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Report To: AUDIT & RISK ASSURANCE COMMITTEE 

Report Number: C/ARAC/09-16 

Date: 15 MARCH 2016 

Report By: SARAH O’DONNELL, DIRECTOR OF FINANCE & CONTRACTUAL 
SERVICES 

 

Subject: GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS FOR OPERATIONAL 
INTELLIGENCE PROJECT 

 

1 PURPOSE 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide advice to the Audit & Risk Assurance 

Committee regarding some concerns raised by a member of the Service 

Transformation Committee in relation to the governance arrangements surrounding 

the Operational Intelligence project, which is part of the Service Transformation 

Programme. 

 

2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.1 The Audit & Risk Assurance Committee is asked to note the report. 

 

3 BACKGROUND 

3.1 The Service Transformation Committee at its workshop on 19th February received an 

update on the Operational Intelligence project, which forms part of the Service 

Transformation Programme. This report is included at Appendix A. 

3.2 The update indicated that the work contracted to Risual Ltd to develop a new system 

for SFRS was incomplete, that additional funding was required to bring this to 

completion and that to provide suitable equipment on which to run the system would 

require further significant investment. The report proposed that the Service consider 

using one of the legacy systems be instead. 
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3.3 The report was unclear regarding the procurement process to appoint Risual Ltd and 

the ongoing management of the contract. As such, one of the Committee members 

sought supplementary advice from the Director of Finance & Contractual Services. 

3.4 The Service Transformation Committee further requested that this advice be shared 

with the Audit & Risk Assurance Committee. 

 

4 ADVICE TO THE SERVICE TRANSFORMATION COMMITTEE 

4.1 The advice provided, in the form a response to each specific question, is attached at 

Appendix B. 

4.2 In addition it was advised that the recommendation to revert to one of the legacy 

providers would bring legal risk to SFRS as appropriate contractual arrangements 

are not in place to support this action. 

 

5 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

5.1 The budget to deliver the Operational Intelligence system was £300,000, with 

projected savings of £250,000 per annum. Total projected expenditure on system 

development is currently £462,000 however this includes additional work which it had 

previously been planned would be delivered by in-house ICT staff. 

5.2 The initial project business case did not anticipate the replacement of existing Mobile 

Data Terminals within fire appliances. As work progressed it became apparent that 

this would be necessary due to the age and obsolescence of the existing equipment. 

A budget of £400,000 was established within the Capital Programme to 

accommodate this requirement. The new project team has indicated that further work 

is now required to confirm the technical requirements of the replacement devices. 

 

6 EMPLOYEE IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 The purpose of the Operational Intelligence project is to develop a single national 

system which enables critical risk information to be electronically deployed and 

updated on fire appliances, in order that crews have the best possible up-front 

knowledge of the locations which they are attending, to maximise firefighter safety 

and operational effectiveness. 

 

7 LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS 

7.1 Engagement with suppliers must be conducted in accordance with procurement 

regulations. 
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8 EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

8.1 An Equality Impact Assessment is not required for this report. 

 

9 CORE BRIEF 

9.1 The Director of Finance and Contractual Services updated the Committee regarding 

the governance and contractual arrangements surrounding the appointment of and 

engagement with external suppliers involved in the delivery of legacy and planned 

operational intelligence systems. 

 
 
 
 
Sarah O’Donnell 
Director of Finance & Contractual Services 
 
 
15 March 2016 
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Report to: SERVICE TRANSFORMATION COMMITTEE 

Date: 19 FEBRUARY 2016 

Report By: ASSISTANT CHIEF OFFICER LEWIS RAMSAY 

 

Subject: OPERATIONAL INTELLIGENCE  

 

1 PURPOSE 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide the Service Transformation Committee 

(STC) with an overview of the predicated position come the 31st March 2016, 

in relation to the project to identify a means of providing Operational 

Intelligence (OI) to all SFRS operational personnel. The report is also 

intended to be a step forward in both restructuring, and reviving all aspects of 

the project. 

 

2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.1 The STC is requested to consider the following points: 

 

 A new Project Board is to be appointed to provide clear governance for the 

development of an OI system for use throughout SFRS. The Project Board 

should comprise of a Project Executive, Project Manager, Senior Users and 

Senior Suppliers in accordance with Prince 2 Project Management 

methodology. 

