Criminal Records Bureau - page 1

Criminal Record Bureau.

The anatomy of a systems failure



By Paul Burstow MP

Criminal Record Bureau

The anatomy of a systems failure

Contents
Chronology
3
Introduction
4

Summary and recommendations
4

Background
7

Delays, more delays and backlogs
9

Demand forecasts or random guestimates?
10
Last minute changes, long term consequences
12
A slow start but still unable to cope
13

Paper-based applications turn into a paper chase
14

The PPP and IT
14

Project mismanagement?
16
The Carter Report
17

Voluntary sector concerns overlooked
19
Counting the cost
20

Conclusions
22

Appendices
23

Chronology

1993
-
Sept
Green Paper entitled Disclosure of Criminal Records for Employment Vetting Purposes consults on Conservative Government proposals for the establishment of an independent, centralised agency to widen access to criminal record checks.

1996
-  
June 
White Paper entitled On the Record confirms the Government’s intention to establish an agency.  The agency would be self-financed by charges made for checks.


-
Nov
Police Bill introduced in House of Lords includes provisions to enact the proposals in the White Paper.

1997
-   

Police Bill completes all its Parliamentary stages

1998
-  

Home Office Police Research Group on Police National Computer (PNC) Phoenix data quality finds significant problems of timeliness, accuracy and completeness, giving rise to concern and delay.


-
Dec
Plans for establishing the Agency, to be known as the Criminal Records Bureau (CRB) published by Home Office, the project would be financed and run by a Public Private Partnership (PPP).

1999
-
Dec
CRB established as an Executive Agency of the Home Office within the Passport Agency.


-
Dec
Three bidders short listed for CRB PPP contract.

2000
-   July
Chief Inspector of Constabulary found the same problems with PNC Phoenix data as the Police Research Group in 1998


-
July
PPP contract awarded to Capita.


-
Aug
PPP contract signed by Capita.

2001
- 
March 
Home Affairs Select Committee report


-
Aug
Original start date for Standard and Enhanced Disclosures


-
Nov 
IT system available for service testing six months late

2002
​-  
March 
CRB goes live with standard and enhanced disclosures seven months late


-
March
CRB publish Corporate and Business Plans 2002-2007


-
June 
in an effort to clear backlog initial processing work transferred to Madras, India


-
June
staff seconded from the UK Passport Agency (UKPA) reaching a peak of 228 from August to October


-
Aug
Original start date for Basic Disclosure


-
Aug
Original start date for web based application route


-
Sept 
Home Secretary calls in trouble shooters to look at CRB and make recommendations, known as the Carter Inquiry


-
Nov 
Home Office announce indefinite postponement of checks on 700,000 people including those caring for vulnerable adults

2003
-
Feb 
Home Office announce indefinite postponement of basic disclosure as part of a written statement setting out ten recommendations by the Carter Inquiry


​-
April
Revised start date for Basic Disclosure
 before indefinite postponement

Introduction

The Bill proposes the creation of a new agency. The experience of setting up new agencies is not happy. The Crown Prosecution Service and the Child Support Agency are the best and worst examples, but by no means the only ones. Agencies set up from scratch and all at once have a habit of early systemic failure that can last for years. A high error rate has had severe consequences for the CSA. If the new criminal records agency made similar mistakes, it would be catastrophic for public confidence and would undermine the purpose for which it is to be established. 
Rt Hon Jack Straw MP, Shadow Home Secretary
 
1. The Criminal Record Bureau commenced operation in March 2002, behind schedule.  Within months of going live it was being heavily criticised for failing to deliver criminal record checks on time.  As the backlog grew the CRB and its private sector partner Capita were forced into a series of unplanned measures to cope.  After just six months the operating difficulties led the Home Secretary to send in trouble shooters, led by Patrick Carter.  What went wrong?

2. This report tries to piece together what went wrong and answer the question who is responsible?  The report is based on the answers to parliamentary questions and a review of published material.

Summary and recommendations

3. The CRB was first proposed by the then Conservative Government in 1993.  The Home Office has been working on plans to establish a centralised agency to provide criminal records for 10 years.  An extensive programme of research had been conducted to develop the business plan.  The whole process of devising and delivering the CRB was overseen by Programme Board chaired by the Chief Executive of the Passport Agency.

4. Criminal record checks were to be available from the CRB from August 2001, twelve months after the private sector partner, Capita, signed the contract to deliver, manage and own the IT side of the operation.  Over those crucial twelve months every stage of the implementation programme suffered delay and setback.

5. The CRB went live on 11th March 2002 - seven months late.  The first six months of operation saw a gradual increase in the number of applications for checks.  Despite the unexpectedly low volume of demand the CRB failed to cope.  The system lacked the capacity.

6. The CRB was drowning in paper.  The decision in May 2001 to include a full-scale paper-based application route had a serious impact on the CRB’s capacity.  It had been envisaged that customers would use the telephone or electronic routes to apply for disclosures.  In practice, eight out of ten applications are by paper.  The failure to identify at a much earlier stage such a basic customer requirement as how they would prefer to apply is staggering.  To compound this omission the CRB lay much of the blame for the backlog in processing applications at the door of applicants and Registered Bodies for filling in the forms incorrectly, rather than critically examining the design of the forms.

7. Three months after going live, and under intense pressure to deliver checks on teaching staff in time for the new school year, the CRB announced a package of measures to improve performance; which included shifting initial processing of paper applications to Madras, India and seconding hundreds of staff from the Passport Agency.

8. Five months after going live the CRB commissioned an independent review of the core IT systems provided by Capita.  The Home Office have refused to publish the report.  It is believed that when the consultants lifted the floorboards on the system they found a catalogue of serious defects: software and applications poorly documented, poorly coded, and not adaptable enough to meet future business needs.  There is even a question mark over whether the system originally delivered by Capita was capable of coping with the demands of the basic disclosure.  It is hardly surprising that the system had already undergone substantial ‘enhancements and improvements’ since its original delivery and was still in need of further significant modification to make it fit for its intended purpose.  

9. To what extent the Home Office’s system requirement contributed to the CRB’s difficulties needs to be understood.  The question is: did the system originally delivered by Capita fit the Home Office specification?

10. Six months of poor performance and panic measures end with the Home Secretary calling in trouble shooters.  The independent review team led by Patrick Carter found no evidence that the CRB has the capacity to cope with the levels of forecast demand.  Initial feedback was given to Ministers in September with a final report submitted to Ministers in December 2002.  To date, only a summary of the main findings and recommendations has been published.

11. Eight months in and capacity is still a problem.  Plans to extend checks to staff working with vulnerable adults from April 2003 have been postponed indefinitely.  The decision to postpone checks was an admission that the CRB was ill equipped to meet the demand anticipated in its business plan.  A plan that had only been published in March 2002 was already out of date and in urgent need of rewriting.

12. One year after go live and the Home Secretary accepted most of the recommendations of the Carter review team.  The introduction of the basic disclosure is to be postponed until the system can reliably cope with all the demand for standard and enhanced disclosures.  Just two and a half years after awarding Capita the contract the Government is to embark on a costly renegotiation to secure a system capable of delivering the original business plan.

