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GOVERNANCE AND PARTNERSHIP 

 
 
 
This paper seeks to explain: 
 

• The governance arrangements for the Help Scheme. 
 
• The performance measures which we were set (and in 

particular how we sought to deliver value for money).  
 
• How we worked in partnership with other stakeholders. 
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Introduction 
 
In 2005 the BBC was asked to do a job which we had never done before, which 
would involve our having to work in partnership with national and local governments, 
statutory and voluntary bodies and many other important stakeholders, using 
hundreds of millions of pounds of public money for which we had to be accountable.   
 
This paper explains how we ensured the right balance was struck between 
responsibility for the policy of the scheme and its operation, that the task was 
efficiently managed, that value for money was secured, and that we worked well with 
all our partners and stakeholders. 
 
 
 
 
What did we learn? 
 
We think that the key lessons we have learned are as follows: 
 

• In a Scheme where Government sets the policy but where a separate 
body is responsible for its implementation, a clear distinction between 
policy and operational responsibilities is vital 

• Clear governance lines, performance measures, remits and terms of 
reference are essential so that each body involved in such schemes 
knows what it is expected to achieve 

• Some boundary issues are still inevitable and regular close day to day 
cooperation between different bodies is as important as regular formal 
meetings  

• VFM is difficult to assess in a project like this but every effort should be 
made to do regular VFM studies and to benchmark activities where 
possible  

• Maintaining the full involvement and confidence of external stakeholders 
is essential 
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The Governance of the Switchover Help Scheme 
 
The BBC has been a broadcaster for around 90 years but it had never previously 
been involved in a Scheme to deliver new television equipment direct to people’s 
homes.  So when, in March 2005, the Government announced in the Charter Review 
Green Paper that they would “ask the BBC to …help to establish and fund schemes 
to help the most vulnerable consumers make the switch [to digital TV]” we had to 
think hard about how such a scheme might be managed and funded.   
 
The request sat well with our longstanding commitment to ensure that the BBC’s 
public services remain universally and freely available and our sixth public purpose 
under the BBC Charter of “in promoting its other purposes, helping to deliver to the 
public the benefit of emerging communications technologies and services and, in 
addition, taking a leading role in the switchover to digital television”. On the other 
hand, it was clear that no one had ever run a scheme of this kind before and that the 
BBC should not be given the politically contentious tasks of choosing who should be 
eligible for help or what help they should receive and at what price.  
 
We therefore agreed that the Scheme should be operated under a contract between 
the BBC and the Government which would supplement the BBC’s Charter and 
Agreement.  Having this “Digital Switchover Help Scheme Agreement” as a public 
document, which clearly stated what tasks were the responsibility of Government, 
what tasks were the BBC’s and how accountability and value for money should be 
determined, was of great value to the Scheme.  The Scheme Agreement largely 
stood the test of time.  Although only fairly minor revisions were generally needed 
after the first Agreement was published in May 2007, it also proved capable of more 
significant amendments, such as when the Secretary of State decided to extend 
eligibility for help to those who have lived in a care home for six months or more in 
December 20081.   
 
The Scheme Agreement worked because it explained very clearly that the Secretary 
of State decided policy issues (and made clear that those policy issues included the 
criteria for establishing who was eligible for help and what help should be given) 
while the BBC’s job was to ensure that assistance was provided to eligible people 
while delivering value for money in accordance with the Scheme.   
 
Under the Scheme, policy changes could be discussed by a Policy Review Group, 
where needed, which was chaired by the DCMS and included a representative from 
each of the DCMS, the BBC Trust, the BBC Executive Board, DWP and Digital UK.   
                                                
