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Appendices:

1. Indicative Timetable for the Appointment of Independent Members to the District Policing Partnerships [DPPs]

2. Table showing DPP membership across all Districts 2005-09.

1.0 General Introduction

Under the terms of paragraph 4 (1A) of Schedule 3 to the Police (Northern Ireland) Act, as amended, the Northern Ireland Policing Board carried out a public appointments process, between May and December 2005, to appoint Independent Members to Northern Ireland’s 26 District Policing Partnerships. [DPPs]

Unlike the first round of appointments of Independent Members, in 2003, the process drew candidates from two different streams:


[1] existing members of DPPs and


[2] new candidates who responded to advertisements for the posts.

The different arrangements for dealing with the two streams will be explained later in this report.

The process was conducted according to the Code of Practice on the Appointment of Independent Members to DPPs, issued by the Northern Ireland Office [NIO]. This Code is based on, and is designed to fulfil, the requirements of the Code of Practice for Public Appointments issued by the Office of the Commissioner for Public Appointments. [OCPA}

The NIO Code was first issued for the 2003 recruitment round, and drawn up in consultation with the Commissioner for Public Appointments and the Equality Commission. Following consultation the NIO Code was amended and issued by the Secretary of State on 5 April 2005. 

As with the 2003 process, it was decided that there should be independent scrutiny at all stages of the appointment process. As in 2003, it was recognised that the process was a large-scale, complex exercise with 215 positions to be filled, and with candidates coming from two distinct sources, requiring two different selection processes.

The appointments process again involved all 26 of Northern Ireland’s District Council areas and measures were required to ensure consistency of approach and standards across these areas.

Under the provisions of the legislation the ultimate appointment role was discharged by the Policing Board.

Also relevant was the continuing high political profile attached to the appointments process, due to the ongoing reform and development of policing in Northern Ireland, and the need to ensure that:


[1] each DPP was as representative of its District as possible and


[2] the DPP members had been appointed via a fully inclusive process.

The NIO Code, therefore, prescribed that Independent Panel Members, with voting rights, would sit on all short-listing, interviewing and appointment panels. These Independents were taken from the OCPA list of approved Independent Assessors although the appointments process was not an OCPA monitored process.

The NIO Code also prescribed that a small team of experienced ‘Impartial Assessors’ [IAs], who would have no part in the decision-making process, would oversee the exercise. This team, comprising three Independents from the OCPA list [named at the front of this report], was engaged in May 2005 and one of their number, John Keanie, was appointed as team-leader.

The task of the IA team was to ensure that best practice methods and standards were applied, to intervene where desirable or necessary to require adjustment, and to report to the Policing Board on the overall process.

In addition, this time, an OCPA Independent, Judith Eve, who had IA experience in the 2003 process, and has considerable experience of complaint handling and tribunals, was appointed to act as Independent Complaints Monitor, to deal with complaints in an independent manner, from any candidate unable to have a complaint resolved by the Policing Board. This ‘additional layer’ was introduced to ensure that the complaints of candidates would be, and would be seen to be, objectively and efficiently handled by an expert in such matters, who was uninvolved in the appointments process.

This report of the Impartial Assessors is intended to provide the Policing Board, the District Councils, the general public, relevant Government Departments, the NIO and other interested parties with a wholly independent account of the process by which the Independent Members of the DPPs have been appointed.

The report will also express the view of the IAs on the compliance of the appointments process with the NIO Code, and will assist those responsible for the planning and implementation of the process to identify opportunities to refine and improve any future appointments process.

The ultimate aim of the IAs’ work, and of this report, is to ensure that Independent Members of all District Policing Partnerships are selected through an open, transparent, inclusive and fair appointments process and that they, together with the elected members on the DPPs, are representative of the communities they serve, bringing to their work a relevant mix of abilities, experience and qualities to undertake effectively the responsibilities of the DPPs.

1.1 References to June 2003 ‘Report of Impartial Assessors to the Policing Board’, and to other documents.

In order to keep this January 2006 report as succinct as possible, some explanatory sections contained within the June 2003 report will not be repeated here.

The first three such sections are: 

-‘The rationale for the establishment of District Policing Partnerships’,

-‘The role of the Impartial Assessors within the OCPA framework’ and

-‘The distinctive roles of the Impartial Assessors and the Independent Panel Members’.

In the June 2003 report, these can be found in sections 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 respectively.

Also, to prevent overburdening the report with appendices, most documents referred to [eg Codes of Practice, Best Practice manuals, Feedback and Complaints Procedure, Letters and Information Leaflets to Candidates etc.] will not be included with the report. 

Readers of the report who wish to have sight of any of the documentation referred to can obtain copies by contacting the Director of Community Affairs Branch, Northern Ireland Policing Board, 31 Clarendon Road, Belfast, BT1 3BG

1.2 Initial Overview

This report will consider, stage by stage, the process for the appointment of 215 Independent Members to Northern Ireland’s 26 District Policing Partnerships.

