NO RTHERN IRETAND DISIRIC TPO LICING PARINERSHIPS

APPO INTMENT O F NDEPENDENTMEM BERS,
COLERAINE AND BAILYMENA

REPO RTO F THE MPARTIAL ASSESSOR
TO THE POLICING BOARD

REPO RTPREPARED BY
JOHN KEANIE

MAY 2010



Contents:
1.0 Inttoduc tion
1.1 Referencesto otherdocuments

1.2 Initialoverview

2.0 Monitoring the process stage by stage
2.1 lhtroduction

2.2 Planning the process

2.3 Advertising / publishing

2.4 Feedbackand complaintsprocedure

2.5 Councillo rtraining

2.6 Sho rtlisting

2.7 nterviews

2.8 Policing Board Appointments Panelsession
2.9 Notification and publication ofoutcomes
2.10 Feedback

2.11 Complaints

3.0 Conclusion/ Validity of process
3.1 Concluding remarks

3.2 Impartial Assessorsstatement on the Validity of process

4.0 Executive summary and recommendations
4.1 Summary

4.2 Recommendationsofthe Inpartial Assessor



1.0 INIRODUCTON

The Northem keland Policing Board camied outa public appointments
process, between February and May 2010, to appointone lhdependent
Memberto Coleraine Distric t Po licing Partne rship [DPP] and one hdependent
Memberto Ballymena DPP. These appointments were to fil vacancies.

The processwasconducted according to the Code of Practice on the
‘Appointmentof hdependent Members to Distric t Po licing Partne rships and
Be Ifa st Distric t Po lic ing Partne rship Sub-Groups’ [The Code]. The Code was
issued n November2007 and wasmade underParagraph 6[2] of Schedule 3
and Paragraph 6[2] of Schedule 3A to the Police [Northem keland] Act 2000
[the 2000 Act],asamended by the Police [Northem keland] Act 2003 [the
2003 Act] and the Distric t Po licing Partne rships [NI] Order 2005 [the 2005
Order]. Hereafterreferred to asthe 2000 Act[asamended].

The provisions ofthe 2000 Act[asamended] enable the Secretary of State to
issue, and from time to time revise,a code of practice containing guidance
asto the exercise, by District Councils and the Policing Board, oftheir

func tions in the nomination and appointments processforlndependent
Members.

The Code givesguidance to District Councils and the Policing Board on their
respective olesin the nomination and appointmentoflhndependent
Membersto DPPs. The Code used in thisprocess wasthe 2007 version, which
replaced the 2005 version and takesaccountofthe legislative changes
made by the 2003 Act. Thiscame into effecton 4th September2007.

The Code isdescrbed, initsintroductory section, asbeing ‘in line with the
guidance onappointmentsto public bodiesissued by the Office ofthe
CommissionerforPublic Appointments’ [OCPA -- the CommissionersCode
of Practice] even though the appointments, which were made priorto the
devolution of Policing and Justice matters to the Northem Ieland Assembly,
did not come within the O CPA remit. The Code isalso descrnbed ashaving
been ‘screened foradverse equality impacts. [Following screening, it was
determined thatan equality mpactassessment wasnotrequired.]

Part 111 ofthe 2000 Act[asamended] sets out the provisions goveming the
operation and func tions ofthe DPPs. Schedules 3 and 3A, in addition to
providing forthe Code, set out how DPPsand Sub-Groupsare to be
established and how appointmentsofPoliticaland hdependent Members
are to be made.
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Ih accordance with thisprocess, candidates who had responded to
advertisements forthe posts were shortlisted, interviewed and selected for
appointment.

Inaccordance with the Act[asamended], hdependent Members of DPPs
are appointed by the Policing Board from name s submitted by the Distric t
Councils. h making the appointments, the Policing Board isrequired to seek,
asfaraspracticable, to ensure thatthe overallmembership ofeach DPPis
representative ofthe community in the Councilarea.

Aswith allpreviousnomination and appointments processesthere was
independent scrutiny of allstagesofthe process:

The Code requiresthat ‘lhdependent Panel Members’ [[PMs], with vo ting
rig hts, sit on all shorthisting, inte rviewing and appointment panels.

The Code also requiresthat Impartial Assessors [I[As] oversee the process. In
previousappointmentsprocesses,a smallteam of [Aswasemployed forthis
purpose. On thisoccasion, given the smallnumberofappointmentsto be
made [two appointments] and bearng in mind the OCPA requirement for
proportionate measuresin appointments processes, John Keanie, who has
led the JA teamson previousoccasions, wasappointed asthe sole IA.

