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Executive summary 
 
Membership of the Executive Panel  
 
The Executive Panel met on 18 November to assess the NICC bids from the City of London 
Police and the Metropolitan Police. Membership of the Executive Panel comprised: 
 

 Sir Richard Mottram (Chair – independent) 

 Stephen Otter QPM (Her Majesty’s Inspector for the National and London Region) 

 Luke Edwards (Head – Efficiency and Resources Unit) 

 Ian Shepherd (Head – Police Integrity and Powers Unit) 

 Mostaque Ahmed (Head – Counter Terrorism Policing Unit) 
 
  

Key strategic findings and recommendations   
 
From it assessment of the NICC bids and a strategic discussion held with both forces and the 
Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime the Executive Panel reached the following conclusions:  
 

 The specific challenges of policing London are unlikely to be effectively captured in any 
general formula for funding distribution. 
 

 The Panel appreciates the significant efforts of officials and the two London forces in the 
preparation and presentation of bids, and the management of the formal scrutiny 
process.  There was a broad consensus that the 2016/17 bidding process was helpful in  
setting a baseline for future NICC funding requirements but a full bidding process is too 
resource intensive to be carried out on an annual basis . A lighter touch process on an 
annual basis, possibility built into the PEEL inspections, was suggested with a full review 
every three or four years. 
 
Recommendation - the Home Office consider amending the bidding process with a 
full assessment every three or four years with a lighter touch process in 
intervening years, possibly built into the HMIC PEEL inspections.    
 

 The inability of the MPS to meet the threshold for Police Special Grant creates a situation 
where the force are expected, in the most part, to meet significant operational costs for 
planned and unplanned major events such as royal weddings and state funerals from 
budget reserves.  The Panel does not take a particular view on this issue, but believes 
that it is reasonable to consider the MPS’ ability to access Special Grant in the future as 
and when events occur. 
 
Recommendation – the Home Office give policy consideration to the MPS’ ability 
to access Police Special Grant on a case-by-case basis. 
 

 In response to the discussion around the policing of football the Panel supported efforts 
to refine rules and legislation around the police’s ability to charge for particular services 
and believes that this provides the appropriate mechanism for funding of this activity in 
the future. 
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Recommendation – the Home Office provide clarification around future policy 
consideration of changing the rules for charging.  
 

 The Panel noted the difference on overheads in that these were not included in the NICC 
but were in CT grants. The Panel Chair asked the Home Office to consider this further in 
light of the inconsistency of approach. 

 
Recommendation - to ensure clarity, the position on overheads should be set out 
to both forces as soon as possible. 
 

 In order to support transparency and improve the assessment process the Panel 
suggested the panel includes an external representative from another force.   
 

Recommendation: future bid scrutiny panels should include a member from 
another large/complex police force and/or a representative from a national policing 
body, such as the National Police Chiefs’ Council or the Association of Police and 
Crime Commissioners 

 

Bid activities assessment  
 
The Executive Panel considered the remaining activities where a decision had not been 
reached by the Working Level Panel. Further details of the individual activities are outlined in 
pages 6-9. 
 
The Executive Panel agreed the totality of the approved NICC bids (without overheads) as: 
 

 The City of London Police -  £7,349,600 

 The Metropolitan Police Service - £281,162,500 
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Overview 
 
The bidding process 
 
It is the view of the Panel that bidding for NICC Grant funding is a resource intensive activity.  
This was exacerbated this year by the review of the process which immediate preceded the bid 
preparation, but it is clear that even without the review a significant level of senior operational 
resources were used by both forces in compiling bids and working through the scrutiny process.  
Both forces and Panel members took a similar view that, while there were obvious advantages 
to examining the baseline for additionality, it was not reasonable to expect the police or the 
Home Office to manage this process every year.   
 
Operational leads were clear that while the costs and actual activity may fluctuate slightly year-
on-year, the activities and proportions of overall demand that they represent are broadly 
consistent.  So while this process has been useful in determining an actual baseline of activities 
and costs, it would be superfluous to repeat it each year.  During our discussions, the forces 
both felt that a four-year cycle of bidding would be reasonable, with a window each year for the 
Home Office and the forces to discuss any major changes in activity or demand which might 
affect funding.  It was suggested that interim scrutiny on use of the grant could be managed by 
HMIC as part of the PEEL inspection regime. 
 

The funding landscape 
 
The new bidding process was designed with a revised police funding formula in mind.  
Following the announcement by the Policing Minister of a pause in the implementation of the 
new formula, the amount and treatment of the NICC Grant may now revert to that applied in 
previous years.  The MPS and MOPAC do not believe it is reasonable to reduce the NICC 
Grant in line with Spending Review reduction in the Police Main Grant.   
 