 The SFRS to enter into discussion with 3TC, an existing OI software supplier 

to the SFRS, to establish the feasibility of extending their current system to all 

of SFRS.   
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 The SFRS to continue working in partnership with Risual, a software 

developer that has been contracted to develop an OI solution for the SFRS, 

until the natural end of life of the current contract whilst discussions with 3TC 

take place, at which time an informed decision relating to the way ahead can 

be agreed. 

 Previous project timelines, scope and objectives to be removed and 

redeveloped under the direction and governance of the new Project Board. 

 

3        KEY POINTS 

3.1 Fire and Rescue Services have a duty to obtain information for extinguishing 

fires and protecting life and property in the event of a fire occurring, and for 

dealing with road accidents and other emergencies.  The provision of OI on 

the incident ground is an essential part of the planning process for ensuring 

the safe operations of effective Fire and Rescue Services.  

 

3.2 The importance of OI has been highlighted in recent years where its 

availability, accuracy and method of delivery have all been commented upon 

by teams investigating the deaths of firefighters at the incidents detailed 

below. The importance of the subject has also been highlighted by both the 

Health and Safety Executive and the Department for Communities and Local 

Government in recent publications:  

 Atherstone on Stour  

 Shirley Towers  

 Gorteen House Hotel  

 Marlie Farm 

 

3.3 Prior to the formation of the SFRS all legacy services addressed the provision 

of OI to the incident ground in the same manner, electronically to a Mobile 

Data Terminal (MDT) hard wired onto each fire appliance. The means of 

maintaining the OI functionality of the MDTs was, and still is distinct, 

depending on legacy service arrangements and is dependent on different 

systems: 
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 Strathclyde, Dumfries and Galloway: VMDS 

 Fife, Central, Tayside, Lothian and Borders: Astrium 

 Grampian, Highlands and Islands: 3TC  

   

3.4 Each of the systems listed above have issues relating to age, functionality and 

cost. In relation to operating costs the contracts with Astrium and 3TC 

currently attract payments of £219,000 and £91,500 per annum respectively, 

the VMDS system which was an in house development has no annual 

operating costs, although any development or maintenance costs have to be 

met by SFRS.    

 

3.5 Due to the aforementioned functionality and cost issues a decision was taken 

in 2014 to develop an electronic OI solution to bring uniformity of provision to 

all SDAs with inbuilt capacity for future development. Consequently, the 

services of an existing IT contractor (Risual) were secured to develop a SFRS 

OI system.  These services were secured at a cost of £300,000 utilising a 

2014/15 financial year underspend.  

 

3.6  A further contract has been awarded to Risual, amounting to £228,500, which 

is to be funded from the 2015/16 budget. It was anticipated that by the 31st of 

March 2016, the SFRS OI system could be trialled within the legacy Central 

Scotland FRS area.  It was anticipated that the total spend for Risual’s 

services would have been £300,000 and would have been recouped within 18 

months of terminating the contracts with 3TC and Astrium. 

   

3.7 Estimates are that the Risual application is 55% complete, and it can be 

anticipated that further funding will be required to complete the development 

of the system. Additionally, the Risual system cannot be supported on the 

existing MDTs and its use will require the purchase of suitable hardware, 

costs of which are estimated at £400,000 to £1, 300,000. Both of these costs 

are approximations based on the most basic of information. 
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3.8 Other approaches to providing a SFRS OI system other than the Risual 

approach have not been considered, although in theory, they do exist.  The 

3TC system currently in use in the North SDA could, possibly, be extended 

across both the East and West SDAs utilising the existing MDTs  and provide 

a system of OI that would be of a level as recommended in the information 

sources outlined in 3.2 above.  This would require further investigation; 

anecdotal evidence indicates that there would be no increase in the annual 

fee of £91,000. 

 

3.9 The process to develop a SFRS OI system has suffered from a lack of 

governance due to the absence of a Project Board with many decisions being 

made in isolation by a small group of senior managers without the support of 

a robust project scope and highly defined objectives and timelines. 