The taskofthe JA wasto ensure thatbest practice methodsand standards
were applied, to intervene where necessary to require adjustment, and to
reportto the Policing Board on the overallprocess. Thisisthatreport.

Inh addition, asin previousappointments processes, an experienced former
OCPA Independent, Judith Eve, wasappointed to actaslhdependent
Complaints Monitor, to dealwith complaints from any candidate unable to
have his/ hercomplaintresolved by the Policing Board. Thisadditionallayer
wasintroduced to ensure thatthe complaintsofcandidateswould be, and
would be seento be,objectively and efficiently handled by an expertin such
matters, who wasuninvolved in the appointments process.

Thisreport from the JA isintended to provide, to the Policing Board, the Distric t
Councils, the generalpublic, relevant Govemment De partme nts, the NIO
and otherinterested parties, a whollyindependentaccountofthe process
by whic h the two replacement membersofColeraine and Ballyme na Distric t
Po licing Partnerships have been appointed.

The report willalso expressthe view ofthe JA on the compliance ofthe
nomination and appointments process with the Code, and will assist tho se



responsible forthe planning and implementation ofthe processto ide ntify
o pportunitie s to furtherrefine and improve any future processes.

The ultimate aim ofthe JA’s work, in this and previous rec ruitment rounds, and
inc luding thisreport, isto ensure that hdependent Membersofall DPPs are
selected through an open, transparent, inc lusive and fairprocessand that
Independent Members, togetherwith the Elected Members on the DPPs, are,
asfaraspracticable, representative of the c ommunitie s they serve, bringing
to theirworka relevant mix of abilities, experience and qualitie s.

1.1 REFERENC ESTO O THER DO C UMENTS

Inorderto keep thisdocumentassuccinctaspossible, backgrund
documentswilnotbe appended. Such documentsinclude the 2000 Act[as
amended], the Code of Practice and the fourpreviousreports ofthe
Impartial Asse ssors [June 2003, January 2005, January 2006 and April 2008].
Readersofthisreport who wish to have sightofany such documentation can
obtain copiesby contacting the Directorof Community Engagement,
Northem keland Policing Board, 31 Clarendon Road, Be Ifast BTl 3BG.

The JA kepta ‘ProcessFile’ ofall his work. This file containsdetails ofthe work
done ateach stage ofthe process, the emailed reports sent to Policing
Board officersaftereach stage and some specific pointsto be addressed
arnsing from recommendationsin thisreporteg relating to suggestionsfor
improvementsin the interview proce ss.

1.2 INIDAL O VERVIEW

Thisreport wilconsider, stage by stage, the processforthe appointment of 2
Ihdependent Membersto Coleraine and Ballymena DPPs. k will id e ntify issue s
that have arsen in the processand make recommendations forthe
mprovementofany future appointments processes.

The duty ofthe JA wasto oversee the processto ensure openness,
transparency, probity and effectiveness. In the disc harge ofthisduty, it was
essentialthatthe JA acted in a mannerthat wasseparate, independent,
mpartialand objective in relation to the Policing Board’sappointment
exercise.



The ‘best practice yardstick used by the IA,ateach stage ofthe process,
wasthatinherentin the Code, which isitse If strongly reflec tive ofthe O CPA
Code and the ‘Best Practice Guide for Govemment Departments’.

The Impartial Assessor, having completed his monitoring and assessmentof
the processand the resulting appointments, hasdetailed, in thisreport, issues
ansing during the process,and hasmade recommendations, where
necessary, forimprovements.

Ih overallterms, the Inpartial Assessorispleased to record his opinion that:

‘The process has been conducted in a mannerthat complies with the Code,
that signific antly utilises best practice methods, and thathas built upon
lessons leamed in the previous recruitment rounds and recommendations

made in the previous reports of Impartial Assessors.’

