
LETTER TO THE SCOTTISH POLICE AUTHORITY, DATED 22 MARCH 2017 
 
At its meeting on 16 March 2017, the Committee took evidence from the Auditor 
General for Scotland on her report entitled “i6: a review”. You can read the Official 
Report of that meeting here: 
 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S5_Public_Audit/OR16March.pdf  
 
The Committee agreed to write to you to follow up on issues arising from the audit. 
We appreciate that the procurement of the i6 programme took place before the 
establishment of the SPA and Police Scotland; however, as it was the SPA that 
signed the contract with Accenture and was ultimately accountable for the 
programme, we expect you will be able to answer the below questions. Please 
provide a response by Thursday 13 April. 
 
We have written to you separately regarding a scheduled oral evidence session on 
Thursday 20 April on the Section 22 report entitled “The 2015/16 audit of the Scottish 
Police Authority”. Please note that, following receipt of your reply, the Committee will 
consider whether it wishes to ask you questions about i6 as part of that oral evidence 
session. 
 
We have copied this letter to Paul Johnston, Director-General Learning & Justice at 
the Scottish Government, for his information. 
 
Contract specification 

1. Is it reasonable to expect that, after 18-months of pre-award discussion, 
significant potential disputes should have been anticipated and addressed?  

2. Was there ambiguity in the contract regarding the user requirements, and if 
so, who was to blame? 

3. Did you carry out a full options appraisal of both the ‘waterfall method’ and the 
alternative ‘agile’ approach? 

4. Why did you pursue the waterfall approach rather than the agile approach? 
Did any of your external advisers advise against this method?  
 

Contract failure 
5. What lessons have you learned from the failure of this project? For example, 

what processes have you changed as a result? 
6. The Auditor General stated that the early disagreements between Police 

Scotland and Accenture “permanently damaged trust, relationships and 
confidence between Police Scotland and Accenture”. As the body that signed 
the contract with Accenture for the delivery of i6, what role did the SPA play in 
attempting to resolve these relationship issues and ensuring clear lines of 
communication were maintained?  

7. The business case for i6 anticipated that full payback would be achieved in 
2021/22. It estimated that implementing this new IT system would generate 
potential efficiency savings of around £200 million over ten years. Have you 
quantified the opportunity cost of the failure of the i6 programme? 

8. Did you receive, or seek, any compensation for these opportunity costs? If 
not, why not?  

9. Did any Police Scotland and Scottish Police Authority staff contribute to the 
failure of i6? If so, how have they been held accountable?   

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S5_Public_Audit/OR16March.pdf


10. The Auditor General stated that the importance of a successful i6 programme 
for both Police Scotland and Accenture “may have led to misplaced optimism 
about the prospects of success and unwillingness to consider terminating the 
programme”. Is this a fair assessment? 

11. Have you identified any examples of significant operational errors made by 
the police that stemmed from the failure of i6?   

12. Has there been any impact on current systems and operations in Police 
Scotland as a result of the decision to cancel i6? 

 
Role of expert advisers 

13. Do you consider that you were well advised by your three external advisors 
(Deloitte, Eversheds and Exception UK)? How did they add value? 

14. How much was paid to the three external expert advisors? Have you sought 
to recoup any of this money?  

15. Did the £13m additional payment from Accenture cover the cost of employing 
third party advisers? 

 
Scottish Government’s role 

16. How often did reports on the progress of i6 go to Scottish Ministers? 
17. Was there any Ministerial or civil service involvement in the decision to 

terminate the i6 contract? 
18. When did the Scottish Government last provide assurance on the project? 
19. Was this before or after September 2013, when the programme was reported 

as having a ‘red’ status? 
 

Future developments 
20. Is a single, national IT system for policing still viable?  
21. i6 was intended to cover 6 areas which were responsible for 80% of policing 

activity. Would these 6 areas still represent a similar percentage of policing 
activity? 

22. Taking into account timescales for procurement and other essential steps, 
what is the earliest date by which new IT systems could be in place that would 
offer the same benefits as i6? 

23. If there is not to be one system, is there a plan and timescale for upgrading 
the individual systems, and if so, what are the priorities? What effect, if any, 
will the upgrade to individual systems have on operational policing?  

24. Could any of the preparation undertaken for i6 inform development of future 
policing IT projects? 

25. The Auditor General has stated that “The Policing 2026 strategy…is centred 
on much better and more flexible use of IT...currently, there is no plan and no 
date for achieving those benefits.” Given the failure of i6 and the Auditor 
General’s comments, how will Policing 2026 be delivered successfully?  

26. We note within the 2017/18 budget that Police Scotland’s capital expenditure 
plan includes £16m for ICT and £14.1m of “transformational capital spend” on 
C3 technology, cybercrime, cyber defence and fleet utilisation technology. 
What proportion of this expenditure will deliver functions supposed to be 
delivered by the i6 programme? 

 


