyle-Price indicated, they are not all
where they are needed. If we can have a letter from

you, setting that out, even if it requires a bit of
research—
Q119 Chair: Can I just say that it has twigged
something—my obsession with accountability? Essex
chose not to respond. In the new arrangements that
are proposed post abolition of the Audit Commission,
can you compel people to respond? Or will you be
able to?
Aileen Murphie: Not under current legislation.
Q120 Chair: So how are we going to satisfy
ourselves?
Mr Bacon: Are you sure you can’t?
Gabrielle Cohen: You would expect the accounting
officer to be able to provide the information that you
need, so it would be through that route.
Dame Helen Ghosh: We would expect HMIC to
provide that information.
Chair: It is a bit crazy to have a table as you have
got it.
Dame Helen Ghosh: I agree. The powers of HMIC—
both the moral power and indeed the statutory
power—to get that information are what we rely on.
Q121 Chair: So in the future, under the new
arrangements—I know this is three or four years down
the line—we will not have a table that says, “These
are the only guys who agreed to respond to an NAO
survey”?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Nick has more personal
experience of this, but HMIC, as the formal statutory
inspector, has the right to go in and get the
information. As Stephen was saying, that is one
element of our transparency and accountability. That
information, for us, would come predominantly from
HMIC.
Gabrielle Cohen: I think, Chair, there would be no
difference under the new arrangements in terms of
how we would get the information. What we would
do in future is to go via HMIC ourselves and ask it to
collect the information.
Q122 Mr Bacon: If we could have a comprehensive
note specifically on Essex, that would be very kind. I
have one more quick question. Paragraph 3.24 talks
about how ISIS contains many of the key components
that the NAO would expect to find in Government
ICT services, and yet the mobile information
programme is not one of the projects included in the
ISIS programme. It goes on in the following
paragraph, which Fiona Mactaggart referred to earlier,
to say: “Opportunities to converge ICT and business
processes through using mobile technology
effectively, and learning from forces that use their
mobile devices in different ways, are not being
captured, shared or coordinated as part of ISIS.” In
light of the fact that your agency has been wound up,
and that they are not part of ISIS, how are they going
to be captured, shared and co-ordinated—through
whom?
Nick Gargan: I will perhaps deal with the first part of
the question and then press on. The reason this was
not included in ISIS is that it predated ISIS.
Subsequent to the programme and, increasingly,
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subsequent to the Report, with the sort of things that
I have described to you about the information
management business area mentioned by Ailsa, the
police online knowledge area—POLKA—events that
we run for forces and events that police IT directors
run when they come together, there is now a broad
network of idea and information sharing across forces.
To an extent, we have caught up with this, and forces
are working increasingly—
Mr Bacon: There is a natural interest in clustering;
one would hope, anyway.
Stephen Rimmer: ISIS, as it evolves, is going to be
very much owned by chiefs. It is a service-led
strategy, and therefore it will naturally come within
the purview of the Police Professional Body,
following the NPIA. It is a really good test for that
professional body, not just on IT but on other things,
as to the rhetoric of sharing and acting on good
practice, applying itself in a more sustained way. I do
not think the police service would claim that it has
ever done that in a wholly successful way, and I do
not think any set of Ministers would feel that it has
ever fully landed.
HMIC has a degree of role in that, in terms of its
thematic reviews and the degree of stick as well as
carrot. But regarding the professional drive in the
Body, which, as I tried to make clear before, will be
owned much more by the service as opposed to NPIA,
which was a more classic tripartite arrangement, the
expectation—again, it has to be an expectation,
because it does not exist yet—is that the selfgeneration of good practice—because it will save
money and improve service—is going to be a better
incentive than being part of a national body that is not
owned by the chiefs themselves.
Chair: We will test it.
Q123 Austin Mitchell: My mind has just wheeled
off to localism. I see from figure 4 on page 20 that for
funds received as a percentage of funds applied for,
three authorities—posh counties, all of them; they
probably include bits of a county that are particularly
beset with problems—got 100%. Lancashire got 99%,
but Yorkshire and Humberside, where the urbanisation
and problems are much the same as in Lancashire, but
where the average IQ is much higher, got only 64%.
What would account for those differences?
Nick Gargan: It was about the way that the criteria
were matched by those forces.
Q124 Austin Mitchell: Was it to do with the degree
to which they already have technology?
Nick Gargan: We said that we would prioritise those
forces where the chief officers and the police authority
were right behind it, where they could show us that
this kit would be deployed.
Q125 Austin Mitchell: They weren’t behind it in
Yorkshire and Humberside?
Nick Gargan: I do not know how each force scored
against each thing, but there is a cumulative package
of scores. Was it operationally focused? Did it map to
the force’s objectives? Did we think they would be
able to deliver? Was there enough resource to make
the programme work? Were there methodologies to

show us it could be managed and controlled? Were
they going to manage the risk? Were they going to
accept our reporting requirements? Were they
committed to a return on investment?
Q126 Austin Mitchell: So you were more impressed
with those applications?
Nick Gargan: I was not around at the time, but those
were the criteria that were applied. It was overseen by
ACPO rather than by the agency.
Fiona Mactaggart: That gives us the reason why
Thames Valley is getting 100%.
Q127 Austin Mitchell: Moving on to figure 8 on
page 26, this is a percentage of devices in surveyed
forces. It says that three forces have more devices than
officers—good on them. Nineteen have sufficient
devices available for less than half of their officers,
and that includes the Met, which has 10%. I have seen
from paragraph 2.11 that some forces have yet to
spend the money at all. How are you going to bring
that lot into line, so that the police forces in those
authorities have at least as good technology as the
criminals?
Nick Gargan: To deal with the forces at the top, as
mentioned earlier on, it is forces where devices have
gone to people who are not police officers, be they
scene-of-crime officers or police community support
officers.
Q128 Austin Mitchell: But you cannot mandate
them or require them to spend the money, so how are
you going to push them?
Nick Gargan: Those forces at the bottom that you are
referring to there are those with a limited amount of
change capacity. Some have decided that they need to
sort out the legacy systems first. There is no point
piping a brand new BlackBerry into a rubbish backoffice system that needs renewing, so they have
decided to prioritise their change capacity differently,
get the back office right, get the legacy systems right
and then buy the BlackBerrys and PDAs and other
bits of kit. So it is not for me or indeed any of us at
the centre to second-guess a chief constable who is
wrestling with which bit of change you do first.
Austin Mitchell: But for you to get them into line so
that the police are as well equipped as they can be.
Stephen Rimmer: Just to pick up on that point and
develop it, West Midlands, which is right down at the
bottom—where I was last week—were part of a
limited pilot, but then the chief put it on hold, partly
because he was not convinced of the benefits at that
point, but particularly—exactly Nick’s point—there
were bigger fish to fry: in their case, a major
outsourcing programme, absolutely focusing on your
point, Chair, on the back-office savings that West
Mids, a force under significant financial pressure,
needed to work through.
He is now returning, to go to your point, Mr Mitchell,
precisely to the question, with his police authority,
about how to roll out any particular system—frankly,
piggybacking on this programme—and find what are
the best systems now on offer, so that his officers get
genuinely the most cost-efficient and highestcapability devices—BlackBerrys or whatever—that
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are around now. He is focused on that and although,
as chief of the second-largest force, he has got 101
other things to worry about, he is clear that is what he
wants to do.
Q129 Austin Mitchell: It is good to hear that. What
part are you anticipating that elected police
commissioners will play in this? Will they be a force
pushing for better technology?
Stephen Rimmer: The assumption with Police and
Crime Commissioners, again other than in London,
where the London equivalent is now in place—this is
an expectation yet to be proven—is that the mandate
that they have been elected on, which will presumably
be first and foremost about cutting crime and
improving community safety—to go back again to the
Chair’s point—will be to do anything to squeeze out
resource from support services and capabilities to get
on to the front line to reassure the public. They will
go—whatever the right phrase is—very fast towards
it and, importantly—[Interruption.] Thank you.
Importantly, their decisions around funding and value
for money will be published and will be directly
accountable to the public, so even if they choose for
whatever reason not to do that, Ministers expect their
decisions on that to be far more transparent, both to
the Police and Crime Panel, which is responsible for
scrutinising them, and the public, because of the level
of data that they are required, under the Act that came
in last year, to publish on this. So, again, much greater
visibility, hopefully, of the decisions that are taken or
not taken in terms of value for money.
Austin Mitchell: I hope so.
Q130 Meg Hillier: We have talked quite a bit almost
about letting 1,000 flowers bloom: you send the
money out and see what people bid for and see what
happens. But in the end, I think 40,000 devices were
out there under the programme in total. The three
witnesses we had before us had about 8,000 between
them—okay, maybe some of them may have had them
already. Essex, we understand, had about 3,000. So,
actually, a quarter or more of the devices were with
four different forces.
Did you ever consider just having a pilot in a couple
of the forces that were near to getting it going—
maybe one that was underdeveloped and one that was
overdeveloped? A lot of them are spread very thinly.
Was that a consideration in the early days?
Dame Helen Ghosh: I don’t know the answer to that
question, because obviously I was not present, and I
don’t think Stephen was, at the discussions initially.
Again, the Committee will be struck by this point. Of
course, part of the reason we went when we did was
that we had capital available and we wanted to use it
for something useful. That is just the way, as you
know, that public spending controls work. Therefore,
taking advantage of money that we had and that we
might not have in a future year is one of the reasons
you would say, “Actually, we want to do something
useful with this now.” Therefore that would argue
against a pilot.
In all sorts of ways, that was then and this is now and
resources are much tighter. The idea that you would
either have a specific pilot for a programme like this

