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Purpose of Document 

1. The purpose of this document is to gain approval from JCOB upon the recommended way 

forward for a future state IMD. 

Executive Summary 

2. The IMD business areas across the strategic alliance feature many differences in terms of 

structures, budget arrangements, procedures and culture.  Overlaying this complexity sits 

other organisational change in the forms of Criminal Justice, Athena, Public Contact and 

more recently, regionally focussed seven force work.  All of these organisational 

differences and change projects affect the IMD future state.  However, there is confidence 

and belief that the latent complexity can be successfully navigated and a coherent, 

improved, efficient and cost effective IMD can be delivered. 

3. Detailed design strongly indicates that a successful reorganisation of the IMD business 

strands across BCH can provide phased savings over the financial periods 2017/18 and 

2018/19.  The level of savings range between £0.6m and £0.9m according to the level of 

risk that is acceptable to the strategic alliance. 

4. JCOB are invited to make a number of decisions in relation to the risk appetite and the 

impact of the 7 Force Collaboration with respect to vetting.  These decisions will guide the 

project towards suitable resourcing and implementation models. 

5. Additional information is available within this document to support the decision making 

process.   

Background 

6. The Information Management (IM) Project Team produced a Project Outline Document 

that was agreed by the tri-force Strategic Alliance Summit in October 2014.  A Business 

Case was subsequently produced and can be found in Appendix A and details the case 

for change across the five pre-requisite areas including the Strategic Case for Change. 

7. On the 14th October 2015, the Portfolio Office directed the project towards the completion 

of 3 key areas of work to define a future state IMD, namely the People Model, ICT Model 

and Estates Model.   

8. On the 8th December 2015, a project update was presented to JCOB and majored upon 

the People Model and outlined potential savings of £0.9 million and JCOB gave approval 

for the project to proceed. The update to JCOB can be found in Appendix B 

9. In December 2015, Andy Gilks was appointed as the Designate Head of IMD and within 

this role, undertook the position as the Business Change Manager for the project. 

10. From January 2016 onwards, the future state organisational structure (a key aspect to the 

People Model) has been subject to on-going redesign.  This has resulted in numerous 

iterations and changes to the potential savings opportunities based upon risk.  During this 

time, the support structure for Athena has also been developed as well as the re-

positioning of Access Control and Vetting from PSD to IMD.   

11. It is noted that extensive analysis of the PNC functions across IMD and extending into 

Public Contact and Athena has taken place.  This has been necessary to progress the 

detailed design of IMD in terms of its operational hours and transfers of PNC work and in 

and out of Public Contact and CIBs (and where relevant transfer of FTEs) 
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12. June 2016: Options on the organisational structures and associated savings can now be 

presented.  This will allow for the final stages of design to be completed and thereafter 

enable consultation to begin.   

Proposed Model 

13. The IMD project is proposing a restructuring of the individual strands within IMD to sit 

within 4 discrete units.  These 4 units are as follows 

a. MOPI 

b. Information Assurance, Information Rights and Access Control 

c. Information Standards 

d. DBS and Vetting 

14. The component elements of each of the 4 units are shown below in Figure 1. 

15. Figure 1 – Proposed Model for IMD 

 

The future-state activities carried out within each strand can be found in Appendix C. 
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16. The proposed model will provide the followings benefits: 

 Supporting the delivery of the Digital Strategy 

 Joining up and digitising our records 

 Wider sharing of information with partners and new national platforms 

 Enhanced services to enable greater data quality 

 Efficient and effective common processes 

 Improved use of resources 

 Further change  

 Inclusion of the Athena support activity within IMD 

 Strengthening areas of organisational vulnerability (in particular Information Rights and 

Information Security) 

 Single points of contact for IMD stakeholders 

 Financial saving between the range of £0.6m - £0.9m 

 

17. The strategic case for this change is detailed in the IMD Business Case (October 2015) 

which can be found in Appendix A. 

18. The performance framework that will overlay the proposed structure is being developed 

through the Benefits Management process for the project.   

Financial Section  

19. The financial implications of this proposal are summarised in the following section with 

further detailed analysis in Appendix D 

20. The baseline for current IMD activities consists of budgeted posts and non pay budgets 

that have been extracted from 2016/17 Force budgets. A review of activities currently 

carried out by temporary staff (unbudgeted) has been taken and with agreement of CFOs, 

some limited posts have been agreed for inclusion in the baseline. 