1 The first Scheme Agreement (Cm7118) was published on 4 May 2007 and was replaced by a Revised Agreement (Cm7523) in 
December 2008 – the main changes in that revision being the widening of eligibility to those who have been resident in a care home 
for six month or more, the introduction of the requirement prohibiting time limited offers of extra services and revising the equipment 
requirements to make the provision more platform neutral.  In May 2009 for the Isle of Man (Cm 7612) and in March 2010 for 
Guernsey (Cm 7830) and Jersey (Cm 7831) separate Agreements were also published to reflect differences in their legal and social 
security arrangements (the aim of the BBC and of the Governments in each of those islands having been to ensure that each 
Scheme would mirror that for the UK as closely as possible).  A further Revised Agreement (Cm 8066) was then published in June 
2011 and incorporated largely technical changes recognising how applications were made in practice, amending the role of the 
Policy Review Group, setting a limit for the period of aftercare, providing for the termination of the Scheme and amending the 
provisions relating to the repayment to the Secretary of State, and his subsequent use, of any unspent monies.  The final Revised 
Agreement (Cm 8286) was published in February 2012 and contained a single amendment enabling the Scheme to offer equipment 
which was capable of receiving RTE1 and 2 and TG4 in Northern Ireland on the same terms as the most cost effective option in 
accordance with the Belfast (Good Friday) Agreement 1998. 
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Meanwhile operational decisions were for the separate Project Board which had four 
members appointed by the BBC Executive Board but which also included observers 
from the BBC Trust, DCMS, DWP and Digital UK and also included at times 
observers from the Channel Islands, the Isle of Man, the Northern Ireland Office and 
the Office of Government Commerce. In fact, the Policy Review Group only ever met 
once and most policy changes were effected via correspondence, with the Secretary 
of State deciding what changes he wished to make and the Trust advising him as to 
any costs, practical or legal impacts arising from his proposals.  
 

Case Study - changing the rules for the most cost effective 
offer 
 
When the Scheme began in the Border ITV region, the 
assessment of the most cost effective or “standard” offer - 
which was run separately for each region - was won by Sky.   
Ministers, however, became concerned that eligible people 
might be deterred from seeking help because of a fear that they 
would be obliged to pay a subscription.   Sky sought to allay this 
concern by agreeing that anyone taking up their offer would not 
be obliged to pay a subscription and would have to opt in to do 
so, though they would then lose some channels that were 
offered to them free for a limited period of a year.  Sky worked 
well with the Scheme in Border and met their contractual 
commitments.  Having reviewed research into what customers 
had thought of the offer in Border, however, Ministers decided 
to amend the Scheme to require that acceptance of the 
standard offer should not be dependent upon the acceptance of 
goods or services other than those necessary for the reception 
of the public service television channels by means of that 
option; and that the goods and services comprising the 
standard option must not be time limited by the provider.  
 
The costs and the practical and legal implications of this change 
were reviewed by the BBC Trust before the Secretary of State 
amended the Scheme Agreement accordingly.  

 
Changes to the operation of the Scheme which did not require amendments to the 
Scheme Agreement were decided either by the “Design Authority” a group of senior 
DSHS managers, with a representative from Carillion and from Digital UK, which 
dealt with purely operational issues, or by the Project Board, if the operational 
issues also raised questions of policy or had a political dimension of which DSHS 
felt DCMS or DWP should be aware.  For example, it was decided to stop offering 
integrated digital television sets as an upgrade option because we could not 
compete on price with retailers and did not wish to be seen as charging unfair 
prices.  Since this did not require change to the Scheme Agreement, which did not 
prescribe precisely what forms of alternative assistance are to be offered, this 
operational decision could be taken by those bodies. 
 
All these debates and decisions were of course carefully documented and recorded. 
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In simple terms then the governance of the Help Scheme looked like this: 
 

SECRETARY OF STATE

CARILLION

BBC TRUST

DCMS *

BBC EXECUTIVE BOARD 

PROJECT BOARD
Including observers from DUK,

DCMS & DWP

DSHS LTD

ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS

FINANCIAL & OPERATIONAL 
ACCOUNTABILITY

POLICY ACCOUNTABILITY

This is the 
structure we 
designed to 
separate policy 
from operational and 
vfm responsibilities

* consulting the Policy Review Group as needed
 

 
NB. “Carillion” here is used to refer to Carillion Energy Services and their 
subcontractors 
 
This is of course a much simplified diagram. In order to manage the relationship 
between DSHS Ltd, Carillion and Digital UK, a number of distinct bodies were also 
created: 
 

• Contract management (which is discussed in more detail in the paper 
“Procuring and Managing the Contract”) relied not only on regular day to day 
liaison with Carillion, but also meetings of a regular “Executive Forum”  made 
up of DSHS and Carillion directors; 