13. The CRB is meant to be self-financing by 2007.  The Home Office secured HM Treasury approval in 2001 for a five year cumulative cost recovery plan.  This plan has to recover all of the set-up costs incurred by the Agency and Capita, all of the running costs of the Agency and Capita, and the cost of waiving charges for volunteers.  

14. The unanticipated demand for, and use of, a full-scale paper based application route on top of significant changes to the capabilities of the IT have increased the unit cost of producing a disclosure.  The estimated loss of £100 million in revenue from the basic disclosure over the next three years means that fixed and set-up costs have to be spread over fewer standard and enhanced disclosures; disclosures which are more expensive to administer leaving less scope for paying off ‘loans’ from HM Treasury.  Unless the Home Office can strike a deal with HM Treasury charges for disclosures will have to rise sharply to bridge the gap.

15. Commercial confidentiality offers a convenient means of clouding questions of accountability.  It is hard to pinpoint whether Capita delivered the system specified by the Home Office or not.  The fact that the system has undergone countless changes suggests a serious flaw in the specification and a breakdown in communication during the design stage.

16. So far no one at a senior level connected with CRB project has resigned.  Perhaps it is time they considered their positions.

Recommendations

17. CRB customers should not be made to pay for poor project planning and incompetent implementation.  Fee increases for disclosures should be indexed to prices.

18. The Home Office should seek the agreement of Capita to waive commercial confidentiality and publish the Carter Inquiry report in full.

19. The Home Office should seek the agreement of Capita to waive commercial confidentiality and publish the French Thornton Partnership review of the core system delivered by Capita.

20. A clear timetable should be published for the introduction of checks on staff working with vulnerable adults.  This should include a start date for the Protection of Vulnerable Adults List (PoVA) by the Department of Health.

21. The demand forecasts, financial estimates and performance targets in the Corporate and Business Plan should be recast to reflect the new environment in which the Agency is operating.

22. The Home Office should work with the voluntary sector to determine the best way of establishing a network of regional Umbrella Registered Bodies with sufficient funding to enable them to develop sound databases and process to ensure local voluntary and community organisations have equal access across the country.

23. The Home Office must review the insurance liability implications for registered bodies (RBs) and umbrella registered bodies (URBs) of implementing the Carter Inquiry recommendations that RBs and URBs should validate applicant’s identities and that the CRB should determine the level of disclosure to be issued.

24. The Home Office should ensure that full consideration is given to the responses to its consultation on reform of the disclosure process, before tabling amendments to the Criminal Justice Bill, there should be a Written Ministerial Statement setting out the Government’s intentions.

Background

25. In September 1993 the then Conservative Government published a Green Paper Disclosure of Criminal Records for Employment Vetting Purposes
.  The aim was to widen access to checks so that all employers and voluntary organisations could ask a successful candidate to apply for a check.  This was followed in June 1996 when the Government confirmed its plans to establish a centralised agency to provide criminal records checks in its White Paper On the Record
.

26. The policy intention was quickly followed by legislation introduced in the autumn of 1996 and enacted in 1997 with all party support
.  The new Labour administration carried the project forward and in December 1998 the Home Office published its plans for setting up the CRB.
 The Bureau was to be placed under the management of the United Kingdom Passport Agency (UKPA), and was to be set up as a Public Private Partnership (PPP).

27. A year later the Home Office elaborated on the CRB’s relationship with the UKPA by stating that it would operate as a separate business unit, with its own Business Plan and Annual Report.  The UKPA role was confined to administrative support while the Chief Executive of the Passport Agency would also serve as the Chief Executive of the Bureau.

28. In December 1999 three bidders were short listed as the potential private sector partner under the PPP.  The award of the contract to Capita was announced in July 2000, the contract was signed in August 2000
.  At the time of award, the Capita contract value was estimated at £400 million over ten years.  But actual total payments would depend on the actual number of disclosures issued and the cost of the application. 

29. The Criminal Records Bureau issues certificates, known as ‘disclosures’, to people who live in England and Wales. There are separate arrangements for Scotland, where the Scottish Criminal Records Office issues the certificates. It uses four main sources of information:

 The Police National Computer (PNC) application known as Phoenix, which is a centralised information point for the police forces of England and Wales 

 Local police force records 

 Records held by the Department of Health about people considered unsuitable for work with children or with vulnerable adults 

 Similar records held by the Department for Education and Employment. 

30.
The Police Act 1997 makes provision for three different levels of disclosure provided by the Bureau: Basic, Standard and Enhanced
.  Standard and Enhanced Disclosure have been available since the 11th March 2002, seven months behind their scheduled start date.  The introduction of the Basic Disclosure has slipped twice and has now been postponed indefinitely.

31. The Police Act further restricts access to enhanced disclosures. Part V of the Act was amended by the Protection of Children Act 1999 and the Care Standards Act 2000, which set up a single arrangement through which standard and enhanced disclosures can reveal whether the applicant is included on lists of those who are unsuitable to work with children, which are held by the Department of Health and the Department for Education and Skills.

32. Applications for Standard and Enhanced Disclosures can only be made through a Registered Body who countersigns the application confirming the need for the disclosure and the person’s identity.  Access to the standard and the enhanced disclosure is restricted to those applying for positions that are exceptions to the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974. That is intended to ensure that spent criminal record information is revealed only where necessary because of the sensitivity of the post for which an individual is applying. 

33. Registered Bodies include major voluntary organisations, such as the Scouts, and large employers such as local authorities.  Many small voluntary organisations and employers have chosen not to become Registered Bodies in their own right. They use the services of Umbrella Bodies, such as their local authority, who will countersign the application on their behalf. There is a one-off charge of £300 to become a Registered or Umbrella Body.

Delays, more delays and backlogs

Delay is clearly undesirable. However, the CRB service cannot and will not be allowed to go live until systems have been fully developed and tested and there is a high degree of confidence in the service being delivered to appropriately high standards.

Memorandum by the Home Office, 24th January 2001

34. The CRB commenced operations in March 2002.  The Home Office had originally planned that the CRB would go live with standard and enhanced disclosures in August 2001; twelve months after Capita signed the contract.  Over that crucial twelve months every stage in the implementation programme was to suffer delay.

35. A parliamentary answer from the Home Office set out planned time and actual time for each implementation stage of the CRB:

	Stage

	Planned time
	Actual time
	Months lost

	Implementation of Registration Service     (manual)
	March 2001
	May 2001
	2

	Implementation of Registration Service (automated)
	March 2001
	July 2001
	4

	Implementation of High Level Disclosure Service — System available for Service Testing
	April 2001
	November 2001
	6

	Implementation of High Level Disclosure Service — Service Commencement
	August 2001
	March 2002
	7


[See Appendix One for purpose of each stage]

36.
By the time Capita took on the contract to deliver the IT system the Home Office had been working on the CRB project for 9 years
.  An extensive programme of research had been undertaken to develop the business plan and model the likely level of demand for the service.

Demand forecast or random guestimates?

