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I, Mark Cheeseman, will say as follows:
1. SECTION A: INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction to the author

1.1. 1 am a senior civil servant and serve as Chief Executive Officer (CEQ) of the Public
Sector Fraud Authority (PSFA) based in the Cabinet Office. | have held this position
since May 2023, having been interim CEO from August 2022.

1.2. This corporate witness statement has been produced to address questions that have
been raised in a request for evidence pursuant to Rule 9 of the Inquiry Rules 2006 and
sent to the Cabinet Office on 31 May 2024. The statement has been prepared with the
assistance of Counsel and the Government Legal Department.

Summary of the structures described in this statement

1.3. Public servants play an important role in helping to ensure that taxpayers’ money and
public services are protected, as far as possible, from fraud. In this statement, | set out
the activity and involvement of the central team of the Government Counter Fraud
Function (based in the Cabinet Office) in addressing public sector fraud as relevant to
Module 5 of the Inquiry. For contextual purposes, and to support the Inquiry’s
understanding, where relevant the statement will outline the broader structural changes
in the way fraud has been, and is now, managed across government. This will include
the establishment of the PSFA in August 2022, and the role it plays working across
departments and public bodies to strengthen the effectiveness of the Government's

overall response to fraud.

1.4. To assist the Inquiry, | briefly summarise below the different organisational structures
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referred to throughout the statement:

1.4.1. The Government Counter Fraud Function (GCFF), established in 2018,
consists of circa 14,700 public servants who work to find and tackle fraud,
bribery, corruption and wider economic crime across the whole of
government. The public servants are based in departments and work

through accountability structures there.

1.4.2. The GCFF is one of 14 Functions' within government. The Government
functional standards help to set expectations for the management of
Functions across government, including the roles and accountabilities
needed?. The functional standard is part of a suite of management
standards that promotes consistent and coherent ways of working across
government, and provides a stable basis for assurance, risk management
and capability improvement. All Functions are led by a Head of Function,
who is responsible for setting standards, building capability and shaping
cross-government strategies. | am the Head of the GCFF, a role which |
hold alongside my main job as CEO of the PSFA, and | report directly to the
Permanent Secretary of the Cabinet Office.

1.4.3. The GCFF works to bring together and support all public servants working
to find and fight fraud. The Counter Fraud Functional Standard (titted GovS
013: Counter Fraud®) sets out the basics which a department or public body

should have in place to manage counter fraud effectively.

1.4.4. All government Functions have a functional centre. The Centre of
Expertise ('CoEx') was the functional centre of the GCFF until the creation
of the Public Sector Fraud Authority (PSFA) in 2022.

1.4.5. The CoEx, led by me as Deputy Director from July 2016, was based in the
Cabinet Office and comprised circa 40 staff. The CoEx team was part of a
wider business unit called Fraud, Error, Debt and Grants (FEDG) which
brought together the central teams for: a) the Government Counter Fraud
Function (GCFF); b) the Government Grants Management Function
(GGMF); and c) the Government Debt Management Function (GDMF). The
FEDG business unit was led by Executive Director, Lyn McDonald, from
October 2019.

" MC/1 - [INQ0O00497026]
2 MC/2 - [INQO00497027]
3 MC/3 - [INQO00497024]
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1.4.6.

1.4.7.

1.4.8.

1.4.9.

1.4.10.

In April 2020 | was promoted to Director. In parallel to leading the CoEx |
became the Chief Operating Officer (COQO) for FEDG and continued to
report directly to Lyn McDonald.

The terms GCFF and CoEx are often used interchangeably, as in the first
corporate witness statement signed by Sir Gareth Rhys Williams for
Module 5, so where reference is made to work undertaken by the GCFF in
this statement, it is referencing work undertaken by CoEx unless otherwise

stated.

In 2018, the CoEx led on the development and launch of the Government
Counter Fraud Profession* (GCFP), which created a framework to build
counter fraud capability across the public sector. The GCFP unites the
counter fraud community under professional standards, practice and
guidance,® supporting its growth, and empowering its members to

safeguard public services and combat economic crime.

The benefit of establishing counter fraud as both a Profession and a
Function in government is that it supports the development of professional
capability of all public servants working in counter fraud, helps to set
collective cross-government vision and strategic objectives for counter
fraud professionals and supports the modernisation of the Government’s
counter fraud response. With over 300 public bodies in government which
vary in scale, size and fraud risk, having a Government Counter Fraud
Function and recognised Profession enables organisations to share
practices, address the fraud and error challenge against government and
improve the delivery of counter fraud work. This model also means that
departments and public bodies can choose what they adopt and tailor to fit

their own areas of responsibility and view of risk.

When ministers sought to make more progress on the fraud agenda in
government in mid-2022 | led the development and launch of the Public
Sector Fraud Authority (the PSFA). The PSFA was launched in August
2022.° The PSFA absorbed the CoEx team and | was appointed as the
interim CEQO, before securing the role permanently in May 2023 - a role that

4 MC/4 - [INQO00497019]
5 MC/4 - [INQD00497019]

® There were other structural changes around this time. The Government Grants Management
Function was moved from FEDG to the Commercial Function in April 2022, and the Government Debt

Management Function was moved to His Majesty’s Treasury (HMT) in March 2023.
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| hold to this day.

1.4.11. CoEx’s and subsequently PSFA’s remit is to improve the performance of
government in managing fraud risks. This is a cross government functional
approach, and not specific to one department. Both the CoEx and PSFA
(which are the focus of this statement) are therefore to be distinguished
from the separate Cabinet Office Counter Fraud team. Like similar teams in
other departments, the Cabinet Office Counter Fraud team supports the
Cabinet Office at a departmental level on the detection and prevention of
fraud. That team provides counter fraud advice on the management of risk
and carries out fraud investigations on allegations of fraud, bribery and
corruption from across the Cabinet Office, and reports performance to the
PSFA on a quarterly basis as per the Counter Fraud Functional Standard. It
also reports its counter fraud activities and progress to the Board Member
Accountable for Counter Fraud and the Cabinet Office Audit and Risk

Committee.

1.4.12. Responsibility for managing public sector fraud risks associated with
specific schemes or areas of public spending primarily sits within the circa
300 departments and public bodies which form part of the UK Government.
This includes responsibility for implementing, executing and auditing
controls to reduce the threat and risk of fraud. | am unable to speak on the

actions of the Cabinet Office Counter Fraud Team during the pandemic.

1.4.13. Recognising the global challenge that fraud presents and the value and
importance of learning from and working with international partners to
improve fraud risk management practices, the UK co-founded the
International Public Sector Fraud Forum (IPSFF) in 2017 together with the
US, Canada, Australia and New Zealand (the Five Eyes). The IPSFF is a
forum for sharing international experience and best practice in tackling
fraud. The IPSFF recognises that there is always going to be fraud and
crucially that as technology and society evolves and new fraud risks
inevitably emerge, it will take time for organisations to develop a counter

fraud and corruption response.’

Executive Summary

1.5. The Inquiry has asked specific questions about the PSFA, its role and its activities

7 MC/5 - [INQO00496988]
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1.6.

1.7.

1.8.

1.8.

during the COVID-19 pandemic. As | have already described above, it is important to
note that the PSFA did not exist until August 2022, which is after the proposed date
range of Module 5 (1 January 2020 to 28 June 2022). However, my understanding is
that the Inquiry is seeking to better understand the scope of counter fraud activity
relating to Module 5 and on that basis | have provided evidence that addresses this,
focusing on the activity of the CoEx, including in the period just before the pandemic,
which is outlined in Section B. It was the CoEx which delivered cross-government

counter fraud work during the pandemic, not the PSFA.

Section C of this statement details the work the CoEx undertook to support the
Government’s response to the increased fraud risks presented by new initiatives to
tackle the pandemic. The pandemic demonstrated the challenge that an environment
of managing emergencies presents for fraud risk. New initiatives that were quickly
introduced to support people and businesses impacted by the economic impacts of
lockdown also significantly heightened the risk of fraud. To illustrate the scale of the
challenge presented by the pandemic, as early as 21 March 2020, calls to the National
Fraud Intelligence Bureau had increased by 50% and there were already 35,000
malicious domains (websites with the aim of facilitating fraud) relating to the COVID-19
response.® CoEx and other government departments continued to monitor the extent of

fraud as demonstrated in paragraphs 3.2-3.5.

In that context, the work of the CoEx involved, for example, building public awareness
of fraud; advising public bodies in the design and delivery of departmental-led
COVID-19 support packages; and gathering intelligence from across the public and
private sectors to build understanding of the fraud threat posed by COVID-19.

During the pandemic, CoEx led the introduction of ‘Post Event Assurance’ activity as
directed by the Fraud Ministerial Board which included requirements for action plans,
to look for irregular payments and in some cases measure levels of fraud in schemes.
This included requiring the Department of Health and Social Care (DHSC) to provide
an action plan regarding their procurement work for Personal Protective Equipment
(PPE). Post Event Assurance is defined as the systematic process of identifying and
understanding the level of loss, irregularity and non-compliance through post-payment

checks.

As Section C explains, it was accepted at the time of the pandemic that there would be

a higher likelihood of fraud within the PPE market given the exceptional circumstances

5 MC/6 - [INQO00477910]
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and the need to secure PPE supplies to support public health. The CoEXx’s role was to
support DHSC by setting up intelligence flows, to help inform DHSC about companies
that they were engaging with on PPE contracts, and to make more informed decisions
around whether to engage with them. In addition, the CoEx offered recommendations
around systems and processes to improve controls regarding financial risk in public

spending.