2.0 MONIIORING THEPRO CESS SIAGE BY STAGE
2.1 NIRODUCTION

The JA monitored the processateach stage untilitscompletion. Aftereachof
the main stages, the JA produced a briefemailed report to the Policing Board
offic ers, confiiming the validity of that stage and highlighting any issues
ansing. Issuesofa minornature were, asin previousrecruitment munds, dealt
with there and then and wilnotbe reflected in this report. The follo wing
sectionslisteach stage, comment brefly, and where there are

rec omme ndations forfuture improvement, presentthem in bold type:

2.2 PIANNING THE PRO CESS

The processwaswellplanned and there wasgood coordination, at planning
stage and throughout the whole process, between the officers ofthe Policing
Board, Price Waterhouse Coopers[‘PWC’ -- who won the contract, through a
tendernng process, to assist District Councils with the selec tion of nominees to

be considered forappointment by the Policing Board] and the IA.

The planning and implementation ofthe processbenefited from the
experience gained in previous recruitment rounds and many of the
recommendations from previousJA reportshad been implemented.

The JA had the opportunity to examine alldocumentation to be used
throughout the processand wassatisfied thatit complied with the



requirements ofthe Code and thatit wasconducive to running a fairand
propercompetition, aswellasbeing userfriendly.

2.3 ADVERTISING /PUBLIC ITY

Advertisementswere placed in the Ballymena Times, Ballymena Guardian,
Coleraine Timesand Coleraine Chronicle. The Policing Board also advertised
the se positionsin its we bsite. This adve rtising attracted 20 requestsfor
application forms forthe Coleraine DPP and 26 re que sts for Ballymena DPP.
These requestsresulted in 6 applications forthe Coleraine DPP and 9

applic ations forthe Balymena DPP.

2.4 FEEDBACKAND C OMPIAINTS PRO C EDURE

Asin previous re c ruitment rounds, the information packsforapplic ants
provided the detailsofhow to obtain feedbackand how to pursue a
complaint.

2.5 COUNCIIOR TRAINING

One joint training session was held, forthe Councillors ofboth Distric ts
[Coleraine and Ballymena] in the Ecos Centre, Ballymena, on 27 March 2010.
The session was wellrun. The Councillors were taken through the process and
the irre spo nsibilitie s in it, by PWC staff, they were given a copy ofthe ‘Code
Process Manual which explained, in detail, the whole processand theirpart
mnit, and they were afforded considerable opportunity to ask questionsand
make comment.

One issue arose thatisconsidered appropriate formention in thisreport: In
the ‘Selection PanelBrie fing Session’ document, in the section entitled ‘Focus
onthe competency-based interview’, it says; ‘Only the nformation provided
by the candidate atthe interview and on the application form canbe used
by the panel. Ewaspointed outby one ofthe panelmembers present that
thiswasatoddswith whathe had been told in previous re c ruitme nt rounds,
where the application form wasthe source ofinformation forthe sho rtlisting
process and the interview itse f was the sole source atthe interview stage.

Recommendation 1: In preparing forthe next re cruitme nt round for DPPs, the
issue of use of information, from application forms and from inte rvie ws, should
be clarified, in the training documentation for Councillors and in their training
sessions, to ensure consistency from one competition to the next and across

the various intervie wing panels.



2.6 SHORTISING

The A reviewed allthe paperwork ofthe shortlisting process. Shortlisting was
camed outby the panelssetup in each District, chaired by a Councillorand
serviced by a PWC ‘observer. An hdependent Panel Member, with full

vo ting rights, attended each shortlisting se ssion.

The JA found allpaperworkto be in orderand consiste nt with proper
application ofthe stipulated shortlisting process.

Regarding the quality of the shortlisting processitself,asopposed to the
paperwork: the JA noted, from the recordsofthe two shortlisting se ssions, a
good degree ofconsistency from one panelmemberto the next [within
each panel] in the marking each ofthe criteria. Howeverit did appearthat,
between the two panels, Coleraine and Ballymena, there wasconsiderable
apparent varnation in the marksgiven to candidatesforwhatappeared to
be very smilarattnbutes. The JA provided specific details to the Policing
Board officerson thismatterand asked them, forfuture re c ruitme nt rounds,
to considerwhat mightbe done to tighten thisup. kshould be noted that, in
this particularsmallcompetition, no candidate wasdisadvantaged due to
the factthatallofthose candidates, identified by the JA with regard to this
problem, wenton to be shortlisted forinterview; the problem could be a
more seriousone in a largercompetition with more interview panelsand a
greaternumberofcandidates.

Recommendation 2: There is a diffic ulty in e nsuring consistency, across
shortlisting panels in diffe re nt Distric ts, in the maxking of some of the criteria
used to assess candidates. Policing Board officers should consider, from the
evidence ofthe records ofhow each panel amived atits scores, and from
disc ussion with PWC observers to the shortlisting process, how greater
consistency might be obtained through training and advice specifically
targeted at this problem.