37. Initial research into the likely level of demand for CRB checks was undertaken by the Home Office and the Bureau.  The Home Office commissioned Coopers Lybrand in 1996 to determine who would use the service and what the likely levels of demand would be.
  This work cost the Home Office £66,422.
  In March 2000 Accent Market Research carried out a further exercise for the Home Office to identify the customers of and level of demand for checks.  This cost the Home Office £16,293.26
.

38. According to the Home Office both the Cooper Lybrand and Accent studies were validated by a Labour Force Survey in 1999
.  A telephone survey of existing checkers to confirm the baseline information obtained from the Coopers and Accent studies was undertaken by Passport and Record Agency’s business planning unit.  In December 2001, Capita Account Managers conducted their own research to determine which Registered Bodies would be likely to be heavy users of the service.

39. Home Office estimates of the level of demand have ranged from 5 to 12 million annually.  In evidence to the Home Affairs Selection Committee, the Chief Executive of the CRB said:

“The estimate that we have, if we look at steady states, which we characterise as year four, when all of the disclosures were available and demand was built up to what we expect it was about eight and a half million disclosures a year, of which 2.5 million would be the high level disclosures, which are really close to the government's policy objectives, and the others are the basis disclosures for general employment. We have also done a lot of work around potential variations. We have to dimension the system to cope with quite a wide variation certainly, plus or minus 30 per cent or 40 per cent on those numbers.”

This would imply a system capable of dealing with between 6 and 12 million disclosure applications.  The CRB’s Corporate and Business Plans 2002-2007 put the figure at a little over 6 million for all three types of disclosure
.

40.
When asked what assessment had been made of all the research into the likely levels of demand the Minister, Hilary Benn MP, in a written answer said:

The research undertaken enabled a baseline figures to be agreed and confirmed and assumptions validated from a number of different sources.  An assessment of the research indicates that the baseline figure produced for the first year of operations is reasonably close to actual demand.  However, it now seems less certain that the much higher levels of future demand will be achieved, although this has yet to be proven.

This enigmatic answer calls into question why the CRB descended into chaos within the first six months of operation.  If actual demand for CRB checks was in line with what had been anticipated and the system has been designed to cope with a margin of plus or minus 30 to 40 per cent what went wrong?

41.
Indeed according to the figures
 published by the Home Office the volume of applications in the first ten months was:

	
	Total Apps

Received
	Standard

Disclosures issued
	Enhanced

Disclosures issued
	Total

Outstanding

	Total Disclosures issued

	B/F
	9
	7
	14
	-
	21

	March
	2,765
	15
	6
	-
	21

	April
	39,713
	409
	2,389
	40,223
	2,798

	May
	87,865
	2,070
	17,376
	94,873
	19,446

	June
	90,204
	4,315
	30,585
	148,310
	34,900

	July
	159,393
	12,828
	76,258
	179,347
	89,086

	August
	144,030
	14,116
	96,295
	192,443
	110,411

	September
	204,868
	16,497
	116,238
	236,433
	132,735

	October
	227,340
	22,620
	159,226
	258,376
	181,846

	November
	187,463
	23,257
	159,200
	277,462
	182,457

	December
	151,784
	22,347
	148,706
	251,334
	171,053

	Total as at Dec
	1,295,434
	118,481
	806,293
	-
	924,774

	January
	
	
	
	
	

	February
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	1,439,609


42. From these figures it can be seen that the demand for checks in the first six months amounted to 523,979 applications.  During the same period 256,641 disclosures were issued.   Month by month the CRB was getting further and further behind.

43. In November the Home Office announced
 that a review of projected likely capacity of the CRB against projected demand for its service had led to the decision to postpone indefinitely requirements for checks on 700,000 staff working with vulnerable adults
.  The reason given by the Home Office Minister, Lord Falconer, was that “the Criminal Record Bureau (CRB) has not so far been able to provide a satisfactory service.”  This was echoed in the published summary of main findings from the Carter Inquiry which said, “there is no evidence that the CRB, as it stands, would be able to cope with the significantly higher levels of demand which were foreseen in the business plans.”

44. By the end of March 2003 the CRB had issued 1,439,609 disclosures.  The CRB’s Corporate & Business Plans 2002-2007 set out the demand volumes upon which the financial plans were founded (see Appendix 2).  These assumed a start date in August 2001.  The first full year of activity was to be 2002/03.  In a full year the plan assumed that there would be demand for 3,040,700 enhanced disclosures and 289,895 standard disclosures, a total of 3,330,595 disclosures.  This is more than double the current volume of demand.

Last minute changes, long term consequences

45. It was the growing backlog of applications that triggered a series of crisis measures and ultimately resulted in the Home Secretary sending in trouble shooters in September.

46. From its inception, the CRB was intended to be based on a call-centre, telephone based and online application system, with capacity to deal with individual paper applications.  It was never envisaged by the Home Office that the system would deal with large volumes of paper applications.

47. It was not until the CRB held a series of registration seminars between January and June 2001 that “many organisations with significant stature and strong relevance to the CRB voiced their concerns over the proposed telephone only application channel.”
  Even more disturbing is the admission that the CRB did not carry out a formal consultation exercise on application routes.

48. According to the Home Office the CRB agreed in May 2001 to introduce the extra capacity necessary to operate a full-scale paper-based application system.  How it was possible to get within 2 months of the planned go live before learning that system has not been designed to cater for the preferred application route of the majority of the CRB’s prospective customers is beyond belief.

49. The CRB’s Implementation Director, Julian Trill, spelt out the implications of this decision to introduce a paper-based application:

“Whilst this may sound like a simple amendment, this change required a significant redesign of the Disclosures initiation process including the introduction of a scanning facility, as well as the publication and logging of sequential application form reference numbers.”

Around 78 per cent of applications for disclosures are on paper
.  It was this unexpected volume of paper based applications that contributed significantly to operational difficulties.  The Carter Inquiry found that these difficulties were “aggravated by pressures of vetting all new teachers prior to the start of the new school year”.

A slow start but still unable to cope

50. Based on the Home Office predictions, demand for disclosures in the first few months of the CRB’s life was low.  Despite the low volumes discussed earlier in this paper the CRB struggled to cope.

51. Within two months of ‘going live’, the CRB was facing criticism from the then Secretary of State for Education and Skills, Estelle Morris MP
.  Supply teacher agencies complained of an eight-week wait for Disclosures, more than double the promised three week turnaround time.  

52. In May 2002, the then Secretary of State for Education and Skills and the Home Secretary introduced emergency measures when it became clear that the CRB was unable to cope. The job of vetting teachers and classroom assistants was returned to the Department of Education and Skills’ List 99 database.  

53. In June 2002 as part of a package of measures to improve performance it was decided to transfer manual inputting of application forms to Hayes Plc in Madras India.  The new data entry system involves fast keying and scanning optical character recognition systems.  This arrangement will continue until an electronic application route is introduced when it is meant to be reviewed. 

