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LEADERSHIP AND STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT

______________________________________________________________________________

THE BICHARD INQUIRY – PROGRESS REPORT

Report of the Chief Constable 

______________________________________________________________________________

1 
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT
   
The purpose of this report is to provide members with an update on the progress of Northumbria Police in implementing the recommendations from Sir Michael Bichard’s Inquiry.

2
BACKGROUND

   
In December 2003, Sir Michael Bichard was asked by the Home Secretary to conduct an independent inquiry into how the police handled intelligence in the Soham murder case, in relation to the past of the man convicted of the murder; Ian Huntley.  As part of the Inquiry he was asked to assess the effectiveness of the relevant intelligence based record- keeping, the vetting practices and information-sharing with other agencies.


In June 2004 he produced his report making 31 recommendations. The report focused on four areas:


i)
The introduction of a National Intelligence System and IT issues (Rec's 1-7).


ii)
Statutory Information Management Code (Rec’s 8-11, 20).


iii)
Protection of Children and Vulnerable Adults (Rec’s 12-19).


iv)
Enhanced Vetting Procedures (Rec’s 21-31).


At the Police Authority Seminar held on 18 November 2004, members received a presentation outlining these recommendations and also the key findings of the associated Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) report.


Sir Michael published his interim report outlining the progress being made implementing his recommendations in December 2004.


His final report produced in March 2005 described how, on a national basis, the police had positively received his Inquiry's findings and developed stronger national standards where appropriate.

3
NORTHUMBRIA POLICE PROGRESS - COMPLIANCE WITH RECOMMENDATIONS


Of the 31 recommendations (Appendix A), 25 had direct implications for the police service. Many of the recommendations are inextricably linked and an overview of progress to date is provided below.

A working group chaired by Assistant Chief Constable (Management Services) was established within the Force to oversee the implementation of these recommendations.


i)
Recommendations 1-7: The introduction of the National Intelligence System and IT issues



The Force is in the process of implementing the Cross Region Information Sharing Project (CRISP) and will meet the Police Local Cross Reference Project (PLX), implementation target date of December 2005. Northumbria Police leads the development of CRISP and will be the first in the country to implement it.  It is also complying with all other IT recommendations on the national IT solutions for national problems, Code of Practice for data inputting, and transfer of court results onto PNC.



Northumbria is still the leading force in the country for data inputting for the Police National Computer, submitting 91.4% within the seven day guideline, compared with a national average of 56.8%.



A deadline of December 2006 for the transfer of Crown Court results and December 2005 for the transfer of Magistrates Court results onto the PNC was given.  Northumbria Police is already doing this.


ii)
Recommendations 8-11 and 20: Statutory Information Management Code


Recommendations 8-11 and 20 outlined that a Code of Practice should be produced  covering record creation, review, retention, deletion and information sharing, setting out the key principles of good information management with standards for systems, accountability, training and resources.



The National Centre for Policing Excellence (NCPE) is developing five guidance products  covering information management. Once these are produced they will be implemented at force level. These responses will be monitored by HMIC. 



Corporate Development Department is liaising with NCPE and work is currently ongoing within the Force to position itself to deal with expected workflows.


As a result of ongoing reviews an area that is being addressed is the deletion of intelligence data. In advance of the NCPE Code of Practice work is being carried out to implement a temporary deletion system with a supervisory element. Professional Standards Department is reviewing the levels of authority required to carry out various intelligence data functions. This will improve the management of the information. 


iii)
Recommendations 12-19 – Protection of Children and Vulnerable Adults 



Northumbria Police already adheres to the policy on circumstances in which the police should be notified when an offence has been committed or is suspected against a child. National guidance will be produced in December covering this matter.


iv)
Recommendations 20-31 – Enhanced Vetting Procedures 



Vetting procedures include an identification check. In addition a system is being developed for outside firms contracted to the Force, so contractors would be issued with a warrant type card outlining their access levels to force buildings.  The Force Central Information Bureau has been following the standards outlined in Bichard for the last three years.



Recommendation 30 is concerned with checks on people from overseas who want to work with children. The Force supplies information held on the force system but is not responsible for carrying out other checks on behalf of outside agencies.

4 
EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES IMPLICATIONS
 
Nil.

5 
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS

 
Nil.

6 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

 
The Treasurer confirms that there are no financial implications directly arising from this report.

7 
RECOMMENDATION

  
Members are asked to note the contents of this report.



APPENDIX 'A'

SIR MICHAEL BICHARD'S RECOMMENDATIONS

	
	Recommendations



	1
	A national IT system for England and Wales to support police intelligence should be introduced as a matter of urgency.  The Home Office should take the lead and report by December 2004 with clear targets for implementation.

	2
	The PLX system, which flags that intelligence is held about someone by particular police forces, should be introduced in England and Wales by 2005.

	3
	The procurement of IT systems by the police should be reviewed to ensure that, wherever possible, national solutions are delivered to national problems.

	4
	Investment should be made available by Government to secure the PNC’s medium and long-term future, given its importance to intelligence-led policing and to the criminal justice system as a whole.  I note that PITO has begun this work.

	5
	The new Code of Practice, made under the Police Reform Act 2002, dealing with the quality and timeliness of PNC data input, should be implemented as soon as possible.

	6
	The quality and timeliness of PNC data input should be routinely inspected as part of the Police Performance Assessment Framework (PPAF) and the Baseline Assessments, which are being developed by HMIC.