in the future or work specifically—or invite bids or be
more selective about the bids you responded to—
might well be what you would do.
Q131 Meg Hillier: Dame Helen, even with the scale
of money that was available—been there, done that;
the speed of chase that you have to get that in for it
to be clawed back by the Treasury—you could have
had three or four forces really going for it and getting
it really good, which would have then, presumably,
Mr Gargan, been a catalyst. You talked a lot, Dame
Helen, about the catalysing process. Would that not
have been an easier way for the Home Office, if you
talk about central control and monitoring and
accountability, to have held them very tightly to
account, rather than this “Let’s send them out there
and see what happens,” which is sort of how it has
come across to us today?
Nick Gargan: In a sense, the announcement reflected
a sense that that pilot had already happened in the
places where it had gone well. For a couple of years,
people like Matt Baggott, who was at the time the
chief constable in Leicestershire, had done an
enormous amount to equip officers with the PDAs. He
had the ear of Sir Ronnie Flanagan and was saying,
“Look, we need to get this out quickly. This is
enormously beneficial. This is changing the lives of
patrolling officers, of neighbourhood officers today.”
We in Thames Valley had done an evaluation, which
I just referred to. That predated the launch of the
bidding process, albeit the evaluation came after
announcement, so forces were pretty confident with
this. There were other forces who were some way
behind, but the sense of needing a further pilot did not
chime with the times when forces were really
impatient and wanting to get cracking and crying out
for this kit.
Dame Helen Ghosh: We did have a phase 1 that was
more selectively focused on the people who had some
essential track record or planning. In that sense, it
wasn’t indiscriminate, but there was an element of
choosing to spread our jam thinner than focusing it on
two or three projects.
Q132 Meg Hillier: So the short answer to the
question really is, how would you do it differently if
you were to get that money now?
Dame Helen Ghosh: It would depend on what you
were trying to achieve—back to our earlier discussion,
I think.
Q133 Meg Hillier: In this case, there wasn’t a clear
set of desired outcomes—well, there was the list of
five, but they weren’t there at the beginning, were
they? Which way round would you do it? Would you
do the same again in the hope that that would catalyse,
or would you set strict criteria, as we heard earlier?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Coming back to Nick’s point—
Stephen may have some specific examples in mind—
it would depend how novel what you were trying to
do was. If you have a Leicestershire and a Thames
Valley who have shown that it is working, in a sense
you can be more confident and set the kind of criteria
that Nick described. If it was some very novel
technology, you might well say, “Let’s just see if we
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can get two or three people to do something like this
and then roll it out fully.”
Stephen Rimmer: I also think—I’m not trying to
dodge your question—the Home Office would have to
ask itself, with any national agency where it is coming
to this view, whether whatever scheme it came up with
was absolutely slam-dunk going to deliver greater
value for money than simply ensuring that the
resources were going appropriately to Police and
Crime Commissioners to sort out locally the best way
to deliver value for money out of their assets. I don’t
think you can really answer that question in the world
of Police and Crime Commissioners, because you
either believe in that model as the best deliverer of
value for money, or you don’t. If you don’t, they
would not be there.
I find it very hard to visualise in reality how the Home
Office, in that sort of programme around core
capability for policing, would seek to differentiate
between some police forces and others on the basis of
some Police and Crime Commissioners being better at
delivering value for money than others, because how
confident would we be about that judgment? How
confident would we be about the programme that we
were somehow delivering outwith the normal
funding arrangements?
Nick Gargan: The context at the time was a
succession of announcements. You would be told you
would receive x amount of cash to recruit 530 PCSOs,
and then a little while later you would receive x
amount of cash to procure 1,200 mobile devices. What
was coming from the centre was really very
prescriptive. It is unlikely that it is going to be like
that.
Dame Helen Ghosh: This is speculation, but picking
up on Stephen’s point, this comes back to the fact that
these bodies will be owned by the forces themselves.
The NewCo will be able to look out there and test
new technology and work with its owners, the PCCs,
to think how they could collectively test new
technology. You might well want them, and they
might want, to do some sort of demonstration projects
in this new world, but the difference between now and
then is that now it would be a Home Office driven
thing and in the new world it will be a forces-owned
thing. They can decide collectively, “Let’s try that
technology. Will two or three of you try it?” They
would decide.
Q134 Meg Hillier: That is very helpful. It drives us
right to accountability: how you at the Home Office
or we on this Committee will be able to benchmark
the forces’ performance against each other. Will it be
the inspectorate that provides that data—you will still
have to collect it somehow, and they will have to
provide it, presumably—or you? Will it be them or
will it be you? Will you be watching it yourself?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes, exactly. I shall preface this
by picking up a comment that a member of the
Committee made earlier. We have described our
structure and discussed with the Committee
beforehand how the systems statement will work. As
Stephen said, at a local level the fundamental building
block is transparency, data and openness with local
accountability, but it will be supported for my

purposes as accounting officer by a set of data
available to local people, whether about crime through
crime maps, annual reports or the value-for-money
statements that Stephen described, by the essential
building blocks of the HMIC value-for-money
comparators. So we will have the information that
looks at comparable authorities, their outcomes in
terms of value for money, crime and the number of
people doing different functions in the organisation.
That will enable us to know whether the outcomes
they are achieving are value for money for the
taxpayers’ money going in.
What we will not be doing—this picks up Mr
Mitchell’s question—is defining or judging them by
what they are using to achieve that. Will we instruct
people to get more mobile devices or fewer mobile
devices? No, we won’t, but we will be saying, “These
are the crimes you are choosing to focus on,” or,
“These are the national, regional capabilities that we
are expecting you to have,” and “You are spending
this much on it. The judgment of HMIC is that it is
good value for money or it’s not so good.” We will
have comparators with a sort of family of forces. That
is how we will be judging the value for money of
these organisations. There will be local accountability
and transparency; there will also be a role for us
centrally and, ultimately, powers for the Home
Secretary to intervene on value-for-money grounds, if
we think any particular PCC or force is failing the
taxpayer. That is the way it will work.
Q135 Meg Hillier: One final question about the type
of devices. Fingerprinting has not been included in
any of the specifications. Would that now be a
decision for a local police and crime commissioner or
would it be something that NewCo and the Home
Office take on board? It would save an awful lot of
time. It would eliminate someone on the street.
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes. I would put in terms of:
what is the appropriate thing for the nature of the
operation? Back down in Hampshire the other day,
the traffic police had and seemed to operate perfectly
satisfactorily—they have, in a sense, a sort of
travelling office—a separate fingerprint device. There
was no problem with the fact that it was a separate
fingerprinting device. They stop the car; they are
suspicious about the person, so they look at the
insurance on the other system and do the fingerprint,
which actually fills in a bit of time while they are
getting data from the ABI. There is no problem about
that. It may be different from the police constable on
the beat, who might want the whole thing integrated.
Nick Gargan: I can show you one. You get a finger
on that and send the image off. It comes back within
a minute, and you can identify the individual.
Q136 Chair: But you are not going to prescribe it?
They can use it, if they want it.
Nick Gargan: Many forces have elected to procure it.
Q137 Chair: But you are not going to prescribe it.
Nick Gargan: It is not our place.
Dame Helen Ghosh: It is not our place. Why would
we do so?
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Chair: No, but what would be interesting is that those
forces that do not want to use it—it will be difficult
to judge, but people have to make those judgments—
and are perhaps a bit more suspicious or old fashioned
may then show up on the stats that we see or you see.
Dame Helen Ghosh: They will not be able to achieve
the efficiencies they need to achieve unless they
rethink their business processes and make the best use
of technology to do so.
Q138 Chair: Will you intervene then? If they are
cutting police officers rather than introducing
fingerprinting devices—it is not that a direct
relationship, but let us take it as an example—will
you intervene?
Dame Helen Ghosh: As Stephen has said, the
decision whether, for example, to have more police
officers or more technology is ultimately one for the
police and crime commissioner. We have a long-stop
interest. We look at the overall outcome of that police
force in terms of the crimes it is dealing with and its
efficiency in supporting the strategic police
requirement, and ask: does it appear to be providing
the taxpayer—for our grant that we have given it—
with value for money? That is our level of interest.
We will not be here to dictate the balance that that
police and crime commissioner chooses to have.
Q139 Chair: You haven’t answered. I understand
your level of interest, but if you get really frustrated
because you have a really old-fashioned police force
somewhere that is refusing to do anything, will you
intervene?
Stephen Rimmer: In my view, if it came to the
point—obviously, it is a judgment for Ministers in
each case; there would not be a formula, they would
look at each case on its merits—there would be at
least three tests that might drive it. One is if HMIC
has come in hard to Ministers and said, “Look, this is
bonkers. These five forces are not making something
that is demonstrably cutting crime by x% in most of
the other 37”. Another is if there were a particularly
cause celebre case—that can drive that sort of
decision making. The third, and I think this is more
likely on a more regular basis and, if you like, the
most benign way, is if the service through its
Professional Body, which is setting standards and will
therefore be looking at whether forces are adhering to
those standards, is frankly getting fed up with the lack
of consistency, it will go formally to the Home Office
and say, “You need to mandate this or at the very least
you need to give a collaborative direction”. That is the
most likely, but in more dramatic cases one of other
two could apply, yes.
Q140 Meg Hillier: It is not just by chance that I
picked on fingerprinting. In this House alone, there is
huge political disagreement—in fact, the first Act of
this Government was to abolish identity cards largely
because of the concern about fingerprints, but I don’t
know which Act of Parliament allows police officers
to carry these things. You could have a police and
crime commissioner who is politically absolutely
opposed to fingerprinting while all the other 42 forces
over time start doing it. Would that be his or her