2.7 INTERVIEWS

Interviews were conducted during 22nd and 23™® March 2010. They tookplace
in Coleraine District Councilofficesand in the Ecos Centre, Ballymena. The
interview panelscomprised the same members asthe shortlisting panels. Six
candidateswere interviewed in Coleraine and seven in Ballymena. The 1A sat
in on two interviews in eac h Distric t.

The interviewsobserved by the JA were generally wellrun. The PWC obserwers
performed theirrole welland provided allnecessary supportand guidance
to the panels.
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Notwithstanding the points below, which provide some crticism and offer

some suggestions forimprove ments in future rounds of inte rvie ws, the IA is of

the opinion that these interviews were conducted in a fairand consistent

mannerand thatthey were run in accordance with the Code of Practice.

There isroom forsome improve me nts forfuture rounds o f inte rvie ws:

1.

The composition of panelscould be given more thought. n a
competition where one ofthe objectivesisto encourage applications
from asdiverse a range ofthe population aspossible, the
predominantly ‘late middle-aged’ panelsofmostly malesisnotideal &k
isrecognised of course thatthispanelcomposition is reflec tive of the
make-up of many of Northem Ireland’s District Councils, but
neverthelessthe mattershould be given c are fulthought and
improvementsmade where possible.

Carefulattention should be paid to the layout ofthe interview room.
The Coleraine interviews were camed outin a very conducive setting,
inanappropriately sized mmom with a ‘non-c onfrontational seating
amangementforthe paneland the candidates. The Ballymena session
wasnotso amenable, with the interviewsbeing conducted in a very
large mom and the panel[with only one woman, the hdependent
PanelMember] sitting in a straight line ata long table and the
candidate being required to sit opposite them.

The Chairsofinterview panels, some of whom may not have had much
experience in such a le, require strong and clearsupport form the
observer,in preparing forthe interviews and in conduc ting them. This is
essential, to ensure thatcandidatesare properdy welcomed, are made
to feelascomfortable aspossible and are given every opportunity to
shine . Forfuture re c ruitme nt rounds, specific training and guidance
should be provided forthe Chairsofpanels. Detailsofsome spe c ific
pointsthatneed to be addressed in thiscontextare recorded in the
‘Process Fle’ ofthe 1A, forattention by Policing Board o ffic e 1s.

Ikt is still the opinion ofthis JA thatthere isa ‘generic’ nature to many
questionsused in the interviews, that allowssome candidatesto be less
specific in theiranswersthan ishelpfulto those making decisionsabout
the ir suitability forthe rle, orthat fails to ensure that candidates
demonstrate some knowledge [and some research forthe interview] of
the DPPsand of Policing. Thisisa problem thatisnot exclusive to the
DPPrecruitment process;in factitappearsto have spread acrossthe
Public Appointmentsprocess; butithasbeen particularly noticeable in
thisand previousrecruitment munds forthe DPPsand wasincluded in
the JAs’ April 2008 report with the following recommendation: ‘Priorto



any future recruitment round, carefulconsideration should be given to
the formulation ofinterview questionsthatallow / encourage
candidatesto settheiranswersin a contextapplicable to the DPPs. This
would allow candidatesto display theirthinking on rele vant matters
and encourage high calbre candidatesto ‘shine’ a little more.’

Recommendation 3: There are foursuggestions in Section 2.7 of this report
[above] forimprovement to the interview process in future recruitme nt rounds.
Policing Board officers, togetherwith any consultant engaged for future
rounds, should take the necessary steps to plan and implement the se

improve ments.

Sub se quent to the interviews, the A conducted an audit ofthe paperwork
on 25th March 2010. Alpaperwork waspresenton file,completed, signed
and dated asrequired fora properaudit trail