54. However, events in Soham lead to a further U-turn. The murders of Jessica Chapman and Holly Wells in August 2002 led the DfES, worried by the heightened public concern surrounding children’s safety, to scrap the List 99 only checks, and announce that all staff that would come into contact with children would have to obtain a Disclosure from the CRB before starting work.

55. Also in June the UKPA started seconding staff to the CRB and Police forces.  This reached its peak in busiest season of the year for the Passport Agency when in August 2002, 228 UKPA staff were seconded for three months.  In February 2003 there were still 35 staff on secondment
.

56. An estimated 25,000 applications by teachers remained outstanding days before the start of the new school year, and thousands of pupils were forced to miss the first days of term when over 7,000 teachers were still waiting clearance when the new term had started
.

Paper-based applications turn into a paper chase

57. The CRB blamed much of the backlog on the number of application forms that had been incorrectly completed.  In November 2002 of the 275,166 outstanding applications 33 per cent had been returned to the applicant.
  Further figures in January 2003 showed that of 155,413 applications outstanding over six weeks 52.4 per cent arose because the Registered Body, the applicant or both had incorrectly completed the application or left mandatory parts of the form blank.
  These figures seriously call into question the wording and design of the application form and the clarity of the guidance given to applicants. 

58. The National Council for Voluntary Organisation (NCVO) has been critical of the Disclosure application process
.  Problems highlighted by the NCVO with the application process include:

 form not user friendly

 not enough space on form

 badly laid out forms that are uneasy to read

 forms too complex to complete without help.

59. Following an analysis of errors and numerous complaints, the CRB agreed to change its application guidance notes.  The number of pages in the guidance notes was cut from 25 to 6.  However, the new layout of the guidance notes quadrupled the size of each page, so in effect the guidance notes were cut effectively by one page.  Also the Bureau no longer requires applicants to complete two sections of the form, yet have failed to remove these sections from the application form.

The PPP and IT

60. The CRB is heavily reliant on IT. Capita’s contract was first to deliver, then manage and own the technical solution. Capita operates a large part of the application process including receipt of non-sensitive processing applications, initial identity checking of applicants and operation of the contact centre.  The company were also to be responsible for basic disclosures.  More sensitive enquiries and cases that throw up policy issues or other problems needing judgement and resolution are dealt with by civil servants.  They also deal with disputes and register Umbrella and Registered Bodies.  Responsibility for managing and monitoring the overall service also remain with civil servants.  

61. While the late decision to incorporate a full-scale paper application route has had a serious effect on the CRB’s capacity it is only part of the picture.  The limited published summary of main findings from the Carter Inquiry states:

“following ‘go live’, it became clear that both the systems and processes were inadequate to cope with demand”.

How could the system have been allowed to go live in March 2002 with such question marks hanging over it?

62. In August 2002, French Thornton Partnership Ltd were commissioned by the CRB to conduct an independent review of the core IT systems provided by Capita the report was delivered in September 2002.  The review cost £76,000 and was paid for by the Bureau.  The Home Office has refused to publish the report.

63. Why was the CRB conducting a review of core systems just five months after going live?  It is believed that when the review team looked under the floorboards they found a catalogue of serious defects.

64. Questions have been raised about the quality of the code supplied by Capita, its impact on operations, the completeness of documentation and how reliable it is, and the adaptability of the core system to meet future business needs.  With so many changes being made to the system it is likely that not every new release has been fully documented.  This can complicate further changes as they can have unforeseen consequences.

65. It is not clear from published material whether the core system in its current form is suitable to be used for the much greater demands of the Basic Disclosure.  If this were to be the case it must call into question why the system originally delivered by Capita was accepted by the CRB.

66. From written answers over the last six months it has been possible to discover that the system lacks the ability to produce a range of important management information.  For example, the system cannot provide data on an occupation-specific basis, i.e. social workers, teachers, etc.; and Ministers confirmed in December that the only information concerning the demand of different professional groups for CRB checks had been obtained by means of a manual sample exercise.  For the same reason the CRB has no IT procedures to extract data on waiting times for job types.

67. The CRB also has no IT procedure to extract data giving outstanding disclosures broken down between different levels of disclosure.
  Perhaps even more surprisingly the system currently cannot provide exception reports on disclosure applications that have experienced long delays.

68. In February 2001 the Chief Executive of the CRB told the Home Affairs Select Committee that:

“We are also going to start with a pilot operation.  Before we go on to full scale operation with all comers we are starting with the current organisations that are currently checked s there is some build up of our experience before we hit the maximum volumes we can see.”

69. The system finally became available for testing in November 2001.  However, in the published version of the Carter Inquiry it points out that independent Office of Government Commerce Gateway Reviews had identified inadequate testing as one of a range of ‘risks’ with the project.  Julian Trill, CRB Implementation Manager put it this way:

“No piloting can be 100% comprehensive and we are continuing to work hard to solve problems that have been highlighted since going live.”

70. Why has it proved necessary for the IT system built and operated by Capita to be subject to so many ‘improvements and enhancements’ since original delivery?  Why did the Carter Inquiry conclude that “a further programme of significant enhancement will be required
”?

71. The French Thornton Partnership report should be published.  It would go a long way to answering these important questions.

Project mismanagement?

72. In its report on the CRB the Home Affairs Select Committee had this to say about the Home Office’s capacity to manage complex projects:

Recent concern about the Immigration and Nationality Directorate's casework project in conjunction with Siemens has focused attention on PPP work. The original IT applications agreed for that project in 1996 are now seen to be too complex, and interim IT measures have had to be put in place. The Siemens contract with IND runs until 2003. The Criminal Records Bureau's operation will be extremely reliant on information technology. We have seen how the introduction of IT in other parts of the Home Office, such as the Passport Office and the Immigration and Nationality Directorate, have gone badly.

73.
It is hard to come to any other conclusion than that the introduction of IT in the CRB has gone just as badly, if not worse.  The Home Affairs Select Committee in its report on the Bureau
 set out what it saw as the best and worst case scenarios: 

	BEST CASE SCENARIO
-Wider access to criminal records information means that far fewer dangerous people are able to gain access to children and vulnerable adults
-The new centralised service is a marked improvement on current arrangements
-The Bureau's IT systems ensure that the service is swift, and few applications lead to disputes that information is inaccurate 

	WORST CASE SCENARIO
-IT systems perform inadequately and the Bureau is unable to cope with the level of demand for checks
-There are delays of many weeks in processing applications
-Unsuitable candidates are able to slip through the net and gain access to children and vulnerable adults




The worse case scenario advanced by the Select Committee has largely come to pass.

74.
In February 2003 in a Ministerial written statement the Home Secretary
 state that “some 80 per cent of Standard Disclosures and 50 per cent. of Enhanced Disclosures are now issued within three weeks”.  However, this is still well short of the service standards which require 90% of enhanced disclosures to be issued within the three weeks and 95% of standard disclosures to be turned round within one week.

75. How could a project 9 years in the making fail to deliver the required performance?  In evidence to the Home Affairs Select Committee the Home Office outlined an elaborate system of committees to manage the CRB programme.
 