	7
	The transfer of responsibility for inputting court results onto the PNC should be reaffirmed by the Court Service and the Home Office and, if possible, accelerated ahead of the 2006 target.  At worst that deadline must be met.

	8
	A Code of Practice should be produced covering record creation, review, retention, deletion and information sharing.  This should be made under the Police Reform Act 2002 and needs to be clear, concise and practical.  It should supercede existing guidance.

	9
	The Code of Practice must clearly set out the key principles of good information management (capture, review, retention, deletion and sharing), having regard to policing purposes, the rights of the individual and the law.

	10
	The Code of Practice must set out the standards to be met in terms of systems (including IT) accountability, training, resources and audit.  These standards should be capable of monitoring both within forces and by HMIC and should fit within the Police Performance Assessment Framework.

	11
	The Code of Practice should have particular regard to the factors to be considered when reviewing the retention or deletion of intelligence in cases of sexual offences.

	12
	The Government should reaffirm the guidance contained in Working Together to Safeguard Children so that the police are notified as soon as possible when an offence has been committed or is suspected of having been committed against a child – unless there are exceptional reasons not to do so.


	13
	National guidance should be produced to inform the decision as to whether or not to notify the police.  This guidance could usefully draw upon the criteria included in a draft protocol being developed by Sheffield Social Services, and brought to the attention of the Inquiry.  The decision would therefore take account of:

· Age or power imbalances;

· Overt aggression;

· Coercion;

· The misuse of substances as a disinhibitor;

· Whether the child's own behaviour, because of the misuse of substances, places him/her at risk so that he/she is unable to make an informed choice about any activity;

· Whether any attempts to secure secrecy have been made by the sexual partner, beyond what would be considered usual in a teenage relationship;

· Whether the sexual partner is known by one of the agencies (which presupposes that checks will be made with the police);

· Whether the child denies, minimizes or accepts concerns; and

· Whether the methods used are consistent with grooming.

	14
	The Integrated Children's System (ICS) should record those cases where a decision is taken not to refer to the police.

	15
	The Commission for Social Care Inspection should, as part of any social services inspection, review whether any decisions not to inform the police have been properly taken.

	16
	Head teachers and school governors should receive training on how to ensure that interviews to appoint staff reflect the importance of safeguarding children.

	17
	From a date to be agreed, no interview panel to appoint staff working in schools should be convened without at least one member being properly trained.

	18
	The relevant inspection bodies should, as part of their inspection, review the existence and effectiveness of a school's selection and recruitment arrangements.

	19
	New arrangements should be introduced requiring those who wish to work with children, or vulnerable adults, to be registered.  This register – perhaps supported by a card or licence – would confirm that there is no known reason whey an individual should not work with these client groups.

a) The new register would be administered by a central body, which would take the decision, subject to published criteria, to approve or refuse registration on the basis of all the information made available to them by police or other agencies.

b) The responsibility for judging the relevance of police intelligence in deciding a person's suitability would lie with the central body.  The police, as now, would be able to identify intelligence which on no account should be disclosed to the applicant.

c) Employers should still decide, based on good selection procedures, whether or not the job requires the post-holder to be registered and should retain the ultimate decision as to whether or not to employ.

d) The central body would have the discretion to ignore any conviction information that is judged not to be relevant to the position in question.

e) Individuals should have the right to appeal against any refusal to place them on the register and that right should be exercised before any information is made available to a third party.

f) The register should be continuously updated and available to prospective employers for checking on-line or by telephone.

g) The register should be introduced in a phased way, over a period of years, to avoid the problems associated with the introduction of the Criminal Records Bureau.

h) The DfES, in consultation with other government departments, should decide whether the registration scheme should be evidenced by a licence or card.

	20
	HMIC should develop, with ACPO and the CRB, the standards to be observed by police forces in carrying out vetting checks.  These should cover the intelligence databases to be searched, the robustness of procedures, guidance, training, supervision and audit.

	21
	All posts, including those in schools, that involve working with children, and vulnerable adults, should be subject to the Enhanced Disclosure regime.

	22
	The Registered Bodies precise responsibilities for checking identities need to be clarified urgently.

	23
	Registered Bodies, or the CRB, should be able to check passports and driving licences presented as proof of identity, against the Passport Service and DVLA databases.

	24
	There should be an expectation that documents produced to confirm identity should, wherever possible, include a photograph.

	25
	Fingerprints should be used as a means of verifying identity.

	26
	Guidance should be issued to Registered Bodies on how to verify that applicants have given a full and accurate account of their current and past addresses.

	27
	Registered Bodies should be required to confirm that they have checked the information on the 'Police Check Form' in accordance with CRB guidance.

	28
	The consents that applicants currently give on the 'Police Check Forms' should be sufficiently broad to enable requisite checks to be undertaken.

	29
	Incomplete or withdrawn applications should in future be returned to the Registered Body, and not to the applicant.

	30
	Proposals should be brought forward as soon as possible to improve the checking of people from overseas who want to work with children and vulnerable adults.

	31
	The government should, as a priority, introduce legislation to enable the CRB to access the following databases for the purpose of vetting:

· Customs and Excise;

· NCIS;

· National Crime Squad;

· British Transport Police; and

· The Scottish and Northern Ireland equivalents of POCA and POVA