While the Panel has a degree of sympathy with the MPS/MOPAC position, it was clear that 
decisions on the actual funding provided to the London forces are a matter for Ministers.  
However, the Panel felt a duty to present the view of the MPS and MOPAC that to disregard the 
baseline entirely would represent considerable wasted effort on the part of both the forces and 
the Home Office. 
 

Transparency and accountability 
 
The NICC has been in existence for some time but has recently, as a result of the consultation 
on police funding arrangements, attracted more interest from other police forces.  The Panel 
understood this interest, particularly as it has not always been clear what the NICC Grant is 
awarded for.   
 
One of the core parts of the MPS argument for additionality is the added complexity in otherwise 
routine activities that characterises the capital. The Panel felt that a number of other police 
forces could, whether correctly or not, make similar arguments for complexity or uniqueness 
based on their own local conditions.  Greater transparency of the Grant in general and the 
bidding process would assist other forces in understanding precisely why it is necessary for 
London forces to receive additional funds, as well as providing useful expert challenge on some 
of the assertions around operational matters made by the bidding forces, which the Panel may 
not be fully qualified to address.   
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The Panel therefore believe it would be helpful to include a representative from another large 
police force, or a suitably qualified national representative in any future bid scrutiny exercise.  
Force representatives who attended the Panel meeting expressed broad support for this 
measure, which would increase transparency in future bidding rounds. 
 
During discussions on transparency, the HMIC representative on the Panel suggested that 
examination of the use of the NICC Grant funding could be incorporated into the PEEL 
inspections carried out on the London forces.  As these reports are made publicly available, this 
additional measure would add valuable scrutiny to the way in which the funding is used.  This, in 
turn, can inform discussions on how to achieve greater efficiency and provide further assurance 
to the public and other police forces that the Grant is subject to proper oversight and 
accountability. 
 
  



 

 6 

Bid outcomes 
 
The tables below set out the areas of the bids which were agreed by the two Panels as 
reasonable, and the proportions of the total policing activity in the capital which each bid 
represents.  The Executive Panel considered only a small number of activities which were 
escalated by the initial Working Level scrutiny panel as either complex, contentious, or as 
having insufficient information on which to form a view.   
 
The final outcome of the bids from both forces is set out in the tables below. Adjustments made 
by the Panels to bid amounts or percentages are shown in red.  A list of the bids considered by 
the Executive Panel with summaries of their decisions is at Annex A. 
 
City of London Police bids 
 

 

 

NICC 
percentage 
bid for 

NICC 
percentage 
agreed after 
Panels  

Total costs 
(ex 
overhead* 

Servator 40% 25% £140,500 

Public Order Command and planning 70% 70% £626,600 

Dogs 29% 29% £131,500 

Firearms 64% 64% £465,900 

Marine 35% 35% £21,260 

Mounted 98% 0% £0.00 

PSU 87% 87% £1,900,000 

Tasking budget 55% 55% £164,000 

Intelligence 22% 22% £392,000 

Economic crime investigations 24% 24% £1,753,800 

Economic crime intelligence 100% 100% £914,500 

Ring of Steel 100% 50% £343,300 

Crime Investigation 34% 34% £260,300 

Old Bailey 100% 100% £180,500 

Crime Investigation - Special Branch 6% 6% £55,400.00 

Total * 
 

 
 

£7,349,600  

 
Overhead costs* 

 
 

£1,323,900 
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Metropolitan Police Service bids 
 

 

NICC 
percentage 

bid for 

NICC 
percentage 
agreed after 

Panels 

Total costs (ex 
overhead*) 

Aid Fund 96% 81% 
             

£8,168,300  

Firearms Unit 64% 64% 
           

£21,482,900  

Marine Policing Unit 35% 28.5% 
                

£955,000  

Mounted Branch 57% 52% 
             

£5,611,000  

Overt Operations 68% 58% 
             

£3,348,900  

Public Order 96% 81% 
             

£6,504,500  

Specialist Search Dogs 40% 32% 
             

£4,919,900  

TP Licence Search Overtime 30% 30% 
                

£243,300  

TSG 70% 70% 
           

£25,107,900  

Human Exploitation 60% 60% 
             

£3,527,900  

National Mobile Phone Crime Unit 100% 66.7% 
                

£556,900 

Police Central E-Crime Unit/MPS 33% 33% 
             

£4,221,600 

Road Policing 14% 14% 
             

£5,969,000  

Royal Parks Policing 100% 100% 
             

£8,810,400  

Secure Service ANPR 45% 45% 
                

£524,100  

Serious and Organised Crime 50% 50% 
           

£14,766,900  

Trident 55% 55% 
           

£18,080,600  

Child Protection 45% 45% 
           

£16,369,700  

Covert Human Intelligence Sources (CHIS) Risk 
Management 

100% 100% 
                

£406,400  

Covert Policing - TSU excl Siege Capability 

32% 

20% 
             

£1,277,300  

Covert Policing - CHIS excl Risk Management 50% 
             

£5,663,800  

Covert Policing - SLT 40% 
                

£446,600  

Forensics 40% 40% 
           

£20,884,400  

Homicide 45% 45% 
           

£19,078,600  

Hostage Crisis Negotiation Unit 90% 90% 
                

£292,800  

Human Surveillance 50% 50% 
             

£3,408,500  
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MPS Tasking & Coordinating Fund 32% 32% 
             