political choice to do that in their local area, or would
what Stephen Rimmer has just described kick in at
some point?
Stephen Rimmer: It could do. Of course, it would
be an operational judgment for the chief. It will not
necessarily be the PCC saying, “You can’t do that”.
Meg Hillier: But for some of those chiefs, it could be
a very political not operational matter.
Stephen Rimmer: Well, yes. That is another debate
around how far the protocol that defines the
relationship between the two works.
Meg Hillier: The problem with straying into policy
areas.
Q141 Chair: Do you want to answer that question? I
know it is a tough question, but what is your answer?
Stephen Rimmer: I think it will depend on the
circumstances. If the chief and the PCC in a particular
area are clear as to why, in their police and crime plan
and with their budget, they have better priorities and
reasons why they do not believe in that capability, and
it is lawful and they can account for it to the public, I
don’t think Ministers would automatically interfere.
Q142 Meg Hillier: Will Mr Gargan comment?
Nick Gargan: I don’t know. That is the answer.
Q143 Stephen Barclay: Dame Helen, what
percentage of police IT spend do you expect to go
through NewCo in order to judge that a success, say,
in two years’ time? Will you produce a breakdown of
the spend per force, so we can see any outliers?
Dame Helen Ghosh: We do not have a particular
figure in mind. As Stephen said, what we are creating
is the opportunity—and we expect it to be a
programme that more and more PCCs choose to
join—for forces to get better value for money and
better and more strategic advice on the uses of
technology. Therefore, we would not at this stage set
a particular outcome for how much of their spend we
expect. We expect for those who join a high
percentage of their spend on local IT systems.
Q144 Stephen Barclay: You do not have a working
estimate of what “good” might look like?
Dame Helen Ghosh: When we come to produce the
overview, we will give some indication of what kinds
of values of contracts we expect to be managed by the
organisation and what kind of return we expect them
to get, so we will be putting out some kind of estimate
on the basis of a range of scenarios on that, but it does
depend on how many forces and how many PCCs
choose to join. Then of course it also depends—this
is where the Home Office will continue to have a very
close interest in terms of their income and activity—
on the extent to which they are procuring and then
managing some of the national contracts. That will
obviously be a big value in terms of their turnover.
There is a range of decisions that have to be made, so
I would not predict at this stage.
Q145 Stephen Barclay: Will you publish a
breakdown so we can see force by force the use of
NewCo?
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Dame Helen Ghosh: As and when we get to having
set it up, the information will be entirely public. It
will be a public body—a public corporation—and we
will be completely transparent.
Stephen Barclay: Well, it will be a public body, yes,
but that does not necessarily ensure that it will publish
a breakdown so that we can see where the outliers are.
You might have a target of 30% or you may come
back to the Committee in two years’ time and say,
“30% is going through. 50% is going through,” but
that could be disproportionately from certain forces.
Dame Helen Ghosh: Indeed, it could be.
Q146 Stephen Barclay: Will you ensure that what is
publicly produced allows outliers to be identified?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes. I am very happy to look
at that.
Q147 Stephen Barclay: That is very welcome. May
I come to Mr Gargan? Three years ago, your
organisation was talking about how tough the
economic climate was and the challenges. Why does
a body have £2 million of antiques at the moment?
Nick Gargan: Most of our antiques are in Bramshill,
which is a splendid but very expensive Jacobean
mansion that was gifted to us by the former national
police training organisation, Centrex. They are held in
trust on behalf of the service and on behalf of the
nation in a listed building. We do not buy antiques,
and neither would I be particularly comfortable about
selling them, so I feel that I am just stuck with them.
Q148 Stephen Barclay: You are satisfied with £2
million of antiques, then—[Laughter.] It just jumped
out at me from the annual accounts, but as accounting
officer you have looked at that.
To come on to another thing, in the annual accounts
it says that someone exiting the organisation was paid
over £500,000, two people were paid between
£200,000 and £500,000—this was in 2009–10—and
last year 15 people received between £150,000 and
£200,000. I have two questions. First, could you talk
us, as a Committee, through why someone was paid
over £500,000, and can you quantify that? Secondly,
given that the organisation, as I understand it, is being
phased out by the end of 2012, what is your working
estimate of the exit charges that will apply in terms
of staff?
Nick Gargan: In terms of the highest figures, I am
unaware of the individual cases. I know that it is no
defence to this Committee to say that it was not on
my watch, but I just do not know. I would need to
find out.
Q149 Stephen Barclay: Were you not working for
the organisation at the time?
Nick Gargan: I came in as deputy at the very
beginning of 2010, and I was not involved. I have a
hunch as to what the decision might be, but it was
before—
Stephen Barclay: But these accounts will have been
signed off while you were with the organisation.
Nick Gargan: Yes. I am undertaking to—