kwasnoticeable, however, that there isa continuing problem with some
Councilormembersofpanelsproviding very sparse noteson theirinte rview
recording forms, in some c asesinsufficient to provide the necessary rationale
forthe markgivenon a particularcompetence. The contrast with the much
more comprehensive notesprovided by the hdependent PanelMembersis
striking. This problem hasbeen highlighted in previousIA reportsand iscleary
a difficult problem to overcome, but efforts should be continued, partic ulady
by the observers atinterview sessions and in the training se ssions and
literature forcandidates, to addressthe problem and thereby improve the
recorded evidence ofinterview pefformance. ktisalso worth noting that, in
theirreport of Aprnl 2008, the JA team made the following recommendation
aimed atencouraging an improved selection process forpane llists for future
recruitment rounds: ‘Carefulconsideration should be given to developing a
setofrequirements forany Councillors to serve on panels. The se re quire me nts
should be discussed with Councils and the Councils should be encouraged to
fulfilthe re quire ments, when choosing Councillorpanellists,asfaraspossible.
Sub se quent training should be targeted atthe skillsgaps.’ The IA, on this
occasion, is highlighting thatrecommendation again due to hisconcem that
thisproblem isnot showing any sign of improvementand itcould lead to
diffic ultie s in the future.

Recommendation 4: Efforts should be continued, in training literature and in
training sessions, and in the conduct of interview sessions by the professional
observers, to effect an improvement in the standard of note-taking by
Councillor panellists at inte rvie ws. In addition, the selection process for
Councillors to sit on shortlisting and interview panels should be examined

and, where possible and in cooperation with the District Councils, improved.
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2,8 POLICING BOARD APPO INIMENTS PANEL SESSIO N

The Appointments Panelmeton 29t April 2010. The IA attended this se ssion.
The Appointments Panelhad fully delegated authornty from the Po licing
Board to make the finaldecisionson which candidates, from the poolof
appointable candidates, were to be appointed. [‘Appointable candidate’
meansappointable on mernt, aschosen through the sho rtlisting and
interviewing processofthe Distict Councilsasdescribed above.] 'Thisisthe
stage,in the public appointmentsprocess, thatisnomallycamied outby a
Govemme nt Ministe rbut whic h, in the case ofthe DPPs, is the re sponsibility o f
the Policing Board, within the 2000 Act[asamended] and the Code of
Practice.

The panelcomprised Policing Board membersand an Independent Panellst
with full voting powers. The panelelected a Chair, from theirnumber, forthe

se ssio n.

The team of Policing Board officers, led by the Direc torof Community
Engagement, provided administrative support, togetherwith a fullbrie fing on

relevant policy and process. He also dealt with queriesby membersofthe
Panel

The officerteam provided, foreach District in tum, hard-copy and
computersed information on the ‘District Profiles’, and on the profilesof the
Ihdependent Membersserving on the DPPs. At the request of members, the
officersalso supplied the profilesofthe Elected Members ofthe DPPs, whic h
they felt wasimportantto give them ata clearpicture ofthe make-up of the
totality of each DPP. The Chairsubsequently asked that, in future recruitme nt
rounds, the information forthe Appointments Panelsshould alwaysinclude
the profile ofthe full DPP foreach Distric t, inc luding Elected membersand
Independent members.

The officerteam then provided hard-copy and computerised information on
eachcandidate in the poolofappointable candidates, forColeraine and
Ballymena in tum.

The Panelselected those candidates from the poolwhom, they believed,
best fitted the requirements foreach DPP. In doing so they took into
consideration such factorsascommunity background, genderand age, and
were alertto any considerations around disability, race, sexual orie ntation,
dependants, marntalstatus,occupation, postcode and whetherthe
candidate lived in an utban orrurallocation.
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During the selection process, panelmemberswere able to query the
computerised database to ensure the best possible fitof candidates and
vacancies. Panelmembers were required to use theirdisc retion, on the basis
ofthe mformation provided to them and on paneldiscussion ofthe options,
to achieve ‘best fit'.

kEwasparticulady noticeable to the IA that, in the course of comprehensive
and sometimeslengthy discussion on candidatesand theirmerits, allpanel
memberstookwhatwascleadyanobjective and rationalapprach to the
decisionsto be made,and challenged and examined the mformation
regardless ofthe community background orotherattributesof the
candidates. Thisled to an impressively ombust and fairapprach to the
appointments.

kEwassuggested thatit should be made clearerto candidates, in the
application formsand candidate information packs, that motoring offences
should be included in the declarationsby candidatesofcrminaloffences.
This would help to avoid the situation where a candidate has, perhapsin
emor,leftoutanoffence and the Panelcannotdecide if he / she hasleftit
outdelberately ornot.

Recommendation 5: In future re cruitme nt rounds, profiling should be provided
on the fullmembership of DPPs, to include Hected and Independent
members, in orderto give Appointments Panels the complete context forthe
appointment[s] to be made.

