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Post fce statement on findings of nterim 
report into Horizon computer system 
Monday  Jily 2013 
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in latives aired at addressing the issues raised, improving future processes and 
examining notential structural changes to Support .s .€h-postrmiasters,
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Interim Report into alleged problems with the Horizon system 

1. Intro uction and Scope 

1..1, Following discussions with Post Office Limited t'POL') Senior Management in June and July 2012, 

with the Rt Hon James Arbuthnot. MP and with Alan Bates and Kay Linnell representing the Justice 

for Subpostmasters Alliance ('the JFSA'), Second Sight Support Services Ltd (`Second Sight') was 

appointed to carry out a review into alleged problems with POL's'HIorizon System. 

1.2. The remit of tfie Investigation/inquiry was later defined as: 

to consider and to advise on whether there are any systemic issues xcnd""'orconcerns with the 

"Horizon" system, m lutnq training and support processes, giving evidence C?s`:d reason, jar 

the conclusions reached". 

1.3. It was also agreed that Second Sight's report would: 

"report an the remit and i, necessary will contain recornmcndations and/or alternative 

recommendations to Post Office Limited relating to the issues and concerns investigated 

during the inquiry. The report and recommendations are to be the expert and reasoned 

opinion ofSecond Sight in the light ofthe evidence seen during the inquiry." 

1;4, it became necessary to ensure that references to the Horizon System" were understood and agreed 

by all stakeholders. Was Second Sight to look cattle for defects in the software code of Horizon? Or, 

was it to take a broader view and also examine: 

a) the surrounding Operational Processes, both at branch level and in POL's central processing 

centres; 

b) the interfc,_,_c between the Horizon system and other systems that are the responsibility of 

organisations other than POL such as Camelot, the Bank of Ireland; the Co-Op, various 

Energy Companies and the 'LINK' system for processing Credit and Debit Card payments and 

withdrawals; 

c) the power supply and telecommunications equipment that connects every Horizon terminal 

to PO's centralised data centres; 

d) the training available to Sub-Postmasters (SPMRs') and their staff and whether it was 

commensurate with the demands of the day-to-day job et the counter, 

e) the actions need to 'balance` at the end of each 'trading Period ['TP') and the investigation 

work needed in dealing with errors and T 3rl c I_ en corrections ('T s') 

f) the level of support available to SPMRs and their staff from PO['s Plelpdesk; 

g) the effectiveness of POL's audit and investigative processes, both in assisting SPMRs who 

called for help in determining the underlying root cause of shortfalls and in providing 

evidence for r thy: i,on by Pt 1. such as in d ivil and Criminal Proceedings. 
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Interim Report into alleged problems with the Horizon system 

1.5. In answering the question as to whether Second Sight was to en' ex a,raine the narreewl reef€nerd 

Horizon software, or the far more broadly-defined Horizon system. P L's own defin Lion of 'Horizon 

provided much of the answer. 

1,6. In May 2011, POL's Information Manager defined 'Horizon °' as follows: 

soft were, both bopcdre and software packege.`i,. the c.,,Tnputer h 3tdWrre and 
CO r ut1WY ecwptnrnt installed in branch and the central dote centres. It Jrnclu es the 

soft wore , sg ° to control and monitor the systems. in additi=gin, 1 can advise you that testing 
and trainrnq systems  are i lso referred to as Horizon' 

1.,7, This POL definition does not include 'audit and investigative processes`,, but it quickly became clear 
that P01's audit and investigation methods have had a profound impact on the SPMRs involved iry 
almost all of the cases we have examined, 

1..g, Second Sight's Investigation has consequently des  'tapes wed beyond the narrow definition 
of the core software component of Horizon in order to ensure, that we have adequately dealt with 
the totality of the concerns raised by SPMRs, 

1..9, Before describing desoihing the approach ad 5pted in this h va . s. Uga huF , i . €a € oe,,ess: € y to put the scale of the 

investigation in context. 

idu ; t.;or a Sight has been asked to investigate 47 cases submitted to either the JFSA or to the office of 

the kt_ Hon James Ar.butimot MP. Al. of these submissions G 
we 

':ugh€ yj critical of P l.'s Horizon system 

and in many cases, the way that POL has dealt with the matters reported. 

1.11. The Horizon system inanives approximately OIdtO0 users and processes over 6 million transactions 

e'v'ery day. The entire pope atiwn of over 1J,800 hranche3; was notified about the proposed 

investigation by Second Sight and this resulted in 14 additional cases being accepted for 

investigation, Whilst in no way tninimizing the potential importance of the cases under review, this 
level of response suggests that the vast majority of SPMRs and branches are at least reasonably= 

happy 

with 

the 

Horizon 

system. 

2. Approach adopted 

2,1. 

-Second Sight has examined cases submitted from two 

sources. The test 

t ciection of cases were 

those subm

itted 

by SPMRs, with the endorsement 

of their constituency MR, 

through the office 

of 

the Rt 

Hon 

James 

Arbuthnot 

MP. There were 29 such cases 

22. The second. source of cases was through the 1f'SA, These cases were submitted in accordance with 

an 

Agreement 

;later. 

Is 

s

:  €€3k}er 

30t2 bm fi at 

err 

pt t, Second Sight ad the 

JFSA .see Appendix 

5). 

That 

Agreement 

t  

nt  

a 

tit 

' 

of 

date 

of 

70th February 

OPt O for th e submission 

of 

suitable 

cases to the 

JFSA, 

or 

directly 

to 

Second sight. 
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2,3. In the event, over 60 SPMRs contacted the JFSA and 18 cases were considered to be suitable for 

submission to Second Sight. These 18 JFSA-sourced cases were generally simpler, more recent and 

better documented than the cases submitted via MPs. 

2.4. In dealing with each case, Second Sight first requested copies of all the documents in POL's Case File. 

The initial plan was to interview each SPMR after all the POLrtsourced documentation had been 
examined. This has proved to be much more difficult than was expected. Delays in producing case 

documentation to Second Sight have added materially to the cost of the Investigation and to the 

time taken to complete it. The main problem here seems to be that POL does not maintain one 

central file for each case. Rather, documents had to be gathered from multiple internal sources. 

2.5. Where MP sponsored cases have been subject to either Civil Recovery or Crin inaI Prosecution, P01 's 

centralised Legal Department was able to supply many documents. However, we found that a 

significant number„ of cases had not progressed this far and that documentation was held in many 

locations within POL, including the National Business Support Centre ('the NBSC'), the Helpdesk, the 

branch Support Team, the Security Team, the Former Agent Accounting Department, and 
Legal 

Services. 

2.6. In several instances,, POL's seen-year Document Retention Policy has meant that little or no 

documentation was available for Second Sight to examine. The same retention policy applies to the 

underlying Horizon computer data. In a number of cases we were provided with PO1 created 

documents by SPMRs, where P0L had been unable to supply the same document,. even though it 

was within the 7 year retention period, 

2,7. After examining all of the available documents and in some cases the Horizon computer data relating 

to each case, Second Sight has been making contact with each SPMR in order to obtain, through 

telephone calls and fare-to-face interviews, the SPMR's version of events. Second Sight then. 

summarised the SPMR's assertions into one or more 'SpotReviews'. To date, 2.9 Spot Reviews have 

been created by Second Sight and other Spot Reviews are planned. Ten Spot Reviews have been 

sent to POL and a formal response received. Nineteen Spot Reviews are currently `work in progress'. 