76. The detailed work of drawing up the system requirements was undertaken by the Home Office and scrutinised by a Programme Board chaired by the Chief Executive of UKPA.  To what extent the Home Office’s system requirement contributed to the need for ‘improvements and enhancements’ to the system after delivery. This needs to be understood if lessons are to be learnt for future complex IT projects.

The Carter Report

77. As discussed earlier the Home Secretary announced in September 2002 that a team of trouble shooters were to be sent in to the CRB to make recommendations on how to achieve a step change in the organisations performance.

78. The team delivered interim feedback in September and a final report in December 2002.  The whole exercise cost the Home Office £585,000
.  Despite repeated requests the Home Office has refused to publish, in full, the findings of the Carter Inquiry.  When questioned about when the Home Office intended to publish the report the Home Office Minister, Hilary Benn MP, replied that neither the feedback given to Ministers in September, nor the advice that was given to Ministers at the end of 2002 would be “in a form intended for publication
.” 

79. Persistent pressure finally forced the Home Office into a partial climb down when in a written answer Hilary Benn MP stated that they were “minded to publish a summary document”.
  The Home Secretary subsequently published what was described as the main findings and recommendations of the independent review team as part of a Ministerial written statement.

80. The recommendations included:

- Greater flexibility by allowing private sector staff to carry out functions reserved to civil servants working for the CRB

- A new duty on Registered Bodies to ensure the quality and completeness of applications

- A phased introduction of mandatory use of electronic submission of applications by Registered Bodies

- Prioritisation of level of disclosure by occupational group

- Flagging PNC files where local intelligence is held

- Postponement of the introduction of the Basic Disclosure and its routing through Registered Bodies once introduced

- Renegotiate the contract with Capita

- Investigate requiring fingerprints to be submitted to enable more rigorous linking with the PNC

- Establishing the CRB as a separate Executive Agency

- Changes to Part V of the Police Act 1997 to facilitate implementation of other recommendations

81. As the Carter Inquiry acknowledges many of these recommendations will themselves require further changes to the CRB’s computer systems.  For example, the ability to extract data from the system concerning occupational groups will be essential if Ministers are to be able to determine which levels of disclosure different groups should be issued with.  Currently this facility is not available.

82. The Home Office still refuse to publish the report in full on grounds of commercial confidentiality.

Voluntary sector concerns overlooked

83. Since the Ministerial Statement in February the Home Office has issued two consultation documents.  The first
 proposes reforms to the disclosure process including placing a duty on Registered Bodies to validate an applicant’s identity, plans to move to an electronic application route, new powers to monitor and revoke registered bodies licences and new powers for the CRB to determine the appropriate level of disclosure required.

84. The voluntary sector, through the National Council for Voluntary Organisations (NCVO) has expressed its view that the Carter Inquiry and the Home Office proposals fail to address their concerns.  Perhaps even more disturbing is that Patrick Carter’s Independent Review Team only consulted two representatives of the voluntary sector during the review.

85. In its rush to implement the Carter Inquiry recommendations and use the Criminal Justice Bill currently before Parliament to amend law the Home Office consultation was less than the 12 weeks recommended in the Compact and the Cabinet Office’s own Code of Good Practice on Consultations.  The consultation ended on the 25th April 2003.  It is likely that amendments to the Criminal Justice Bill will be considered during the Commons Report Stage on the 19th May which means there is very little time to consider the results of the consultation.

86. The NCVO are concerned that Registered Bodies and Umbrella Registered Bodies (URBs) will face increased public liability insurance premiums if they have a statutory duty to validate an applicant’s identity.  Similar concerns arise from the proposals to allow the CRB to determine the appropriate level of disclosure to be issued.  The NCVO do not believe that the CRB is capable of making such a judgement call without knowledge of the case by case circumstances.

87. By February 2003, just ten months after the CRB had gone live there had been 400 instances where applicant details supplied by the Criminal Records Bureau (CRB) to the police has led to mistakenly matching conviction details with an applicant and 225 ex-gratia compensation payments to customers for maladministration
. This despite the Home Office Select Committee concern that there should not be any errors:

“It would be unacceptable if errors on the Police National Computer let even one undesirable person through the checking system. Equally, inaccurate data should not be allowed to traduce a blameless individual. The manifest levels of Police National Computer error make us doubt whether it can support a system of criminal records certificates.”

88.
The NCVO are concerned that there is an unequal access to the services of URBs.  To address this they argue for funding by Government for a back-up network of URBs, on a regional basis and with sufficient funding to develop robust databases and processes.  There have been a number of suggestions on the way forward in terms of developing such a network:

 establishing a nationwide network of URBs at a regional level that would provide a service specifically for the voluntary and community sector;

 encouraging local authorities to act as URBs for voluntary organisations in their area; 

 tackling gaps in the coverage of umbrellas by establishing a fund that potential URBs could apply to for help with start-up costs, and assessed on the basis of where gaps need to be filled.

89.
The devolved administrations in Scotland and Wales have funded the establishment of units to act as umbrella bodies for the voluntary and community sector which might offer useful pointers for the Home Office:

 Wales: the Wales Council for Voluntary Action has been commissioned by the Assembly Government to establish a new unit at the cost of £219,000 and expected to come into operation by September 2003. 
 Scotland: since December 2000 there has been a “Central Registered Body” which processes applications from volunteers for free.  This was set up and funded by the Scottish Executive under the aegis of Volunteer Development Scotland (VDS). 

90.
The Home Office should consult with the voluntary sector and others on the most effective method of providing such a network for England.

Counting the cost

91.  The overall cost of the CRB including the agency, non-Capita costs and the police, is estimated at £930 million over 10 years.  This includes the value of the contract with Capita which was estimated at £400 million over 10 years.

92. The start-up costs of implementing the Bureau were funded partly through the Home Office vote and partly by Capita.  The Home Office planned to commit £10 million over three years from 1999 to 2002.  The Bureau also funded the £6 million start-up costs of police forces.  As part of the PPP arrangement Capita funded all their set-up costs (including capital investment) as well as on-going operating costs.  Capitas’ costs would be recouped from the fee paid on each disclosure.

93. Right from its inception the CRB was to be a self-financing venture.  The Home Office secured agreement from the Treasury that it would operate an ‘unusually generous’ five year pay back period.  This was intended to reflect the demand-led nature of the service.  As demand for the service built the fee rates for disclosures would be set at a level sufficient to recover the costs of Capita, of data sources, core CRB staffing, accommodation, IT, of waiving charges for volunteers and other costs within the five year period.

94. In 2001 the Home Affairs Select Committee was very critical of the Bureau for failing to produce detailed financial forecasts for the first five years of its operation as other agencies did.  The first Corporate and Business Plan covering the period 2002-2007 was expected in March 2001
 however it was not published until March 2002.  It is clear that within just a few months of publication it has become necessary to recast all of the demand and financial forecasts.

95. Given the extra costs of setting-up and running a full-scale paper based application as well as numerous other changes it is hardly surprising that the CRB’s finances are not healthy.  The Corporate & Business Plans 2002-2007 stated that the average cost per disclosure would peak at £13.63 and reduce thereafter.  The current charge per disclosure is £12 and it seems likely that the fact that almost eight out ten disclosure applications are on paper that the unit cost has risen significantly.