Q150 Stephen Barclay: Just let me clarify. You say,
“I have no knowledge of this,” but you were the
deputy of the organisation that signed off the annual
accounts at the time this payment was made. Is that
correct?
Nick Gargan: Yes, but I do not remember it. It is
simply a memory matter. Rather than talk and guess,
I would prefer to clarify it and come back to you.
In relation to the more recent group of payments that
you described, I was more directly involved there
because I was chief executive at the time. As part of
phasing out the agency, we have shrunk considerably
and taken successive chunks of savings out. Part of
that has been achieved through two separate voluntary
early-release schemes, where we applied the criteria
of the time. That has enabled us to bring the agency
from a headcount of 2,200 people to a headcount of
less than 1,600 people, and we paid people their
entitlement at the time. Of course, those entitlements
have changed, but we had a lot of people who were
long-term public servants—people who worked
initially in the Home Office or the Met police and
transferred into PITO and then to the NPIA. As we
have shrunk, we have had to downsize across the
organisation, and we have paid the going rate.
Q151 Stephen Barclay: This may be something for
the accounting officer to give us a note on, but given
that a relatively finite number were paid over
£100,000, have any of those gone into other policing
roles?
Nick Gargan: I do not know. I could not account for
that, and I am not even sure that I would have the
data. What I do know is that there is a restriction on
any of those people re-entering the agency or, I think,
the Home Office—
Dame Helen Ghosh: The civil service. They will have
left under the then prevalent, as Nick said, civil
service scheme.
Q152 Stephen Barclay: But they could go to SOCA.
Dame Helen Ghosh: No; if they had transferred to
SOCA, which is another NDPB, they would not be
entitled to a voluntary early severance or retirement
package, and we impose those conditions very
strongly. To answer the second part of your question
about how we will be handling this for the future, a
number of NPIA staff will simply be transferring,
under TUPE or the Cabinet Office equivalent, to other
organisations. Some will come into the Home Office,
some ultimately to NewCo and some to the PPB.
Those people would not qualify for any departure
money.
Q153 Stephen Barclay: What is the estimated cost
for those who are departing, given these very high
settlements?
Nick Gargan: I am not anticipating a substantial early
release package again.
Q154 Stephen Barclay: You must have something
worked into your budget. You must have some sort
of estimate.
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Nick Gargan: No, I don’t think we will need to. We
have shrunk to a substantial extent. The agency’s
successor bodies will need make their own plans for
shrinking in future years, but for as long as the agency
is around, I do not anticipate a need for a further
redundancy or early release package. There may be
some isolated individuals and cases, and we will pay
the market rate, but I anticipate that being well less
than £1 million, because there is no need for a big
programme.
Q155 Stephen Barclay: Can we have a note, please,
on the case of someone being paid more than half a
million pounds to leave, and the cases of those paid
between £200,000 and £500,000, so that we can
understand?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes. That will include the
point—I know this from other instances—that that is
not the money they are paid to leave or the money
that they take away with them; it is the cost of their
leaving. It includes the ongoing cost of their pension
and other things.
Stephen Barclay: Of course. Your predecessor, as
CEO, has a pension pot of £2.77 million, and left your
organisation to do a secondment or temporary post
with the Home Office. These are already pretty
sizeable pension pots, to which, it appears, large sums
of money are being added.
Nick Gargan: To be fair to my predecessor, prior to
his retirement, the last three months of his service
with the NPIA were spent on secondment to the Home
Office, producing a report for the Home Secretary.
That was not in addition to the pension pot; it was
simply how he spent the last three months of his
service.
Q156 Mr Bacon: You are saying that he is going to
have to slum it with the basic £2.7 million and nothing
on top.
Nick Gargan: That is the overall pot, of course.
Q157 Mr Bacon: Can I quickly follow up one of Mr
Barclay’s questions? For the sake of clarity, Dame
Helen, I think you said that none of the people who
have been paid to leave in the way that Mr Gargan
has described will be prohibited from joining the civil
service. Is that right?
Dame Helen Ghosh: If you leave under the terms of
the civil service compensation scheme, there are very
strict rules about re-employment in the civil service,
because clearly you cannot be paid to go and then
come back. You would have to repay part or all of the
amount that you had left with if that were to happen.
That is what I meant.
Q158 Mr Bacon: Do those rules last for a certain
period of time, after which they cut out? For example,
if someone did not work for the civil service for two
or three years, would they be able to rejoin without
making those payments?
Dame Helen Ghosh: I will let you have a note. I think
there is a taper, but—

Q159 Mr Bacon: What about NewCo? Will any of
these people be able to join NewCo?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Some of the people whom Nick
describes as currently working for NPIA we would
expect—
Q160 Mr Bacon: I am not talking about the people
whom Mr Gargan referred to, who will be moved
across under TUPE or whatever the equivalent is; I
am talking about those whom Mr Barclay referred to,
who are paid a shedload—even though it is only in
the topping up of their pension—to depart. Will they
pop up in NewCo? Are they able, under your rules, to
pop up in NewCo?
Dame Helen Ghosh: I will let you know the rules,
which will define whether they would be able to pop
up in NewCo.
Mr Bacon: You don’t know whether they can pop up
in NewCo. You have said that they cannot pop up in
the civil service.
Dame Helen Ghosh: No, I said that a set of rules
governs whether and under what circumstances people
have to repay their departure payment if they are reemployed.
Q161 Mr Bacon: And if they apply to the civil
service?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Were they to apply to the civil
service, the rules would apply. I would have to check
what the situation is in relation to a public
corporation, which is what NewCo will be.
Mr Bacon: That is what particularly interests me.
Q162 Stephen Barclay: It would not apply to APCO,
would it, because APCO is a private company?
Mr Bacon: Mr Rimmer is nodding, by the way, which
is always a dangerous thing in this Committee.
Dame Helen Ghosh: Apply to what? [Interruption.]
To ACPO. The Association of Chief Police Officers
is a private company limited by guarantee.
Stephen Barclay: So there would be no restriction. If
I look at your board structure, there is quite a
crossover. Likewise, someone getting a large payout
from here could pop up there because, as I understand
it, its legal constitution—
Q163 Mr Bacon: That is my concern. Mr Rimmer,
you were nodding a minute ago—I think, in answer
to my question, “Could they pop up in NewCo?”
Stephen Rimmer: No—I was agreeing that it is a
good prompt to check how the rules apply to a—
Dame Helen Ghosh: Because it will be owned by
public bodies in the form of corporation sole—I think
that is how they are described, as PCCs—it is a public
body. All I was saying was, whatever the rules are
under the civil service compensation scheme for the
people who left NPIA, they will apply to the
circumstances of a public corporation. I do not, I’m
afraid, have those rules off the top of my head.
Q164 Ian Swales: When you let us know, could you
also cover what happens when someone pops up as a
contractor to the civil service?
Dame Helen Ghosh: Yes, because there are similar
rules about that.
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Mr Bacon: There is a history—particularly in the
health service, but also elsewhere in local
government—of people getting redundo left, right and
centre and popping up again to get more redundo, to

do it again on a gravy train. That is what we are
concerned about.
Chair: Thank you.

Written evidence from Research in Motion UK Limited, Blackberry
I am writing to update you on Research In Motion’s (RIM) response to the National Audit Office report
Mobile Technology in Policing.
RIM works extensively with the UK public sector and has been working alongside police forces since 2001.
We welcome the findings of the report, in particular the key recommendation that the Police Service should
learn from the forces that have been using mobile technology most effectively to improve processes. We are
pleased that the report underscores our view that for the police, and all of Government, to get the best value
for money out of BlackBerry devices they must have the freedom to use them to their fullest extent.
As the report recognises, there are many best practice examples of effective use of mobile technology across
the Police Service leading to improved community relations and, importantly, cost savings. The deployment of
BlackBerry devices across South Yorkshire Police Force, for example, has generated estimated efficiency
savings of over £6 million per year. South Yorkshire Police Force is also now using BlackBerry devices to
engage with the public via twitter and to respond in real time during public events such as protests and
football matches.
As the report clearly indicates, now is the time to bring all forty-three police forces up to the highest
standards. If deployed effectively, mobile devices can improve police efficiency by reducing bureaucracy and
increases the amount of time police officers spend on visible policing. Mobile technology also brings the police
and the local community closer together by enabling residents to directly contact their local police officer and
providing a means by which the police can deliver timely updates to the public.
RIM is committed to continued engagement with the NPIA, local police forces and the Home Office to
ensure that value for money is achieved and to playing a role in bringing people together to share best practice.
We will be providing a forum for engagement at a Police Workshop that we are hosting and look forward to
continuing our work with the National Crime Agency once operational.
We firmly believe that secure mobile technology has a key role to play in crime prevention and is already
making a difference to a range of frontline services including reducing the amount of time police officers spend
on administration.
Please do not hesitate to get in touch if you would like any further information the use of BlackBerry in the
Police Service or if you would like to have a discussion about how to ensure that the tools and applications
available to police forces are being used effectively to support business processes and collaboration.
27 January 2012