21. The scope of IMD has changed since the business case was presented to JCOB in 

December 2015 (as set out in paragraph 10), and in addition, baseline budgets have been 

uplifted to 2016/17 prices. The most significant movements in baseline are set out in the 

table below 

 

  

22. “Orphan” tasks are adjusted within baselines based on materiality, with mutual agreement 

of other projects (e.g. PNC 24/7 activity that is proposed to move to Public Contact IMUs) 

JCOB

DEC 2015

LATEST

BASELINE MOVEMENT

£'m £'m £'m

Estimated Inflation 0.100 est. uplift to 16/17 prices

Alarms Admin posts 0.050 moved from Public Contact

DDA / Audit posts 0.099 established temporary posts

Total 3.701 3.950 0.249

REASON FOR MOVEMENT 

MOVEMENTS IN BASELINE
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23. The required uplift of posts, and therefore budgets, that are a direct consequence of new 

Athena driven activities are reported separately and are included in TOM budgets or  

netted from savings. Latest estimates are for 9 additional posts equating to £0.308m 

(Beds £0.075m, Cambs £0.097m, Herts £0.136m) 

24. DBS budgets are included in the baseline budget and the TOM at flat rate. DBS 

expenditure is fully funded by the Home Office and therefore has a “net nil” impact on 

baselines, TOM budgets and savings. 

25. Non pay budgets have been reviewed and it is proposed that PNC charges, income and 

deep file storage budgets are kept outside of IMD scope and maintained in respective 

Force budgets.  

26. The following table summarises the savings by Force and by year for the medium risk 

option.  

e  

27. Whilst the implementation phasing proposes that Phase 1 commences in February 2017, 

in accordance with precedents set by other projects, budgets would not be pooled until 1 

April following implementation, i.e. 01/04/207. It is acknowledged that some minimal 

savings will feauture in the 2016/17 financial year and that they will be picked up through 

business as usual budget monitoring. 

28. Cost allocation is based on the default methodology agreed by Strategic Alliance Summit 

in June 2015, i.e. future costs of the BCH model will be apportioned by NRE, and “No 

Force Loses” adjustment applied should the shared cost of the BCH unit be greater than 

the pre-collaboration baseline for any one Force(s). 

29. The “No Force Loses” adjustment applies in 2017/18, with Cambridgeshire and 

Hertfordshire subsidising Beds by £14km and £11k respectively. 

30. Should the High Risk model be adopted from February 2017, total savings are projected to 

be £0.910m (Beds £0.079m, Cambs £0.412m, Herts £0.419m) with no requirement to 

apply the “No Force Loses” adjustment. This is £0.300m greater than the medium risk 

model, however it is not the recommended model as referred to in decisions 1 and 2 

below. 

 

 

 

Beds Cambs Herts TOTAL

£'000 £'000 £'000 £'000

0.826 1.365 1.759 3.950

2017/18 Savings 0.000 -0.266 -0.221 -0.487

2018/19 Savings -0.006 -0.054 -0.068 -0.128

-0.006 -0.320 -0.289 -0.615

0.820 1.045 1.470 3.335

MEDIUM RISK OPTION - PROPOSED BCH 

BUDGET AND SAVINGS APPORTIONMENT

Current Baseline Budget

TOTAL Savings per Force

FUTURE TOM BASELINE BUDGET

 (based on NRE cost 

apportionment, and "no 

force loses adj" where 

applicable)
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Risk Appetite 

 

31. Depending on the appetite for risk, there are options around the resourcing levels within 

Information Assurance and Information Standards.  In essence, higher levels of savings 

can be achieved as the appetite for risk increases and JCOB are invited to decide upon 

the level of risk that they wish to take. 

Information Assurance 

32. Historically this area has been the highest corporate risk for BCH and for many years our 

systems had not been accredited. BCH have now achieved accreditation, however the 

recruitment and retention of the highly skilled staff continues to represent a huge risk to 

BCH.  

33. If this risk is not addressed with adequate skilled resources, our data could be exposed to 

cyber-attack and unlawful breaches of our data.  This could not only impact on BCH not 

being able to work effectively with our information, the unlawful release of our sensitive 

data could cause serious harm to people in our communities as well as the reputational 

risk and enforcements action from the ICO.  

34. It is therefore proposed we increase our resources by one Analyst and one Intern taking 

the approach of identifying candidates from university and developing them as opposed to 

recruiting from expensive cost prohibitive specialist security agencies 

35. This increase is offset by savings in resources in other areas of IMD.  There is still an 

overall saving. 

 

Decision 1 

Does JCOB approve growth for an additional one Analyst and one Intern to give resilience to the 

Information Assurance Team? 

 

Information Standards 

36. In 2015, JCOB decided that a high risk approach could be taken in respect to Audit and 

DDM work.  Since then, the environment has changed with the Home Secretary and HMIC 

focussing attention nationally on Crime Data Integrity and unannounced HMIC 

inspections.  Together with the significant changes to BCH posed by Athena, there is a 

requirement to ensure the quality and integrity of our data is to the highest standard, 

sufficient to protect people and investigate crimes.   