96. As the CRB Annual Report and Accounts 2001-2002 state:

“An initial fee level for Disclosures of £12 has been set, with free Disclosures for volunteers.  Demand is expected to build up over the first few years of operation, and these fee levels are expected to give early deficits within the context of a 5-year cumulative cost recovery plan.  HM Treasury has offered access to the reserve to help fund deficits in this financial year and the CRB has secured funding for the projected deficit in 2002/3.”

97. The decision to renegotiate the contract with Capita, just 2½ years into a ten year contract is likely to prove a costly business.  The Home Office have appointed an independent negotiator to handle the matter on its behalf.  

98. The CRB envisaged 1 million applications for Basic Disclosures in the first twelve months of operations.
  The crucial importance of Basic Disclosures to the financial stability of the CRB was acknowledged in the Corporate and Business Plan.  A slippage in the launch of the service would “clearly impact on the CRB’s financial position in 2002/03”.
  In a parliamentary answer Home Office Minister, Hilary Benn MP, said that the estimated cost and income for basic disclosures was £8.3 million in 2003/04, £36.4 million in 2004/05, and £54.6 million in 2005/06.
  In all £99.3 million.  Further delays in implementing the basic disclosure will mean that all of the fixed and set up costs of the CRB will have to be recovered from the fees charged for standard and enhanced disclosures.

99. Given the self-financing nature of the CRB unless the Treasury relaxes its five year pay back period or writes-off some of the set up costs it will require significant and possibly different increases in the charge for disclosures.  It has recently been reported that the Home Office is considering increasing the charge for enhanced and standard disclosures to £35, a 291 per cent increase.  The customers of the CRB who must by law use its services should not be penalised for mistakes made in setting up and running the Bureau.

Conclusions

100. Jack Straw was right to issue his warning of ‘early systemic failure that can last for years’ when he was Shadow Home Secretary.  Unfortunately, during his watch at the Home Office most of the fatal decisions that set the CRB on course for chaos were taken.

101. Commercial confidentiality offers a convenient means of clouding questions of accountability.  It is hard to pinpoint whether Capita delivered the system specified by the Home Office or not.  The fact that the system has undergone countless changes suggests a serious flaw in the specification and a breakdown in communication during the design stage.

102. It is clear that the last minute decision to introduce a full-scale paper-based application route turned upside down many of the assumptions on which the system had been design.  It points to a fundamental failure to listen to the customer.

103. This is not the first complex IT system the Home Office has mishandled.  Lessons are not being learned.  The Home Office agreement with HM Treasury that the CRB would recover its costs and be self-financing by 2007 means that Home Office Ministers are now stuck between a rock and a hard place, jacking up fees for disclosures and courting a public outcry, or trying to persuade HM Treasury to extend the pay back period.  It seems more than likely that the cost of putting the CRB right is will fall on those organisations and individuals who are obliged by law to apply for disclosures, and that is unfair.

104. On the available evidence it is hard to see how Ministers or their officials could have had the ‘high degree of confidence’ in the system necessary to authorise go-live in March 2002.  The system was not fit for purpose; it was not ready to cope, it should not have gone live.

105. So far no one at a senior level connected with CRB project has resigned.  Perhaps it is time they considered their position.

Appendix One: Stages in the commissioning of the CRB IT systems

	Stage

	Purpose of stage

	Implementation of Registration Service (Manual)
	To commence the registration of organisations using a manual process in preparation for the implementation of the Disclosure Service

	Implementation of Registration Service (automated)
	To continue registering organisation using an automated service

	Implementation of High Level Disclosure Service - System available for Service Testing
	System and service testing to ensure that the Disclosure service was robust before live operation

	Implementation of High Level Disclosure Service - Service Commencement
	Disclosure Service ‘go live’.  Commenced issuing Standard and Enhanced Disclosures.


Appendix Two: Key figures from the CRB, Corporate & Business Plans 2002-2007, 

Annex A, pages 34-35

UNIT COST (AVERAGE PER DISCLOSURE)

	
	FY 2000/01
	FY 2001/02
	FY 2002/03
	FY 2003/04
	FY 2004/05
	FY 2005/06



	Unit cost


	N/A
	N/A 
	£13.63
	£12.38
	£10.37
	£9.00




Demand Volumes

	
	FY 2000/01 
	FY 2001/02
	FY 2002/03
	FY 2003/04
	FY 2004/05
	FY 2005/06

	Enhanced Disclosure
	0
	95,890
	3,040,700
	3,040,700
	3,040,700
	3,040,700

	Standard Disclosure
	0
	9,110
	289,895
	289,895
	289,895
	289,895

	Basic Disclosure
	0
	0
	2,786,350
	3,500,000
	5,990,000
	8,297,000

	Total Disclosures
	0
	105,000
	6,116,945
	6,830,595
	9,320,595
	11,627,595


	
	FY 2000/01
	FY 2001/02
	FY 2002/03
	FY 2003/04
	FY 2004/05
	FY 2005/06

	Turnover
	0
	3,392
	   63,249
	77,245 
	117,276
	160,271

	Cost of sales
	0
	(4,157)
	(66,351)
	(66,730)
	(74,691)
	(81,261)

	Gross profit (loss)
	0
	(765)
	(3,102)
	10,515
	42,585
	79,011

	Administrative expenses
	(5,252)
	(32,428)
	(13,021)
	(13,871)
	(17,955)
	(19,432)

	Surplus (deficit)
	(5,252)
	(33,194)
	(16,123)
	(3,356)
	24,630
	59,578

	Provisions
	0
	(200)
	(4,000)
	(4,000)
	(4,000)
	(4,000)

	Surplus (deficit) after provisions for year
	(5,252)
	(33,394)
	(20,123)
	(7,356)
	20,630
	55,578

	Cumulative surplus (deficit)
	(5,252)
	(38,646)
	(58,769)
	(66,125)
	(45,495)
	10,083


The report also says on page 34

“Note: The impact of recovering early year deficits and ongoing fee levels needs to be assessed before the financial forecast for the financial year 2006/07 is finalised.”

C1 Disclosure turnaround times

• Enhanced 3 weeks 90%

• Standard 1 week 95%

• Basic 1 week1 95%

Appendix Three: Disclosures

BASIC DISCLOSURE - will contain details of any convictions held centrally on the Police National Computer (PNC) which are not “spent” under the terms of the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974. Any individual may request a certificate relating to them, subject to confirmation of identity.  This service has not yet commenced.

STANDARD DISCLOSURE - are made available to those who are exempted under the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act such as those who work with children under the age of 18, and professional people such as barristers. The certificate contains details of all convictions on record, including ones which would normally be “spent”. In addition, it includes details of any cautions, reprimands or warnings held on the PNC. If the applicant has regular contact with children the certificate will also give information on Department of Health and Department for Education and Employment records. Applications for the certificate must be countersigned by a Registered Body.  The current fee is £12 per disclosure, no charge for volunteers.  