• More detailed operational issues were the subject of meetings of the 
Operational Delivery Group which included members from Carillion as well as 
DSHS; 

• Possible changes to the operation of the Scheme were discussed by the 
Design Authority (chaired by the CEO but including Digital UK and Carillion); 

• Strategic marketing issues were discussed at the Market Direction Group, 
(again chaired by the CEO and  including Digital UK and Carillion); and 

• Ensuring that the Scheme meets all its obligations under the Equality Act and 
abides by the BBC’s own equality policies was the responsibility of the 
Equality Working Group, which included members from Carillion as well as 
DSHS. 
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Measuring our performance 
 
Under the BBC Charter and Agreement the Secretary of State charges the Trust 
with ensuring the value for money of all BBC expenditure and this is echoed in the 
Scheme Agreement which made the Trust responsible for “holding the Executive 
Board to account for ensuring that value for money was achieved in the operation of 
the Scheme” and determining appropriate performance indicators. 
 
The performance indicators set by the Trust were as follows: 
 

• Encouraging appropriate take up  

• Identifying and helping the hardest to reach  

• Customer satisfaction  

• Value for money  

 
The Help Scheme Project Board assessed its performance against those measures 
continually and met or held a paper board every month.  DSHS Ltd then submitted a 
formal report to the BBC Trust though the Executive Board twice a year.   DSHS Ltd 
also ensured that its contractors focussed on these measures, with Carillion 
representatives often attending the Project Board, and ultimately through the 
contract and its Service Level Agreements.  How the contract with Carillion was 
procured and how it was managed is discussed in detail in the Help Scheme Paper 
“Procuring and Managing the Contract” but, in short, it was felt that the contract 
could only be properly managed if the BBC had a properly staffed and resourced 
team to act as an “intelligent client” to manage the contract.  
 

 
 

Regional & National Managers 
 
 

DSHS CEO 

PA 

Operations Director Policy & 
Communications 

Director 

Head of Press,  
PR & 

Communications 

Finance Director & 
Company Secretary 

 
 

Stakeholder Manager  
 
 

Finance Partner Complaints & 
Appeals Manager  

 

Team Assistants 
 

Technology Manager 

Head of Performance and 
Contract Compliance 

  
 

Service Delivery 
Manager 

Data Manager  

Service Delivery 
Inspectors 

Assistant Data 
Manager 

Project Manager  
 

Performance 
Reporting Manager  

PR Manager  

Financial Accountant 
  

Head of Marketing  
 

 

DSHS STRUCTURE MAY 2012 

Project Assistant 

HR Business Partner  
(part time) 
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The organogram therefore shows how that team was structured as of May 2012.   
The structure has evolved during the lifetime of the Scheme – for example we did 
not have regional managers when the Scheme first began, although they 
subsequently proved invaluable – but the broad structure was fairly constant.  
Clearly defined roles for each member of the team were essential.   
 
This was perhaps a larger team than some organisations would have had for purely 
contract management but having a well-resourced intelligent client function enabled 
us to work closely in partnership with Carillion and helped us to ensure that the 
contract was effectively managed – having our own Service Delivery managers for 
example, enabled us to be certain that installation quality was being properly 
monitored. Furthermore, we believe that in recent years lessons from both the 
private and public sectors have suggested that closer management of contractors 
and subcontractors is essential. For further details see the Legacy Paper on 
“Procuring and Managing the Contract”. 
 
Value for Money 
 
Since the first three of the Trust’s performance measures are discussed in other 
papers (those which deal with understanding and reaching our customers and with 
the delivery of the Scheme), this paper focuses on how the governance structure 
delivered value for money.  
 
Value for money is one of the key performance indicators set by the Trust and the 
scheme used a variety of measures and ways to ensure that value for money was 
measured and met. We used a number of external reviews (by the OGC, NAO and 
external consultants) to ensure value for money was achieved. 
 
Two key measures of Value for Money were used as a consistent measure through 
the life of the Scheme. These were monitored on a monthly basis at Project Board 
and Board level.  
 

1) Spending Levels to date and Forecast to end of scheme – this measure 
demonstrated that scheme spending was staying within approved budget 
levels and flagged up any variances or areas of concern early.  The budget 
was set in accordance with the contract which itself was designed to 
maximise value for money (e.g. by minimising fixed costs). 
 