It is important to emphasise that Module 5 is focused on the procurement and
distribution of key healthcare equipment and supplies including PPE, ventilators and
oxygen, lateral flow tests and PCR tests. The Inquiry will be aware that the former
Government Chief Commercial Officer, Sir Gareth Rhys Williams has provided a
corporate statement describing the role of the Cabinet Office in these matters. Where
relevant, my statement will replicate and expand on information concerning the
Government’'s work on counter fraud in relation to the pandemic provided in that

statement.

CoEx was also involved in the efforts to manage COVID-19 related fraud risks across
government in a number of different areas above and beyond this procurement activity.
| understand that measures taken by the Government to safeguard public monies by
reducing fraudulent claims in relation to the economic interventions introduced during
the pandemic will be considered in a future module of the Inquiry and are therefore not

detailed in this statement.

Section D then outlines work on counter fraud after the pandemic, including the
establishment of the PSFA. In August 2022, following the challenges brought by the
pandemic, the Government signalled its continued ambition and commitment to
tackling fraud by creating the PSFA to bring renewed focus and expert-led strategy for
government departments and public bodies working to reduce the impact of fraud®. As
described in its mandate, “The PSFA sits at the heart of government, reporting to HM
Treasury and the Cabinet Office™°.

The PSFA (and the central structures that predated the PSFA), as the centre of the
GCFF, works to improve the cross-government approach to fraud detection, recovery
and prevention. The PSFA primarily focuses on developing guidance, establishing best

practice and setting professional standards for those working on fraud across

® A public body is a formally established organisation that is, at least in part, publicly funded to deliver
a public or government service, though not as a ministerial department. The term refers to a wide
range of public sector entities.

'° The PSFA published its mandate in September 2022. See MC/7 - [INQ000497018]
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government and the wider public sector, as well as the provision of expert services
centred on data analytics and risk management. The PSFA did not review or undertake
specific investigations of procurement activity in government departments, although it
does now undertake targeted reviews when requested by departmental Accounting
Officers.

Save for a brief period between November 2019 and February 2020 (during which |
was on secondment as a special adviser to the Government of Australia), part of my
role was to lead the CoEx throughout the entirety of the Module 5 period (reporting to
Lynn McDonald as the Executive Director of the FEDG). | continued to advise the
Australian government formally until August 2022. For the period whilst | was
seconded to Australia, and for other areas of my statement, | have relied entirely on

papers and accounts provided by others who worked in the Cabinet Office at the time.

| stand ready to provide further assistance to the Inquiry if required.
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2. SECTION B: COUNTER FRAUD ACTIVITY BEFORE THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC

2.1.  Prior to the pandemic, as remains the case now, individual departments and public
bodies were responsible for managing fraud risk in relation to programmes and

schemes within their respective areas of work.

CoEx between 2018 and 2020

2.2. The GCFF and GCFP were established in 2018. Once the GCFF was established, the
CoEx continued to develop and promote its counter fraud offering to departments (who
are ultimately responsible for managing fraud related risks in their respective areas)
across government and internationally.

2.3. In 2018, the Cabinet Office launched the Government Counter Fraud Functional
Standard, which applied to all government departments and their arm’s length bodies
(ALBs)." The Government Counter Fraud Functional Standard set the minimum
standards for the management of counter fraud, bribery and corruption activity in
government organisations. Prior to this, there were no explicit counter fraud standards,
but Accounting Officers were (and remain) responsible for the management of public
funds in accordance with the regulatory and proprietary requirements and principles
contained within Managing Public Money."? The Counter Fraud Functional Standard
was updated in August 2021."® Having a functional standard is important to help

achieve a consistent level of performance across departments and their ALBs.

2.4. CoEx worked to publish promotional material outlining the Government's Counter
Fraud Functional Standard and the assistance the CoEx could offer departments in
countering fraud by providing expert advice, developing capability, setting and assuring
standards, monitoring fraud across government and identifying where fraud could be
found or prevented.” CoEx alsoc organised the first Counter Fraud International
Symposium held in London in 2018, a group that would go on to form the International
Public Sector Fraud Forum (IPSFF) involving the UK, US, Canada, Australia and New
Zealand.

2.5. CoEx also worked to explore and improve the way that the Government used data in
order to combat fraud. In June 2019, the Cabinet Office and the Department for Digital,
Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) produced a ‘Thought Paper’ entitled ‘Tackling Fraud

" MC/8 - [INQ000496987]

2 Guidance published by HMT which sets out the main principles for dealing with resources in public
sector organisations in the UK MC/9 - [INQO00496746].

¥ MC/10 - [INQ000471032]

“MC/11 - [INQO00055871]
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in Government with Data Analytics — Starting the Conversation’.'> This paper
highlighted that the Cabinet Office was leading the development of the GCFF’s use of
data to fight fraud and was working with a number of public bodies to fight fraud in the
form of recoveries, cost savings and the development and refinement of counter fraud
systems. It also noted that work was being undertaken to coordinate a new Counter
Fraud Data Analyst Community which would support the development of counter fraud
analytics as well as best practice guidance and training on how to use analytics in

counter fraud based on experience from the private sector.

15 MC/12 - [INQO00477232]
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3.1.

3.2

3.3.

3.4.

SECTION C: COUNTER FRAUD ACTIVITY DURING THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC

Guidance developed by the IPSFF, published in February 2020, concluded that the risk
of fraud rises during emergency situations.”® The COVID-19 pandemic was no
exception. The IPSFF guidance was drafted in the context of planning in advance of
the pandemic for general emergencies, and became available to the counter fraud
responses to COVID-19 in the UK, US, New Zealand, Australia and Canada. | led the
development of this guidance and wrote the foreword whilst on secondment to
Australia where | witnessed the challenges of emergency support management during
the bushfire crisis of late 2019/early 2020. The CoEx response to the pandemic was

based on this guidance.

According to a submission to Lord Agnew (Minister of State for Efficiency and
Transformation jointly in the Cabinet Office and HM Treasury) on 25 March 2020, the
GCFF did “expect the incidents of fraud to rise over this period, and for the

government’s stimulus spending to be at a high risk of fraud”."’

Anticipating an increase in fraud risk, the CoEx re-prioritised the work of the GCFF
during the pandemic, including by making its resource available to support
departments in understanding their own fraud risk, particularly where limited fraud
resource was in place.'® Examples of the CoEx reprioritising its work are demonstrated
in the following materials: my email to the CEO of the Civil Service at the time (Sir John
Manzoni); my email dated 16 March 2020 to the Government Chief Commercial Officer
(Sir Gareth Rhys Williams) dated 21 March 2020; and the submission to Lord Agnew
dated 25 March 2020 mentioned above.'” To summarise the exhibited material, the
action CoEx took to reprioritise its work included: building public awareness; sharing
and promoting best practice guidance; assisting public bodies in the design and
delivery of COVID-19 support packages; and, gathering intelligence from across the
public and private sector to build understanding of the fraud threat as a result of the
response to COVID-19.

As indicated in a Home Office submission shared with Lord Agnew in parallel to the
Security Minister dated 17 April 2020, the initial rise in fraud had been much lower than
expected.? It was expected then to rise as conditions began to “settle around the

crisis” and fraudsters began to “adapt methods to take advantage of people”. The

" MC/13 - [INQ0O00496684
" MC/14 - [INQO00496990

* MC/17 - [INQO00471005]; MC/18 - [INQO00471007]; MC/14 - [INQO00496990]

]

8 MC/15 - [INQO00497016]; MC/16 - [INQO00477905]
1;
]

2 MC/19 - [INQO00496991

10
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submission noted that the Cabinet Office’s initial risk assessment identified the areas of
the public sector most at risk to COVID-19 related fraud as predominantly the
stimulus-related economic schemes, however the top risk scheme as set out in Annex

A was ‘Funding for the NHS: Procurement of medical supplies’.

The GPSMIG and the creation of the Fraud Ministerial Board

3.5. On 7 May 2020, GCFF was commissioned to work with colleagues in the Home Office,
the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP), the DHSC and others to produce a
paper for a meeting of the General Public Sector Ministerial Implementation Group
(‘GPSMIG’, one of the four ministerial implementation groups which co-ordinated the
Government’'s response to the pandemic between March and May 2020). The
GPSMIG meeting took place on 12 May 2020 to consider work to counter fraud during

the pandemic. GCFF produced a paper?' for the meeting which noted that:

3.5.1. The GCFF had brought the public sector together to create new intelligence
sharing arrangements which included work across traditional law

enforcement and public sector boundaries.

3.5.2. GCFF had published guidance on key issues and controls for public bodies
to use; and
3.5.3. GCFF had worked with banks and credit agencies to develop and launch

two new fraud prevention tools and were piloting five further tools.??

3.6. The GCFF recommended that the GPSMIG require all departments to commit to
Post-Event Assurance Activity and to developing an action plan by the end of May
2020. The GCFF also stated that more could be done on investing in intelligence
sharing, exploring new legislative powers and reviewing lessons learned. The GCFF
also recommended that all COVID-19 fraud activity be brought together in a new Fraud
Ministerial Board, chaired by the Cabinet Office, HMT and the Home Office.?*

3.7. At this GPSMIG meeting, ministers agreed to the recommendations on tackling the
public sector fraud threat as a result of COVID-19, and the following actions were

issued:

21 MC/20 - [INQ000496714]
22 An update on the status of the implementation of the tools is provided at MC/21 - [INQ0O00471014].
2 MC/22 - [INQ000083567]; MC/23 - [INQ000471013]; MC/24 - [INQ0O00083623]
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3.7.1.