It will identify issues that have arisen in the process, will explain corrective measures implemented and will make recommendations for the improvement of any future appointments process.

The duty of the Impartial Assessors [IAs] was to oversee the process to ensure openness, transparency, probity and effectiveness.

In the discharge of this duty, it was essential that the IAs acted in a manner that was separate, independent, impartial and objective in relation to the Policing Board’s appointments exercise.

The yardstick used for best practice by the IAs, at each stage of the process, was the yardstick inherent in the OCPA Code and reflected in the NIO Code, referred to in section 1.0 of this report, and supplemented by the ‘Best Practice Guide for Government Departments’.

Having completed their monitoring and assessment of the process and the resulting appointments, and notwithstanding the fact that [as is inevitable in a process so large and complex] there are criticisms to be made in the body of this report together with recommendations for improvement, the Impartial Assessors are pleased to record their opinion that:

“As with the process in 2003, the Impartial Assessors have been impressed, in the 2005 process, by the application of good practice methods and by the co-operation and commitment of the Policing Board and the District Councils in ‘ensuring representativeness of the community of the District’.” 

2.0 Monitoring the Process stage by stage

2.1 Introduction

From the time of their engagement towards the end of May 2005, the Impartial Assessors monitored the process at each stage until its completion.

The IA team established an ‘Impartial Assessors’ Progress File’, where documents used in the process, and detailed records of all the checks carried out by the IAs, have been deposited. Subsequent to the completion of the IAs’ task, which ends with the presentation of this report to the Community Involvement Committee of the Policing Board, the IAs’ Progress File will be held by the Policing Board, where it will provide a reference source and will help to inform any future monitoring processes.

Section 2 of this report uses the IAs’ Progress File to go through the whole process, stage by stage in chronological order, identifying issues and detailing recommendations as appropriate.

This section is intended not to provide a detailed or exhaustive record of the monitoring process but to highlight comments and recommendations.

It is important to note that there was continual interaction between the IAs, the officers of the Policing Board, and the staff of PriceWaterhouseCoopers [PWC], as the monitoring work progressed, and often issues raised by the IAs were dealt with during the normal course of events. 

[PriceWaterhouseCoopers is the consultant firm selected by tender to provide expert services and support to the process.]

2.2 Planning the Process

The process was a large and complex one. It required a fair and consistent methodology for appointing 215 people to 26 DPPs across Northern Ireland, using different shortlisting / interviewing panels in every District, and involving over 700 internal and external applicants.

Comment: Planning for the process appears to have been thorough. 

At the beginning of the process, a complete schedule of issues and tasks, with assigned responsibilities, delivery dates and a list of ‘likely issues and dependencies’, was produced by Policing Board officers.

It covered, in the necessary detail, every stage of the process and concluded with a one-page ‘Overview of Key Dates in the Process’.

[Appendix 1 provides an ‘Indicative Timetable’ showing the range of tasks to be carried out over a planned period of approximately 11 months.]

The planning document proved most useful both as a scheduling and monitoring tool.

From this planning document, officers produced a paper, giving an explanation of the whole appointments process This was approved by the Policing Board via its Community Involvement Committee and similar written explanations of the process were sent to all serving DPP members, to Councils and to every potential applicant with his/her information pack.

Comment: The IAs were engaged by the Policing Board subsequent to the initial planning process. It would have been useful to engage the IAs at an earlier stage, particularly as there was a report by an IA team on the 2003 appointments process, the recommendations of which were to be dealt with in the planning of the 2005 process. The advice, from the Commissioner for Public Appointments, to organisations engaging OCPA Independents in their appointments processes, is to bring the Independents in at the earliest possible stage. 

In addition, although the role of the IAs was explained in documentation and training materials produced by PWC,there was still some confusion among Councillors and others, evidenced at training and panel sessions. 

Recommendation: In future processes, the Policing Board should consider bringing in the Impartial Assessors at the planning stage, where their experience of such processes, and their understanding of the shortfalls in previous processes, would be useful. Such early involvement would comply with the advice of the Commissioner for Public Appointments.

Also, the role of the IAs, articulated in the documentation and training sessions of the appointments process, should be specifically highlighted to ensure that all participants understand the role and make best use of it.

In addition to the above schedule of issues and tasks, the whole appointments process was documented in detail, by PWC, in the ‘Core Process Manual’.

Comment: The Core Process Manual provides a well-documented blueprint for future processes.

The manual was comprehensive and well written. 

It took cognisance of many of the recommendations from the June 2003 report of the Impartial Assessors.

Approval was sought, for the contents of the manual, from the Impartial Assessors. Due to the necessarily tight timescales at that point in the process, the Impartial Assessors initially gave qualified approval to enable the process to continue and, subsequently, they were able to give full approval to the document.