Written evidence from the Permanent Secretary, Home Office
Following my appearance at the Public Accounts Committee on 29 February 2012, I undertook to write to
you with further comments on issues that were covered during the hearing.
Impact of the Programme
As I said at the hearing, a fundamental aim of the programme was to act as a catalyst to hasten the
development of mobile working in forces, which is continuing today as mobile working has become a key part
of policing. However, I accept that the quantifiable benefits do not go much beyond that described in the report.
The business case developed after the announcement of the funding was predominantly focused on increasing
visible policing and the majority of benefits that flowed from that objective were non-cashable.
In the context of the visible policing and crime deterrence objective, we estimated total benefits using the
Home Office Cost of Crime Model to calculate the crime deterrence economic benefit (which was non-cashable)
over the lifetime (10 years in this case) as £968 million. This was offset against the net present value (NPV)
of costs of £183 million to achieve a net benefit of £785 million. The NPV of costs included estimates for
equipment replacement and technology refresh over a 10 year period.
In the context of process efficiency, we estimated cashable savings of £125 million across four key processes:
Stops, Fixed Penalty Notices, Crime Recording and Intelligence Reporting.
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Since the programme closed, forces have evidenced benefits identified during the programme that support
the benefits modelling. Amongst many, examples include:
Nottinghamshire have followed Staffordshire in transforming the Crime Recording process to realise
cashable savings; and South Yorkshire and Wiltshire have significantly reduced demand into control rooms,
which in Wiltshire’s case reduced the number of operators and as well as their Airwave costs.
Evaluation
We did not just hand the funding to forces but supported forces through realisation and business change
activities. Forces made a commitment to support the NPIA evaluation of the impact of the programme. The
first evaluation, in May 2009, focused on utilisation of the devices and ensured that measurement baselines
were in place. The second evaluation, in February 2010, focused on the impact on process efficiency and
reducing bureaucracy. The third, in August 2010, focused on the impact of more informed decision making by
officers and the final evaluation, which focused on time out of station only, concluded in March 2011.
I can confirm that no amount was paid to either Airwave Solutions Ltd or Cable & Wireless World as
compensation for the low take up of the accelerator package.
Transparency and VfM
We discussed the arrangements to ensure accountability from Chief Constables through Police & Crime
Commissioners, and Police and Crime Panels to the Accounting Officer. I have previously discussed the content
of our proposed systems statement, but it may be helpful to summarise the position here.
Adequate VfM will be assured through a combination of sharp local accountabilities, public scrutiny
underpinned by transparent, robust, comparative data and external scrutiny by financial auditors and Her
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary. Police & Crime Commissioners will be required to publish a wide
range of information, have open meetings and will be required to consult the public. This public scrutiny of
performance will be supplemented through comparative crime and cost data, and reports on specific operational
performance themes, published by HMIC.
In this model, forces will be held to account by Police & Crime Commissioners and will also be subject to
external scrutiny by HM Inspectorate of Constabulary and by external financial auditors, who retain duties in
relation to VfM. In turn, Police & Crime Commissioners will also be subject to external financial audit and to
oversight by Police & Crime Panels alongside their accountability to their local electorate.
The Home Secretary will retain backstop powers to give direction. Drawing on advice from HMIC, external
audit reports, and other sources I may advise the Home Secretary to discharge those powers in circumstances
where I deem that to be necessary in the public interest.
The accountability system statement that I will publish as part of the Annual Report in the summer will
describe these arrangements more fully. I will be happy to discuss this further with the committee.
Essex Constabulary and the Use of Mobile Devices
Miss Doyle-Price raised the issue of her local force, Essex Constabulary, continuing to use paper based
systems. Essex Constabulary chose to adopt a capability package that gave officers data to enable them to
make better decisions but deferred adding additional capability to their handsets as they were embarking on a
large scale transformation of their legacy IT systems under Project Athena, a collaboration of 11 Eastern forces.
There are therefore no “lost” handsets.
Essex Constabulary adopted mobile working prior to the Mobile Information Programme. The force received
a capital grant of £2.8 million in phase 1 of the programme to equip 2,000 officers with mobile devices. The
force exceeded this by delivering 2,753 devices, which represented 90% of their frontline police officers and
PCSOs. Using the devices officers were able to make more informed decisions, although compared to other
forces the capability available on the devices was lower than those forces that realised cashable savings. There
was some evidence to suggest that officers could increase their visibility by 31 minutes per nine hour shift on
average, but like other forces there was variation across the force.
Mobile working is critical to support the force’s move to a single non-geographic policing command. Essex
are planning to withdraw their current devices to refresh them and allocate them to users with the highest need
and enhancing their approach by mirroring forces like Hampshire. Further detail is provided in Annex A.
NPIA Severance Charges
Mr Barclay mentioned the issue of the National Policing Improvement Agency staff who exited the
organisation. These staff left under the terms of the previous and more generous Civil Service Compensation
Scheme (CSCS), which was in place at the time. That scheme closed on 22 October 2010.
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The severance charges featured in the NPIA 2010–11 Annual Report include departure costs such as
redundancy, paid holidays, payment in-lieu-of-notice and accrued pensions in accordance with the provisions
of the former, The value of the packages in the top two cost bands were as follows:
Cost band

2009–10

2010–11

£200,000—£499,999

£212,879
£340,549
£523,755

£221,742

£500,000 and over

-

The three 2009–10 packages were Compulsory Early Retirement, while the 2010–11 package was an
Approved Early Retirement under the Voluntary Early Release Scheme. The individuals had more than or close
to 30 years service in the Civil Service at the time and had between six and nine years remaining before normal
retirement age. All 2009–10 payments were approved by the then NPIA Chief Executive having gone through
a thorough clearance process involving the Home Office. The Home Office and Cabinet Office were also fully
consulted on NPIA’s Voluntary Early Release and Voluntary Exit schemes, which resulted in the 2010–11
payments. As I explained at the hearing, these amounts are not what they were paid to leave or take away with
them but rather the cost of their leaving, which includes the ongoing cost of their pension, payment in-lieu-ofnotice and any leave entitlement.
Civil Service Compensation Arrangements
The current CSCS became effective on 22 December 2010 and sets out the level of compensation that
Departments can pay their civil service staff if they leave under voluntary exit or on voluntary or compulsory
redundancy terms. There are three possible modes of exit: Voluntary Redundancy; Compulsory Redundancy
and Voluntary Exit. The arrangements are explained in more detail in Annex B.
Re-employment by NewCo of Those Receiving Severance Payments
NPIA terms and conditions specify repayment and compensation arrangements depending upon the type of
organisation the individual goes on to be employed by and when the new employment commences. The type
of organisation NewCo will be has not yet been determined so it is not possible to say what conditions future
employees will be held to.
Re-employment as Contractors by NewCo of Those Receiving Severance Payments
There is nothing written into the Civil Service Compensation Scheme that stops the re-engagement as
contractors of NPIA staff who have received compensation or redundancy payments under the scheme.
However, both the Home Office and NPIA have their own considerations relating to the re-employment of
contractors. Home Office policy is not to re-employ a leaver as a contractor for at least six months, while in
NPIA a stringent review would be carried out of the business basis for re-engaging an individual having paid
for their release.
Annex A
ESSEX CONSTABULARY
Essex Police had already adopted mobile working, with 247 officers equipped in September 2007 when the
then Prime Minister made the announcement of £50 million.
Essex successfully applied for capital funding in phase 1 of the programme. Their application of £2,848,000
was to equip 2,000 officers, 1,500 by September 2008 and a further 500 by March 2009. They exceeded this
objective, equipping a total of 3,000 officers, representing 90% of their frontline Police Officers and PCSO’s.
The unit price per handset was £1,424 so was not subject to the £2,500 cap applied in phase 1. Essex costs
were lower than other forces as they had not recharged all the costs incurred with rolling out the devices,
including project management and business change management.
By equipping officers with the devices their expected benefits were to increase visibility of officers by
increasing efficiency, thereby improving public confidence.
The solution deployed in Essex had been developed by the force internally and the services provided on the
handsets included:
— Police National Computer.
— Intelligence.
— Quick Address.
— Command and Control.
— Intranet.
— Email.
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—
—
—
—
—

Calendar.
Duties information.
Image Capture.
Mapping/Navigation.
National Mobile Phone Register.