Recommendation 6: Application forms and candidate information packs
should be amended to ensure that candidates know they must include

motoring offences in information they supply on criminal c onvic tions.
2.9 NOTIFICATION AND PUBLICATION OF OUIC O MES

Afterinterview, ‘lettersof Regret’ were issued by PWC to candidates
unsuc c essful at this stage.

Afterthe Policing Board Appointments Panelhad completed its wo 1k,
candidates who had been nominated by the respective District Councils
were notified ofthe outcome ofthe appointment processby letterfrom the
Policing Board. Afterresponse from the two successfulcandidatesconfiming
theiragreement to take up the posts, appointment letters were issued as
follo ws:

Coleraine DPPsuccessfulcandidate -- appointmenteffective from 5 th May
2010
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Ballymena DPP successfulcandidate -- appointment effective from 12th May
2010.

The appointments were subsequently published locally.
2.10 FEEDBACK

At the time of writing thisreport, there have been seven re que sts from
candidatesforfeedback, three to PWC forfeedbackup to and including the
interview stage ofthe process, and fourto the Policing Board following the
actualappointment stage.

Written responseshave been provided in allthese cases.
2.11 COMPIAINTS

™ date,there have been no complaintsto the hdependent Complaints
Mo nitor.

3.0 CONCIUSION / VALIDITY O F PRO CESS
3.1 CONCIUDING REMARKS

Eisclearthat the lessonsleamed from previousrecruitment munds have led
to aneverimproving processand that many recommendations from the
eatier]A reportshave been implemented. kisalso clearthat some
mprovements, asisto be expected in a processsuch asthisone thatrequires
the achievement of consistency across Distric ts, with many people involved,
are difficult to achieve. Because of this, some recommendations from the
lastIAreporthave beenrenewed orrepeated and some new
recommendationshave beenincluded to encourage attention to c ontinuing
challenges.

The commitment, ofthe Board members, the officersand the independent
panelmembers, to achieving a fairand welldocumented re sult from this
processisevident, and the cooperation shown by the Councils, with the
Policing Board and with PWC, hashelped to lead to a wellrun process.

3.2 MPARTALASSESSOR S STATEMENTO N THE VALIDITY O F THE PRO C ESS

As a result of the monitoring work camied out by the Impartial Assessor, he is
satisfied that the design, documentation, implementation and recording of
the 2010 process to recruita replacement ndependent Memberto Coleraine
Distric t Policing Partnership, and a replacement Ihndependent Member to
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Ballymena Distric t Policing Partnership, has been fair; robust, open and
transparent and has complied with the ‘Code of Practice issued by the
Northem Ireland Office in 2007 on the ‘Appointment of Ihdependent Members
to Distric t Policing Partnerships and Be lfa st Distric t Policing Partne rship Sub-
Groups’.
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a. EXEC UOVE SUMMARY AND LISTO F REC O MMENDATIO NS
b. EXEC ULIVE SUMMARY

The Northem keland Policing Board camied outa public appointments
processbetween February and May 2010, to appoint one
Independent Memberto Coleraine Distric t Po licing Partne rship [DPP}
and one hdependent Memberto Ballymena DPP. These appointme nts
were to fillvacancies.

The processwasconducted according to the Code of Practice on the
‘Appointment ofIndependent Members to District Policing Partne rships
and Be Ifa st Distric t Po lic ing Partne rship Sub-Groups’. The Code gives
guidance to District Councils and the Policing Board on theirrespec tive
rolesin the nomination and appointmentof hdependent Members to
DPPs.

Aswith allpreviousnomination and appointment processes, there was
independent scrutiny of allstagesofthe process. An hdependent
PanelMemberwith full voting rights sat on all sho rtlisting , inte rvie wing
and appointment panelsand an Impartial Assessor[IA], John Ke anie,
authorofthisreport, wasappointed to oversee the entire processto
ensure thatbest practice methodswere applied, to intervene where
necessary to require adjustment, and to reportto the Policing Board.
Thisisthatreport. n addition, a Complaints Monitorwasappointed to
see thatcomplaintsofcandidateswould be objectively and e ffic ie ntly
handled by an expertin such matters who wasuninvolved in the
appointments process.

The JA established a ‘processfile’ containing hisdetailed e xamination
ofthe process. kislodged with the Direc torof Community
Engagement.