3. The concept of 'Spot Review` 

3.1. It became clear at an early stage in the investigation that it would not be efficient or cost effective 

for Second Sight to examine all of the issues raised by SPMRs or covered in P01's Case Files, 

3.2. Accordingly, and with the consent and approval of both the JFSA and individual SPMRs, Second Sight 

conducted a'fast track' 
review of the avail. ble, information in each case and identified the key issues 

that 

were relevant to the remit of the investigation. 
Each 

key 

issue was then dealt with as a Spot 

Review. A case with multiple i .,sues would give rise to multiple Spot Reviews, each of which would 

be dealt with on. an individual basis. 

3,3. It was agreed by POL, Second Sight, the .JFSA and the Rt Hon James Arbuthnot MP that any report 

issued 

by 

Second 

Sight would maintain anonymity with regard 
to 

the identity of individual SPMR 

cases. 

Accordingly, 

this 

Report 

does not 

reveal 

the identity 

of any of 

the cases 

being considered. in 
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all instances where POL was asked to, respond to specific issues, the SPM Os r, t icy was r _veale to 

POL, but only after the SPMRs Permission had been obtained. 

34. This approach to . aat Reviews was intended to be a self-contained, easy to understand procedure;

free from uaiexplained acronyms and backed tip b34 S£:, : supplied e lent al material_ Each Spot 

Review was then subm itted to PO1 for a formal response, he PO1 response was then discussed 

with both the SPMR and the JFSA and an attempt made to reach agreement and closure between 

POL and the SP MR, as to the issues dealt with in each Spot Review. 

3.5, Regrettably, no such agreement and closure has been achieved to date. in the face of assertions, by 

both the SPMR and by POL; supported in many cases by only partial or eonflftl nf; evidence, Second 

Sight has attempted to tine out what really happened. In most of the Spot Reviews i€yvest€g ted, we 

have been s € iv to fi nd add .t€...rirtl iufeurvtion that 1;  =as seen ;::3f vsostaucc ;n"s .f . :> i'"_€ aa3F g :°il;aat 

actusl.':v happened. 

3.5. This interim Report covers 4 Snot Reviews where we have been able to reach a preliminary 

c lcl lion or at least make substantial progress on the matters being reviewed. 

3.7. As Spot Reviews were prepared, discussed and responded to by POL, Second Sight was able to see a 

number of 'thematic issues' that were of concern to many of the SPMRs we have had contact with. 

These frequently reported issues, some of which are described in Section 7 of this Interim Report, 

will be addressed in more de=tail in the Final Report. 

4. Involvement of the JFSA: 

4.1. At the request of the MPs representing their SPNIR constituents and with agreement from POI, 

Sesoond Sight has worked closely with Mr Alan Bates of the .IFSA and with the JFSr 's appointed 

Forensic Accountant Kay Linnell. This developed into a sound working relationship and Second Sight 

wishes to put on record its thanks to both Mr Bates and Ms 3 inrwll for their help and professional 

conduct throughout the investigation. 

5. Spot Reviews and Responses from OL._ 

5.1, This Interim Report deals with iuist íi of the 29 Spot Reviews so far , t ;._ r by Sc € i ;i l€t. These 4 

Spot Reviews deal with events that are typical of the matters reported to Second S ht by many of 

the SPMRs we have had contact with. They also relate t~, ,ratters that appv~eed, both at the time 

they were issued to POt. and when the selection wa. m ade ha -umlus€on in I`rr:; €€€ler€€"?' Report, to be 

particularly relevant to the remit of the Investigators. 

5.2. Second Sight has asked P01 to deliver Spot Review respenses . '.rat hoe's prove as easy to 

understand as the Spot Reviews themselves; that addressed the sp€ it, as well as the letter, of the 

SPMRs' complaints, and that were backed up by evidence. 

5.3. Whilst the Spot Review responses received from POL can be seen to be thorough, they are long and 

highly technical documents. iin some cases. they present counter-assertions, based on Standard 
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Operating Procedures and Controls, rather than tangible evidence of what actually happened. 

Accordingly, it has been necessary to summarise and simplify the responses received. 

5.4. Our experience over many years, shows that even apparently robust controls sometimes fall to 
work, or can becircumrvented by a determined and skilful person. Second Sight is therefore seeking 

further evidence in support of POL's responses to some of the issues covered by the spot Reviews 

dealt with in this Interim Report, 

5.5. It is of course hard for P01 to piece the €€ ;egative (€.e, that controls have not been cii cumven€ted) but 
it is only fair to say that PO1 now finds itself in (he. =,arne situation that has faced al! of the SPMRs 
who have submitted cases. They too, were unable to prove that the shortages or transactions that 
they reported to POL., and in respect of which they sought POL's help, were not the result of their 

own (or their mp'oyees'} errors or criminal activity. In every case we have looked at, only limited 

assistance has been provided to 5PN4Rs by PO1, 

5,6, In the 4 Spot Reviews covered by this report, P01 has only acknowledged minorfailings in the 

implementation of its procedures and processes, or in other relevant areas, It has agreed in 

principle 
to a number of process improvements relating to the matters under investigation by 

Second Sight, and some of these have been implemented already, 

5,7. Many of the SPMRs we have dealt with remain aggrieved and dissatisfied with what they see as 

POL's defensive and unsympathetic response. Whereas we had expected that some form of closure 

would he reached between POL and the SPMR associated with each Spot Review, this has so far not 

been achieved. 

6, Did defects in Horizon cause some of the losses for which SPMRs or their staff 

were blamed? 

1.. There is still much work to be done on the cases Second Sight has been asked to investigate. We 

have concluded in one of the four Spot Reviews covered by this Interim Report (Spot Review SAdl) 
that, although the Horizon system operated as designed, the lack of timely, accurate and complete 
information presented to the SPMR was a significant factor in his falling to follow the correct 

procedure. 

6,Z. In that incident., shortcomings in the branch's primary and fall-back telecommunications equipment 

exposed a weakness that led to a poor counter-level experience both for the SPMR and his 

customer. 

6 6 3 We 
also note, in. Spot Rvew SR22, that P01 made 

a 

change to 
its 

:star ;lard operating procedures for 

Scratch Cards, just a few days after the SPMR was suspended. It is possible, that if this change had 

been implemented earlier, many 

of 

the 

problems 

would 

not have 

occurred. 

6;4. in the course 

of our 

extensive 

discussions with POL over 

the last 12 

months, POL 

has 

disclosed to 

Second Sight that, in 2011 and 2012, it had discovered "defects' in Horizon online that had Impacted 

76 branches. 
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6.5. The first defect, referred to as the 'he..r~iots and ;, i;ij+J?Ff71'< f?L3 ...? Ot'n'X O'10?`, 3ni fa€te_d 62 

branches, It was discovered ini September 2010 as a result of ? uj ts€ 's monacon,-_ of system events 

(although there were subsequent calls from branches). The aggregate of the discrepancies arising 

from this system defect was f929, the largest shortfall being £777 and the largest surplus £7,044, 

~ ~, 
l F x P01 has r31t,=E"rT~rrtf us that ~~ ~ a l :£ s se -tacos rt t~`at~3 l`?=fis~^c'~ at noloss tv a%1~ s ri~`fR. 