Recommendation: In future, sufficient time should be built into the process for obtaining necessary approvals / decisions.

The IAs also designed their own plan for monitoring the process.

It included the following tasks, which give a flavour of the nature of the IAs’ work:

-Monitoring of Information Pack.

-Monitoring of Advertising process.

-Monitoring, by dip-sampling, of Sifting process for new applicants.

-Review of information supplied by District Councils. 

-Attending Information and Training sessions across Northern Ireland, covering Councillors and Independent panel members, and candidates / prospective candidates.

-Monitoring the process used to deal with existing DPP members who wished to be reappointed.

-Monitoring the Councils’ Shortlisting process and documentation.

-Attending selected Interview sessions.

-Monitoring the Councils’ Interviewing process and documentation.

-Attending Training sessions for the Appointments Panel of the Policing Board.

-Attending Appointments Panel sessions of the Policing Board.

-Examination of the results of the Appointments process.

-Preparation, and presentation to the Policing Board, of the Report of the Impartial Assessors.

2.3 Advertising

The advertisements were considered by the IAs to be bold and informative, and they were widely distributed, in the press and broadcast media, to attract a wide range of prospective candidates.

The response was smaller than the 2003 exercise.

1163 applications were requested. 

516 applications were returned.

189 existing DPP members expressed an interest in being reappointed.

2.4 Feedback and Complaints procedure

Comment: This was well set up and well explained in the information documents, and included the new provision of an ‘Independent Complaints Monitor’

2.5 Councillor Training Sessions

Comment: These were well organised and informative.

There were 10 sessions from 25th June to 15 July 2005. Five were attended by IAs.

Comprehensive presentations were made by PWC. 

There was good interaction between the PWC staff and the Councillors. Questions were generally well handled. 

Issues raised by Councillors included their concern about the different processes for external candidates and existing DPP members and about ensuring fairness for both categories of applicant. It was felt by some that the arrangements as described to them indicated that the need for ‘representativeness’ in each District [particularly with regard to ‘community background’] interfered with what they saw as the proper application of the merit principle.

This issue was raised on a few occasions, and, despite PWC producing, for its staff, a good written explanation of the parallel processes for existing and new applicants, there continued to be wide variations in how the issue was dealt with by the PWC staff in the Training Sessions.

Comment: On this issue, there appeared to be a coordination difficulty for the Consultant, in achieving consistency from the members of staff servicing the various training and information sessions.

Also, in the view of the IAs, the issue of performance appraisal for existing DPP members, [dealt with elsewhere in this report] and the eventual arrangement implemented on it, will impact on this question of the different systems for appointment / re-appointment. It is hoped that, if the recommendation, in 2.6 of this report, to implement a properly developed appraisal system is progressed, the difficulties detailed above will largely be taken care of

The training sessions included, as recommended in the June 2003 report, useful wider training, to cover general interview techniques as well as issues specific to the DPP process.

Recommendation: The articulation, of the parallel systems for appointment of external candidates and the reappointment of existing DPP members, should be reviewed by the consultant team, to ensure clarity and avoidance of suspicion about the process.

2.6 Appraisal of Existing DPP Members

The lack of a developed performance appraisal system for existing DPP members proved to be a deficiency in the process.

It could be said that there was, in existence, a rudimentary system, comprising some attempt at eliciting self-appraisal from members, together with a decision by the Policing Board to use the attendance record of members at meetings.

In the event, it was the attendance record alone that was used to decide on existing members’ eligibility for joining the pool of candidates to be considered for appointment by the Board’s Appointments Panel. [An attendance record of at least 60% as determined by the Board was required for eligibility.]

This meant that existing members, regardless of their standard of performance in the DPP, would be placed on an equal footing with new-applicant candidates who gained a place in the pool on merit through interview. [As, of course, had the existing members first time around, in 2003.]

This was seen by some as being potentially unfair, and it proved, on several occasions when questions were asked about it by Councillors and others, to be difficult to explain convincingly. In the view of the IAs, it potentially diluted what was otherwise a very robust process.

Comment: The IAs feel that the absence of a properly developed system of performance appraisal was detrimental to the perceived fairness of the appointments process, with some people taking the view that it was unfair to new applicants and some that it was unfair to existing DPP members.

Recommendation: At the earliest possible date, a properly developed system of performance appraisal should be implemented for DPP members. In any future appointments process, appraisal results for each existing DPP member should be used to decide on his / her eligibility for inclusion in the pool of candidates that is to be considered for appointment of Independent DPP members. 

2.7 The ‘Internal Candidate’ Process

The IAs conducted a monitoring exercise on the process used to deal with existing members seeking re-appointment.

In the event, the figures for existing members were as follows:

-There were 215 existing members.