3.7.2.

3.7.3.

3.7.4.

3.7.5.

“ALL DEPARTMENTS, with support from the CABINET OFFICE, to commit
to post event assurance activity and to develop an action plan by the end of

May.

CABINET OFFICE to work with other departments to invest in intelligence

sharing.

CABINET OFFICE to explore any new legislative powers that might be

needed, or existing legislation to be better understood and used.
CABINET OFFICE to commission a review of lessons learned.

CABINET OFFICE to oversee activities to tackle COVID-19 related fraud in
a new Ministerial Board, to be chaired with HM TREASURY and the HOME
OFFICE.”

3.8. The Cabinet Office established a new Ministerial Board, chaired by the Cabinet Office

and the Home Office (with core membership from other government departments) to

oversee the response to COVID-19 related fraud, the Fraud Ministerial Board (FMB).

3.9. The FMB was co-chaired by Lord Agnew and James Brokenshire (Minister of State for

Security)** and its purpose was to “coordinate and advise on the response to fraud for

COVID-19 with a focus on the public sector”. It reported, if required, to the newly
formed COVID-19 Ministerial Board(s). In particular the FMB was to:

3.9.1.

3.9.2.

3.9.3.

3.94.

Gain an understanding of what fraud and irregularity there was in the
COVID-19 support packages, repurposed grants and increased demand

and if there was any further policy action needed as a result;

Review the use of existing legislation and consider the need for new
legislation for public bodies, wider law enforcement and the banking sector

to counter fraud in response to COVID-19;

Review the opportunities to increase fraud intelligence sharing between

banks, police and public sector post COVID-19; and

Oversee a lessons learnt review of the public sector fraud response to
COVID-19 to inform future emergency management responses. This was

conducted in November 2020 and is summarised in Section 4.

2 FMB’s approved terms of reference which were agreed at the first meeting of the board on 16 July
2020 is at MC/25 - [INQ000477265].

12
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3.10. The FMB had significant involvement in driving Post Event Assurance (PEA) activity.
PEA is described in further detail later in this section. | now provide some examples of

FMB meetings and exhibit relevant minutes.

3.11. A meeting of the FMB was held on 16 June 2020%°, where it was agreed that attendees
would provide monthly updates to the board and “meet regularly’. The FMB agreed
that departments should provide returns detailing the amount of counter fraud resource
in place to undertake PEA activity; that departments should incorporate fraud threat
intelligence sharing and checks within their PEA assurance activity; and that COVID-19
related procurement spend be “brought into scope of future action plans”.

3.12.  On 17 June 2020, the CoEx provided a COVID-19 fraud update to Lord Agnew. This
update identified the key areas for fraud risk which included PPE, medical supplies and
Test and Trace. The annexes to the COVID-19 fraud update provided further detail on
the manner in which fraudsters targeted PPE and other medical supplies as well as a

summary of the fraud threats encountered by Test and Trace.?

3.13. The update to Lord Agnew states “this intelligence has led to identification and
cancellation of high risk contracts, and prevented new high risk contracts being entered
into. Overall, this work has led to a saving of circa £18m and is likely to grow further
still.” The level of risk was based on intelligence from different sources that flagged a
heightened likelihood of fraud which was then handed to DHSC counter fraud teams to
consider and take action. | am unable to speak to the details of the specific contracts
(such as whether they were entered into by the DHSC and NHS), and the action taken,
which would need to be explored with the DHSC by the Inquiry. The total audited

savings that the Cabinet Office was involved in was £78 million which can be broken

down as:
3.13.1. partially paid contracts subsequently cancelled - 3 cases, £6 million
3.13.2. prevention savings - new contract applications refused - 6 cases, £72

million.?®

3.14. On 29 June 2020, the CoEx updated the FMB on the COVID-19 fraud landscape
noting that: “[T]here is a steady flow of intelligence relating to the use of HMG branding

and schemes as a hook to defraud the public, and we have seen iterations of this

25 MC/26 - [INQO00497000]
26 MC/27 - [INQO00477258]
27 MC/28 - [INQO00477257]

|5

% MC/29 - [INQ000480101]; MC/30 - [INQ000478842]
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during COVID-19, from fake test kit sales to false text messages purportedly from
HMRC or other agencies.” This update further observed that government departments
had implemented additional measures to mitigate COVID-19 fraud, for example: work
by HMRC on fraud investigation and compliance; measures by the DWP on their risk
and intelligence service; and, work by DHSC to introduce new flows of intelligence with

regards to the supply of PPE and medical equipment.?

3.15. The FMB met on 16 July 2020 and the accompanying minutes are exhibited.*® The
paper provides an update for information on the COVID-19 fraud landscape with a
focus on public sector fraud. The FMB also discussed departments’ PEA action plans
and agreed that departments provide returns detailing the counter fraud resource in
place to undertake PEA activity, and incorporate fraud threat intelligence sharing and

checks within the PEA activity wherever appropriate.

3.16. The FMB met on 19 October 2020 and the minutes are exhibited.®® Much of the
agenda featured subjects not relevant to this module of the Inquiry (i.e. economic
interventions). The actions and agreements are listed separately in these minutes. The
actions agreed were on fraud in economic interventions which are relevant to other
modules of this Inquiry. One item was discussed on intelligence sharing, where it was
agreed that access to criminal intelligence should be increased and provided through a

central team that coordinates information to and from the public sector.

3.17. The FMB meeting on 25 November 2020* discussed items including counter fraud
legislative options and departmental action plans for PEA. The FMB agreed that the
CoEx should send a submission to the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster to seek
agreement on the development of a White Paper on legislative options to deal with
fraud. The FMB also agreed that an update on the PEA plans should be given in
January 2021, and that the Board should meet quarterly thereafter.

3.18. On 21 January 2021, the CoEx provided an update to Lord Agnew which noted that
“the threat landscape continues to evolve and we have evidence that the lessons learnt
during the earlier phases of COVID-19 are not being applied to new or extended areas
of spend. A few new areas of risk are emerging including vaccine related fraud. These
types of fraud risks are moving beyond financial impact to include human harm and

reputation impact that could, for example, directly harm individuals and undermine

2 MC/31 - [INQO00497009]
3 MC/26 - [INQO00497000]
1 MC/32 - [INQO00497029]
%2 MC/33 - [INQO00497001]
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3.19.

3.20.

3.21.

confidence in the UK vaccine distribution.”3

The FMB met on 18 November 2021 to discuss PEA, transforming fraud management
through legislation and a COVID-19 case study which was an effort to use data to
study loan fraud.* The Board agreed: to support development of a White Paper and a
Bill to transform fraud management through legislation; that the Cabinet Office were to
provide a fuller case study on effective analytics for the Board’s information; and it was
agreed that departments continue to provide regular updates to the Board on PEA

activity.

The Fraud Ministerial Board was an initiative of Lord Agnew that was not continued by
his successor Sir Jacob Rees-Mogg (Minister of State from 8 February 2022 to 6
September 2022). The work overseen by the FMB was continued directly by Sir Jacob
Rees-Mogg including Post Event Assurance work, the development of legislative
options, the COVID-19 Fraud Analytics work and the workforce and performance

review.

The remainder of this section will provide detail on specific actions undertaken by
CoEx throughout the course of the pandemic which served to assess and measure

fraud risk and reduce the risk of fraud. This included:

3.21.1. Work to establish intelligence flows;

3.21.2. a review conducted of the Rapid Due Diligence Process for PPE

procurement;

3.21.3. The Post Assurance Event Board;

3.21.4. The Fraud Measurement and Assurance Expert Panel;

3.21.5. The relationship between the DHSC and the GCFF; and,

3.21.6. GCFF’s lessons learnt during the pandemic.

Intelligence flows

3.22.

In March 2020, the CoEx, as part of its restructure to support the COVID-19 fraud
risks, set up an intelligence team to gather intelligence from across the public and
private sector on COVID-19 with the aim of developing an overview of the fraud threat

by monitoring the fraud landscape, collaborating across government, and informing the

3 MC/34 - [INQ000477271]
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public sector response to fraud. This included collaboration with the National Crime
Agency, DHSC and the GCF/commercial teams which involved scrutinising contracts
for high value PPE and health services, pre-award and post-award, to identify the risk

of fraud occurring.*®

3.23. The central intelligence team was a small team led by Laura Eshelby, Deputy Director
within CoEx. The team worked with stakeholders across sectors, feeding into external
groups such as the Fraud Advisory Panel's ‘Covid Watch’, and attending NCA-led
governance (Operation Etherin, which was set up by the NCA's National Economic
Crime Centre to understand, respond, and communicate on the fraud threats resulting
from the pandemic®) to represent the public sector. The intelligence team produced
internal newsletters for the GCFF, and public facing alerts as to possible threats (e.g.
SMS fraud, COVID Pass fraud®’), working closely with the police and the NHS Counter
Fraud Authority.

3.24. The central intelligence team coordinated the dissemination of intelligence, and for
DHSC and NHS related fraud information, this was specifically passed on to their
specified named officers in those organisational fraud units to respond to. This applies
for any information obtained via the COVID-19 Crime Stoppers Hotline received

centrally or via the National Crime Agency which was shared directly.

3.25. Throughout 2021, the work of the CoEx continued and was mainly focused on work

surrounding Post Event Assurance and in respect of Business Bounce Back Loans.

PPE Rapid Due Diligence Process Review

3.26. | am reliant on the information provided in the corporate witness statement provided for
Module 5 of the Inquiry by the former Government Chief Commercial Officer, Sir
Gareth Rhys Williams, on the setting up of the Rapid Response Team. | will replicate

that information in this statement.