2) Cost Per Customer – this was an important measure as the scheme needed 
to demonstrate that the amount being spent on an individual was reasonable 
given their level of need. This measure was very sensitive to the level of 
uptake (i.e. at lower levels of demand, whilst overall costs were lower, the 
total cost per customer would increase due to a necessary level of fixed 
costs). It was also a very important value for money feature of the contract for 
the service provider to ensure that their costs were closely correlated with 
scheme take up in order to try and keep the fixed cost element of their 
contract comparatively low. 
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Benchmarking 
 
We used benchmarking as a key tool to help ensure value for money. 
 
• The original DSHS team structure was benchmarked internally against the BBC 

TV Licensing Unit. Resource levels were found to be similar though the costs 
were higher for the Help Scheme as it was a start up with very little precedent.  
The pressure of time was also a factor.  For example, because it was essential 
that the switchover of transmitters kept to its strict timetable and there was very 
little time to get the Scheme up and running – the contract for the final Scheme 
being awarded in February 2008 and eligibility for help in the first main region to 
switch beginning in March – limited time was available to recruit staff and 
significant use of consultants was therefore inevitable. 

 
• Other key costs, such as Digital UK (marketing costs), were also benchmarked 

using a variety of methods early on in the scheme (i.e. by using independent 
consultants for benchmarking) and Digital UK also used the OJEU procurement 
process to ensure competitive pricing.  We used independent marketing 
consultants to benchmark spend against prices paid by other clients to ensure 
we paid appropriate rates. 

 
• An external consulting company, PA Consulting, carried out an internal 

benchmarking exercise in 2010. They benchmarked our costs such as 
inspections, aftercare, mailing, marketing, PR, outreach, management, overhead 
and the call centre. Overall the outcome of this exercise was that DSHS costs 
were lower than, or in line with, the relevant benchmarks and they confirmed that 
the cost per customer projected represented good value for money.  

 
• We carried out another benchmarking exercise in 2011 with PA Consulting which 

directly compared around 60% of the Help Scheme’s total projected spend 
against external benchmarks. The report concluded that the good and services 
procured by the Scheme cost 10% less that the benchmarked average and that 
this represented good value for money. 
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NAO Review 
 
In fulfilling its responsibility under the Royal Charter to ensure that value for money 
is achieved by the BBC through its spending of the licence fee, the BBC Trust 
commission independent value for money reviews undertaken by the NAO or other 
external agencies.  At the request of the BBC Trust, the National Audit Office 
therefore performed an audit early on in the scheme (in October 2007) which 
addressed preparedness for digital switchover2.  

The report concluded that the licence fee was protected and that the funding for 
Digital UK and the Switchover Help Scheme was wholly ring-fenced. The NAO made 
key recommendations that performance indicators should be put in place and that 
any lessons learned from Copeland, the first area to switch, should be incorporated 
into the main scheme contract.  They also concluded that “in a scenario where 
national take-up of scheme assistance mirrored that in Copeland, the funding 
requirement in the licence fee settlement to 2012-13 would reduce by some £250 
million”.   

These recommendations were accepted and acted upon. 
 
OCG Reviews 
 
The Office of Government Commerce (OCG) performed two reviews of the scheme, 
a Gateway 3 Review (Investment decision) in January 2008 and a Gateway 5 
Review (Operations Review and Benefits Realisation) in May 2010.  Both reviews 
had very positive conclusions. The OGC review also offered best practice 
recommendations on ways the Programme might provide further assurance to 
ensure a successful outcome and to achieve even better VFM. 
  
Gateway 3 Review 
 
The review team noted that ‘The procurement process leading to a supplier decision 
has been exemplary”. They concluded that the this phase was well run and 
represented a number of good practices in the conduct of the procurement, the use 
of the Competitive Dialogue procedure, and the management and assurance of the 
process and outcomes. 
 
Gateway 5 Review 
 
The Review Team gave the Help Scheme the highest delivery confidence rating 
(Green). This is defined as “successful delivery of the project/programme to time, 
cost and quality appears highly likely and there are no major outstanding issues that 
at this stage appear to threaten delivery significantly”.  The Review Team noted that 
“the Programme Team was highly committed, enthusiastic and very focussed on the 
external customer and their needs. Lessons had been learnt and issues were being 
addressed”.  