Broadly, speaking the capability available would allow officers to make better informed decisions to allow
them to remain visible longer. Based on the capability it was unlikely any of these efficiencies would realise
cashable savings. Essex had intended to add Stops and Fixed Penalty Processing to the capability but this was
deferred due to the broader transformation of their IT systems under Project Athena, a collaboration of 11
Eastern forces.
Based on time out of station surveys completed with Essex, on average they did increase their visibility by
31 minutes; however, these samples were relatively small so the confidence interval was large.
Officers in Essex Mobile Support Division which includes Roads Policing and Firearms units were the
highest users.
The NPIA evaluated Essex primarily during the second evaluation which ran between October and November
2009. The evaluation focussed on:
— Efficiency gains from re-engineered forms-based processes.
— Evidence that officers were using additional time out of station in ways that will deter crime.
— The policies and associated benefits that forces were realising from the capture and dissemination of
images with/to mobile devices.
Essex did also contribute to the first and third evaluation.
The benefits metrics were established to assist forces to monitor their progress and manage their performance.
The principle adopted was if the devices were not being used the force would not realise the expected benefits.
In the case of Essex, for technical reasons, it was not possible to measure all the transactions and therefore
it was more difficult to contrast their progress to other forces. The technical reasons were the inability to export
utilisation information from their legacy systems.
In that context, the overall level of usage of those applications that could be measured was considered to be
lower than other forces. However, during the period when NPIA was supporting Essex, the overall level of
usage did increase, with officers conducting typically 10,000 more checks a month (25% increase). Officers in
Essex were typically completing 10,000 paper forms each month covering Stops, Fixed Penalties and
Intelligence Reports, with less than 1% of Intelligence reports being submitted using their PDA’s.
Whilst the technology was bespoke to Essex, in the March 2010 Landscape review, the NPIA concluded
that while the overall capability in Essex was less than many other forces, their effectiveness in terms of
business change was comparative to many others.
Mobile working is critical to support the force’s move to a single non-geographic policing command, the
force plan to refresh their current devices and allocate them to users with greatest need as well as provide
officers with a greater capability using tablet computers to enable a broader transformation of business
processes.
Quotes From Officers
“My PDA assists me in my operational policing role and to be honest I don’t know how I’ve survived without
it so long. One of the best uses I find is that I’m able to email CPS direct regarding injuries for domestic
incidents (a picture tells a thousand words!!!). I recently dealt with an incident when a woman threw a kettle
of boiling water at her partner causing him serious injuries, the male in question was not prepared to go to
hospital or have his injuries photographed, however, I was able to record the injuries using my PDA and send
them to CPS to show how serious they were. CPS were prepared and authorised a charge of GBH with intent,
this would never have happened without the pictures being available for them to see. My PDA allows me to
check emails so I’m more prepared for work when I arrive. I’ve found it makes me more efficient and decreases
stress I know that if I haven’t checked emails at work I can read through them at my leisure and respond
accordingly. All in all a superbly useful tool and one which is of great benefit.” Central Division Domestic
Abuse and Hate Crime Unit
“In brief, I regularly use my PDA when attending subject premises for firearms incidents. We can have
usable moveable jpeg maps and aerial images sent to them, along with pictures of subjects. This can be of
huge benefit when attempting to contain a premises and assisting to gain access to contain premises. It also
allows officers to identify a subject’s premises, for example when approaching from the back. It is not the be
all and end all but another useful tool we have!” Mobile Support Division
“Being able to check immediately, and in view of the subject, sometimes elicit admissions to giving false
identities etc” Essex PDA user
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“If in a vehicle when using my PDA away from the station I will always park up in a place either where my
vehicle will deter motoring offences or disrupt anti social behaviour. I have witnessed both vehicles slowing
down and ASB disperse because of this. In addition, ASB suspects have questioned my use of the PDA and are
generally aware that it can be used for mobile police purposes ie person checks etc and this appears to make
them more forthcoming with accurate information about their person.” Essex PDA user
Annex B
DETAILS OF THE CURRENT CIVIL SERVICE COMPENSATION SCHEME ARRANGEMENTS
Civil Service
compensation scheme
element
Standard Tariff

Voluntary Compulsory

1 month’s pay per year of
service
Cap for those below 21 months’ pay
pension age (subject to
tapering)
Cap for those above 6 months’ pay
pension age
Early
Access
to Discretional on current
unreduced pension
service. Any other pension
Employer to top up
benefits must be paid
(50 to 55 age group)
immediately on actuarially
reduced
terms
unless
members
buys
out
reduction.
If NPIA were to decide to
run a VE scheme it would
therefore have to decide
whether to allow early
payment of pension
Early
Access
to Discretional on current
unreduced pension.
service. Any other service
Employer to top up
will be preserved unless
(55 to scheme pension member opts to take it
age)
actuarially reduced or opts
to buy out the reduction
If NPIA were to decide to
run a VE scheme it would
therefore have to decide
whether to allow early
payment of pension
Early
access
to All pension benefits will be
unreduced
pension. preserved unless member
Employer does not top up opts
to
take
them
(50 to scheme pension actuarially reduced or opts
age)
to buy out the reduction

Voluntary Redundancy

Compulsory
Redundancy

1 month’s pay per year of service 1 month’s pay per
year of service
21 months’ pay
12 months’ pay
6 months’ pay

6 months’ pay

Must be permitted on current
service. Any “other service”
pension benefits will be payable
immediately
on
actuarially
reduced terms unless member
buys out reduction

Cannot
be
permitted.
All
pension
benefits
preserved
unless
member opts to take
them
actuarially
reduced or opts to
buy
out
the
reduction

Must be permitted on current
service. Any other service will
be preserved unless member opts
to take it actuarially reduced or
opts to buy out the reduction

Cannot
be
permitted.
All
pension
benefits
preserved
unless
member opts to take
them
actuarially
reduced or opts to
buy
out
the
reduction

All pension benefits will be
preserved unless member opts to
take them actuarially reduced or
opts to buy out the reduction

All pension benefits
will be preserved
unless member opts
to
take
them
actuarially reduced
or opts to buy out
the reduction

20 March 2012

Written evidence from National Policing Improvement Agency
Further to my update of 4 April 2012, I am writing in response to your letters of 15 and 22 March 2012. I
apologise that this has taken a while to come to you: I was keen to provide you with a full and accurate
response and needed to take legal and HR advice on disclosure issues.
In your letter of 22 March, you asked for further information about the individuals in receipt of remuneration
under the Civil Service Compensation Scheme (CSCS) as outlined in the NPIA 2010/11 Annual Report. The
information you requested is contained in the tables attached to this letter, broken down by job title, grade,
length of service, salary and period of service remaining. The tables capture this information for 2009–10
and 2010–11.
In 2009–10 there were 28 severances at an average cost of £82,857 and in 2010–11 there were 156 severances
at an average cost of £39,244. The cost of severance does not equate to the amount paid to individuals: this is
because additional pension costs linked to early departure are charged to the agency at the time of departure.
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You will note that the job titles are generic, providing a general description of the nature and level of the
role involved, rather than specific job titles. This is because the clear legal advice is that to list individual posts
would make the NPIA vulnerable to legal challenge from the individuals concerned.
The compensation paid to those leaving has been strictly in line with the guidelines of the CSCS. The
decision-making process for the two Voluntary Exit schemes was informed by individual Value for Money
(VFM) figures. For every person applying to leave a “VFM figure” was calculated. This was arrived at by
comparing their exit cost against potential salary savings and, only in cases where we were satisfied that the
VFM case was made, did we allow the departure to take place. This decision-making process was chaired by
me, as Chief Executive, and supported by our head of HR and Chief Officer colleagues.
You will, of course, appreciate that the agency has had no alternative but to use a variety of means to reduce
its headcount—currently 1,400 compared with 2,200 in the summer of 2010. Some reduction has come through
transition of functions and some through natural wastage but the balance could only be achieved by redundancy
or exit schemes. In these, we have little discretion over cost as arrangements are determined by the Cabinet
Office. More will inevitably follow as we pursue the ministerial aspiration to close the agency by the end of
the year.
In your letter of 15th March 2012, you sought further clarification on the issue of naming those individuals
below Chief Officer level in receipt of payments under the CSCS. We have previously discussed this issue and,
although eager to disclose as fully as possible, I was aware of doubts about the legality of disclosure. I sought
formal legal advice on the issue and have been given emphatic advice that disclosure would leave the NPIA
vulnerable to a substantial fine because of the personal data that would be disclosed. I have to say, I do not in
any event understand the value to your inquiry of knowing the individual names.
You also asked if I was aware of whether any of those covered were now working for another public sector
employer. Whilst I may hear about the destination of some colleagues, the agency (in common with most other
employers) has no system for tracking former staff. Indeed, it would surely be an unjustified intrusion to have
such a system. The CSCS rules on those in receipt of a compensation payment joining another employer
covered by the CSCS are nevertheless clear:
“Those leaving will have to repay a proportionate part of their compensation payment if they join any
employer covered by the Civil Service Compensation Scheme. Currently there is no need to repay if they
join another public sector employer (although this may change in the future). No repayment will be
required if they find work in the private sector. Departments wishing to re-employ a member of the Senior
Civil Service for a period covered by a compensation payment will require Cabinet Office approval”.
The onus is therefore on the receiving organisation to establish whether any payment is required. I can tell
you what the process is within the NPIA: our external application form asks all applicants to detail the name
of their previous employer(s), the dates of their employment and their reason for leaving. Any application
received from someone previously employed the Civil Service or an NDPB immediately alerts our recruitment
team to establish whether the person has been paid compensation and is, therefore, potentially liable to repay
some or all of it.
I hope that this answers the questions that you posed both at the committee and in correspondence.
Can I finally pick up on a comment that was made in the Westminster Hall debate on ACPO yesterday.
Describing individual actions that have “at best, been negligent or, at worst, corrupt,” Julian Smith MP suggests
that you have found “similar issues with the National Police Improvement Agency.” I do not think the actions
of staff at the agency have been either negligent or corrupt. As I indicated in my letter to you last month, I
believe our transition and headcount reduction are being expedited by diligent, talented, enthusiastic and
committed public servants. I repeat my invitation to you to come and meet with them and be reassured that
they are doing their very best, within the rules that apply and in very trying and difficult circumstances.
25 April 2012