£1,817,100  

Operation Elveden 100% 100% 
                

£348,100  

Operation Tuleta 100% 100% £74,800  

Operation Weeting 100% 100% £6,227,500 

Sapphire Team 55% 55% £19,137,700  

Special Enquiry Team 100% 100%       £313,900  

TSU Siege Capability 50% 50%       £536,700  

Undercover Operations 55% 55% £1,968,400  

Witness Protection / Covert Finance  56% 56% £2,145,600  

Diplomatic Protection Group 100% 99% £11,252,900  

National Asset Barrier 100% 100% £620,000  

Protective Security Operations 100% 100% £359,500  

Language Services 30% 30% £2,668,900  

Operation Nexus 100% 100% £8,685,600  

Westminster 40% 40% £24,378,400  

NCTP HQ 1.7% 0% WITHDRAWN 

Aviation Policing 83% 0% WITHDRAWN 

Operation Kudo 100% 0% WITHDRAWN 

Total * 
 

 £281,162,500  

Overhead costs* 
 

 £62,619,800 

 
*All figures rounded to nearest £00 
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Annex A – considerations from the NICC Executive Panel. 
 
Below is a summary of the individual activities escalated to the Executive Panel and the 
decisions that they reached: 
 
City of London Police 
 

Activity Brief rationale for agreement NICC 
percentage and 
funding 
claimed 

NICC 
percentage 
and funding 
agreed 

Ring  of Steel 
 

 Panel reviewed evidence and 
rationale from CoLP and decided 
that there was insufficient 
evidence to provide 100% 
funding.  After discussion it was 
decided to provide 50% 
transitional funding for 2016/17 
only. 
 

 100% 

 £686,597 

 50% 

 £343,299 

Mounted Branch 
 

 Panel was not convinced that 
NICC funding should be 
provided, based on the 
deployment data. 

 

 98% 

 £739,904 

 0% 

 £0 

Project Servator 
 

 On examination of rationale and 
deployment data, the Panel and 
CoLP agreed that NICC funding 
should be 25%  

 

 40% 

 £224,799 

 25% 

 £140,499 

Economic Crime 
Investigations 
 

 Panel were satisfied that there 
was no funding overlap and were 
content to agree the bid 

 

 24% 

 £1,753,834 

 24% 

 £1,753,834 

Economic Crime 
Analysis 
 

  Similarly to the previous activity 
the Panel were satisfied that 
there was no duplication. 

 

 100% 

 £914,510 

 100% 

 £914,510 
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Metropolitan Police Service 
 

Activity Brief rationale for agreement NICC 
percentage and 
funding 
claimed 

NICC 
percentage 
and funding 
agreed 

National Mobile 
Phone Crime Unit 

 Principle of this activity qualifying 
for NICC funding agreed by 
Panel, particularly because of its 
role in liaising with industry, other 
Government agencies and forces 
to prevent and tackle crime. 
 

 Further evidence was provided to 
Panel setting out the balance of 
activity between the unique 
liaison function and the crime 
investigation.  
 

 100% 

 £835,247 

 66.7% 

 £556,859 

Public Order and Aid 
Fund 

 Public order and the connected 
activities were referred to the 
Executive Panel for consideration 
of the treatment of football 
policing, originally bid for 100% 

 Panel findings on the treatment of 
football have been reflected in 
the totals for Mounted Branch, 
Specialist Search Dogs and 
Overt Operations  
 

 96% 

 £7,694,940 
(aid fund) 

 £9,661,666 
(public order) 

 

 81% 

 £ 8,168,329 
(aid fund) 

 £6,504,532 
(public order) 

 
 

Mounted branch  See above  57% 

 £6,150,554 

 52% 

 5,611,032 

Specialist search 
dogs 

 40% 

 £6,149,927 

 32% 

 £4,919,942 

Overt operations  68% 

 £3,926,292 

 58% 

 £3,348,896 

MPS Tasking and Co-
ordination Fund 
 
 

 Evidence clarifying the percentage 
claimed was presented to the 
Executive Panel 

 32% 

  £1,817,056 

 32% 

  £1,817,056 

Covert Policing  
 
(Details and amounts 
are not for External 
Disclosure) 

 Errors in the original template were 
explained and rationale for 
percentages claimed was 
accepted as in line with decisions 
on linked activities.  