6,0. The second defect, referred to as the tf f f &nr Suspense Account Probiem, affected 14 branches, and 

generated disc rear r es tnta'lln [1,,JR%, including a temporary shortfall of £9,800 at one branch 

and a s r pus of t,2 fl at anothe r (hr' rerna Ening 12 branches were all impacted by amounts sf less 
than i ), 

6.7. POL was unaware of this second defect until, a year after its first occurrence in 2011, it re-occurred 

and an unexplained shortfall was reported by an SP,MR. 

S-R. POLs initial investigations in 2012 failed to reveal the system defect and, because the cause could 

not be identified, the amount was written off. Fujitsu looked into the matter early in 2:013 and 

discovered, and then corrected, the defect. 

5.9. It seems however, that the shortfalls (and surpluses) that occurred at the first occurrence (in 2011).
resulted in branches being asked to make good incorrect amounts. 

6,10- POI. has informed us that it has disclosed, in Witness Statements to English Courts, information 

about one other subsequent y-corrected defect or "bug" in the Horizon software. 

7. Frequently reported issues 

7.1. It has become clear that whereas the Horizon system appears to achieve its intended purpose 

almost all of the time and operates smoothly for most SPMRs and their staff, some combinations of 

events can trigger situations where problems occur. 

7,2. The following issues have been reported to us by multiple SPMRS as being of particular concern 

about the Horizon system: 

a) A multi-product system that is far more complex and demanding than, for example, that 

found in a typical high street banlr; 

h "M ultiple tra ,.castle€gal interfaces 'hand-offs') to systems outside of Horizon such as Lottery 

Scratch Card and Bank of .reland ATMs that cause repeated and possibly large shortfalls 

that take undue amounts of time to Investigate and resolve, 

L) Uruiuble hardware leading to printer failures, screen misalignment dpressing one icon 

cis€ € lun ><, results in the system selecting an incorrect icon) and failed communications 

Iinks< 

d) The complexity of end of Trading Period ('TP') processes and the lack of a `suspense account,

option which would allow disputed transactions to be dealt with in a neutral manner; 

e) inexperienced Pe £'r) and rups €r3 trdini , ;. rY:€ge; 
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f) The lack of some form of on-site Supervision and Quality Control similar to that made 
available to staff employed in POL's Crown Offices, 

g) The receipt of centrally input, overnight'corrections' and other changes allegedly not input 
by SPMRs or their staff, 

h) Inadequate Helpdesk support,, with responses that are 'script-based' and sometimes cause 
further or greater problems; 

i) POL investigation and audit teams that have an asset recovery or prosecution bias and fail to 
seek the root cause of reported problems; 

j) A contract between SPMRs and PO1 that transfers almost all of the commercial risk to the 
SPMRs, but with decreasing support being provided, in its risk reward decision making, POL 
benefits from any savings, while SPMRs may suffer increased risk. 

7.3. We have read all of the examples of problems reported to us by the SPMRs we have contacted. We 
can't help concluding that had POL investigated more of the "mysterious shortages" and problems 
reported to it, with the thoroughness that it has investigated those reported to it by Second Sight, 
POL would have been in a much better position to re olve the matters raised, and would also have 
benefited from process improvements. 

7,4, 1t maybe that a significant limitation in the way that POL responds to matters reported to it are the 
terms of reference for the PO? Investigations Division. The standard contract between PO1 and 
SPMRs states: 

"The investigation D vision does NOT enquire into matters there crime is not suspected," 

7.5. This appears to suggest that POL does not provide any investigation support to SPMRs, except where 
criminality is suspected. The cases we have examined show that PL does sometimes provide 
limited investigative support to SPMRs reporting problems, but clearly, POL's ability to do this is 
constrained, 

76. It is also unfortunate, in our view, that when POL does investigate cases, there is often a focus on 
'asset recovery solutions' without first establishing the underlying root cause of the problem. This is 
also an example of a missed opportunity to be in a much better position to resolve problems and to 
benefit from process improvements. 

7,7. Another issue raised, by some of the SPMRs that we have had c o iaact with, is the allegation that the 
only time they were provided a copy of the full contract between POL and SPMRs, was when POL 
commenced litigation or recovery actions. This is contrary to POL's policy and procedures and 
enquiries are underway to find out what has happened in the cases where this allegation has been 
made. 

7,R, The 4 Spot Reviews where we have been able to reach preliminary conclusions, or at least make 
substantial progress in Investigating the matters raised, are attached at Appendices 
Ito , 
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8. PreUmnary Condusons 

8, 1. This is an Interim Report and there is much work still to be done. Any conclalons reached at this 
point will need to be updated in the light of new information that arises as the Investigation 

continues. 

&,2. Our preliminary conclusions are; 

al We have so far found no evidence of system wide (systemic) problems with the Horizon 

software; 

b) We are aware of 2 Incidents where defects or 'bugs' in the Horizon software gave rise to .6 

branches being affected by incorrect balances or transactions, which took some time to 

identify and correct 

c) Occasionally an unusual combination of events, such as a power or. co munications failure 

during the processing of a transaction, can give rise a situation where timely, accurate and 

complete information about the status of a transaction is not immediately available to a 

SPPAR; 

d) When individual SPM'llts experience or report problems. P'OL's response can appear to be 

unhelpful, unsympathetic or simply fail to solve the ,.'ndme •.ring problem. The lack of a 'user 

for€,trn€' or similar facility, means that SPMRs have little opportunity to raise issues of concern 

at an appropriate level within POL, 

e) The lack of an effective `outreach' investigations function within POL, results in POL failing to 

identity the root cause of problems and missing opportunities for process improvements; 

fj The end of Trading Period processes can be problematic for individual SPMRs-, particularly if 

they are dealing with unresolved Transaction Corrections (its'). The lack of 6 'suspense 

account' option means that it is difficult for disputed TCs to be dealt. with in a neutral 

manner, 

GRO 
Ian R Henderson CCE, CISA, FCA 

GRO 
Ron Warn dJq: ton CF E. FCA 

Second Sight Support. Services Ltd 
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Spot Review SRO1 Appendix I 

1.1, The SPMR reports that there were intermittent internet connectivity problems on 4"' October 2012, 

Online payments and withdrawal transactions were sometimes successful, but also failed on 

occasions. it is likely that Horizon was partially operating through its back-up (mobile phone) 

connection. Some card payments had to be attempted two or three,t mes before being accepted. 

At approximately 10:32 hrs, a customer tried to pay his £76M9 telephone bill with his bank debit 

card, but was net successful. The customer then withdrew £80.00 rash and used this to pay the 

telephone bill. 