Grade

2A
1A
2A
1A
2A
N/A
1A
1A
1A
1B
1A
1A
2B
1B
2B
1B
1B
2B
2B
1B
2B
2A
2A
1B
2A
2B
1B
1B
2A
1B
1B
1B
2B
1B

Job title

Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Clerical Assistant
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Clerical Assistant
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
senior specialist or manager
Clerical Assistant
Clerical Assistant
Clerical Assistant
Administrator
Clerical Assistant
Clerical Assistant
Technical specialist or junior manager
Administrator
Technical specialist or junior manager
Administrator
Administrator
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Administrator
Technical specialist or junior manager
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Administrator
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Technical specialist or junior manager
Administrator
Administrator
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Administrator
Administrator
Administrator
Technical specialist or junior manager
Administrator

4 Years, 3 Months
7 Years, 6 Months
16 Years, 5 Months
9 Years, 4 Months
6 Years, 0 Months
14 Years, 3 Months
2 Years, 1 Months
2 Years, 11 Months
2 Years, 0 Months
3 Years, 11 Months
10 Years, 2 Months
10 Years, 3 Months
5 Years, 1 Months
18 Years, 11 Months
4 Years, 7 Months
2 Years, 9 Months
2 Years, 9 Months
5 Years, 5 Months
7 Years, 0 Months
6 Years, 7 Months
7 Years, 9 Months
1 Years, 11 Months
6 Years, 11 Months
7 Years, 2 Months
6 Years, 0 Months
8 Years, 2 Months
1 Years, 6 Months
2 Years, 5 Months
5 Years, 7 Months
1 Years, 5 Months
6 Years, 7 Months
17 Years, 3 Months
6 Years, 3 Months
10 Years, 2 Months

11,266.40
£13,488
£14,050
£14,140
£14,418
14,456.00
£16,136
16,208.00
£16,410
17,094.00
17,439.00
£18,450
18,581.00
£19,000
£19,178
£19,440
19,440.00
£19,510
19,833.00
£20,835
21,679.00
£22,000
£22,307
£22,716
£22,828
£22,903
£23,000
£23,185
£23,248
£23,262
£23,597
£23,637
23,902.00
24,016.00

NPIA CSCS Leavers 2010–11
Total Length of Service at
Salary (p/a) on leaving
leaving

26years,11months,21days
0years,2months,5days
able to draw immediate pension
0years,2months,0days
8years,1months,15days
22years,9months,12days
40years,2months,6days
4years,3months,9days
34years,8months,18days
14years,7months,4days
27years,9months,15days
0years,8months,20days
23years,1months,1days
0years,10months,6days
25years,5months,6days
21years,8months,3days
38years,0months,16days
9years,11months,-1days
26years,6months,0days
29years,1months,16days
28years,0months,28days
34years,11months,1days
3years,11months,5days
20years,2months,15days
28years,0months,14days
0years,3months,5days
38years,2months,25days
38years,0months,18days
13years,1months,27days
36years,6months,11days
28years,5months,15days
2years,6months,24days
20years,9months,4days
22years,4months,4days

Period of potential service
Between leaving date and pension age (pension
age as it was at leaving date—does not take
account of recent reforms to future pension ages)
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Grade

1B
1B
1B
1B
1B
1B
2A
2A
1B
1B
1B
2A
2A
2A
2A
2A
2A
2A
2A
N/A
2A
2A
2A
2A
2A
N/A
N/A
2A
2B
1B
2B
2B
2B
2A

Job title

Administrator
Administrator
Administrator
Administrator
Administrator
Administrator
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Administrator
Administrator
Administrator
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Technical specialist or junior manager
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Technical specialist or junior manager
senior specialist or manager
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Technical specialist or junior manager
Administrator
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Senior Administrator or junior specialist

8 Years, 8 Months
8 Years, 3 Months
0 Years, 9 Months
6 Years, 9 Months
5 Years, 7 Months
2 Years, 1 Months
14 Years, 8 Months
8 Years, 6 Months
24 Years, 2 Months
7 Years, 9 Months
1 Years, 4 Months
0 Years, 10 Months
6 Years, 9 Months
10 Years, 10 Months
7 Years, 6 Months
5 Years, 11 Months
9 Years, 2 Months
3 Years, 5 Months
2 Years, 2 Months
8 Years, 8 Months
7 Years, 3 Months
7 Years, 8 Months
7 Years, 6 Months
23 Years, 11 Months
5 Years, 6 Months
4 Years, 4 Months
30 Years, 1 Months
6 Years, 6 Months
5 Years, 2 Months
26 Years, 0 Months
9 Years, 1 Months
15 Years, 7 Months
2 Years, 6 Months
8 Years, 3 Months

£24,323
24,517.00
£25,000
25,172.00
£25,714
£26,203
£26,415
£26,415
£26,552
£26,805
£27,000
£27,000
£27,270
£27,609
£27,720
£27,843
27,926.00
28,019.00
£28,051
28,118.00
28,250.00
£28,534
£29,474
£29,718
£30,074
30,289.00
£30,356
£30,538
£30,926
31,543.00
31,960.00
£32,196
£32,383
£32,466

NPIA CSCS Leavers 201011
Total Length of Service at
Salary (p/a) on leaving
leaving

20years,3months,8days
18years,10months,14days
40years,2months,8days
24years,4months,25days
30years,10months,24days
37years,6months,27days
9years,0months,8days
able to draw immediate pension
5years,2months,1days
4years,6months,22days
29years,10months,2days
24years,10months,29days
18years,6months,25days
30years,2months,30days
28years,5months,20days
able to draw immediate pension
20years,6months,11days
7years,0months,28days
36years,0months,26days
26years,7months,15days
10years,6months,27days
0years,2months,25days
27years,3months,25days
7years,9months,29days
6years,5months,29days
18years,8months,1days
7years,10months,12days
able to draw immediate pension
24years,7months,21days
10years,8months,25days
13years,6months,6days
7years,6months,29days
25years,11months,13days
6years,1months,16days

Period of potential service
Between leaving date and pension age (pension
age as it was at leaving date—does not take
account of recent reforms to future pension ages)
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Ev 32 Committee of Public Accounts: Evidence

Grade

2A
2B
2B
2A
2A
2A
2B
2A
2A
3B
2B
2B
2B
2A
2B
2B
3B
2B
N/A
2B
2A
3A
3A
2B
3A
2A
2A
2B
2B
3A
2B
N/A
2B
2B

Job title

Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Technical specialist or junior manager
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
function head or manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
function head or manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
senior specialist or manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
senior specialist or manager
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Senior Administrator or junior specialist
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
senior specialist or manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager
Technical specialist or junior manager

5 Years, 5 Months
5 Years, 11 Months
9 Years, 2 Months
9 Years, 6 Months
21 Years, 11 Months
3 Years, 4 Months
5 Years, 7 Months
25 Years, 0 Months
19 Years, 8 Months
3 Years, 11 Months
7 Years, 6 Months
19 Years, 9 Months
28 Years, 9 Months
7 Years, 4 Months
14 Years, 3 Months
3 Years, 7 Months
1 Years, 1 Months
7 Years, 2 Months
14 Years, 6 Months
3 Years, 0 Months
38 Years, 9 Months
7 Years, 2 Months
2 Years, 3 Months
21 Years, 7 Months
4 Years, 8 Months
35 Years, 4 Months
28 Years, 9 Months
7 Years, 8 Months
34 Years, 11 Months
19 Years, 2 Months
11 Years, 8 Months
19 Years, 9 Months
17 Years, 1 Months
6 Years, 2 Months

£32,500
32,652.00
£32,670
£33,109
33,193.00
£33,317
£33,341
£33,719
33,887.00
£34,547
£35,187
£35,377
35,534.00
£35,589
35,662.00
£35,673
£36,000
36,907.00
£37,322
37,435.00
£37,580
£37,700
£37,700
£37,764
37,793.70
£38,117
£38,117
£38,205
£38,514
£38,841
38,989.00
39,167.00
£39,696
£39,696

NPIA CSCS Leavers 201011
Total Length of Service at
Salary (p/a) on leaving
leaving