-Three positions were vacant

-After examination of attendance records, 3 were not invited to re-apply.

-10 were not interested in re-appointment

-This meant 199 invitations were issued to members to apply.

-Of those

· 2 were already applying through open competition.

· 2 had been elected as councillors.

· 2 subsequently declared that they were not interested in re-appointment

· 4 did not reply to their invitations [despite reminders]

-Therefore the total number of existing candidates expressing an interest in re-appointment was 189.

The IAs produced a list of minor queries and comments for the attention of Policing Board officers, and highlighted their main concern, that of the absence of an appraisal system, referred to in 2.6 above. A record of the queries and comments is held in the IAs’ Progress File.

The IAs also carried out a 10% dip-sample of the files, plus at least one file from each District not covered in the 10% sample. All was found to be in order.

2.8 Sifting of New Applicants

The sifting of applications was done by PWC against the agreed eligibility and essential criteria. All sifting was conducted by the same panel of two PWC consultants. Clear guidelines were produced for the sifting panel and the sifting process was applied consistently, documented in specific detail, and signed-off by Policing Board officers.

The IAs’ monitoring process consisted of a minimum of 10% check in each of the 26 Districts. A list of queries was produced for answer / attention by PWC. A detailed record of these checks and queries is to be found in the IAs’ Progress File.

One query in the sifting process that should be mentioned here is the following:

IAs queried why some candidates had been passed, at sifting stage, with parts of their application forms uncompleted.[eg the tick-boxes for criminal convictions and for eligibility]

It was explained to the IAs that this issue had been identified by PWC during the sifting process, and discussed with Policing Board officers. There was a considerable number of such cases and, because of the lesser number of applications in this DPP appointments process compared with 2003, it was considered that the Policing Board could not afford to lose these candidates for such a reason.

The decision of the Policing Board officers was, therefore, that applications with uncompleted ‘criteria’ sections could not be considered, and these candidates were excluded at the sifting stage, whilst applications with ‘lesser omissions’, eg the tick-boxes referred to above, could be included at this stage since subsequent checks in the normal prescribed process would provide the information required.

Comment: The IAs feel that great care will need to be taken to ensure that no deviation from this very specific arrangement is allowed to creep into the system that would admit undue latitude in the application of the Code of Practice.

Also, the precise wording of the Code of Practice, and the information booklet sent out to candidates, will need to be better coordinated. eg the Code, in Para 59, says, ‘…..failure to provide sufficient information will result in a decision that the applicant does not satisfy the criteria’, whilst the Information Booklet, in Section 2 on Eligibility Criteria says, ‘…..failure to provide this information may result in disqualification at sifting stage.’

Recommendation: The decision, to exercise flexibility in the application of the Code of Practice on uncompleted sections of application forms, should be reviewed, taking appropriate external advice, and subsequently, the various written rules, including those in the Code of Practice and the Information Booklet for applicants, should be carefully coordinated.

2.9 Shortlisting

Shortlisting of applicants was carried out by the panels set up in each District, chaired by a Councillor, and serviced by a PWC ‘observer’. An Independent Assessor, with full voting rights, attended each panel session.

The IAs’ monitoring process consisted of a detailed check on the documentation, involving a minimum of 10% of the candidates from each District.

A list of queries and comments was produced, for attention by PWC and Policing Board officers, and the IAs met with the PWC Observers on panels for which they needed to discuss matters of importance. 

A detailed record of every document check is held in the IAs’ Progress File.

Comment: The shortlisting process was well organised, and well facilitated by the PWC observers.

Issues worthy of inclusion in this report are:

-There was a frequent tendency for Councillor panellists to try to use their knowledge, or supposed knowledge, of candidates, in addition to the information provided on the application forms. This was dealt with firmly by the PWC observers, who reiterated the requirement to use only the information provided.
-There were occasional examples of wide differences in the marks panellists allocated to candidates, particularly between the Councillors and the Independent panellists. Again the PWC observers dealt well with the situation, facilitating the necessary discussion to achieve agreed scores.

-There was a variation in the approach of Independent Panellists to dealing with difficulties arising in the shortlisting sessions, with some Independents being clearer and more firm than others. .

Recommendations:

-Strong and prominent messages should be included, in written material and in verbal training, aimed at panellists, accentuating the fact that only information provided by candidates on their application forms is permissible for use in shortlisting.

-Measures should be taken to ensure the best possible degree of consistency of approach from Independent panel members across the Districts. These measures should include: [1] ensuring that their role is properly articulated, to them and to the other panellists, and [2] bringing the issue to the attention of the N.I Commissioner for Public Appointments.

At the conclusion of their shortlisting monitoring exercise, the IAs were asked by PWC to ‘sign off’ on the shortlisting process before the appointments process would proceed to the next stage. The IAs did so on the basis that their monitoring exercise had not revealed anything that would render the shortlisting process, or any part of it, invalid.