 

4      FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

4.1  Since 2014, the SFRS has paid £528,500 to Risual for the development of the 

OI system.  When fully operational it will be necessary to invest in suitable 

hardware for use on the incident ground.  Conservative estimates, based on 

early research, indicate that hardware costs could vary between £400,000 

and £1,300,000.  SFRS is contractually tied to 3TC and existing MDTs via a 

Firelink contract until 2019.  Further research is required to establish if the 

payments of £219,000 to Astrium can be terminated or have to be 

accommodated until 2019. 

 

5       EMPLOYEE IMPLICATIONS 

5.1 There are no employee implications identified with the process of developing 

the OI system, however, Section 3.2 above clearly highlights the very real 

dangers to operational personnel should the SFRS not deliver an effective OI 

system. 

 

Prepared by  
Alister Carson 
Group Manager 
12/02/2016 

  

Appendix A



  Appendix B 
 

Page 1 of 6 
 

QUESTIONS ON PAPER “OPERATIONAL INTELLIGENCE” TO STC MEETING 19 
FEB 2016 
 
I have some questions about the contracts referred to, particularly those 
mentioned in paras 3.5, 3.6 and 3.7 primarily from a point of view of assurance 
that these were entered into in accordance with the requirements of good 
procurement practice and best value as set out in SFRS standing orders. I 
appreciate that Lewis Ramsay was not the responsible officer at the time so I will 
be happy, if necessary, to put them separately to the Finance Director.    
 
 
Para 2.1, second bullet: just to be clear what is the “natural end of life date” of the 
current contract with Risual? 
 
While Risual has been used by SFRS for various packages of ICT work, the initial 
contract for this development was specifically established for that purpose, using 
a Government Procurement Service G-Cloud Framework. The contract was for 
up to 250 development days, expected to be delivered over the course of a year 
up to 31 December 2015. 
 
Para 3.4: when were the Astrium and 3TC contracts entered into? What date do 
they run to?  
 
These contracts were established by the legacy services and are being 
maintained as an interim position pending the completion of the new system. We 
have period by period maintenance contracts for each product. The ICT team 
initially consolidated the multiple contracts for Airbus (Astrium) into a single 
arrangement which is paid annually in advance from 1st April, with an agreement 
that it can be cancelled at any stage from the start of the next quarter, as the 
company recognises that we are working towards an in-house solution. We have 
a quarterly arrangement for 3TC in the former H&I area, with the next quarter 
commencing on 1st April. The 3TC arrangement for former Grampian was 
organised through the Airwave (Firelink) call-off contract. Support and 
maintenance are currently provided on an annual basis with the most recent 
payment covering the period up to the end of March 2016.  
 
 
Para 3.5: who was the responsible officer when the decision was taken in 2014 
to develop an electronic OI solution to bring uniformity of provision? What was 
the pre-existing contract with Risual for, in terms of deliverables, duration and 
cost?  What did that contract say about the possibility of extension to other 
work?   
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David Goodhew was the ACO in charge of R&R, which had responsibility for this 
project. ACO Goodhew presented a report to the SLT in February 2014 
recommending that an in-house software solution be developed to provide “a 
consistent, high quality approach to the provision of operational intelligence and 
other information…”. The report was approved by the SLT and the business case 
was subsequently submitted to, and approved by, the Service Transformation 
Committee, the Board and the Scottish Government for transitional funding. 
 
No pre-existing contract with Risual was used. There have been various 
contracts with Risual for distinct pieces of ICT work which are nothing to do with 
operational intelligence. This was not an extension of an existing contract as 
explained above. 
 
Was a business case prepared, submitted to and approved by the Director of 
Finance for letting a contract to Risual for the anticipated additional cost of 
£300k by non competitive action (as required by 4.10.3 of the Standing Orders 
for the regulation of contracts)? What did that business case say about the period 
for which the contract was to last and the factors which demonstrated best value 
for SFRS?  
 
There was no Non Competitive Action as explained above. The process 
undertaken to utilise the Framework Agreement was appropriate and in line 
with paragraphs 3.1.6 and 4.1.1 of the Standing Orders in particular.  
 
The Business Case outlined the amount of money to be spent developing the 
system (£300,000) and the ongoing savings that were expected (approximately  
£250,000 per annum). The Project Dossier, as approved by the Service 
Transformation Committee, detailed the objectives and scope of the project 
(which is wider than the Risual contract) which were to undertake the business 
and technical analysis to understand user and technical requirements, develop 
and deploy the solution, supported by training, and decommission the legacy 
systems. 
 