1,2. The SPMR stamped the customer's telephone bill as evidence of receipt of payment, returning 

change of £3.31, Several weeks later, the customer returned from holiday to find his telephone had 

been cut off ciao to non-payment of the bill. The SPi4 R's examination of the Transaction Log 

showed that all components of the transaction had been reversed by P01. The SPMR states that he 

did not initiate those reversals, nor did he receive arty reversal notifications, 

1.3. The SPMR raised this as an issue with POL but was told that due to cost issues the Horizon 
transaction data, necessary to fully investigate the matter, could not be requested. The SPMR felt 

that it was implied th ti he had stolen the money when he was told to make good the shortage. This 

meant that 2 people had paid the telephone bill: the customer who handed cash to the SPMR, and 

also the SPMR on instructions from P01 to make good the shortage, after POL centrally had paid the 

bill. 

1.4, The SPMR was subsequently informed that he should have had a surplus of £76,09 due to the 

reversal of the transactions.. 

1.5. POL's 1O-page response to Second Sight asserts that the Spot Review does not demonstrate any 

failing in Horizon and that the root cause of the difficulties suffered by the SPMR was his failure to 
follow the on-screen and printed instructions given by Horizon. PO£ states that the SPMR should 

have realised that some transactions had been automatically reversed because: 

a) when the transactions in question first failed to be processed (because Horizon could not get 

a response from the Data Centre), Horizon asked the SPMR whether he wished to cancel or 
retry the transactions in response to which the SPMR opted to retry the transactions; 

b) when the transactions failed again, the SPMR opted to cancel the transactions; 

c) Horizon then automatically disconnected and printed a "disconnect" receipt that showed the 

transactions that had been automatically reversed, 

di a standard customer receipt was not produced and this. should have told the SPMR that the 

full transaction had not proceeded; 

e) following the disconnect, the SPMR was required to log back on and, as part of the standard 

rrecover=, process, Horizon printed a "recovery" receipt which again showed the transactions 

that had been reversed and those that had been recovered. 
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1.6. POL's response states that there were 4 attempts (at rou hly 45 secerU t tw ra'.sI to send the 

completed basket of transactions to the Horizon Data Centre. All attempts used a mobile phone 

(hack-up) connection. The SPMR's records all shcww, these connection attempts to have failed. 

However, from the Data Centre's perspective, one of the attempts did result in all of the data in the 

Horizon transaction basket` being successfully 'irai€ :€`ii €at € 'C the lta a Centre but, due to the 

connectivity issue ; *c branch did not receive a confirm eon ions ._ this at the time from the Data 

Centre. 

1s7. The cash withdrawal.transaction for £80 could not be cancelled as this had already been processed 

by the Bank, 

L8. The net effect of all of this was that, whilst the customer's telephone bill was not paid, the £80 debit 

to his bank account was correctly processed, even though this was not reported to the SPMR at the 

time this transaction was entered on the Horizon tw ni al, Th succ=ess of this part of the 

transaction was only notified to the SPIER after the customer he €d left the Branch. It took 

approximately 5 minutes for the retry, recovery and recce a ction p 4 r.s's~ s to ii € sl , 

1.9. Procedurally, the SPMR was at fault here because he was not meant to ; low the customer to leave 

the counter until Horizon had finished its Recovery Processing. 

1.,10, The SPMR R had stamped the customer's telephone bill as proof that it had been paid, at 1032 hrs, 

but he should not have been given it to the customer until the Horizon system had printed out all of 

the Session Ru, tce'ipt s, This did not occur until t0:36 hrs, which was after the custurner had left with 

his stamped talc lame bill, It was therefore impossible for the SPMR to return the customer's 

£76.09 or to retrieve the acaiptstamped telephone bill. 

1.,11. Second Sight is nun' sympathetic to the ' PM R's position than POL appears to have, been, POL's 

view is that the Harbor system rapt. . aced a. do ,i z€..eel, In ou.r view, timely, accurate and complete 

information was not presented to the S3-MR at the time the transaction occurred. The delay in 

providing this information was a si n ficant factor in the SPMR failing to follow the correct 

procedure. 

1,12, At the time this problem occurred, there were multiple telecommunications failures in the branch's 

main data link and Horizon was using a nobk phone link to communi ate transaction data over a 

poor quality signal. 

1,13. When operating. in that degraded node, witi. 
a 

com plex rmwltl-par. transaction (involving 

communications to the banking system as well as to Hanson), the HanSon s=ystem did operate in 

accordance with its design. 

114. But, not being able to reverse 'tbe customers banking transaction (the 130 00 debit card 

withdrawal), Horrson rolled on the SPMR being able to give the customer all f ih=is money back and 

either turning him away with his telephone bill unpaid or starting the whole process again, 

1.1 I . Even if the customer had still been present when the recovery processes were completed (five 

minutes after being handed his stamped telephone bill! and even if the SPMR had been able to 
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immediately work out what had happened and what remedial actions w n € essa y: this would 

not amount to an acceptable 'SPl R/Custo€rner experience, It also raises questions about the 

suitability of the mob l = phone backup connection and whether a more resilient service should be 
provided. 
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Spot Review SROS Appendix 2 

a..1.. This SPMR states that on Tuesday 19th Athust. 20102 he observed an individual in the basement for 

a toiler room type area with lots of pipe work) of the Fujitsu office in Bracknell who demonstrated 

an ability to pass transactions dir _ctlp into the Her >zon sys.am and in so doing to alter, in €ti:;sal time 

r ovrnieht, the recorded holdings of horaisa Currency in POL Branch ch Offices.  e SPMR  i o 

stated that this J`i.r. oa, after elton ny; a bra r9£:td coso haI li'r'a, inen "mode light of ir saying  td 

getter revers` that entry now or he'll have short age w€ ,, pht." 

I  The S 2M3? farther th ates that the person diri this by generating an outgoing.remittance for a branch 

(known €'8 34 a 'Rem 3tt' ). The SPMR exploine .# that what he observed was contrary: to POL's repeated 

reassurances that any form of ' remote occess' to Horizon transactions at branch level was lossibl , 

1.;3, Of potential sipnificancr is the a cgerl comment that 'he'll have a shortage tonight." This could 

irf an Ilia, the alleged tr nsa_.t€rms were of directly input to horizon but to some other system that 

was s hnhrrnl to hordon by way of ever night hatch ch processing, or in some other Gray_ 

q ~g f! ° 3 7th 20'F 0 
latter Alan Bates 

,1.'3~ si. 534J3 rids 1339 t,'t3 77 iiikF in context, over Iwo years li'~t£':"f -; in a 7th December ,~. ff..Lk}    so S~iix'£. F7 Bates 

(Chairman of the it SA). signed by Mr" Edward Davey, MR (the then Minister for Employment 

Relations, Consumer  and Postal Affairs), s), vlr. Davey have the following assurance: 

"d re:'cognise that the core of the l SA's concerns r£= wles to the Perleon syster'? to which you 

aftrl4 `_3t's the firrr'stcci`if r}3_t re oc f=_cc and shorta pet whir ri rvrsek'd to 3. a number of 

su p? sstrnvT tern hnrrfrrp theta condo: is termI?,r,, £ d oonr s rhsequerrn Ct l,r f'Ec tton. However 

POt %3.3;jtJii?jf s to express felt ronrfidenoo 10 the integrity crest ro:rc f..: n: of roe 1"ftlff .t,.`s system 

and also rote gor kolt'r states that there is no remote access to the system o; to army Jr,rdtvid lot 

brunch terrninui„; which wocdd ats'o've the miscounting records to be rrrarrip, fated i€ tome way"" 

Pds response states that: 

a) In August 2008, the basement of Fujitsu's building did contain a Horizon test environment 

with access to four test versions of Horizon; 

b) It is this test environment that is believed to have been witnessed by the SPMR; 

c) This test environment was not physically connected to the live Horizon system so it was not 

physically possible for the alleged transactions to have -o urred. It is possible that 

someone showed the SPMR some fora, of adjustment to the test environment that was 

misunderstood. 