                                                
2 “Preparations for Digital Switchover”  REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER AND AUDITOR GENERAL | HC 306 Session 2007-
2008 | 27 February 2008 
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Other External Reviews 
 
• Early in 2011 we commissioned an external consultancy, Proving Services Ltd, 

to assess the scheme value for money against three elements: Economy, 
Efficiency and Effectiveness.  Under Economy it concluded that the scheme had 
followed best practice in the procurement of the contract and was paying lower 
prices for goods and services against benchmarks. Under Efficiency they noted 
the scheme was setting performance targets both with the service provider and 
internally, that those targets were being met, and that there was regular 
monitoring and responses to issues and complaints. On Effectiveness it was 
noted that there were very few instances of people being left behind and the 
scheme was vigilant in monitoring regions for individuals that have been missed 
or failed to respond. 
 

• During 2011, Proving Services Ltd also looked specifically at the Value for 
Money aspect of the Outreach Programme. It specifically considered whether the 
cost of the programme represented a fair price paid (economy), that those 
resources had been used as efficiently as possible (efficiency) and that the 
desired outcome had been and would continue to be achieved (effectiveness).  
Value for Money is delivered when there is an optimum balance between the 
three elements. The conclusions were that the level of spend (£19 million) was 
not excessive and was being delivered within budget. The outreach activity 
seemed to be effectively engaging those people who fail to respond to 
mainstream communications,  in that there were few reported cases of 
individuals being left behind,  and there was strong evidence, comparing our 
activities with those of the DWP, that we were effective in engaging and serving 
“hard to reach” people. The key recommendation was that we should seek to 
achieve a balance between the need to ensure that the necessary contractual 
arrangements and Service Level Agreements were in place, and that all outreach 
workers were properly trained, while also ensuring that these arrangements did 
not introduce an unnecessary delay in outreach workers getting out into the 
community. The report also highlighted that the Outreach Programme was well 
managed, performance was properly monitored, and learnings effectively 
implemented. 

 
 
Other ways in which we measured and ensured Value for Money 
 
We ensured that our contractor, CES, took the necessary steps to ensure value for 
money with its own suppliers (for example by ensuring that they reviewed the 
competiveness of the products available on a region by region basis).  
 
Periodic open book audits of CES were also conducted using external auditors, 
which helped to ensure that we met our financial objectives on transparency and 
accountability. 
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External partnering in action 
As we have seen,  the formal governance of the Help Scheme was that the Scheme 
was responsible (through the BBC Executive Board) to the BBC Trust, which in turn, 
through the Scheme Agreement, committed the BBC to deliver the Scheme to the 
policy requirements laid down by Government. 
 
The Help Scheme, however, operated as one element within the broader complex 
technical and operational programme to switch all analogue terrestrial TV services 
to digital terrestrial television (DTT). The body with overall responsibility for 
switchover was Digital UK, which was “established by the BBC and other public 
service broadcasters and digital terrestrial multiplex operators in April 2005 to lead 
the implementation and programme management of TV switchover.” 3 
The Help Scheme’s primary purpose was to provide assistance to eligible people to 
make the switch to digital TV.  As above, the Help Scheme sat within the digital 
switchover programme, and was therefore also responsible to switchover partners 
for fulfilling agreed milestones in a way that supported the smooth running of the 
overall programme. The relationship worked two ways: the Help Scheme was 
dependent on how decisions made about the overall switchover programme and its 
timetable might affect the Scheme, and in turn the Help Scheme updated digital 
switchover partners on its current and planned activities and any wider impact upon 
the switchover programme.   
To play a full role, the Help Scheme, as a workstream within switchover, worked 
closely with Digital UK in its programme management role, by advising on issues 
which might have a wider switchover impact, mainly through the key switchover 
management forum, the Switchover Programme Group (SPG). Chaired by Barry Cox 
and with a secretariat from Digital UK’s programme office, the SPG brought together 
all bodies concerned with the policy and execution of switchover – Government 
(DCMS), Ofcom, the BBC (both as the Help Scheme and in its wider lead 
broadcaster role), and a Critical Friend of the programme. 
 