Who signed the contract extension and did they have delegated authority for the 
amount incurred? Was legal and procurement advice taken ahead of letting the 
extension to the Risual contract as required by para 3.1.6 of the standing orders 
for the regulation of contracts, and was that advice recorded?  
 
There is no contract extension. The current contract was arranged through 
utilising the above mentioned Framework Agreement specifically for this piece 
of work. 
 
 
Was Scottish Government approval received in advance as required by section 
4.10.5 of the standing orders? Was all the information relating to the contract 
entered on the Corporate Contracts register, as para 3.2.2 of the standing orders 
for contracts requires in cases where the Director of Finance decides that the 
criteria for exemption from competitive action are fulfilled? 
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Scottish Government approval was not required as this was not a Non 
Competitive Action.  
 
All contracts entered into by SFRS are recorded. 
 
  
 
What did SFRS require from Risual for the £300k in 2014-15? What did we 
actually receive for the £300k and was it delivered to time? Is SFRS content that  
Risual have delivered what was contracted to be delivered? 
 
The contract was for up to 250 days of development time, on a call-off basis. This 
was to be delivered in conjunction with the SFRS project team, including ICT 
resource, developing the system using the Agile method of ICT development 
which is iterative and involves ongoing discussion between the developer and 
the client throughout the process, whereby prototypes are delivered, discussed 
and refined. Expenditure against this contract was £234,000, for 228 days work, 
including expenses.  
 
SFRS is satisfied that Risual incurred the development time that has been 
charged for and spent the time in good faith working to the instructions supplied 
by SFRS.  
 
In order to get best value from this development time the SFRS project team 
required to work closely with the developer, clearly explaining the functionality 
that was required and helping to refine the product as it emerged towards this 
goal.  
 
The ICT support, due to well documented resourcing challenges, changed 
frequently. The initial project manager resigned from SFRS and was replaced by 
an agency business analyst. A replacement project manager was then recruited 
and assigned to the project, however she resigned shortly thereafter. At that 
point the ICT Business Services Manager took over, albeit this was in the context 
of him no longer having any of the Business Partners, Senior Business Analysts 
or Business Analysts (6 in total) within his department and a workload that 
became impossible to deliver and had to be scaled back and rescheduled. He 
subsequently went off on long term sick leave at the end of October and is not 
due back until March. 
 
From the R&R side, it is my opinion that the project team lacked the skills and 
direction to take this forward successfully, particularly in the absence of robust 
ICT support.  
 
It is for these reasons that I believe the project is not where it should be, 
however I also believe that this can be recovered reasonably quickly and the 
steps that are now being taken will enable this to happen; namely, strong project 
management from R&R led by the Director, dedicated ICT resource at Business 
Partner level, who is not at risk of resigning, and robust engagement with Risual 
at senior level. 
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Para 3.6: when precisely was the further contract for £228,500 to Risual 
awarded? Who agreed that it should be awarded? Was a business case prepared 
for this further non competitive tender action and approved by the Finance 
Director? Was the award approved in advance by Scottish Government (as 
required by section 4.10.5 of the standing orders)? What deliverables were 
specified for the additional £228,500? Have they been delivered to quality and 
time? 
 
As it became increasingly apparent that the wider ICT resourcing challenges 
would not be resolved in the short term, the Digital Steering Group (DSG) 
reviewed the ICT workload to determine priorities and deliverability by 31 
March 2016, using both internal and external resources, aiming to fully utilise 
the ICT staffing budget. As part of this prioritisation exercise, the DCO 
highlighted the importance of the OI project for the organisation. The ICT 
Business Services Manager advised that having procured the development of the 
system from Risual during 2014/15, ICT was now endeavouring to test the 
system but currently had no resource to pilot or install the system within the 
organisation. He undertook a task to investigate how we could use external 
resource to get this project completed, by the end of the financial year. 
 