2.10 Candidate Awareness Sessions

A series of 12 Interview Preparation sessions was conducted at venues across Northern Ireland, for Candidates shortlisted for interview.

IAs attended three of these.

The sessions were not well attended by candidates, despite the considerable efforts of PWC to encourage attendance. In the majority of cases the sessions were very informative and well conducted by PWC staff. Interaction between PWC and the candidates was generally lively and productive.

The sessions were particularly useful in providing candidates with an understanding of the ‘Competence Interview’ approach and of the differences between these interviews and normal job interviews; importantly for this particular appointments process, they were also very helpful for candidates with little or no interview experience.

A detailed account of sessions, including examples of the questions asked by candidates, is held in the IAs’ Progress File. These could assist in the design of future sessions.

Comment: The Candidate Awareness Sessions are a good example of how this appointments process strove for a ‘best practice’ approach.

Recommendation: In view of the importance of the Candidate Awareness Sessions and their potential value to candidates and to the appointments process, and in view of the poor attendance at sessions during this appointments round, further measures should be taken to raise the profile of the sessions and improve the attendance, in any future appointments process.

2.11 Interviews

Interviews were conducted, across all 26 Districts, between early September and early October 2005, in a total of 57 interview sessions.

The interview panels comprised the same members as the shortlisting panels.

IAs attended seven interview sessions, six of which were prearranged, with one ‘unscheduled’ visit.

The procedural arrangements for the interview sessions were very well handled by PWC.

The training provided to panellists had clearly been effective with, for example, the Councillor Chairpersons of panels taking a very consistent approach to their duties.

The PWC observers played a low-key but highly effective role during the interviews and, subsequently, in leading the marking process and discussions.

Detailed reports, on interview sessions attended by IAs, are held in the IAs’ Progress File.

Issues arising:

-Potential ‘conflict of interest’ issues for panellists, examples of which had posed some problems in the 2003 appointments round, were well handled, with clear and strong advice from the PWC observers.

-As with the shortlisting process, there was a tendency for Councillor panellists to try to bring in knowledge of candidates beyond that given at interview or contained in the application form. Again, this was dealt with strongly by the PWC observers.

-In some interview sessions there was noise outside the interview room. [the normal noise of a busy Council office for example] IAs were concerned that this could be distracting for some candidates.

-As mentioned in the section on shortlisting, there was a variation in the approach of Independent panellists to their task.

-There was some confusion in the minds of panellists about the role of the IAs, including some discomfort at the incorrect notion that IAs were there to assess the performance of individual panellists.

-It was clear that some candidates do not have an understanding of the ‘competency interview’ approach, rendering some interviews much less effective than would have been indicated by the candidate’s application form. This observation highlighted again the point noted in 2.10 above on the need to encourage attendance at awareness sessions.

Comment: It was clear that the interview process has benefited from the level of organisation put into it, and from the training given to panel members with respect to specific and general interviewing issues. There was evidence of a strong degree of consistency across the interview sessions attended.

Recommendations:

-Training for panel members should include strong and clear guidance on the prohibition of  the use of extraneous information about candidates.

-Great care should be taken in selecting venues for interviews, with due regard being paid to noise levels outside the room.

-A clearer and more prominent explanation of the role, and likely presence at interview and other sessions, of Impartial Assessors should be given to all participants in the appointments process.

-Further attention should be given to making candidates properly aware of the nature, requirements and conduct of ‘competency-based’ interviews.

Subsequent to the completion of interviews, the IAs carried out a monitoring exercise on the documentation of the process.

This consisted of a detailed check on a minimum of 10% of the files of each District.

The detailed record of these checks is held in the IAs’ Progress File.

Queries were dealt with as the checks progressed, mainly through the PWC observer for each District.

2.12 Training Sessions for Policing Board Appointments Panel.

IAs attended three of the seven training sessions.

Policing Board officers provided a comprehensive presentation on the background, policy, legislative requirements and conduct of the appointments process for the DPPs. On each occasion, the presentation was followed by a productive discussion session.

The sessions were attended by all panellists, including the Independent panellists.

Issues:

-The new legislative requirement, different to the 2003 process, was highlighted. It provides that the overriding requirement for each DPP is for ‘representativeness of the community of the District.’

-The situation was highlighted that all candidates in the pool at this stage are ‘equally appointable’ and that there is no ‘merit list’. Board members were assured that this position had been developed with the benefit of advice from the Crown Solicitor.

-In response to queries about appointing existing DPP members, Board members were advised that, ‘all things being equal, there was good reason for appointing an existing member’. Board members were informed that the Policing Board had taken OCPA advice on this.

Comment: The training sessions for DPP Apointments Panel members, attended by IAs, were well organised and informative, with good interaction between the Policing Board officers and the panel members. 