37. It is proposed that that the risk appetite for DDM and Audit work be changed from high risk 

to medium risk.  The risk appetite should be reviewed by the BCH Information 

Management Strategy Group (IMSG) 12 to 18 months post IMD implementation. 

38. If this risk is not addressed BCH would lack sufficient capability to audit our key 

operational systems that would provide confidence that our data on Athena is fit for 

purpose.  This would mean that the information officers had to make their decisions could 

be flawed.  Over and above the obvious issues concerned with safety and effective 

decision making, inaccurate data could lead to false arrests, enforcement action by the 

Information Commissioners Office with fines up to £0.5m for each force. 

39. Non-compliance would impact severely on BCH reputation and integrity. 
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40. This increase is offset by savings in resources in other areas of IMD.  There is still an 

overall saving. 

Decision 2 

Does JCOB agree to changing the risk appetite for DDM/Audit to medium due to the risks 

identified?  

 

Decision 3 

Subject to the approval of Decision 2 does JCOB agree that the risk appetite be reviewed 12 TO 

18 months after IMD implementation using the IMSG as the decision making body? 

 

7 Force Collaboration Change Programme 

41. Additional decisions are sought in relation to Access Control and Vetting due to their 

unique position whereby Vetting is the subject to two change projects running to different 

timescales.   

42. Access Control is currently managed by PSD along with Vetting.  Once transferred to IMD, 

they will be split with Vetting grouped with DBS and Access Control with Information 

Security.  Organisational synergy, increased resilience and process commonality provide 

the basis for these changes.  

43. It is noted that a Seven Force Strategic Collaboration Programme has drafted an Outline 

Business Case, within which recognises the opportunity to include BCHs Vetting function 

within a regional model. 

44. Continuing with IMD plans to separate Access Control from Vetting will assist the regional 

programme.  

45. One of the reasons to increase resilience around vetting is for accreditation for the PSN, 

and going forward there will be a new vetting code of practice.  

Decision 4 

Does JCOB support Vetting moving to IMD for this collaboration, in the knowledge this may 

change if the Full Business Case for the Seven Force programme is agreed? 

 

Decision 5 

If JCOB decide not to move Vetting at this time, do they still wish to have Access Control split 

from Vetting and moved to IMD? 

 

Implementation Phasing - Roadmap and Timescales  

46. The IMD project is advocating a phased implementation due to the level of fluidity with 

Athena, Public Contact and the requirement for Agile working and the cultural challenges 

this presents.  Incremental change in itself will look to mitigate the risks associated with 

the wide ranging nature of IMD.   Ultimately, as IMD transitions through the changes, 

fewer resources are required to operate the model.  Potential redundancy costs may 

therefore be reduced through natural attrition.   
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47. The decisions made by JCOB will impact the resourcing of the proposed model.   

48. Athena can be introduced independently of the IMD future state 

49. Subject to the decisions made, consultation can commence in July 2016 with 

implementation starting in February 2017. 

 

Decision 6 

Does JCOB support the phased implementation ? 

Estate and Future Agile Working 

50. The preferred location for a single, central IMD hub is Kempston HQ.  Suitable 

accomodation providing desks for c75 work stations has been identified although 

confirmation of its availability is subject to the Public Contact project and dependencies on 

suitable estate for the Beds IMU.  The remaining accomodation will be provided through 

existing IMD arrangements and a phased transition to Agile working.   

51. The Agile working element to this project is a significant piece of work and is subject to 

ongoing design. 

52. Agile will be subject to another future paper to JCOB. 

Decision 7  

Does JCOB agree in principle to the IMD hub being located at Kempston?   

 

Summary 
43.There are seven key decisions:  

  Decision 1 

Does JCOB approve growth for an additional one Analyst and one Intern to give 

resilience to the Information Assurance Team? 

Decision 2 

Does JCOB agree to changing the risk appetite for DDM/Audit to medium due to 

the risks identified? 

 

Decision 3 

 

Subject to the approval of Decision 2 does JCOB agree that the risk appetite be 

reviewed 12 TO 18 months after IMD implementation using the IMSG as the 

decision making body? 
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Decision 4 

Does JCOB support Vetting moving to IMD for this collaboration, in the 

knowledge this may change if the Full Business Case for the Seven Force 

programme is agreed? 

Decision 5 

 

If JCOB decide not to move Vetting at this time, do they still wish to have Access 

Control split from Vetting and moved to IMD? 

 

Decision 6 

 

Does JCOB support the phased implementation ? 

 

Decision 7 

 

Does JCOB agree in principle to the IMD hub being located at Kempston?   

 

 

 

 

 