ENHANCED DISCLOSURE - are issued to a small number of people “who are in positions of special sensitivity”.
  As well as the information in a standard disclosure, an enhanced disclosure includes information from local police records.  Relevant non-conviction information may also be disclosed at the discretion of individual Chief Officers. Applications must be countersigned by a Registered Body.  The current fee is £12 per disclosure, no charge for volunteers.  

Appendix Four: House of Lords Written Answer, 1st November 2002

The Minister of State, Home Office (Lord Falconer of Thoroton): The Government are committed to the delivery of an effective service for undertaking pre-employment criminal record checks for people working with children and vulnerable adults. The Criminal Records Bureau (CRB) has not so far been able to provide a satisfactory service. 

A number of steps have already been taken to improve the CRB's performance. In May an initial service improvement plan was put in place. As a result the number of disclosures issued by the CRB has increased from an average of 24,500 per week in August to an average of 39,500 per week in the three weeks ending 26 October. The CRB has now issued 541,000 disclosures. 

In addition, in September my right honourable friend the Home Secretary announced the appointment of an independent team, led by Patrick Carter, to take a fundamental look at the strategy and operations of the CRB and its private-sector partner, Capita. The team will be looking to identify the longer-term changes in the way the CRB operates to ensure that it can meet the demand both for the standard and enhanced disclosures already in place and the basic disclosures to be introduced in due course. 

I expect the independent team to report to the Home Secretary with their conclusions and recommendations by the end of the year. It is likely, however, to require a period of months before any system changes necessary to deliver the required step change in the CRB's output can be fully implemented. In the mean time, it is expected that there will be a gradual improvement in performance through the ongoing service improvement plan. 

In the interim, we need to take steps to ensure that the demand for disclosures is in line with the CRB's current ability to process the applications. The Home Secretary has therefore agreed with the Secretaries of State for Health and for Education and Skills a number of measures to defer the existing or proposed requirement on certain occupations or office holders to obtain a CRB disclosure. 

Persons caring for children and vulnerable adults will, as now, continue to be subject to rigorous pre-employment checks, including confirming previous employment history and taking up references, to ensure their suitability for the position in question. All those occupations which were subject to a criminal record check prior to the advent of the CRB will continue to be subject to such a check. 

The details of the measures are set out below. 

Care Homes. 

The care homes regulations (relating to care homes for adults) currently require CRB checks for existing staff—that is, those employed to work in a care home immediately before 1 April 2002—to be completed by 31 March 2003. The Government will be amending the regulations to extend this time limit. Existing care home staff will now be required to obtaian a CRB check during the course of 2004. New care home staff will continue to be required to have CRB checks, as will registered providers and managers of care homes. 

Nurses Agencies and domiciliary care agencies. 

Nurses supplied by nurses agencies, and staff supplied by domiciliary care agencies, will not be required to have CRB checks for the time being. The Department of Health will still be going ahead with the introduction of the nurses agency and domiciliary care agency regulations to come into effect in February 2003, but without the requirement for CRB checks. Staff will be required to provide a statement that they have no criminal convictions, or to provide a statement of any criminal convictions that they do have. 

The CRB check requirements will, however, apply to registered providers and managers of nurses agencies and domiciliary care agencies. 

Some nurses agencies are already having to comply with requirments for CRB checks, which stem from the care homes regulations and the private and voluntary healthcare regulations which are already in place. These require checks to be made before temporary staff can be placed in those settings. These requirements have been in place since April 2002, and are not being removed. 

Other Department of Health regulations. 

There will be no change to other regulations under the Care Standards Act 2000. Furthermore, none of these measures affects the requirements for those working with children to have a Protection of Children Act list check and the checks required by the Children's Homes Regulations and the Fostering Services Regulations. 

It is planned that regulations on residential family centres and adoption agencies will come into effect, with CRB check requirements, in February and April 2003 respectively. 

In addition, my right honourable friend the Secretary of State for Health has agreed to postpone the implementation of the protection of vulnerable adults list provided for in the Care Standards Act. 

All these arrangements are designed to avoid having regulations in place which cannot be complied with by providers. The Government recognise the importance of criminal records checks but at the same time providers must not be prevented oparating. Care homes have to be able to continue to employ existing staff, and we believe the domiciliary care agencies and nurses agencies should not be prevented being able to place staff because they have not obtained checks. 

The regulations and national minimum standards, even without the CRB check requirements, will still be a significant factor in driving up standards and protecting service users. Among other things, they will cover the way the organisation is run, recruitment procedures, staffing arrangements, user feedback, information for service users, all of which are part of a system to protect vulnerable people. 

School Governors. 

School govenors will not be required to have CRB checks for the time being. The Department for Education and Skills will still be going ahead with the introduction of the School Governance (Constitution) Regulations to come into effect in April 2003, but without the requirement for CRB checks. 

The Government remain committed to introducing CRB checks in these areas at the earliest possible opportunity. 

The Home Office, in conjunction with Department of Health and the Department for Education and Skills will be issuing detailed guidance to registered bodies about the implications of the above measures. The three departments will continue to work with their partners and the CRB as the situation develops.

Appendix Five: Ministerial Written Statement 27th February 2003 

The Secretary of State for the Home Department (Mr. David Blunkett): On 6 September 2002 I announced the appointment of an Independent Review Team, led by Patrick Carter, to take a fundamental look at the operations of the Criminal Records Bureau (CRB). In particular, the Review Team was tasked to support the CRB management in the short-term and to identify necessary longer-term changes in the way the CRB operates to ensure that it can deliver its twin objectives of providing greater protection for children and vulnerable adults whilst ensuring that the Disclosure process does not act as a bar to speedy recruitment. 

I have today placed in the Library the main findings and recommendations of the Independent Review Team. 

I am extremely grateful to Patrick Carter and his two colleagues—John Holden and Ron Skelley—for their rapid and thorough examination of the situation at the CRB and their recommendations on the way forward. The team has come up with a wide ranging set of recommendations for improvements to the CRB intended to enable it to meet future challenges as demand for its services continues to grow. The CRB is a vital element of the Government's programme to improve the protection of children and vulnerable adults from those who might wish to harm them. It needs to be put on a sounder footing to meet these objectives more effectively and provide the levels of service rightly expected by its customers. 

The Independent Review Team's recommendations build on the steady improvement in the GRB's performance over the last six months which has seen the average number of Disclosures issued rise from 24,500 per week in August 2002 to the current 40,000 per week. Some 80 per cent of Standard Disclosures and 50 per cent. of Enhanced Disclosures are now issued within three weeks. These improvements have been achieved by both the Agency and Capita working in partnership to deliver the service that the CRB's customers are entitled to receive. 