2.13 Policing Board Appointments Panel Sessions

The Appointments panel met on 5 occasions between 13 October 2005 and 27 October 2005.

IAs attended 2 of these sessions.

The Appointments panel had full delegated authority from the Policing Board to make the final decisions on which of the candidates, in the pool of appointable candidates, were to be appointed. This is the stage, in public appointments processes, that is normally carried out by a Government Minister but which, in the case of the DPPs, is the responsibility of the Policing Board.

The panel comprised three Policing Board members [including elected and independent members] and an Independent member with full voting powers. The Independent member of the appointment panel was not the same independent as had participated in the shortlisting or interviewing processes at District level. At each session, one panel member was voted by the others as Chair.

The team of Policing Board officers, led by the Director of Community Affairs, provided administrative support at each session.

The team provided briefing on the relevant policy to the panel and distributed the paper ‘Policy on the Appointment by the Policing Board of Independent Members to the District Policing Partnerships’, previously approved by the Policing Board.  

During subsequent discussions, the team dealt with queries by the members, before beginning the appointments process.

Details of the discussions and queries are held in the IAs’ Progress File.

The team then provided, for each District in turn, hard-copy and computerised information on the ‘district profiles’, on the profiles of the elected members serving on the DPPs, and on the profile of the range of Independent candidates that would best ensure that each DPP would be representative of its District. 

This was then followed by hard-copy and computerised information on the candidates in the pool, deemed to be appointable either via the interview process or by virtue of being eligible serving DPP members.

The panel then began selecting those candidates from the pool who best fitted the requirements, primarily considering ‘community background’, ‘gender’ and ‘age’, and also considering attributes such as ‘disability’, ‘race’, ‘sexual orientation’, ‘information on dependants’, ‘marital status’, occupation’, ‘postcode’ and whether the candidate lived in an ‘urban or rural’ location.

During this selection process, panel members were able to query the computerised database, developed by the Policing Board officers, from a variety of perspectives to ensure that they achieved the best possible fit of candidates and vacancies.

Panel members were required to use their discretion, on the basis of the information available to them, to achieve this ‘best fit’.

Comment: It is important to note here that, at this stage of the panels’ deliberations, no disclosure had been made to the members about which candidates were new applicants and which were existing DPP members, and candidates’ names were not given. 

In view of the concerns expressed, throughout the appointments process, by Councillors, by applicants and by other participants, during information events and training sessions, about the necessity for fair treatment of both categories of applicant, this point is of central importance.

The methodology used ensured that, when considering the anonymous pool of appointable candidates, the panel had no way of knowing which candidates were new applicants and which were existing DPP members. 

At an advanced stage of the decision-making process, when many of the appointments had been decided, each panel was informed of the ratio of new applicants to existing members, and they were able then to decide if there was an appropriate balance of new and experienced members.

The Impartial Assessors are keen to stress  that, now that the ‘new process’, for dealing fairly with both categories of applicant, has been ‘tried and tested’, it will be important in future appointments processes to spell the system out clearly and unambiguously, in order to avoid the unnecessary worry and suspicion clearly felt by many participants this time round.

Recommendation: In future information and training events, the detail of the system, described above, designed to ensure fair and equal treatment of new applicants for DPP positions and existing-member applicants, should be spelled out fully to all participants in the appointments process. This will avoid much of the doubt and rumour that inevitably attaches to a high-profile, politically-charged, large-scale and complex appointments process such as this.

2.14 Notification and Publication of Outcomes

After shortlisting, ‘Letters of Regret’ were issued to unsuccessful candidates by PWC.

These were issued on 24th August, 26th August and 6th September 2005. Full details are held in the IAs’ Progress File.

After interview, ‘Letters of Regret’ were issued, by PWC, to candidates unsuccessful at this stage. All such letters were issued on 2nd November 2005.

On 10th November 2005, the Policing Board issued the following letters as appropriate to all candidates who were considered by the Board:

-Offer of appointment to candidates chosen by the Appointments Panel.

-Letters of notification advising certain candidates that their names were being held on a ‘reserve’ list for possible appointment in the event of a vacancy arising.

-Letters advising candidates that they had not been selected for appointment as an Independent Member on the DPP.

On 29th November 2005, the Policing Board confirmed appointment by letter, effective from 2nd December 2005.

Press releases were made on the effective date of appointment, 2nd December 2005.

Appendix 2, entitled ‘Table Showing DPP Membership Across all Districts 2005-09’, demonstrates the results of the appointments process.

2.15 Feedback

At the time of writing this report, there have been 55 requests for feedback.

All requests have been responded to, with the exception of two cases where the request for feedback contained allegations against other DPP members who had been successful in gaining appointment.

The Policing Board is presently obtaining legal advice before it responds to these particular requests.

2.16 Complaints

To date, two complaints have been made to the Independent Complaints Monitor who found no breach in the appointment procedure in each case.