3.27. The demand for PPE increased rapidly in the early stages of the pandemic and the
need to procure it at speed became an urgent concern. Due diligence checks were an
essential part of the PPE procurement architecture during the pandemic. From 29
March 2020, these checks were undertaken by a specialist unit (the “Due Diligence
Team”) within the Markets and Suppliers team, part of the GCF. However, the
turnaround time for these due diligence checks was between 24 and 48 hours. In April

3 MC/36 - [INQO00496741]
% MC/37 - [INQO00497003]
37 MC/38 - [INQO00496992]; MC/39 - [INQO00497004]
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2020, a process was put in place with the aim of completing the same due diligence

checks in a timeframe of 4 hours (the ‘Rapid Due Diligence Process').*

3.28. On 24 April 2020, the first Rapid Response Team was set up within the PPE Buy Cell,
the team responsible for the procurement of PPE. Each Rapid Response Team was
staffed by taking one person from each of the specialist teams in the PPE Buy Cell,

and assigning a dedicated project manager to each team.

3.29. The idea of the Rapid Response Team was to be able to process cases more quickly.
In contrast to the standard timetable of 10 to 30 days, the aim of the Rapid Response
Team was to process a case (from start to finish) in 1 day or at most 2 days. Iis first

case was closed in 10 hours.

3.30. A key way in which the Rapid Response Team sought to achieve this faster processing
time was a ‘fail fast’ mandate. If the Rapid Response Team considered that a deal was
likely to take longer o process than 1 or 2 days, for example because of assurance or
due diligence issues, it would stop working on the case and return it to the normal

process.

3.31. | understand that turnaround times on due diligence were causing some concern.
Therefore, on 2 May 2020, the GCF commissioned the CoEx to provide advice on
which additional checks should be included in a due diligence review process which
aimed to complete within four hours. That advice was provided with urgency, the day

after it was commissioned. In it, the GCFF noted that:>°

3.31.1. “Purchasing of PPE in support of the COVID-19 response faces significant
fraud and irregular spending threats. This is due to:

3.31.1.1. The pace at which purchasing is undertaken and the product
deployed;

3.31.1.2. The fact that in crisis management situations the risk of fraud
increases;

3.31.1.3. The complex international supply chains and purchasing markets”.

3.32. The report went on:

3.32.1. "Fraud and irregular spending will be happening. The question is not

% A slide deck produced by the CoEx of the GCFF on 3 September 2020 outlining the various due
diligence processes for the procurement of medical equipment is at MC/40 - [INQ000477941].
¥ MC/41 - [INQO00477927]
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whether, but how much - and how we can limit it. Intelligence collected in
the context of the current, longer process demonstrates this. 106 referrals
have been received related to Healthcare COVID spending. Examples of
fraud related to PPE include:*

3.32.1.1. Large payments being stopped due to hitting dormant or

suspicious accounts;

3.32.1.2. Reports of companies failing to provide evidence of their ability to

provide goods during pre-procurement stage;

3.32.1.3. Companies who have failed due diligence checks overseas
targeting the UK.”

3.33. The CoEx provided a number of recommendations which included:

3.33.1. Utilising commercial tools such as ‘Spotfight, ‘FAME by Bureau Van Dijk or
the Police National Computer to provide insights that would inform due
diligence decision making and ensuring that any information gleaned was

recorded and stored securely in one place.

3.33.2. Ensuring that there was a clear audit trail for decisions where due diligence
flags had been overridden and ensuring that all content regarding the
overriding of due diligence decisions were recorded on the Mendix system
(as outlined in the Cabinet Office’s first corporate witness statement for
Module 5, Mendix was a workflow system put together rapidly to track the
inflow of PPE offers). The CoEx also advised developing an effective
feedback loop on goods that had been received by companies who were
filtered through the Rapid Due Diligence Process, including feedback on
the quality of goods or whether the company had simply behaved

fraudulently or unethically.

3.33.3. Checks that had been removed or were not undertaken should be

performed as soon as possible as part of ‘post due diligence activity’.

3.33.4. Suppliers would not be paid upfront where possible and a mechanism to

claw back irregular payments ought to be built into all contracts.

3.33.5. The Rapid Due Diligence process, including the steps required both pre

40 While the examples provided by the GCFF are expressed as ‘examples of fraud related to PPE’, as
is self-evident these examples are of fraud that were identified and prevented.
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and post purchase and who was responsible for them, was to be urgently
written up and was to clearly define the due diligence criteria that the Rapid
Due Diligence process was mapping against and how these criteria were
being checked. The CoEx recommended that the Rapid Due Diligence
process be reviewed on a regular basis against intelligence received on
PPE providers and value for money. There was to be clarity on who the
overall owner of the regulatory risk was and it was assumed this was the
Secretary of State for the DHSC.

3.34. The CoEx advice stated in its first paragraph that “this review and advice has been
provided in 24 hours with limited access to the proposed processes and details of the
checks. The recommendations are confined to the remits of its limitations”. The
processes continued to change after the CoEx had provided its advice. Further to this
advice, the CoEx continued to engage with the GCF and provide further updates and

recommendations on rapid due diligence support.*'

3.35. Subsequent to this advice, in August 2020, the CoEx worked with the GCF to review
the status of the recommendations and advice provided, noting that, of the 17 initial
recommendations made, 7 were taken up by the Due Diligence team and 10 were not.
| understand that the reasons for this are explained by Sir Gareth Rhys Williams in his

Cabinet Office corporate witness statement for Module 5 in paragraphs 5.32 to 5.35.

The Post Event Assurance Board

3.36. As directed by the FMB, fraud measurement and assurance became a stated objective
of Post Event Assurance (PEA). As set out in Sir Gareth Rhys Williams’ corporate
witness statement, in April 2020, the GCFF produced its PEA toolkit, in which PEA is
defined as the systematic process of identifying and understanding the level of loss,

irregularity, and non-compliance through post-payment checks.*

3.37. The PEA Board was a mixed disciplinary group comprising fraud risk, policy, data and
analytics, and fraud measurement experts from across government from Cabinet
Office, HMRC, DWP, HM Treasury (HMT) for National Statistics (ONS) and
Government Internal Audit Agency (GIAA). It was first set up in March 2020 to provide
strategic leadership and expert advice on the approach taken within the government’s
PEA programme, and to hold departments to account on the progress and quality of

work undertaken.*® The PEA Board was composed of senior leaders that had

4 MC/21 - [INQO00471014]
%2 MC/42 - [INQO00497002]
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responsibility for counter fraud, bribery and corruption in their organisations and

government functions. The secretariat was provided by the CoEx.

3.38. The purpose of the PEA Board was to commission and evaluate action plans for PEA
activity from departments. Departments' activity was then reviewed to consider whether
they were delivering against their action plans and whether their activity was in line
with the government standards for fraud risk assessment (FRA). Supporting this work
was the Post Event Assurance working group made up of subject matter experts from
across the fraud, analytical, finance, commercial, debt management, audit and grants
functions.* The group would meet as required to support departments with their action

plan delivery, consider lessons learned and share cross-cutting findings.*®

3.39. The PEA Board reviewed other departments’ counter fraud action plans for COVID-19
related schemes (such as DHSC’s plans)*. This included reviews of FRAs, as well as
any plans to undertake fraud measurement, such as testing within specific schemes for

fraud, procurement of PPE, ventilators and the Test and Trace programme.

3.40. DHSC undertook PEA activity, including the provision of a detailed action plan setting
out how the department was tackling identified fraud risks in their areas of spending.
As part of PEA the DHSC undertook a fraud loss measurement exercise o estimate
the likely level of loss to fraud across PPE procurement*” This fraud loss
measurement exercise was subsequently reviewed by the FMA Expert Panel, as set

out in this statement.

3.41. The PEA Board met on 4 May 2020, with attendees from the GIAA, DWP, the Crown
Commercial Service, the ONS, Ministry of Justice, HMRC and DHSC. The meeting
explored the principles to be applied when carrying out post-event assurance*®. The
PEA Board met again on 18 May 2020 and discussed PEA guidance*, where PEA
activity was being undertaken and what cross government scheme risks had been

identified to date.®

3.42. The PEA Board met on 4 June, PEA guidance was discussed again including

amendments to the guidance and timings for it being issued.®® The PEA Board met

4 MC/43 -1 [INQD00514298] |

* A Post Event Assurance Activity Plan is at MC/44 -i [INQ000514290] |
48 MC/45 - [INQ000497028]

47 MC/46 - [INQO00497006]

48 MC/47 - [INQ000496993]

4 MC/48 - [INQO00496994]

50 MC/49 - [INQ000496995]
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again on 18 June 2020.% The PEA Board discussed a general overview of PEA action
plans received. The PEA Board met again on 25 June 2020.% At this meeting the
Board discussed a draft PEA ministerial update paper, and agreed that all COVID-19
procurement spend should be included in this paper.

3.43. On 8 July the PEA Board met and discussed the Stage 2 review criteria that had been
developed by the working group.® The PEA Board met again on 30 July, with an
update provided with feedback from the FMB, including that departments ensure that
correct legal gateways were in place to share data for counter fraud purposes and that
departments should provide returns detailing the amount of counter fraud resources
they had in place to undertake PEA activity.”®* The PEA Board met on 13 August 2020
and discussed Stage 2 PEA action plans and sharing them with other departments.
Another meeting occurred on 20 August 2020 and discussed Stage 2 action plans

once more. Minutes from both meetings are exhibited.*®

3.44. The PEA Board met again on 5 and 9 November. The departmental actions plans that
had been through tier 1 and tier 2 review were considered, as well as a discussion on

content of updates the PEA Board would give to the FMB.%

3.45. The PEA Board continued to meet during 2021, with meetings held in February,
September and November. Topics covered included government spending on
continued review of departmental PEA activity, as well as programmes outside the

scope of Module 5.