31years,11months,19days
10years,3months,26days
6years,2months,7days
19years,2months,17days
18years,3months,4days
7years,0months,14days
11years,7months,13days
3years,11months,18days
22years,6months,22days
16years,1months,14days
18years,10months,18days
0years,0months,23days
14years,7months,27days
1years,4months,14days
14years,10months,5days
31years,10months,2days
12years,1months,7days
13years,6months,24days
3years,0months,13days
24years,2months,20days
3years,10months,2days
13years,0months,8days
22years,11months,23days
1years,2months,0days
9years,6months,27days
6years,7months,27days
8years,7months,12days
17years,0months,26days
5years,5months,24days
7years,9months,25days
18years,2months,14days
16years,3months,24days
5years,8months,5days
3years,9months,11days

Period of potential service
Between leaving date and pension age (pension
age as it was at leaving date—does not take
account of recent reforms to future pension ages)
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Committee of Public Accounts: Evidence Ev 33

manager

manager
manager
manager
manager
manager
manager

manager

manager

N/A
2B
2B
3A
2B
3A
3A
2B
3A
3A
3A
3A
3A
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
2B
N/A
3A
N/A
3A
2B
3A
3A
3A
3A
N/A
3A
3B
3A
3A
3A

senior specialist or manager
Technical specialist or junior
Technical specialist or junior
senior specialist or manager
Technical specialist or junior
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
Technical specialist or junior
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
Technical specialist or junior
Technical specialist or junior
Technical specialist or junior
Technical specialist or junior
Technical specialist or junior
Technical specialist or junior
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
Technical specialist or junior
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
function head or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager

manager
manager

Grade

Job title

10 Years, 6 Months
6 Years, 11 Months
21 Years, 5 Months
38 Years, 3 Months
7 Years, 1 Months
7 Years, 7 Months
22 Years, 3 Months
30 Years, 8 Months
22 Years, 2 Months
8 Years, 0 Months
6 Years, 3 Months
1 Years, 9 Months
14 Years, 2 Months
2 Years, 2 Months
36 Years, 6 Months
37 Years, 8 Months
33 Years, 11 Months
6 Years, 2 Months
33 Years, 0 Months
6 Years, 7 Months
30 Years, 7 Months
9 Years, 6 Months
1 Years, 5 Months
28 Years, 8 Months
10 Years, 5 Months
2 Years, 5 Months
37 Years, 7 Months
6 Years, 11 Months
6 Years, 1 Months
40 Years, 0 Months
27 Years, 5 Months
8 Years, 2 Months
2 Years, 2 Months
24 Years, 2 Months

£39,922
40,487.00
41,499.00
£42,254
£42,816
£43,132
£43,154
£43,379
£43,700
£43,700
£43,700
£43,700
43,700.00
£44,000
£45,505
£46,359
£46,359
£46,425
£46,920
47,021.00
£47,115
£47,395
£48,000
£51,499
£51,630
£52,615
£52,659
£53,000
£53,380
£53,463
£54,154
55,433.00
55,967.00
£56,170

NPIA CSCS Leavers 201011
Total Length of Service at
Salary (p/a) on leaving
leaving

13years,7months,4days
30years,9months,13days
10years,10months,25days
0years,7months,1days
23years,10months,17days
4years,9months,14days
0years,0months,30days
7years,6months,4days
1years,3months,10days
28years,3months,9days
29years,6months,3days
35years,4months,30days
15years,2months,27days
33years,5months,13days
2years,3months,0days
3years,8months,13days
7years,10months,15days
6years,0months,22days
4years,10months,18days
18years,8months,2days
10years,7months,1days
able to draw immediate pension
33years,8months,8days
1years,0months,5days
5years,4months,21days
18years,11months,24days
2years,11months,4days
25years,2months,15days
6years,4months,21days
able to draw immediate pension
9years,1months,9days
16years,2months,14days
20years,2months,18days
9years,3months,10days

Period of potential service
Between leaving date and pension age (pension
age as it was at leaving date—does not take
account of recent reforms to future pension ages)

cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [E]
Processed: [24-05-2012 09:46] Job: 019572 Unit: PG01
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/019572/019572_w003_MP t+t stephen barclay letter.xml

Ev 34 Committee of Public Accounts: Evidence

£57,404
£58,668
£59,297
61,361.00
£61,861
£61,890
£62,731
£63,703
£64,270
£66,517
67,131.00
£68,020
£68,113
£72,500
£73,872
£74,000
£79,552
£79,552

6 Years, 0 Months
5 Years, 4 Months
8 Years, 11 Months
9 Years, 7 Months
2 Years, 11 Months

2A

2A

2A

D

2A

Senior Administrator or junior
specialist
Senior Administrator or junior
specialist
Technical specialist or junior
manager
Technical specialist or junior
manager
Senior Administrator or junior
specialist

£24,181.00

£23,081.00

£23,010.00

£22,490.00

£18,160.00

NPIA CSCS Leavers 2009–10
Total Length of Service at Salary (p/a) on leaving
leaving

38 Years, 2 Months
2 Years, 1 Months
6 Years, 11 Months
24 Years, 3 Months
2 Years, 9 Months
26 Years, 11 Months
8 Years, 0 Months
22 Years, 5 Months
42 Years, 7 Months
31 Years, 11 Months
2 Years, 2 Months
5 Years, 9 Months
14 Years, 2 Months
0 Years, 11 Months
33 Years, 11 Months
1 Years, 0 Months
35 Years, 5 Months
25 Years, 11 Months

Grade

3A
3A
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B
3B

senior specialist or manager
senior specialist or manager
function head or manager
senior specialist or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager
function head or manager

NPIA CSCS Leavers 201011
Total Length of Service at
Salary (p/a) on leaving
leaving

Job title

Grade

Job title

5years,9months,11days

4years,6months,25days

10years,8months,7days

able to draw immediate pension

22years,8months,2days

Period of potential service
Between leaving date and pension age (pension age as it
was at leaving date—does not take account of recent
reforms to future pension ages)

able to draw immediate pension
20years,7months,2days
9years,9months,19days
10years,2months,15days
28years,7months,12days
16years,5months,1days
1years,2months,18days
11years,8months,27days
0years,11months,20days
8years,7months,22days
19years,8months,13days
4years,7months,1days
able to draw immediate pension
16years,8months,4days
0years,9months,29days
14years,7months,24days
5years,9months,3days
1years,2months,19days

Period of potential service
Between leaving date and pension age (pension
age as it was at leaving date—does not take
account of recent reforms to future pension ages)
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Committee of Public Accounts: Evidence Ev 35

13 Years, 10 Months
27 Years, 6 Months
7 Years, 5 Months
10 Years, 6 Months
8 Years, 8 Months
5 Years, 4 Months
11 Years, 10 Months
5 Years, 2 Months
17 Years, 2 Months
6 Years, 1 Months
17 Years, 8 Months
7 Years, 6 Months
5 Years, 0 Months
4 Years, 3 Months
28 Years, 10 Months
6 Years, 9 Months
29 Years, 5 Months

2B

D

2B

2B

2B

D

2B

3A
3A
3A
3A
3A

3A
3A
3A
4A

6 Years, 2 Months

2A

Senior Administrator or junior
specialist
Technical specialist or junior
manager
Technical specialist or junior
manager
Technical specialist or junior
manager
Technical specialist or junior
manager
Technical specialist or junior
manager
Technical specialist or junior
manager
Technical specialist or junior
manager
Senior specialist or manager
Senior specialist or manager
Senior specialist or manager
Senior specialist or manager
Senior specialist or manager
Senior specialist or manager
Senior specialist or manager
Senior specialist or manager
Senior specialist or manager
Senior Manager
£43,874.00
£48,039.00
£48,048.00
£48,972.00
£50,269.00
£50,454.00
£53,082.00
£57,203.00
£58,057.00
£85,017.00

£38,972.00

£36,017.00

£35,332.00

£34,389.00

£33,347.00

£31,909.00

£29,025.00

£28,250.00

NPIA CSCS Leavers 200910
Total Length of Service at Salary (p/a) on leaving
leaving

Grade

Job title

19years,9months,2days
30years,8months,23days
22years,8months,1days
5years,0months,10days
16years,6months,22days
8years,11months,15days
6years,10months,0days
8years,3months,7days
1years,11months,16days
8years,11months,2days

17years,2months,1days

24years,6months,12days

24years,3months,11days

22years,2months,15days

21years,2months,18days

6years,6months,27days

19years,1months,0days

30years,2months,26days

Period of potential service
Between leaving date and pension age (pension age as it
was at leaving date—does not take account of recent
reforms to future pension ages)
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Ev 36 Committee of Public Accounts: Evidence
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