 32% 

 £7,387,667 

 32% 

 £7,387,667 

Parliamentary and 
Diplomatic Protection 

 A breakdown of the activities was 
discussed and small amendments 
made to what could be included, 
resulting in a slight reduction in 
costs. 

 100% 

 £11,412,896 

 99% 

 £11,252,896 

Aviation policing 
(Heathrow) 

 WLP not convinced by argument 
for NICC funding.   

 Bid withdrawn by MPS 

 83% 

 £425,639 

 0% 

 £0 

NCTP HQ  WLP unclear on rationale for 
inclusion 

 MPS confirmed that this was 
included in error and should form 
part of the overhead costs 

 1.7% 

 £392,128 

 Transferred 
to overhead 
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Operation Kudo  MPS confirmed the withdrawal of 
the bid following scaling down of 
operation 

 100% 

 £3,408,866 

 0% 

 £0 

 
 
Football policing 
One of the issues for consideration by the Panel was the treatment of football policing in 
London.  NICC funding is provided for a significant part of public order policing which is mostly 
in respect of major protest, events and demonstrations but which is, in part, deployed to 
manage policing of both national and domestic football matches.  The MPS originally bid for all 
of the costs of football policing to be covered by NICC Grant funding, citing a greater number 
and concentration of matches together with the transition of supporters from outside the capital 
through the city to matches elsewhere in England or Wales.  The position of the police altered 
slightly between the two meetings, with MPS conceding that it was not reasonable to ask for 
NICC funding for all football policing in the capital.  They did however take the continuing view 
that additional funding was appropriate. 
 
The Panel did not accept that football policing should be subsidised by central Government.  
While sympathetic to the additional pressure which match-day policing places on forces, 
particularly in London, the Panel viewed that it is not for the taxpayer to fund the policing of what 
is, in essence, the product of a successful private enterprise.  For the purposes of the bid, the 
Panel agreed that only national football events such as international fixtures and annual 
domestic finals taking place in the capital should attract NICC funding.  
 
On a broader note, the Panel appreciated that the police have justifiable concerns about the 
costs of policing operations which they are currently unable to recover, but did not believe that 
the NICC Grant, or indeed any other taxation-based funding stream, is the correct way to 
manage these costs going forward.  The police across England and Wales need to have an 
appropriate mechanism in legislation to allow them to fully capture and charge such costs to the 
organisations which generate them – in this instance, football clubs.  The Panel support the 
ongoing discussions within the police and Government on these issues. 
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Non operational bids 
 
Overheads 
Both the MPS and CoLP separated the direct and indirect operational costs of NICC activities 
from the overhead costs in their bids. There was a measure of surprise from forces that the 
Home Office did not accept that the cost of NICC related overheads should be met, as it was 
their experience that overheads in general form part of the cost of operations and should be 
treated accordingly.   
 
The Home Office believed that when work began to place more structure around NICC funding, 
it was viewed as broadly analogous to Police Special Grant funding, which does not usually 
provide any overhead costs and, where it does, this is by exception and restricted to almost   
nominal amounts. 
 
As there is no existing precedent or clear instruction on overhead costs, both perspectives 
might be viewed as reasonable.  Having heard the arguments on both sides in respect of 
overhead costs, the Panel is inclined to believe that this is ultimately for Ministers to decide 
whether these costs should be met.   
 
Contingency funding 
This issue affects the Metropolitan Police Service entirely due the overall size of the force and 
its budget.  The force is unable to access the Police Special Grant for support on the cost of 
planned and unplanned major events due to the Grant’s threshold test which requires the costs 
of the event to exceed one per cent of the force’s budget.   
 
The MPS examined the costs of additional ceremonial events over a three year period and 
produced a bid for £4m of additional contingency funding through NICC.  The Panel was not 
convinced on the argument for contingency funding, particularly not on any basis which included 
the costs of the Queen’s Diamond Jubilee celebrations which we agree were a singular 
occurrence.  We do accept, however, that in all likelihood there will be non-routine ceremonial 
events in most years.  The Panel had some sympathy with the MPS and MOPAC argument that 
it should not be for London taxpayers to meet the cost of national events.  While it is reasonable 
to ask local taxpayers to fund local unplanned events up to the Special Grant threshold, there is 
a case for considering London events in a more pragmatic way.  the Panel accepted that MPS 
has considerable budget reserves available, but felt that as a matter of principle it should not 
necessarily fall to MPS to cover the costs of events which we meet the criteria for NICC. 
 
The Panel believe therefore that the Home Office should continue discussions with 
MPS/MOPAC on unplanned events of the type which would normally attract NICC funding, and 
the possibility of allowing access to Special Grant funding. 