The Fraud Measurement and Assurance Expert Panel

3.46. As part of the actions from the GPSMIG meeting in May 2020 as described in this
statement, departments were asked to conduct PEA work, to better understand the
level of fraud in their schemes (including PPE related schemes), and to better estimate

the likely level of loss to fraud.

3.47. At the time of the pandemic there were published government standards for fraud
measurement as part of the GCFP guidance provided to the wider GCFF community,
and these were accessible to departments. For example, the Fraud Risk Assessment

Core Discipline, published in 2018 and subsequently updated in 2022% contained the

32 MC/51 - [INQ000496996]
53 MC/52 - [INQO00496997]
% MC/53 -1 _[INQ000514294]
55 MC/54 - | [INQ000514295]

% MC/59 - [INQO00497007]
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agreed professional standards and guidance for people and organisations undertaking

FRAs within central government.

3.48. The Fraud Measurement and Assurance (FMA) Expert Panel, an independent group of
cross-government experts, reviewed and assessed whether fraud measurement
exercises undertaken by departments met the published government fraud
measurement standards®. As to the scope of Module 5, the FMA Expert Panel only
had visibility of measurement work conducted on PPE schemes. The FMA Expert

Panel last met in July 2022.

3.49. DHSC undertook a fraud measurement exercise to estimate the level of financial loss
to fraud within PPE procurement. This was reviewed by the FMA Expert Panel to
assess whether the work undertaken by DHSC met the government fraud
measurement standards. The Expert Panel members reached a decision following
their review.%° A subsequent moderation session with different members of the Expert

Panel then confirmed that decision.

3.50. The loss measurement was divided by DHSC into sampling on higher risk contracts
and sampling on lower risk contracts. The sampling on higher risk contracts was
deemed a high-quality, thorough and robust piece of work. However, the work on lower
risk contracts and existing suppliers was not to the same quality. Due to this, and the
fact that the overall sample was not completely random, it was concluded that the
exercise did not meet the government standard for fraud measurement. The full report
of the FMA Expert Panel’'s review of DHSC’s likely level of loss to fraud across PPE
procurement is exhibited.®’'

3.51. The PEA process required departments to provide action plans/updates on six
occasions up to March 2022, each one building on the last. After this point the
cross-government focus on PEA stopped, and the accountability for reviewing progress

moved entirely to departments, in this case DHSC.

GCFF and DHSC during the pandemic

3.52. The Inquiry has sought specific detail on counter fraud work that was undertaken by
DHSC and interactions between DHSC and the CoEx during the pandemic. This
section of the statement provides detail on some of those interactions, although it is to

%9 MC/10 - [INQ000471032]

8 For this particular review, the expert reviewers were panel members from the DWP, the Cabinet
Office, the National Audit Office (NAO), the Government Internal Audit Agency, and the National
Lottery Community Fund.

& MC/60 - [INQ000497017]
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be noted that any operational work in dealing with suspected fraudulent companies
bidding for PPE contracts was managed by the DHSC Counter Fraud Team and the
NHS Counter Fraud Authority, not the CoEx.

3.53. As per responsibilities outlined in the Managing Public Money guidance, it was for the
relevant department Accounting Officer to put in place systems to counter financial risk
in public spending in their department. It was accepted at the time of the pandemic that
there would be a higher likelihood of fraud within the PPE market given the exceptional
circumstances and the need to secure PPE supplies to support public health. The
CoEx’s role was to support DHSC to understand the risks they faced in this emergency
procurement by setting up intelligence flows, to help inform DHSC about companies
that they were engaging with on PPE contracts, and to make more informed decisions
around whether to engage with them. In addition, the CoEx offered recommendations
around systems and processes to improve controls regarding financial risk in public
spending, for example the advice on Rapid Due Diligence produced in May 2020
(outlined above) - these recommendations were provided to the GCF which was also

supporting DHSC with their procurement work.

3.54. DHSC worked with the CoEx during the early period of the pandemic to access
intelligence to help inform decisions regarding contract award and/or termination. This
led to an overall audited saving of over £139 million of which £77 million was linked to
the work supported by the CoEx. As is noted in the Cabinet Office’'s FY 2020/21
Technical Note the benefit of these savings arose from “[T]he identification and
termination of fraudulent (including suspected) contracts and the prevention of
potentially fraudulent suppliers from entering the procurement process”. This technical
note continued: “£139 million of PPE savings (£77 million direct and £62 million
department led) were delivered by using data to identify fraudulent (including
suspected) contracts which were then terminated and the prevention of proposed

contracts being signed.”®?

3.55. The CoEx was not aware of instances of DHSC departing from its guidance on counter
fraud measures. The responsibility for setting due diligence and conflict of interest
requirements for DHSC procurement during the pandemic was not the responsibility of

the CoEx, nor does it presently fall within the remit of the PSFA.

3.56. Further, the PSFA is not aware of any easing or relaxations of checking arrangements

beyond those which are set out in Sir Gareth Rhys Williams’ corporate witness

52 \C/61 - [INQO00478850]
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statement for Module 5.

Lessons identified by GCFF during the pandemic

3.57. In May 2020, ministers agreed®® that the CoEx would lead a lessons learned review of
the public sector counter fraud response to COVID-19 to inform future emergency and
operational fraud management. This review covered all areas of counter fraud activity,
not solely in relation to procurement. The output of the review was provided by the
CoEx to the FMB in November 2020 in a paper entitled: COVID-18 Counter Fraud
Lessons Learnt Policy Research Paper.® Feedback was gathered from departments
responsible for the delivery of COVID-19 schemes, repurposed grants or which
experienced increased spending as a result of the pandemic. Additional input into the

review was also sought from cross-public-sector counter fraud professionals.

3.58. This exercise demonstrated the impact of the pandemic on fraud loss data over time in
the public sector: “pre C-19, the value of loss due to fraud and error in the public sector
was estimated at £31-53 billion a year. With the additional government expenditure in
response to C-19, losses are estimated to be a further £1.725 - £17.25 billion in fraud

and error” %°
3.59. The paper is split into four parts and is summarised below:
3.59.1. What went well:

3.59.1.1. Collaboration with cross-function, cross-sector colleagues and
internal department teams supported the government’s COVID-19

counter fraud response.

3.59.1.2. Some departments were able to utilise functional expertise to
assist with activities such as fraud risk assessments.

3.59.2. Common challenges faced by departments:

3.59.2.1. The scale of total fraud and error in COVID-19 schemes was likely
to be considerable and the actual level would not be known for

some time until after the event.

3.59.2.2. Some departments were under-resourced in their counter fraud

capacity and faced recruitment challenges which created gaps in

53 MC/24 - [INQO00083623]
8 MC/62 - [INQO00480105]
55 MC/62 - [INQO00480105]
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their engagement with schemes.

3.59.2.3. Counter Fraud risks were not regularly incorporated in the design
and delivery phases of some schemes and therefore some

counter fraud risks were not considered.

3.59.24. Data access, data quality issues and the ability to use data in

some departments.

3.59.3. Reflections on what could be done differently to improve the COVID-19

counter fraud response:

3.59.3.1. Invest in counter fraud capability and increase capacity

proportionate to the level of fraud risk.

3.59.3.2. Undertake fraud risk assessment to understand the need for

upfront counter fraud checks.

3.59.3.3. Improve data access, data quality and the ability to use data
across government.

3.59.3.4. Integrate counter fraud into established processes and procedures

for better, overall decision making.

3.59.3.5. Review the engagement approach between the Counter Fraud
Function and departments to ensure counter fraud activity is
clearly communicated and supported.

3.594. Recommendations:

3.59.41. Maintain the cross-departmental ministerial and multi-function
advisory boards to oversee and improve the government's

continued COVID-19 counter fraud response.

3.594.2. Departments should have a plan for how they invest further in
skilled counter fraud capacity (proportionate to the level of fraud
risk) and there should be a plan for additional and ongoing
investment in the development of the GCFF to improve the

prevention and detection of fraud.

3.594.3. A fraud risk assessment should be undertaken by skilled people

for any existing COVID-19 scheme that is extended. This should
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be reviewed regularly to monitor and re-assess fraud risks as they

evolve to ensure mitigation is in place.

3.59.4.4. Improve common access to key datasets with an agreed minimum
and consistent data specification to improve effectiveness of
checks and exploit the data held across government to verify the

eligibility of payments.

3.59.45. There should be a plan in place to invest in counter fraud data
analytics to improve the ability to identify higher risk applications
quicker and prevent and detect a greater level of fraud.

3.59.4.6. Conduct a review of the Counter Fraud Function engagement
approach with departments to identify areas where working
together could be improved in order to realise better counter fraud

outcomes.

3.60. An update briefing was also provided on these recommendations to the FMB %

55\C/63 - [INQO00497021]
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4. SECTION D: COUNTER FRAUD ACTIVITY POST-PANDEMIC AND THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE PSFA

Establishment of the PSFA

4.1. The COVID-19 pandemic changed the nature of the fraud landscape, with heightened
risk of fraud in relation to new schemes, and prompted efforts to strengthen the
Government’'s response to public sector fraud. In March 2022, the Chancellor
announced £24.7 million funding over three years for the creation of the PSFA*" and a
taskforce was convened to oversee its implementation. | led the design and launch of
the PSFA, and then was appointed as the interim CEO at the launch of the PSFA,
before | was appointed as CEO of the PSFA in May 2023.