The Government proposes to take forward the 10 recommendations in the report as follows: 

Ways should be sought of optimising the end-to-end CRB process efficiency, by reviewing and rationalising the management responsibilities and respective roles in the complete chain undertaken by Registered Bodies, the CRB Agency, Capita and local police forces.
The Government agrees that the roles of the different parties involved in the CRB process should be strengthened and clarified. In particular, we intend to enhance the intelligent customer function within the Agency so that there is a stronger focus on setting standards across the whole operation and ensuring that these are met. There also needs to be better management co-ordination of the CRB end-to-end business processes. This may involve the more flexible deployment of Agency and private sector staff and to this end we will take powers in the Criminal Justice Bill to enable the Secretary of State's functions under Part V of the Police Act 1997 to be exercised by the private sector as well as Agency staff. 

The critical role of Registered Bodies in the CRB process needs to be recognised and upgraded. Registered bodies should be unambiguously responsible for validating the identity of those for whom they seek Disclosures and for ensuring the quality and completeness of applications submitted to the CRB. The number of Registered Bodies should be optimised to establish sensible economies of scale and improve proficiency.
The Government accepts this recommendation and will legislate this session to make it clear that Registered Bodies are responsible for verifying the identity of an applicant. It would, as now, be open to a Registered Body to delegate the function of validating identity to the prospective employer or other agent while retaining overall responsibility, as long as we are satisfied in a particular case that delegation provides a reasonable safeguard. To ensure that Registered Bodies discharge their responsibilities effectively, we will take powers to attach conditions to a registration and to revoke a registration where such conditions are breached. We share the Review Team's view that optimum levels of efficiency within a Registered Body can best be achieved by handling a sufficient number of Disclosure applications. With the new responsibilities for Registered Bodies, a number of those currently countersigning relatively small numbers of applications may seek to de-register of their own volition. We will monitor the situation carefully. The Government will take reserve powers to set a threshold for the minimum number of applications to be processed by a Registered Body each year and to de-register those Registered Bodies which fall below the threshold. Registered Bodies and others across the sectors which use the CRB's Disclosure service will be fully consulted before these changes are implemented. We will take particular account of concerns that have been expressed about access to Registered Bodies and the level of fees charged by some umbrella bodies. As part of the consultation exercise, we will seek views oh placing a cap on the fees that may be levied by Registered Bodies. 

There should be a progressive move to mandate electronic submission of applications by Registered Bodies.
The CRB will introduce an electronic application channel as soon as practicable; a pilot will be undertaken later this year. We believe that many Registered Bodies will want to adopt this channel as their preferred means of submitting Disclosure applications. In time, as more and more Registered Bodies migrate to the electronic channel there will be a diminishing case, on efficiency grounds, for maintaining the existing paper and telephone channels. At that point, consideration would need to be given whether to mandate—by means of a condition attached to registration—the electronic channel for registered bodies to submit applications to the CRB. This will not preclude individuals submitting their applications to registered bodies by paper or telephone channels where mutually agreed. 

Given that the production of Enhanced Disclosures is significantly more costly and ties up local police force resources, new arrangements should be established for the Agency to set priorities, in accordance with Government Guidelines, on which applications should get Enhanced and which should get Standard Disclosures.
The Government agrees with the spirit of this recommendation, but it is important that the criteria are set by ministers, in consultation with relevant stakeholders, on the basis of a risk assessment. Having established the criteria for Standard and Enhanced Disclosures it is important that there is some mechanism to ensure that they are properly observed. It is proposed, therefore, to amend the Police Act 1997 first to enable the type of Disclosure for any given occupational group to be determined by regulations and then to enable the CRB to give effect to such regulations. Where necessary, the CRB would be expected to seek additional information from the registered body in order that it could make its assessment in any given case. We will take account of the views of Registered Bodies and others before implementing these changes. 

It is recommended that the Police National Computer (PNC) files are "flagged" to denote the existence of intelligence information on any individual held at local force level and not included in convictions recorded on the PNC.
The cost and feasibility of introducing a system of flags on the PNC to denote the existence of local intelligence will be tested in a pilot due to commence in three forces (Metropolitan Police, Staffordshire and West Midlands) in the spring. Decisions about the rollout of such a system will be taken in the light of the outcome of the pilot. 

It is recommended that the launch of Basic Disclosures be postponed until the CRB systems have been developed to provide a substantially greater capacity. It would be inappropriate to launch Basic Disclosures until higher priority categories of applicant for higher level Disclosures are seeing their needs fully accommodated. It is also recommended that Basic Disclosure applications should be routed through Registered Bodies, with identity validation undertaken by these Bodies, rather than allow direct submission from applicants as currently envisaged by the legislation.
The Government concurs that the priority for the CRB is to ensure that demand for higher level Disclosures is fully met and that applicants for such Disclosures receive a satisfactory service. Basic Disclosures will not be introduced until these objectives have been achieved. The Government notes the case for routing applications for a Basic Disclosure through a Registered Body as in the case of Standard and Enhanced Disclosures, but will want to consult fully with employer organisations and others on the implications before coming to a final view. In the event that the Government decides to proceed, legislation would be needed to implement this recommendation. 

The Information Technology system built and operated by Capita has been subject to a range of improvements and enhancements since original delivery, as a result of which performance has improved. A further programme of significant enhancement will be required. Additionally, almost all the recommendations set out here would lead to requirements for system change and therefore would have contractual consequences. It is therefore recommended to attempt to renegotiate the contract with Capita to implement necessary technology renewal and align the contract to the changed and evolving circumstances.
The Government accepts this recommendation and will seek to renegotiate the contract with Capita so that it reflects the changed environment in which the CRB will be operating. 

An investigation should be undertaken into the possibility of requiring fingerprints to be submitted by applicants for Disclosures where the sensitivity of the employment role to be undertaken makes this appropriate. This would enable a more rigorous linking of police records (which in turn are mostly linked to fingerprints) and the individuals submitting applications for Disclosures. This investigation will need to look at the balance to be struck between such increasing rigour of CRB identity processes and the cost and convenience of the service to the customer.
The Government will undertake a further study in consultation with Registered Bodies and others on the case for, and practicalities of, requiring applicants for Disclosures in particularly sensitive employment roles to submit their fingerprints with their application. Amongst the issues the study will need to address, is how to avoid any unnecessary intrusion into the privacy of applicants. A decision whether to proceed will be taken in the light of the results of the consultation exercise. Legislation would be needed to implement this change. 

While recognising the benefits derived from establishing the CRB under the wing of an existing Agency, it is now recommended that an independent Executive Agency is created within the Home Office to carry forward the CRB's changing and increasingly demanding functions. There will need to be a transitional period which will be overseen by a transitional Management Board operating within an appropriate governance framework.
The Government agrees that the CRB, currently part of the Passport and Records Agency, should be reconstituted as a free-standing Agency. The new Agency will be established as soon as practicable. A Transitional Board has been established to ensure a smooth transition. John Holden has agreed to serve as the non-executive chairman of the Board and Patrick Carter and Ron Skelley as non-executive members. A stakeholder group will be established under John Holden's chairmanship to represent the interests of Government Departments and the police. 

In order to implement a number of the recommendations, changes to the legislative framework under which the CRB operates (Part V of the Police Act 1997) will be required.
As indicated above, the Government will take forward in the Criminal Justice Bill the necessary legislative changes needed to implement recommendations 1, 2 and 4. 
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