3.0 Conclusion / Validity of Process

3.1 Introduction

As with the 2003 appointments process, the 2005 process was large-scale and complex and it was conducted in the politically charged atmosphere of ongoing policing reform in Northern Ireland.

Additional factors this time around were:

-the fact that candidates for DPP places emanated from two distinct sources, requiring two separate selection process which eventually had to be merged, for final selection, in a manner that ensured fair and equal treatment of both, and 

-the fact that, for whatever reason, the number of candidates this time was much less, at just over 700, [total of new candidates and existing eligible DPP members] than the 1511 in 2003.

Comment: The Impartial Assessors believe that it is a significant achievement by all those involved in planning and implementing the process, that the results, demonstrated in Appendix 2, were achieved.

Readers of this report can make their own comparisons between Appendix 2, and Appendix 8 in the 2003 report, to see how, with added complication and a smaller pool of candidates, each monitoring category fared. Clearly the battle to improve on the representation of each category is going to be a constant one, requiring unrelenting effort, and attention to the lessons learned during each appointments round. 

3.2 Validity of the Process

As a result of the monitoring work carried out by the Impartial Assessors, they are satisfied that the design, documentation, implementation and recording of the 2005 process to recruit Independent members to the 26 District Policing Partnerships throughout Northern Ireland has been fair, robust, open and transparent and has complied with the ‘Code of Practice on the Appointment of Independent Members to DPPs’, issued by the Northern Ireland Office.

4.0 Executive Summary and List of Recommendations

4.1 Summary

The N.I. Policing Board carried out a public appointments process, between May and December 2005, to appoint Independent Members to N.I’s 26 District Policing Partnerships [DPPs].

The process was to be conducted according to the Code of Practice on the Appointment of Independent Members to DPPs, issued by the NIO. This code is based on the Code of Practice for Public Appointments issued by the Office of the Commissioner for Public Appointments [OCPA].

There was independent scrutiny during the process, which was a large-scale, complex process with 215 positions to be filled. 

-Consistency in the application of the process, across all of NI’s 26 District Council areas, had to be ensured.

-Each DPP had to be as representative as possible of the community of its District.

There were 3 layers of independent scrutiny of the process:

-The membership of each shortlisting and interviewing panel contained an Independent member, with full voting rights, chosen from the OCPA list of Independents. [Although the appointments process is not an OCPA monitored one.]

-An Independent Complaints Monitor was appointed.

-A team of 3 ‘Impartial Assessors’ [IAs] was appointed to oversee the whole process.

The task of this team was to ensure that best practice methods and standards were applied.

The IA team was also required to express its view on the compliance of the appointments process with the NIO Code.

The ultimate aim of the IAs’ work was to ensure that Independent Members of all DPPs were selected through an open, transparent, inclusive and fair process and that they, together with the elected members on the DPPs, are representative of the communities they serve.

The IA team examined the process, and its documentation, stage by stage, and attended many of the information, training, shortlisting, interviewing and appointment sessions.

Section 2 of this report provides the detailed results of that examination.

Section 2 also contains, for each stage where appropriate, detailed comment and recommendations.

The conclusions of the IA team are as follows:

-The Impartial Assessors believe that it is a significant achievement, by all those involved in planning and implementing the process, that the results demonstrated in Appendix 2 of the report were achieved.

-As a result of the monitoring work carried out by the Impartial Assessors, they are satisfied that the design, documentation, implementation and recording of the 2005 process to recruit Independent Members to the 26 District Policing Partnerships throughout Northern Ireland has been fair, robust, open and transparent and has complied with the ‘Code of Practice on the Appointment of Independent Members to DPPs’, issued by the Northern Ireland Office.

4.2 Recommendations

1. Planning the Process

-In future processes, the Policing Board should consider bringing in the Impartial Assessors at the Planning Stage, where their experience of such processes, and their understanding of the shortfalls in previous processes, would be useful. Such early involvement would comply with the advice of the Commissioner for Public Appointments.

-Also, the role of the Impartial Assessors, articulated in the documentation and training sessions of the appointments process, should be specifically highlighted to ensure that all participants understand the role and make best use of it.

-In future, sufficient time should be built into the process for obtaining necessary approvals / decisions.

2. Councillor Training Sessions

-The articulation, of the parallel systems for appointment of external candidates and the reappointment of existing DPP members, should be reviewed by the Consultant team, to ensure clarity and avoidance of suspicion about the process.

3. Appraisal of Existing DPP Members

-At the earliest possible date, a properly developed system of performance appraisal should be implemented for DPP members.

-In any future appointments process, appraisal results for each existing DPP member should be used to decide on his / her eligibility for inclusion in the pool of candidates that is to be considered for appointment of Independent DPP members.