4.2. A presentation in May 2022 by the GCFF to HMT details some of the reasons for
establishing the PSFA.%® As well as recognising the heightened levels of fraud and
financial loss associated with initiatives introduced during the COVID-19 pandemic
(estimated to total at least £13 billion), the presentation highlighted the need to: provide
increased support and expert fraud advice for Accounting Officers® and ministers;
bring together HMT and Cabinet Office “with one, expert led voice on fraud
management”; create new focus for finding and fighting fraud; recover financial loss in
the public sector; and, embed across government departments the structures that the
Government had already invested in (e.g. financial outcome metrics and professional

standards).

4.3. The PSFA was established on 3 August 2022, replacing the CoEx.

Governance and organisational structure of the PSFA

4.4. At the point of launch in August 2022, the wider leadership team consisted of me as
interim CEO, Rich Wentel as Deputy Director of Data Analytics, and Laura Eshelby as
Deputy Director of Practice Standards and Capability. Further leadership roles were
advertised, then appointed. | was appointed as CEO of the PSFA after an open
competition in May 2023, with Rich Wentel appointed as COO in May 2024 after an

open competition.

4.5. The PSFA leadership team is supported by an Advisory Committee of recognised

experts on fraud management from different sectors. This Advisory Committee is

57 MC/64 - [INQ000471048]

% MC/65 - [INQ000497008]

5 Accounting Officers are typically heads of government departments, such as Permanent
Secretaries, who hold the responsibility for managing fraud risk.
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independent. The members of this panel are appointed by a Cabinet Office minister.

Purpose of the PSFA

4.6. The PSFA published its mandate in September 2022.7° This document sets out an
overview of the PSFA's mission, responsibilities and how it works with other

departments and public bodies.

4.7. The Mandate identifies the PSFA's aims as follows:

4.7.1. “The Public Sector Fraud Authority will be the government's Centre of
Expertise on the management of public sector fraud.

4.7.2. The PSFA will be the authoritative voice within government on the extent of
the risk and threat of fraud across the public sector and the government’s

overall performance in dealing with it.

4.7.3. The PSFA will be focused on ministerial departments and public bodies,”
but it will share practices and make available standards to the wider public

sector.”

4.7.4. The PSFA will be the centre of the government’s Counter Fraud Function,
bringing together the expertise of those who work to find and fight fraud

and reduce error across government.

4.7.5. The PSFA will openly and regularly update on its activities and the data it
holds to the National Audit Office (NAO). This will include performance data

and the compliance with mandatory processes and data requests.”

4.7.6. The PSFA will produce an Annual Report that makes transparent the levels
of fraud in government and the latest fraud and error evidence base and an

annual report on its performance.”
4.8. The PSFA Mandate explains that the mission of the PSFA is to:

4.8.1. modernise the Government’s fraud and error response by widening access,

and use of, leading practices, tools and technology;

O MC/7 - [INQO00497018]

' A public body is a formally established organisation that is, at least in part, publicly funded to deliver
a public or government service, though not as a ministerial department. The term refers to a wide
range of public sector entities.

2 Including, for example, local government and the devolved administrations.

™ This does not include fraud and threat risks with NAO where the organisation will be approached
directly.
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4.9.

4.10.

4.11.

4.82. build expert-led services to better fight fraud and error through risk,

prevention, data and enforcement techniques;

4.8.3. develop capability in the public sector to find, prevent and respond to fraud
and error;
484. put performance at the heart of public sector fraud, focusing on

investments and outcomes; and,

4.8.5. to be seen as a beacon of fraud and error expertise and a destination for

those wanting to make a difference in fighting public sector fraud.”

In practice, the PSFA acts as the Government's centre of expertise for the
management of fraud against the public sector. As described in its mandate, “The
PSFA sits at the heart of government, reporting to HM Treasury and the Cabinet
Office”. The PSFA advises them on the levels of fraud across government, trends and
performance in ways of dealing with it; uses data to scrutinise public body
performance; provides expert advice on assurance and key counter fraud activities;
and builds and delivers support services targeted to the specific needs of individual

departments.

The PSFA works with government departments to minimise fraud risk and combat
fraud via training and building the GCFP. For example, the GCFP brochure sets out the
training available to professionals working in counter fraud.”” It also leads the
International Public Sector Fraud Forum (IPSFF), working with counter fraud experts in
Australia, Canada, New Zealand and the United States, to support the sharing and
development of international counter fraud best practice, i.e. the most effective ways to

tackle fraud.

The PSFA Mandate describes six areas of work it undertakes, divided across
“Services” and “Functions” (these are not to be confused with the cross-government

Functions described in paragraph 1.4.2):

4.11.1. Services

4.11.1.1. Risk, Threat and Prevention Support: supporting ministerial
departments and public bodies in understanding the risks and
threats they face, and mitigating these risks through controls,

prevention and deterrence activity. This is not a ‘one size fits all’

74 MC/T - [INQO00497018]
75 MC/66 - [INQ0O00497012]
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approach, but is instead tailored according to need and PSFA

resourcing.

4.11.1.2. Data and Intelligence Services: supporting government
departments and public bodies by providing data analytics
services and access to technology solutions to find and prevent
fraud. Alongside this, the PSFA runs a unit to coordinate, facilitate
and share intelligence across central government. This builds on
learning from the COVID-19 Fraud Hotline which disseminated
intelligence on referrals to the Hotline effectively across public
sector organisations’®. The Hotline closed in September 2022,
however, messaging was provided on the hotline number up until

June 2023, which signposted callers to other avenues of reporting.

4.11.1.3. Enforcement Services: supporting government departments and
public bodies by seeking to provide services that investigate cases
of potential fraud against them, including applying sanctions and

recovering assets.
4.11.2. Functions

4.11.2.1. Performance, Assurance and Evidence: overseeing the
performance of ministerial departments and public bodies in
reducing fraud and fraud risk and undertaking assurance and
review activities, including Functional Standard assurance, quality
reviews of counter fraud activity and targeted reviews of areas of
fraud, and maintaining the public sector evidence base on fraud
and error through publication of an Annual Report on its

performance.

4.11.2.2. Practice Standards and Capability function: bringing expertise
together to define practices, develop standards and develop
capability across the public sector through the Government

Counter Fraud Profession.

4.11.2.3. Policy function: leading on cross-system policy initiatives,

including reviews of legislation.

412. The PSFA brings together experts from across public bodies and other sectors to

® MC/67 - [INQO00477281]
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produce guidance and standards for departments and public bodies, to deepen
expertise, and to assist in the delivery of greater fraud prevention and recovery
outcomes. Examples of the publicly available guidance produced by the PSFA are

provided and summarised below:

412.1. The cross-government Counter Fraud Strategy 2024-202777 published in
March 2024, sets the strategy for the GCFP’s response to fraud, including
how to reduce the risk of fraud, and increasing capability in government to
fight fraud.

4.12.2. The Fraud Prevention Standard for Counter Fraud Professionals™,
published in July 2023, describes the professional standards and
competencies needed for an individual to achieve practitioner level in
counter fraud work, and guidance on how to increase the quality of an

organisation’s counter fraud work.

4.12.3. The Standard for the Counter Bribery and Corruption Professional,
published in May 20237°, contains the agreed professional standards and
guidance for countering bribery (complementing the previocusly published

standards) and corruption in central government.

Remit of the PSFA

4.13. As set out in its mandate, the PSFA is “the authoritative voice within government on the
extent of the risk and threat of fraud across the public sector and the government's
overall performance in dealing with it”. Responsibility for managing the risk of fraud
within individual cases of government spending and specific schemes remains with
departmental Accounting Officers or nominated Accounting Officers within public
bodies. For example, the CEO of a public body is often nominated to make Accounting

Officer decisions by the Permanent Secretary of the sponsor department.

4.14. In line with Managing Public Money guidance® and the Counter Fraud Functional
Standard®', public bodies must build and maintain their own counter fraud teams, the
size and scale of which should be determined by the department and proportionate to

“the level of risk that they face” as set out in the PSFA mandate.®? Departments and

T MC/68 - [INQ0O00497014]

8 MC/69 - [INQ000497020]
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80 Guidance published by HMT which sets out the main principles for dealing with resources in public
sector organisations in the UK MC/9 - [INQ000496746]
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public bodies should not rely on the PSFA to provide essential fraud services, but the
PSFA can be used to help strengthen or expand a department or public body’s counter

fraud capability or expertise.

4.15. The PSFA requires all departments to provide metrics/data on their counter fraud
activity and impact through the quarterly Consolidated Data Return (CDR) which
informs the evidence base and is published annually in the Fraud Landscape Report.
The CDR captures data on detected fraud, prevented fraud and recovered fraud and
includes COVID-19 fraud data. The CDR is applied to all departments for all areas of
spend, and includes DHSC for PPE procurement.

4.16. The PSFA Mandate sets out the specific mandatory processes the PSFA has for

government departments and public bodies:

4.16.1. “The use of Initial Fraud Impact Assessments during the design phase
pre-announcement in significant areas of new spend (in line with Managing
Public Money and the Green Book)®

4.16.2. The submission of quarterly performance data on levels of fraud and error

(as defined by the PSFA) and progress against action plans and metrics

4.16.3. The use of, and assurance against,® the Counter Fraud Functional
Standard
4.16.4. Agreement of annual action plans and metrics on fraud management.”