The IA’s‘initialoverview’ ofthe processwasasfollows:

‘The process was conducted in a mannerthat complies with the Code,
that signific antly utilises best practice methods, and that has built upon
lessons leamed in the previous recruitment rounds and
recommendations made in the previous reports of the Impartial

Assessors’.

In the course ofcamnrying out hisrole, the Inpartial Asse ssormo nitore d
the fullprocessstage by stage, including:
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-the documentation to be used throughout the process; planning of
the process; advertising and publicity; the procedure setup for
handling offeedbackand complaints; Councillo rtraining ; sho rthisting ;
interviews; the workofthe Policing Board’s Appointme nts Panel;
notification and publication ofoutcomes; feedbackrequested by
applicants;complaintsreceived.

Ateach stage ofthe process, where necessary the IA notified any
issuesofconcem to the officersofthe Policing Board and to

Price Waterthouse Coopers [PWC -- who won the contract, through a
tendering process, to assist the District Councils with the selection of
nomineesto be considered by the Policing Board].

Minorissues were dealt with on an ongoing basis; otherissuesare dealt
with in the form of JA recommendations forimprovement to future
recruitment rounds. These ecommendations are summarsed in the
finalsection of thisreport.

In his‘concluding remarks’ [section 3.1] the JA pointsoutthat‘kisclear
that the lessonsleamed from previous recruitment omunds have led to
aneverimproving processand that many recommendations from the
eatier]A reportshave been implemented. Eisalso clearthat some
improvements, asisto be expected ina processsuch asthisone that
require s the ac hievement of consiste ncy ac ross Distric ts, with many
people involved, are difficult to achieve. Because of this, some
recommendations from the last JA report have been renewed or
repeated and some new recommendationshave been included to
encourage attention to continuing challenges.

The commitment ofthe Board members, the officers and the
independent panelmembers, to achieving a fairand well
documented result from thisprocessisevident, and the cooperation
shown by the Councils, with the Policing Board and with PWC, has
helped to lead to a wellrun proc e ss.

Impartial Assessor's statement on the Validity of the process:

As a result of the monitoring work camied out by the Impartial Assessor,
he is satisfied that the design, documentation, implementation and
recording ofthe 2010 process to recruita replacement hdependent
Memberto Coleraine District Policing Partnership, and a replacement
Independent Memberto Ballymena Distric t Policing Partne rship, has
been fair;, robust, open and transparent and has complied with the
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‘Code of Practice’ issued by the Northem Ireland Office in 2007 on the
‘Appointment of hdependent Members to District Policing Partne rships
and Be lfa st Distric t Policing Partne rship Sub-Groups’.

1.

. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THEIMPARTALASSESSOR

In preparng forthe next rec ruitme nt round for DPPs, the issue of use
of nformation, fom application forms and from inte rvie ws, should
be clarfied, in the training documentation for Councillors and in
theirtraining se ssions, to ensure c onsistency from one competition to
the next and acrssthe varousinterviewing panels.

There is a diffic ulty in e nsuring c onsistency, ac ro ss shortlisting panels
in Diffe re nt Distric ts, in the marking of some ofthe crteria used to
assesscandidates. Policing Board officers should consider, from the
evidence ofthe recordsofhow each panelamved atitsscores,
and from disc ussion with PWC observers to the shortlisting process,
how greaterconsistency mightbe obtained through training and
advice specifically targeted atthisproblem.

There are foursuggestionsin Section 2.7 of thisreport for
improvement to the interview processin future rec ruitme nt rounds.
Policing Board officers, togetherwith any consultantengaged for
future rounds, should take the necessary stepsto plan and

imple ment the se improvements.

. Efforts should be continued, in training lite rature and in training

sessions, and in the conductofinterview sessions by the professional
observers, to effectan improvementin the standard ofnote-taking
by Councillorpanellists at inte rvie ws,. In addition, the selec tion
processforCouncillors to sit on shotlisting and interview panels
should be examined and, where possible and in cooperation with
the District Councils, mproved.

In future re c ruitme nt rounds, profiling should be provided on the full
membership ofthe DPPs, to include Eected and hdependent
members,in orderto give Appointments Panelsthe complete
context forthe appointment[s] to be made.

Application formsand candidate information packsshould be
amended to ensure thatcandidates know they must include
motoring offencesin nformation they supply on criminal

¢ onvic tio ns.