The SPG was supported by a project managers group (SPM) who worked on day-to-
day operational issues, and the programme coordinators group, which brought 
together regularly the main partners - Digital UK, DCMS, Ofcom, and the BBC (Help 
Scheme) - who looked to manage the risk review process and deal with any issues 
quickly and informally to pre-empt where possible escalation to SPG or ministers.  
 
The Secretary of State or the Broadcasting Minister (DCMS) chaired a quarterly 
group for the switchover partners, and industry representatives. This ministerial 
group provided a timely opportunity to share information, and for ministers to satisfy 
themselves that all key aspects of switchover were on track, or being properly 
addressed. 
 
Two other groups were of significance. The switchover partners convened quarterly 
to meet the Consumer Expert Group, created to advise Government to ensure that 
the voices of the consumer and that of other parties such as the third sector 
representing their interests are properly heard.  

                                                
3http://www.digitaluk.co.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/21759/Digital_Switchover_Programme_v2b_-_June_2011.pdf 

http://www.digitaluk.co.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/21759/Digital_Switchover_Programme_v2b_-_June_2011.pdf
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Also important was the Technical Impact Working Group, influential in advising the 
operating partners on the effect of technical factors on switchover such as Channel 
61:62 Clearance (see below) to release the spectrum for alternative uses. 
 
The following short case studies illustrate the way these various bodies operated: 
 

Single/dual 4 switch evaluation 
 
The debate across switchover partners concerning the 
single/dual switch was a good example of effective decision 
making. A joint Digital UK and Help Scheme review process led 
to a specially convened session of the SPG in February 2010, 
to debate whether to remain with the dual switchover or move 
to a single switch for the 19.6 million homes still to switch in 
2011 and 2012. Although for many people it was accepted that 
a single switch date would be easier to understand and would 
require less retuning, the decision was made to retain the 
current dual switch model, on the grounds that Help Scheme 
customers might otherwise be at risk of being left behind, since 
it was clear that many people were only prompted to seek help 
after the first switch had occurred. 

 
Channel 61:62 clearance 
 
Clearing at least 14 frequency channels for reuse is a DSO 
programme objective. Ofcom published a consultation in 
January 2009 after taking extensive soundings of stakeholders 
to align the UK spectrum plan with Europe by clearing 
frequency channels 61 and 62.  This recognised that there 
“should be no material adverse effect on the DSO programme”. 
Three options were considered, and Ofcom and other DSO 
team members worked closely together to understand any risks 
to the DSO programme and put into place appropriate planning, 
including reporting regularly to the SPG. By June 2009 the 
decision was made to carry out DSO as planned, but 
synchronise DSO and clearance on a site by site basis where 
feasible. As above, the Technical Impact Working Group was 
put in place across 2011 to manage the impact of technical 
events on the Help Scheme operation.  
 

                                                
4 As we have seen (Paper XXX Understanding the Customer) the model adopted from the outset had been that there would be a dual 
switchover: the first (called DSO1) when BBC2 only would switch, the second, with all other channels switching two weeks later, at 
DSO2. The question was whether this early warning for customers was still necessary, as for most people it seemed confusing to 
switch twice in the space of a few weeks. 
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The September 2009 national re-tune event 
 
This is an example of an external factor affecting the programme. 
It was necessary for all UK Freeview viewers to re-tune their 
equipment in order to allow the reorganisation of the DTT 
multiplexes prior to the introduction of Freeview HD. While not a 
switchover event, in part the re-tune was necessary to enable 
switchover. It carried a reputational risk for all partners of the 
programme and the potential need for additional support. The 
planning was brought to the SPG meeting and Digital UK 
supported the process with a re-tune website, helpline, and other 
communications. The Help Scheme assessed the potential level 
of increased customer calls and adjusted its call centre capacity 
accordingly. 

 
 

Incident Management  
 
A DSO programme workshop attended by all the programme 
partners was held in December 2010 to rehearse the 
programme’s incident management procedures in advance of the 
busy 2011 switchover year. The incident management policy 
proved robust, and was delivered in tandem with the Help Scheme 
crisis management plan, illustrating the cross-organisational 
approach 

 
 
 
For further detail as to how the Help Scheme was governed see the latest version of 
“The Digital Switchover Help Scheme” agreement Cm 8066. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