4.17. The mandate states the responsibilities of government departiments and public bodies

to the PSFA in managing fraud risk. These are provided below:

4.17.1. Ministerial departments and public bodies must provide accurate fraud and

error loss data to the PSFA, within agreed quarterly timescales.

4.17.2. They will ensure that all detected fraud and error conforms to the
government definition and prevented fraud data links to approved

methodologies.

4.17.3. Ministerial departments and public bodies must ensure that they provide
the PSFA with the relevant data and documentation required to complete

Functional Standard assurance.

8 MC/71 - INQD00497025
8 This includes self-assessment, intra-departmental assurance and also assurance reviews
performed by the PSFA itself.
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4.17 4. Ministerial departments and public bodies must provide the PSFA with

access to data and documentation necessary to conduct Quality Reviews

and Targeted Reviews.

4.17.5. Ministerial departments and public bodies must consider and take recorded

action on the recommendations from targeted reviews undertaken by the
PSFA.

4.17.6. Ministerial departments and public bodies should notify and seek advice

from the PSFA on spending review bids for new counter fraud activity
ahead of submission to HMT.

4.17.7. Ministerial departments and public bodies must complete an Initial Fraud

Impact Assessment on any new major spend areas in accordance with the

Green book and Managing Public Money.

4.17.8. Ministerial departments and public bodies must consider the feedback

4.18.

4.19.

4.20.

given by the PSFA through the Functional Standard assurance process and
Quality Reviews and record the action they take as a result and update the
PSFA as required.

The UK Government has a stated aim to be the most transparent in the world in how it
deals with fraud against the public sector. As part of this commitment it publishes the
Fraud Landscape Report, utilising the data provided by departments. This is in order to
show the levels of fraud in government and the latest fraud and error evidence base, or

what is referred to as the ‘Scale of the Challenge’ in the PSFA's mandate.

The 2022 Cross-Government Fraud Landscape Annual Report published in March
2023 deals with pandemic fraud,?® stating that the overall trend was one of increasing
levels of detected, prevented and recovered fraud and error. The report includes the
data from 2020/21, so includes spending by the UK Government in support of the
pandemic response. To summarise the report, detected fraud rose from £227 million in
2019/20 to £243 million in 2020/21. Detected fraud and error rose from £310 million to
£525 million in 2020/21. Prevented fraud and error rose from £388 million in 2019/20 to
£653 million in 2020/21, and recovered fraud and error rose from £92 million in
2019/20 to £193 million in 2020/21.

Additionally the Cross-Government Fraud Landscape Report 2021-2022 (published in

¥ MC/36 - [INQ000496741]
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March 2024)% provides further detail on COVID-19 related fraud for the financial year
2021-22. The detected, prevented and recovered data in the report excludes fraud and
error within welfare (including any impact of COVID-19 on fraud and error levels), tax
and COVID-19 support schemes administered by HMRC and the DWP. These figures
are reported separately by HMRC and DWP. It should be noted that in respect of
recoveries, there is not always a direct alignment between the detection of fraudulent
activity and the recovery of money. Recovery takes time and may be reported across
multiple years. In addition to the reported data, it provides an update on the estimate of
fraud and error within COVID-19 support schemes. This is based on PEA activity
undertaken by departments. In contrast to the data on detected, recovered and
prevented fraud and error, this data is provided over the two financial years, 2020-21
and 2021-22.

4.21. The Report indicates a 52% increase in overall detected fraud and error in 2021-22,
compared to 2020-21, with £823 million in detected fraud and error in 2021-22, up from
£541 million in 2020-21. Of detected fraud, 45% is related to COVID-19, and 55%
related to departments’ business-as-usual work. Detected fraud associated with
COVID-19 increased 389% from £54 million to £264 million between 2020-21 and
2021-22. Recovered fraud and error was worth £180 million in 2021-22, down 9% from

£209 million in the previous financial year.

4.22. The Inquiry has asked the Cabinet Office if the PSFA is in the process of reviewing the
Government’s procurement of PPE, ventilators, LFTs and PCRs during the pandemic.
It is not, and never has been, within the remit of the PSFA to undertake after the fact
reviews into the procurement activities of various government departments, unless it is
commissioned to do so, as a targeted review, by the Accounting Officer of another
government department. Some other government departments (such as DHSC) have
their own counter fraud bodies. The PSFA does, however, aim to provide every
government department with the appropriate tools and advice to mitigate against fraud

risk.

4.23. The Inquiry has asked whether the PSFA has identified any key learnings in respect of
NHS procurement of PPE. As above, the PSFA has not conducted a review of NHS
procurement of PPE. Such a review would need to be requested by the DHSC. Nor
has the PSFA been involved in seeking to recoup funds from contracts for PPE
awarded during the pandemic. The PSFA has, however, conducted lessons learned

exercises from the pandemic on the public sector counter fraud response as a whole,

¥ MC/724 [INQ000514292] !
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which will be examined later in this section.

424, The Inquiry has asked whether the PSFA itself referred any individual suppliers or
contractors to the National Crime Agency (NCA), the Serious Fraud Office (SFQO), the
Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) or any other investigative or prosecution agency.
The PSFA and the CoEx did not refer any individual suppliers or confractors to the
NCA, SFO, CPS or any other investigative or prosecution agency. Any such referrals
were within the remit of individual departments or public bodies to make. The CoEx did
establish an Intelligence Function to deal with COVID-19 related fraud referrals,
including the COVID-19 Hotline. Any intelligence received was forwarded to the

relevant department for action.

Managing and measuring fraud risk

4.25. Prior to the pandemic there was no explicit requirement for departments to undertake
an assessment of fraud risk in their schemes prior to launch. Managing Public Money
guidance at the start of the pandemic set out in Annex 4.9 that “Accounting Officers are
responsible for managing public sector organisations’ risks, including fraud”.®” The
guidance also set out that “each organisation should identify, itemise and assess how it
might be vulnerable to fraud, covering the risks in some detail. Fraud should be always
considered as a risk for the departments’ risk register.”

4.26. As a result of learning from COVID-19, the PSFA worked with HMT to integrate Initial
Fraud Impact Assessments (IFIAs) into Managing Public Money® and the Green Book.
IFIAs are a tool designed to assess and understand the potential impact of fraud and
the counter fraud requirements throughout the spend area lifecycle. They are designed
to be completed prior to funding approval, and an impact score is generated. Where
the impact is assessed as high, or very high, it recommends progression to a full fraud
risk assessment as soon as possible. It is now mandated that an IFIA be conducted on
all major new spend initiatives prior to launch. IFIAs provide a high level view of

inherent fraud risk in new schemes.

4.27. If a scheme is considered to be high risk then an FRA is required to be completed as
soon as possible. There is a government standard for FRAs, updated in March 2022%
to include the newly introduced IFIA. The FRA standard covers how to effectively

identify, describe and assess individual inherent fraud risks. It covers how to identify

8 MC/73 - [INQO00496989]

8 Guidance published by HMT which sets out the main principles for dealing with resources in public
sector organisations in the UK MC/9 - [INQ0004967486].
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and evaluate mitigating controls, including understanding their limitations, and
produces an output of residual risks. The FRA standard sets out how to develop these
individual assessments into a comprehensive fraud risk assessment for the entire

organisation.

4.28. The standard sets out that all UK Government and public sector organisations should
have FRAs to show where the organisation is susceptible and vulnerable to fraud. As
outlined above regarding the remit of the PSFA, the management of fraud risk

ultimately lies with the Accounting Officer of the relevant organisation.

4.29. The document defines an FRA as a process aimed at proactively identifying and
understanding an organisation’s vuinerabilities to both internal and external fraud. It is
an essential element of an effective counter fraud response and, whilst it should be
integrated into the organisation’s overall risk management approach, benefits from
specific skills, knowledge, processes and products. A proactive approach to
understanding the organisation’s fraud risks should be a priority when dealing with the
issue of fraud. These risks can then be managed through effective mitigations such as

control changes, policy changes, and compliance and audit activity.
4.30. The six steps of the FRA defined in this guidance are summarised below:

4.30.1. Step 1 - Understanding of the organisational landscape. Assessors must
gain an overview of an organisation’s strategy, structure, key target
operating models, priorities, policies and guidelines before undertaking an
FRA.

4.30.2. Step 2 - Research to identify relevant known risks and any factors likely to

drive the likelihood of the risk occurring.

4.30.3. Step 3 - Key known and hypothetical risks identified, categorised and
defined. Assessors must identify and define the key inherent fraud risks
faced by the organisation, using a variety of techniques, such as
workshops, walkthroughs, structured questionnaires (to ensure consistency
of response types) and structured interviews to assess the business
environment. They should carry out appropriate qualitative and quantitative
research (management information, detected fraud, intelligence) and

collate information from relevant stakeholders.

4.30.4. Step 4 - Risk owner identified and inherent risks evaluated. Assessors must

ensure that for each risk there is an owner identified with sufficient seniority
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to be able to introduce or re-design controls to effectively mitigate the risk
within accepted levels of tolerance, taking into account the cost of

mitigation versus the materiality of the risk exposure.

4.30.5. Step 5 - Control/Mitigation identified and residual risk evaluated. Following
the identification of the risks, Assessors must support stakeholders in the

identification and assessment of current mitigation and controls.

4.30.6. Step 6 - Residual risks prioritised against risk appetite. Assessors must
ensure that residual risk is clearly defined, scored and prioritised against
the organisation’s fraud risk appetite to indicate which risks the organisation
will take action on. There should be a process for risks classified as
acceptable to be periodically monitored and reassessed to understand if
the risks have changed, and for ‘out of appetite’ risks to be considered
seriously by senior management. Management should also ensure there is
effective fraud measurement activity, including fraud loss measurement
focused on key residual fraud risks, to provide assurance as to whether

actual fraud and error losses remain within stated levels of tolerance.