1.,5. Simply stated, POL has rejected this allegation, stating that none of its staff who were present at the 

alleged I9'h Au ust 2008 meeting, had any access to live data. 

L6. POE has suggested that its employee may indeed have used the phrase "this is the live ststern" 

b_ ca six; in erudition  to the test version of the then umreleased new version f Horizon ('H -R') 

being accessible from there, so was a test version of the then-current and hire (old) Horizon system. 
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1.7. It is unfortunate that, due to the length of time that has elapsed since the alleged visit,. neither PO1 

nor Fujitsu were able to identify any individual who met with the SPMR on the date of his alleged 

visit 'to Bracknell. 

.1.8. However, on 1 July 2013, the SPMP, managed to find an email proving that the meeting took place 

and identifying one of the POL employees involvred. Further urgent enquiries about this matter are 

continuing. 

1.9. In view of this conflict of evidence, Second Sight requested and was provided with the email w:cusrd 

of 7 POL employees believed to have been working in the Fujitsu office at Bracknell at the €e = va€ut 

time. 

1,10. Lirsforttrnately, due to a change in email s}sterns, entails from 2008 have not yet been pry,€vide'd to 

us, but we have reviewed the relevant email records for 2011.. This review has shown: 

a) A number of different teems of POL employees were wwking in the Fujitsu office in Bracknell 

in 2011 and possibly earlier. These tear€n_ were locates on the Ground Floor and the 2 and 
4th 

Floors of the Fujitsu office. 

b) An email sent to a number of POL employees in April 201.1, including a member of the 

Testing team in Bracknell, included the following comment: 

"Although it is rarely done it is 
possible 

to journal from branch cash accounts. 
There we possible P&BA concerns about how this would be perceived and how 

thsputes would be resolved!? 

1,1.1, ,̀P BK refers to `Product and Branch Accounting', which is a team within POL that is responsible for 

the back-  office accounting system. 

1.12. POL has told Second Sight that the comment noted above describa a method of altering cash 

balances in the back-office accounting system, not Horizon, We note however that any changes to 
Branch Cash Account balances in this Way Would be subsequently processed in Horizon using the 

Transaction Correction ('IC } process. This would be notified to SPMRs and requires their consent in 

order for the TC to be processed. The TC process typically runs on an overnight basis and is 

necessary to ensure that the back-office accounting system remains synchronised with the Horizon 

system. 

1.13. Second Sight notes that this method of ultimately adjusting branch rash accounts in 
Horizon is 

similar, but not identical to, what was described by the SI.4vIR, albeit in an indirect rather than a 

direct way. We have subsequently been told that none of the POL employees working in Bracknell 
2005 had access to the. back-office accounting system. 

1._14_ We are left with 
a conflict of evidence on this issue and our enquiries are coign€uing, particularly in 

the light of the new information confirming that the meeting on 19th August 2003 did :n fact occur. 
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Spot Review 5R21 Appendix 

11. ThisSPMR reports a stuation where. on 4th Nov 2009, the Horizon system n appears to have 

generated a series of transactions, reversing four Positive Stock Adjustments ('SAPS) that she had 

entered at 00 04 hrs that mornln j, The SA s related to 15,576 stair ps left e er from ;he pre os 

Christmas. 

1.2. The aggregate value of the four Sill's input by the SPMR Was Z .9" . Subsequently. 9 separate 

Negative Stock Adjustments (transar Hon reference: `SAN') appear to have been generated 

automatically by Horizon, Those nine entries tot id fd;$H ?.73 v,E equate to 834 stamps. All 

nine entries were timed at 1222 hrs and show the Si-' art's identif }ton Code the, as though she 

had entered them) 

.1.3, The SPMR, however, denies executing any of these SAN adjustments. e€its. She states that she was 

unaware of their existence untU long after the Audit of her Branch. She has no idea whether they 

had any impact on the shortfall attributed to her. 

as.4. 

We have found no evidence that POt investigated this combined, set of transactionsor, if they were 

investigated, that the findi ngs were ev=er discussed with the SPMR. 

1.5. A POL Auditor on 6th January 2010, after becoming aware of the large quantity of excess stamps 

held by this Branch. asked the SPMR: 

`Alilly didrt`t you declare your .stomps?r.

1.6. The SPMR states that she told the POL Auditor that she did deciaie the stamps using the SAP 

procedure. It is not clear whether the eventual £9.616.66 shortfall, for which POt, held the SPMR 

accountable, included the impact of those stamps. 

1.7. The SPMR is adamant that she raised this issue with the POL Auditor but states that she was never 

provided with any answers. Neither thg problem with the stamps, nor the PI R's assertions about 

intermittent problems with the PiN Pad, rased both at the time of the Audit and in subsequent 

interviews, seem to have beer. adeq ateiy addressed by POt's investir tor.s. 

L. POL's 3-page response to this Spot Review states that: 

a Horizon  does not generate automatic shirk adjustments. The function simply does not exist 

within Horizon, 

b) The stock adjustments  questioned in this Pot Review were all recorded against the SPMR's 

user ID which demonstrates that those; f anssaction.s were manually conducted in the 

branch; 

C:; Even if there were erroneous stock adjustment., these ad j ustments could not cause the 

SPtv1R to suffer a s`°rortf&ll due to the "doubly: entry tel inr:ir gprocess nherent in Horizon, 

1,O, POts response does suggest a possible explanation as to what happened here, stating: 
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"The appearance of positive and negative stock adjustments for stamps made by SPMRs on 

the same day ref/eats a common non--contorrnanee issue in the manner by which SPMRs 

fain. £"' led to s. za(f ican branch conformanceinstructions ii€ sinputted I ;g F  ~ i 2tJr"9 to encourage 

broaches to record their rationale for why they were using the stock adjustment_functi€ore

and continuing: 

" 
4rf1ustmenrs of the type show showa of this branch are Thdicotva of to situation  where branches 

prefer to sell ull vuri ticm of 1st cloy stumps via the snow €cun (i,c, w/iedmr 11w stumps are 

standard .tit class or .tipf .ai issue aornmemoroti c :1st class).. Post Office requa'es sales via 

the correct icons to properly drive sales, remuneration and billing doto. However, hunches 

found it easier to serve customers by adjusting stock out of ``Special?' into Standard 
categories and then making sales from those Standard icos It is however impossible for 

Post Office and Fujitsu to say for certain why the SPMR grade stock adjustments in this 

particular branch.'' 