The ICT Business Services Manager advised the DSG at its meeting on 19th 
October that further services could be procured from Risual, through the same G-
Cloud Framework, to complete user acceptance testing on the application which 
had been developed through the first contract, undertake a pilot implementation, 
and then undertake an incremental roll-out area by area. He advised that this 
would cost £228,500, which was calculated as a fixed price, now that the 
requirements were clearly known. It should be noted that the original project 
cost of £300,000 envisaged user acceptance testing, piloting and roll-out being 
undertaken in-house.  
 
It was noted by the DSG that there was a capital budget of £200,000 for this 
project for 2015/16, albeit to purchase the MDT devices. It was agreed that the 
first requirement would be to have a working system, and we had already 
purchased a batch of devices which could be used for the pilot, therefore the DSG 
agreed this budget could be utilised to get us to an operational system. The 
balance of £28,500 would be sought through the Capital Monitoring Group, and it 
was known that the HR/Payroll project was reporting an underspend, therefore 
this could be accommodated.  The Capital Monitoring Group agreed to transfer 
the necessary top-up funding, the procurement process was duly completed and 
a new contract signed. 
 
While the governance arrangements around this decision were robust, 
unfortunately it has subsequently been discovered that the figure of £228,500 
quoted excluded VAT and further budget has had to be identified from the ICT 
capital programme to cover this gap.  
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At this point in time expenditure against the new contract of £228,500 plus VAT 
is £34,980. It is therefore important that the project progresses as quickly as 
possible, within an appropriate governance regime, over the remaining weeks of 
the financial year. It is however unlikely that the full amount will be spent and 
we will need to work to balance this by bringing forward other expenditure from 
the 2016/17 capital programme. 
 
 
Para 3.7: says that the Risual application is 55% complete “and it can be 
anticipated that further funding will be required to complete the development of 
the system”. Does this mean that (i) Risual have not delivered satisfactorily what 
the contract required of them for the price we agreed to pay; and (ii) that we do 
not know how much it will actually cost us in total with Risual to complete the 
development? 
 
The supplementary contract to complete the work is on a fixed price basis with 
knowledge of the requirement and as such I would expect this to be sufficient to 
conclude the initial development, as well as the additional work of testing, 
piloting and rolling out the system. A meeting is being arranged between myself, 
Lewis, Sandra, our ICT Business Partner and senior management at Risual to 
discuss the current position with the development, the contractual arrangements 
and the way forward. As discussed above I believe we now have in place the 
necessary mechanisms to manage this contract robustly. 
 
Para 3.7 second sentence says that the Risual system cannot be supported on 
existing MDTs and its use will require hardware costing between £400k and 
£1.3m. Was this fact known when the 2014 business case for contracting with 
Risual was prepared and was it included in the business case? 
 
It is my understanding that at the start of the project there was an expectation 
the existing MDTs could be used, however the exclusions listed in the project 
dossier in May 2014 (replacement/upgrade of existing MDTs) points to possible 
concerns. 
 
It became apparent during 2014/15 that replacement MDTs would be required 
and provision of £200,000 was made in the 2015/16 Capital Programme to 
deliver this, with a further £200,000 the following year.  
 
Towards the end of the financial year, when it could be seen that the timing of 
expenditure on system development was slower than had been anticipated, the 
budget was reviewed, in conjunction with the Transitional Funding Monitoring 
Group, and the decision taken to bring forward the purchase of some 
replacement MDTs from the 2015/16 Capital Programme, and utilise the capital 
budget to complete both the system development and the MDT purchase. 
 
It is however the current view of the refreshed project team that further work is 
needed to confirm the suitability of the MDTs that have been purchased.  
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What is the regime for making payments to Risual? Who undertakes what check 
that work which is contracted to be done, has actually been done to the standard 
required before payment authorisation is given? 
  
A purchase order is raised within the TechOne system in accordance with the 
contractual arrangements, to which invoices will be matched. As with all 
suppliers, invoices received are scanned onto the TechOne system by the 
Accounts Payable Team and workflowed to the relevant person for 
coding/authorisation. Sandra Fox, as Head of ICT is the budget holder for this 
contract and as such checks the invoices received with both the R&R project 
team and the ICT support to establish whether the work has been completed as 
billed. Once she is satisfied, Sandra authorises the invoice in the system. If the 
invoice value exceeded Sandra’s authority level it would be workflowed to John 
Thomson or myself for authorisation, depending on the value. 
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