4.31. The extent to which central government bodies utilise these professional standards
and guidance will vary and develop according to their assessment of fraud risk, which
will drive their individual counter fraud strategies and their investment in counter fraud
activities. Some organisations will have established specialist counter fraud teams
(such as the NHS Counter Fraud Authority). These standards are designed to enable
such teams to develop their capability in a consistent way across government that will,
over time, increase the ability of these organisations to share resources and good

practice under a common understanding, which is in line with the purpose of the PSFA.

4.32. Fraud Loss Measurement (FLM) is a separate discipline with its own government
standard which is available across the public sector, and it uses statistical sampling to
estimate the level of fraud and error in a particular spend area. The PSFA evidence
base (that is used to estimate the level of fraud and error, and the level of loss to fraud
and error across the government) is built on the aggregate findings of over 60 FLM
exercises over 6 years. Both FRA and FLM are important parts of any Fraud Risk
Management programme. FRA helps identify fraud risks that are relevant to the
business; identify gaps or weaknesses in controls; and, mitigate those risks through
informing practical plans. FLM helps identify the estimated scale of fraud loss in a
scheme which should inform the future depth and extent of the fraud, actions and

resourcing.

37

INQO000514029_0037



The PSFA and reviews of procurement during the pandemic

4.33. As is outlined above, the role and remit of the PSFA is established by its mandate. The
PSFA has not asked or been asked to conduct backward looking reviews as to where

improvements or changes in procurement practice can be made. As such, the PSFA

has not:

4.33.1. Undertaken any research into the procurement of key healthcare
equipment and supplies acquired during the pandemic;

4.33.2. Carried out any investigations or reviews in respect of any government
department’s procurement of (i) PPE; (ii) ventilators and oxygen; and (iii)
LFTs and PCRs;

4.33.3. Carried out any investigations or reviews in respect of The High Priority
Lane and has not examined any records or policies as to the approach
taken to the management of conflicts of interest in respect of the High
Priority Lane;

4.33.4. Carried out any investigations or reviews in respect of the activities of ‘UK
Make’;

4.33.5. Carried out any investigations or reviews in respect of the activities of the
‘China Team’; or

4.33.6. Carried out any investigations or reviews in respect of the Ventilator

Challenge’.

4.34. Similarly, the PSFA has not undertaken any reviews in respect of the procurement
activity of any local authorities or any of the devolved administrations during the

pandemic.

4.35. The 2022 Fraud Landscape Report® indicates that the total detected level of fraud and
error reported by DHSC between 2019/20 was £21.1 million, and between 2020/21
was £58.5 million. As stated previously, other than collating and reporting detected,
prevented and recovered fraud across all departments through the quarterly CDR, and
understanding the evidence base for fraud through engaging with DHSC, the PSFA

has no role in reviewing fraud in PPE.

COVID-19 Lessons learnt exercises conducted by the PSFA

% MC/36 - [INQO00496741]
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4.36. The PSFA has conducted lessons learned exercises on the public sector counter fraud
response to the pandemic as a whole. The PSFA has not conducted specific lessons
learned exercises on procurement of key healthcare equipment and supplies during
the pandemic. The PSFA has not made specific recommendations in respect of
anti-fraud measures in procurement, financial due diligence, payment mechanisms or
standard contract terms and management. However, the PSFA’s lessons learnt and
recommendations on the general public sector counter fraud response should apply to

procurement at a high level.

4.37. In November 2022, the IPSFF completed international guidance around procurement
fraud which was shared across the GCFF community with departmental fraud leads
and through the central learning platform for counter fraud practitioners within the
GCFF.9

4.38. In January 2024, the PSFA produced an internal policy research paper titled ‘C-19
Lessons Learnt UK and International Findings’.> The November 2020 lessons learned
paper summarised in Section C informed this exercise. The paper is split into four
parts: identifying lessons learned from what went well, setting out the common
challenges faced by departments; recommendations to improve government counter
fraud response; and, recommendations for future emergency management responses.

These are summarised below:

4.38.1. Lessons learnt: collaboration across functions, cross-sector organisations
and internal department teams supported the government's counter fraud
response well; some departments were able to utilise functional expertise
to support the design and delivery of schemes e.g FRAs; and, counter

fraud worked well where it was embedded in processes and procedures.

4.38.2. Challenges: some departments were under-resourced in their counter
fraud capacity and faced recruitment challenges; FRAs were not regularly
incorporated into design and delivery phases of some schemes; data
access and quality issues were barriers to preventing and detecting
potential fraud; and, access to common datasets did not happen quickly

enough across some departments.

4.38.3. Recommendations: invest in counter fraud capability and capacity

proportionate to the level of fraud risk; undertake FRAs to understand the

¥ MC/74 - [INQD00478849]
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requirement for upfront counter fraud checks; improve data access, data
quality and the ability to use data across government; integrate counter
fraud into established processes and procedures for better overall decision
making; and, review the engagement approach between the Counter Fraud
Function and departments to ensure counter fraud activity is clearly

communicated and supported.

439. The paper was subsequently shared with the National Audit Office. The
recommendations are beginning to be enacted, for example, the GCFF’s publication in
March 2024 of an ‘Introduction to Al: with a focus on counter fraud’,”® in order to
improve the ability to use data across government, and further work noted later in this

statement.

4.40. The PSFA also shared learnings with the NAO and the IPSFF. The minutes and
accompanying paper are exhibited from the meeting with the IPSFF.*

Wider fraud work since the pandemic

4.41. As set out above, the PSFA has reviewed standards for practitioners post-pandemic
and reissued the FRA standards via the GCFP to incorporate the IFIA, updated in
March 2022.% Advising for the need for upfront evaluation of risk at scheme design
stage was a direct lesson from the pandemic.

442. In March 2023, the GCFP Strategy was published, setting the strategic focus for
counter fraud professionals across government and public bodies until 2025.%° The

strategy, in line with lessons learned from the pandemic in November 2020, focuses

on:

4.42.1. Building deep counter fraud capability with a shift from the focus on
investigation and intelligence to fraud prevention;

4.422. Implementing continual development of members to embed a culture and
process for ongoing assessment of knowledge and competence;

4.42.3. Investing in leadership skills now, and for the future, through the Counter
Fraud Leadership Programme;

4424, Increasing marketing and promotion of the GCFP to raise the profile of the

% MC/76 - [INQO00497015]
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Profession, enhance the recognition of existing members, and encourage

future members of the Profession; and,

4425, Promoting diversity and inclusion to ensure that the GFCP is representative
of the public it serves, and the public services and systems it seeks to

protect.

4.43. The Strategy states that it represents the acknowledgement of the “reprioritisation of
key resources away from the growth of the Profession” during the COVID-19
pandemic. “By ensuring that organisations across government know how to effectively
prevent and tackle fraud, the GCFP puts HM Government in a much stronger position
to deal with the challenges presented by fraud, bribery and corruption and enhances

the UK’s reputation as a global leader in this field”.”

444. In July 2023 the PSFA published its delivery plan for 2023/2024.°® The plan is
underpinned by insights gained from learnings from the pandemic. The plan states
these insights are reflected in four streams of activity for that financial year. This is not
an exhaustive list of all activity of the PSFA during 2023/2024, which is outside the
Inquiry’s relevant period, however | list some activities below toc demonstrate learnings
from the pandemic:

¥ MC/78 - [INQ000497010]
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4.44.1. “We will get more fraud expertise in up front and make a step change in

how government prevents fraud” by reviewing the evidence base for fraud

and error including loss in the pandemic support schemes;

4.44.2. “We will take more, and better, action where fraud occurs” by refreshing

professional standards;

4.44.3. “We will increase the use of data and intelligence to find, stop and recover

the fraud action where fraud occurs” by delivering counter fraud analytics
services to public bodies through the National Fraud Initiative and the
COVID-19 Loans Support Service;

4.44.4. “We will resolutely focus on performance and outcomes” by providing

4.45.

4.46.

4.47.

support to public bodies completing IFIAs and FRAs; and,

1.1.1. “We will strengthen key building blocks for counter fraud work across

government” including deepening ties with international partners with the
IPSFF, and publishing a new Counter Fraud Functional Strategy.

The PSFA publishes an Annual Report as stipulated in its mandate. The latest report
was published in November 2023,% and provides an account of the PSFA’s activities

and performance against its 2022/23 objectives.

In March 2024, the PSFA released guidance on bid rigging in procurement.' This note
raises awareness of the Competition Markets Authority, and provides information on
fraudulent practices perpetrated through anti-competitive behaviours and where

counter fraud professionals are to go for further information.

The cross-government Counter Fraud Strategy 2024-2027'"" was published in March
2024, setting out the high level vision for the GCFF, and the strategic objectives for
counter fraud activity across government to deliver better outcomes, consistent with
the recommendations of the January 2024 lessons learned from the pandemic

exercise set out in this statement. The five strategic objectives identified are:

4.471. Support and develop our people.

4.47.2. Harness data and technology more effectively.

4.47.3. Embed prevention.

% MC/67 - [INQO00477281]
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4.47 4. Drive a targeted, proportionate response against fraudsters.

4.47.5. Secure cross-system cultural change.
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Statement of Truth

| believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. | understand that proceedings
may be brought against anyone who makes, or causes to be made, a false statement in a

document verified by a statement of truth without an honest belief in its truth.

Signed:

PD

Dated: 27/11/2024
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