1,10. Once again, we are dealing with a conflict of evidence where the SPMR states that she did not enter 

the stock adiu_stments and POL stCtes that the Horizon system could not have er:tered them either. 

W. has. at Second Siyht's r€ €t€ est, produced the underlying H_n. €ron dots k'di transaction data and it 
will be oanm ned to try to establish  what really did happen. 

1,11. In any event, POL did not arrive at agreement with the SPMR as to what had happened. This failure 

to arrive at closure has left this SPMR with the powerful and lasting con =.'t €,n that her'°mysteriouc 

£9,616.66 shortfall" was wholly or partially accounted for by those tr tr <act nns that she says she did 

not enter, even though the system says, on the basis of her User ID, that she did, 

1,1 2. Further contact w h this SPMR indicates that she remains confused as to what really happened so it 

is possible that the £9,616.66  shortfall was the result of mistakes made by her or by her staff, 
Further investigative work is therefore needed and, as yet; Second Sight cannot reach a firm 

conclusion on this case. 
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Spot Review 5R22 Appendix 

t_1. This SPMR reports a situation where the Camelot and Horizon records for 'Remitted 1n' for 

'Rcrnmed-ln') t» amelot Scratch Cards ('Instants`) were out of synchronisation and were incorrectly 

shown in Horizon. 7h_ SPMR w a. .w that the material differences between the two systems resulted 

in substantial losses hen incurred and that P01 failed to fully investigate and/or to communicate 

its findings in respect of those differences. 

Ii. As an example of this, the SPMR reports, that on 17th February 2010, The Horizon print-out of 
c: Yi€ it i @€"i` "sans shows € worth of cards (8 full narks) whereas a POL- ro uted Excel 

spr"eadaheei snows  that, ; on that date, £2,080 worth of cards  (13 f ull parks) s) were Remmed in. The 

difference here is £800, which was a shortfall that the SPMR had to make -good. 

13, It is clear that this SPM3 experienced numerous problems with Scratch Cards and a review of its 

issued to the branch shows that, between 3rd November 2009 and 29th September 2010 (the 

period during which unespl_t ned. loss`- • ware occurring at the branch) 36 of the 47 3Cc issued .€. fd so this 

branch related to Scratch Cards, Also, 13 of those 36 its were for amounts exactly di i i€~ 
lu by £16€0 

(€,e_ the value of a fu F pack of Scratch  Cards), 

1.4, Those 13 TCs comprised 4 Debit it s totalling .£2,960 and 9 Credit it s (which serve to reduce the 

branch's stork value) totalling £7,840. 

3 Together therefore, the 13 TCs produced a net deficiency of £5,280. In pure monetary terms this 

was approximately 36% of the total shortfall of £14,842 that P01 claimed, in the ensuing criminal 

prosecution, had been stolen by the SPMR. 

1.6. Ir01 seems to have been aware, wel before February 20:. 30, of errors made by many SP€MRs in 

dealing with Scratch Cards. For example, an article in the iT . l ,-Mary 2008 issue o€f' ranch Focus' 

had warned ;i 3M "is that: 

"in the last three months there ;have been over 1 0 Transaction Correction notices issued 

to branches eh s to CF value of £744,000", 

:1.7. We have established that during the relevant period, all packs of Sc r-a, € h Cards should have been. 

activated on the Cartreldt terminal before being Rerr€med-in to Hcrizen. The SPMR asserts that she 

was instructed not to do that by P01. 

1.3. It also transpires that a change to Stan€lai # operating roc? roced ores for Scratch Cards tool, piece a 

week after this particular SPMR was suspended in September 2.010 From this pout, SPMRs were no 

longer required t4: remit packs of Scratch Cards into Horizon. 

19. it follows, that after September 2010 it was impossible to have packs of Scratch Cards recorded in 

Horizon whilst awaiting ai. : .. : z;ra_ It is also dear that a balance should he struck be5are the start of 

trading on a t hursday mornin , rather. than at 17:30 hrs on a Wednesday evening, a , had file;: r the 

standard practice of this SPMR. 
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L10. In its response to this S; of €Re'iewv, POL says that it cannot find any evidence that there is a problem 

with the Horizon system with regard to Rem med-in Scratch Cards. 

:1:.11. POL also states that, during the period being examined in this Spot Review, if SPMRs had correctly 

Remmed-in Scratch Cards to the Horizon system, the final figures recorded in the Horizon system at 
the end of each day would match the final figure in the Camelot system for the activation of Scratch 
Cards. 

1.12.. POL's investigation has established that, on 17th February 2010, there were 2 remittance sessions 
relating to Scratch Cards at this bl ob n t. =t follows, says POL, that two receipts would have been 

automatically prociuied b .t the Horizon system. The discrepancy in the figures on that day resulted 

from the SPMR presenting only one of the two receipts, The SPMR, however, disputes POL's 
assertion, stating that not only did she not make that second entry in Horizon but, that she can't. 

recollect ever Remm ng-in two Scratch Card entries within a 5 minute period. 

1.13. POL has also told us that: 

"Further to the discovery of large Scratch Cord losses at Post Office branches (for example 

E147000 in aggregate losses were discovered following the and t of 20 brvchps in and 

around May 2009,), a process change was rolled out during January and February 2012. This 

process change was designed to significantly reduce loss/waste associated with Scratch 

Cards' 

1.14. The SPMR was charged with Theft and False Accounting but the Theft charge was dropped on the 
basis that the SPMR pleaded guilty to False Accounting. The SPMR was convicted on the False 
Accounting charge and an order crude to repay the £14,842, plus costs of £1,000 and 120 hrs of 

Community Service. The total of £1.5,842 was repaid before the court-assigned deadline. 

1.1.5.. The key issue here, that seems to have been the root cause of this branch's frequent 
Camelot /Horizon problems, was the difference between the opening hours of the shop and its Post 

Office Counter. The shop war open from €06:30 hrs until 21:30 hrs from Monday to Saturday and 

from 08:00 :0( hrs until 21:30 hrs on Sundays, whereas its Post Office counter was only open from 09,00 

to 17:30 on Monday to Friday and from 09:00 to 12:30 on Saturdays. 

1..16. The difference in opening times, particularly an Wednesdays when balancing (incorrectly) took 
place, and at the end of each Trading Period, meant that the hop was selling Scratch Cards both 

before, and then long after, its Post Office counter (and therefore the Horizon system) was able to 
record them. 

t17. it was perhaps in€evitahle, in open-all-hours outlets like this one, that the Horizon and Camelot 
systems would be 'out of sync' a great deal of the time. it took some time for POL. to recognise that 
its standard operating procedure was presenting a real challenge to this type of retail outlet. 