4. Sifting of New Applicants

-The decision, to exercise flexibility in the application of the Code of Practice on uncompleted sections of application forms, should be reviewed, taking appropriate external advice, and subsequently, the various written rules, including those in the Code of Practice and the Information Booklet for Applicants, should be carefully coordinated.

5. Shortlisting

-Strong and prominent messages should be included, in written material and verbal training, to panellists, accentuating the fact that only information provided by candidates on their application forms is permissible for use in shortlisting.

-Measures should be taken to ensure the best possible degree of consistency of approach from Independent panel members across the Districts. These measures should include: [1] ensuring that their role is properly articulated, to them and to the other panellists, and [2] bringing the issue to the attention of the N.I.Commissioner for Public Appointments.

6. Candidate Awareness Sessions

In view of the importance of the Candidate Awareness Sessions and their potential value to candidates and to the appointments process, and in view of the poor attendance at sessions during this appointments round, further measures should be taken to raise the profile of the sessions and improve the attendance, in any future appointments process.

7. Interviews

-Training for panel members should include strong and clear guidance on the prohibition of the use of extraneous information about candidates.

-Great care should be taken in selecting venues for interviews, with due regard being paid to noise levels outside the room.

-A clearer and more prominent explanation of the role, and likely presence at interview and other sessions, of Impartial Assessors should be given to all participants in the appointments process.

-Further attention should be given to making candidates aware of the nature, requirements and conduct of ‘competency-based’ interviews.

8. Policing Board Appointments-Panel Sessions

In future information and training events, the detail of the system designed to ensure fair and equal treatment, of new applicants for DPP positions and existing-member applicants, should be spelled out fully to all participants in the appointments process. This will avoid much of the doubt and rumour that inevitably attaches to a high-profile, politically-charged, large-scale and complex appointments process such as this.

Signed by the team of Impartial Assessors:

Gwen Savage

Jo Quinn

John Keanie

Date:…31st January 2006.

Indicative timetable for the appointment of Independent Members to the District Policing Partnerships (DPPs)

	
	Action
	Date



	1
	Central Procurement Unit (CPU) place the ad relating to the Tender process in the papers


	31 March 2005

	2
	Policing Board appoints Impartial Assessors to oversee the appointments process


	15 April 2005

	3
	Advertising phase of the Tender process ends


	20 April 2005

	4
	CPU evaluates the Tenders received and provides information to the Policing Board


	28 April 2005

	5
	Policing Board and CPU may need to interview those companies submitting Tenders


	4 May 2005

	6
	CPU notifies the successful Consultants
	6 May 2005



	7
	Consultants produce Information Pack for distribution to candidates containing Application Form, DPPs Fact Sheet, DPPs Code of Practice, Terms of Appointment for Independent Members of the DPPs


	17 May 2005

	8
	Consultants place ads in Northern Ireland daily and weekly papers inviting applications for appointment as Independent Members of the DPPs


	17 May 2005

	9
	Closing date for receipt of applications (by 5.00pm)
	Extended to 8 June 2005

	10
	Consultants complete initial shortlisting against the advertised criteria


	10 June 2005

	11
	Policing Board sends details to the Chief Constable of those candidates shortlisted for interview in order that a criminal record check can be undertaken


	15 June 2005

	12
	Councils appoint the Political Members to the DPPs


	26 May 2005

	13
	Consultants train the Councillors who will conduct the selection interviews and ensure that the shortlisting of candidates for interview is undertaken and the timetable for interviews is agreed


	20 June – 8 August 2005

	14
	Consultants invite candidates for interview as each panel completes its shortlisting and no later than
	15 August 2005


	15
	Council panels commence interview of candidates


	1 September 2005

	16
	Council panels conclude interview of candidates
	30 September 2005



	17
	Consultants send results to Policing Board as each Council panel completes its interviewing and no later than


	7 October 2005

	18
	Policing Board panels meet to appoint Independent Members to the 26 DPPs commencing


	7 November 2005

	19
	Policing Board panels conclude the process of appointing Independent Members to the 26 DPPs


	21 November 2005

	20
	Consultants confirm that the candidate is willing to accept their appointment as an Independent Member of the DPPs as each panel completes the appointment process and no later than


	25 November 2005

	21
	The Policing Board notifies the Councils as to those who are being appointed as Independent Members of the DPPs


	30 November 2005

	22
	The Policing Board issues Letters of Appointment to all those who are being appointed as Independent Members of the DPPs


	30 November 2005

	23
	Policing Board announces 1 December 2005 as the reconstitution date of the DPPs


	30 November 2005

	24
	Consultants issue letters to those candidates who were not successful in being appointed


	30 November 2005

	25
	Consultants provide initial feedback to candidates as to why they were not appointed commencing


	1 December 2005

	26
	Impartial Assessors report to the Policing Board on the Appointment Process


	30 January 2006