1.18. Second Sight notes that the February 201.2 system change eliminated the possibility of 

synchronisation errors between the two systems. This was after a number of Interim process 
irnprov°enments. 
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t19. The fact that the syn,-h on sdtio€n process between the two s ste€r oiov is better than it was in 

2010 seems to give some support to the SSPMRQs acsr rti€m that the them-axistin€g process was 

deficient and t sir: h f nseque : e rors wee a f ter al factor in the confusion that utti ate&y ted 

to her cony irtion for False Accountin ;, 

1.20. Further €aw sdgat;.ve work is needed to dot to the bottom at this: coop!•wo mutter. 
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a _ iF x iy kit , i < — tlU e eta II 

The Remit of the qufry 

The rerr;it of the Inquiry will ba to consider and 
to 

advise on whether there are any 
systemic Issues and/or r r ooncems with the '' orlon„ system, Including ban in and 
support .processes, ghing evi lens e and ::reasons for the concltisi:gns reached. 

`T.; ,nqu , ;s not asked to snve'tti9ate or onC.e 3 : tx' L' y- sla ? s' 33`t ;€1r ?s '; L 3 €: 

- tie to Horizon, or on a

L Et conchides that s n € i ,.. €, €53 :`t" T, . '€,t_ sS' to 

The noory s not a mediation or a? f2:S_ :[r.':?f on 11 Is not intended to tesoive or affect 
a may be betmewr any it droidualHorizon i ser and cost Office 

rho conduct of the Thqury 

i:. umI LQ.ncrn.a 

As 3 ç 3ios ed you non raise 00000105  :, aaf ~4 oih rno>od S hI. However, 'ou 

must do su  i r' 2013. 

By submitting a concern YOU wi . 000 1r sr < *i`€si; t < v ha taken forward `ntn toe, 

Inquiry €rocess, and that as Sri _.. .: w : t ic'.. .3: ed €r  €o be3 ome ;av rr . 
of the content of the conccr'°i. 

When submitting a C nce ,H su should seek to e._? re thor you hho _ ude 0 of the 
relevant (acts of your experience of fiori?on. Voi.i sf€.j.3°, ri t en summary 
of the concern, ail relevant docwrersts, contact -_ rt ioi references., 
heipline r`eforences, cup les of rorrespondenti.e, an outhoe Ci .;.,M Inn of the error 

i.nddnt and .any subseQuent discussions with Post Office Llrrhted. 

'I wi'I decide w Seth€ € o ' i E; a i t' <€'i := idMdua oncern in det as 

t<<qUE'Y, having recgMrc €_.F r. . . Se< end Sight may consult JF$A In 
?. . ..dl m with 'his decslon. r> zq~::. ; 1 not consider en . concern w.h€ch 

E:i+ ornes - th€; subject ofa Civil no ci , i-iii r Ea'3. t se '

, Im C Qric. 

If. 

your concern is suhmttad in gribd .faithr

you honestiy and reasainably believe at the time of subrn ssiorn that the facts € 
contains are subster?tia lj true and corrup>ete, so ar cs you ', 
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A1PNDIX 5 

This is a paper whichhas been issued by the agreement of € €ost Office Unn t aria 
th Justice for Subpostmasters Miance tJFSA . 

Post Office Limited is concerned to hear about and determined to thoroughly and 
es en narrder#ly lrvesti ate cases where there have been persistent i sertlons that 
tine HunzO 1 system (l1o; izosr) may ue the source of unresolved she tages In Post 
Offices. 

Post Off<e Lim ted cares about it_ agents the thousands of zubpost aster and 
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ondll,k  of the. 
commWnityi Post office ,i...~i9 Le 1r is ~3i 1.¢.G to L:ne high':_ t  t f.3,3.( s of corporate. 
g~overna ce, openness,< probity= aid atec ntaisllity, 17t  pyF to e seno l;y 
chatter: e€l and believes this to be a good thing> 

Post Office Limited also acknowledges that there may he o concern em: that sonic SPMRs 
might not express L. o£ r r s re use the? feel Ll-; at ®Vg up would be 
detrimental to their po on that they may also €.M r' € ' < rli be harassed or 
rictirni d if they speak out, and that In thern a r  notncs they may Prefer to 
ignore their concerns than to report them, 

ref cf I'd d Altt u oh : t Rs are not e 'ploS ee of l ost Off c - Liar ited, Rosa Office 
LI ;1ftt .:: takea r rou0any such ai!egatlons. 

Tn r,krn Port E:? r€£ ton?f r aj skin n with JFS , is setting out in this document a 
a:.,, Ma me €:7 .1 £.. a:3 : ais3. ±',I Ct::'€ S regard og i'ii dzon, at td f.... : orrf'wtabl ;

ng O, „€far estfgatdor-i e ny concerns w i1:"'='€ ;+on rna, oar tnt 1€l
+,

> €a € 
or be iifluencec : by fifty dlscf :(€, ary or network ?:€ t . ,s'ai :F€"F a ,to .t 
affect you. 

This process also applies to a  Pest Office Lkeitnn ?.e;r , i a: :rr r mom t:i and
egeac step a,rork nq i. 11th tiorl7orn for Post orrcc. LltTitl

reassure you that you should have r.:o fears about reshg any concerns over 
i rarZQris including over vicitimisetlor and reprisals, 

provde you with a pre for raising any such co'ncernse 

derhonstrate to you that your concerns will be taken seriously and that you
will get a response to your  concerns; and 
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However Pest" Qftice Ldr it.ed-take !<: r,"t ' is ud, dishonesty and illegal conduct 
s r~ ser F g. a t e.r^,€_a Po ff e ~t 6 s~ir rsl ~ .~~ ~ ~ ~,yi and ha ~ .. . ~ z= ~: Pc t,~ c ,.,., ey an€i ~ke actn

if "it has .reasenahie Suspicioi s req irti€€ ~..i i€e N : ' So you sho €ld only raise your 
concerns i h inn Ldp S process tr 3 .> < €, t frivolously;' m aus y or ¼n 
Personal tgatr. 

f M a €`$~~ 

There are two steps you ca n take to voice your concerns, You can either {.t;.<
..
:L L 

:.^F in r h I1": i ! S€C?? 5 € ~? _. ::"z aE 
.. 

c x. c:an 'l: dNrectl Sect.t

ItT ted t±Secord tgPub) an indepeuddent; t Ord
#"t i$ < F_ €. it+;:, €-ev=iew of revere! HorUOn€ eases In c rs tdL . .• € i v,` is "i ti

n €f r~< ;` e5 Arb.uthroot PIP (see (B) bekw), 

1. YcH ron dnc3 iwYr any .on
+

erns wi i )FSA
y
and/oyr its advisers  (contact details at 

i. SA underta.i<er t treat th ee f:e    ors  as oonfddenttJ.e 2.L Ls 

tk r, your derisian yeas to whether or not
gg

y~~ou wish to ur €'e your eoncerrs 
t hr~ € ij. the '_ r quiry Route - set. out in rt ',icn S.% r :io . 

2. f y u decide to discus  your concerns with J SA<, you shoul d make ai•s you. 
athee- r it your• evidence t p thor: frcLd}na a nt documents, 'transaction 

rr sere<"rec;  hetpline references, copies o.r corres vidence,, contact deCa?ls and an 

ou rae of your concerns and any subsequent discussions wfLb Post Office Limited 
You •houkl retain al': •cr. 'no.l documents at this t no arthough they may be 
required iter. 

3, You r;koG~fi  :'v ..,.JFI$~r 
.3 

 a ~-~. ,,~'n._s3 r_  _, .. °i" cop z~w . . .~. _ ,. `! ,_,t.~ .~~'1':S; 

;. d= bee € red by .Fi. ,.tlti/or ` A.,: wi,i`r°Fsti.~'i, 

4. At J)5 time jFSA ir dertad es •tt€'4: i< ; coo ok In1orroatloo storty con rlent r 

and ancither Post Office d_i€?-as d roc:, , : s:err i S, +ht v4ddt be d .: ;a
tisass<urs 4:;ith or subrrt€. o s -1ST€ undertake.
details about YO Ur your FAD cot :<tt €ocati r,  to Pos'u. t„ 1[I €c,„. 1, rf

)F SA ar€ ees with you that your co rus kr roonuk no part of iho  
r. q "`b'. 

1. The t.. ,. . <l be canied out by Second Sight .%dthb t no bloono ouHv. k.

21 if you are a ha. ,v r user (whether as a Post Ofce ir .€ _ 
or a former or existing scrbpcst 'caster), you can sub nit v. . €. z~u o€:' 0.., 

concerns wLt Horizon for nsderaIon undr' t'11
crnt'actmg. e: nd Sight at Tytho Fanrr.€, anC<t= ,3,<. .. . ken
Gloucestershire G154 t.HR. You must do t ;tic by 28 Fot. .. , ;.t k ,. 

3, Exoept ,n a case where del berate fraud, ci 'esty o =d o;` UQia',FW conduct 
is sspeckd: . ..i , l t s't is ir?r$ volu#ntar•;ly ,? 3!. • €€ _ : i, _ lnq: . ..ri ire root faith 
44~•i.l be use(! 0€ 3 1,` C;i,ltp" use other tha.n..tsb` € €.::€_. : ~ ' r '  

3eoon;W sigh", {day .; 
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the concern is. riot N : 3€ t vct ' the ntenton of n-t frIn" persona' an (ft r the 

avoidance o1 ;d F   t g o ind,ude the h b&'a 'n r lto mrse that 
rf._', ' , € L'L$ ' fl tcjTiti€e€r. tc.11'Two ata; 4# e€ 

the c r Geri# door . '< t 4r...=': conduct whichh ic< or vuVh €#'sx'i.Y .i_ c eont to freud 

±.3€ -i p other t`r.rren s, ode roc, or SI3i"€i ii may  r:se, to <# :(vi

and subject to ;' -.ere be r; -q i? s cverrdnq ; s_Fbte nterest to the „ Post r 
lhnftcrf will not subject you to cny 'f-"t.ri.'nsent rdther as a r „:"_su'i <ai i  ..,u€b?'€ fitted a 

coo.ncer'n€, or as ai .a ,. '; r'ltcs s.€, l c.l ? s < ;inq t..,e;¢s-: 
r4` :r «€"3'i2 tl€ rr 

:n ntc& ned witi-fi€" .€ i.:. .',.£;€ €< !'cr- tha <,€ ' Ct;: r.:t? ` rr'€fCr€r 
; .;<Y:., .. . Z ;i'co.'€ 

to. Post Office L ii s€ erh ct the thee that th e concern is ssubmsttci:J may c onheue to be 

used by Post Oit e L.rnftcd c€. soy purpose 

Post Office Limited wl$i pay Second 5thtI to conduct the Inquiry within a total budget 
agreed between Post Oft's e Llmlte arld Second Signt Second S ght v use 
contractually obliged t plate the Inq Iry etwithin the agreed total budget, and 
b<sth Post Office ' i€-nfted and JPSA ,, all co-operate with Second S1gh to fadl tate br is. 
of the, agreed Metal budget Es or is likely to b eached before a report has been 
P :;blished; Post Office Limited and JFSA will meet to discuss ortiuns, 

All inFormaton received by Second Sight from whatever source in connection wFth 
the inquiry will be held donfidentiahy and sill only be used for the purposes of the 
inquiry. 

;lFSA can provide Second Sight, with anonvmised copies of any or all concerns to 
o,cc sigh! i#,£ cc€riduct the Inquiry, Second Sight may provide any such 

no €y € ,ised d,,;cu€, is to Post Office. Limited so that it can provide input and 
asshtense to the tnp h`y. 

Post rs€'-.. . ; i' ..;lied may provide.Second Sight c °,i`3 its own comments on any or. 6i; 

concerns, coo c3; € Horizon ra genera€:ly. 

In o p or to carry out ;e Inquiry; Second Sight cdi hre utidod to requ_.<[: € .rormation 
related to a a :: :, r i ram Post Office Limited, vd coo Off ce Unshod trdc: that 
in or e iorn, Post Office Urnited wii i .provide it to c Sight. 

Post Off Limited will provide Second Sight with such hardware,  :yriw_.., and 
technical Information and drnalstrt1e ; upport as Se o rd b ghs, may r ~; € nably 

re tuire to carry out the Ta~quiry:. 

Second Sight wi;i dete€ nice the process it will folic,w for t' rs ireLury using Its 
juudgmenit,'after consultation with Post Office Limited and f A, 

The Output of the inquiy 

decord ttojht will con t wth idt fort Office teds, d/. sr party as It
i' reessary „€°i .  sci €x .3 'ny wholly 
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~c,+ ~ at this a:.. }y. c keep the 
i tio.. s ~> ,:1.' ,) 2,. .;.~.~ie  ,, ~ t rd the ~L~eri, v. ~~ s~~:.'„ 9 iv g~  5~~'t ;Ll rt..'~4. 

i d ,ht:and their cos.; tic confide€tt.iaL. 

etc :rcr n1 received  from JFSA, 
r m  lay conduct t'L t ..4er 

~~ €3i $,.~; v o. ee ar tt. t

! c € Ifs ! Se r d S ,3 . %I en m }Me: ci i , b a date agree bebetween 
Post Olda'e: Limited con Second `.AP;' - 

The eciert cpu en the "crrt#t en ii ectrecry will '. ntain f ecornme.ndatione 

anWo ..:ft=:1 3ative :?€"t;liia ...gat• o  ft G,;lrr[ted relating to M'Cte issue and 

cone in -vestigr ed during t3 e Tn€cuir < _':? report and reco aniendlatiens are to he 

fh i reasoned opinWn o —er n t e ?lg L of Me evld t ce s e 
M: r'ci tee ='e ry 

The report  t7 . p ; SA (cur it r.i_users).Prrte: Office 

Limited, :a~i~l ~f :•, _ u : _< _,~ E. i;, v  rc o d ;iii ?t +=-till 43, . the ie rut cii 
evidence• um r s z ;....• 

St .'(.i_ d S€pht_ is p epare the sep ri- so '.i tch so far as  rear is, j. i f'c porniirle e= 

11 

met 

J ` : 

rza-'€',Li,. . 4< or 3"i i.fe€._ a `3sii.E. SrPoet Offer ;"?' hhnitcc or 3k ' or;st,.2 user, 
:.e;t r in cud the pr imer wd to urn re tat the report t:s reasoned end £ id+en e 

iasod. 


