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Summary
It is unacceptable that so much government spending is not evaluated and errors
continue to be found in government models. We regularly raise concerns about
government evaluation and modelling, particularly the variable quality of models and
lack of understanding in Government about what is effective in many policy areas. In
December 2019, only 8% of the £432 billion spend on major projects had robust impact
evaluation plans in place and 64% of spend had no evaluation arrangements. It is too
difficult for Parliament and the public to find information about departments’ models
or evaluations. Since 2017 only four departments have published lists of their businesscritical models, and 60% of models examined did not have any information published
about them. Departments are falling short of requirements on transparency and
publication of evaluation findings, with more than one-third of chief analysts reporting
that they are only sometimes able to publish evaluation findings as required.
We are pleased to see that government and departments are starting to take these issues
more seriously; for example, through the creation of the Evaluation Task Force in April
2021 and using the 2020 and 2021 Spending Reviews to incentivise departments to
improve evaluation of their work. The plans to strengthen the governance arrangements
for the Analysis Functional Standard is another positive step. But there is much more
to do to build on this progress and ensure evaluations which bring about improved
outcomes, and modelled outputs which are high quality and robust. Without the right
incentives, improvements to oversight and culture, and addressing challenges such as
sharing data, decisions will continue to be made without being informed by a robust
evidence base. This can put value for money unnecessarily at risk.
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Introduction
Evidence-based decision-making is vital for government to secure value for money.
Analysis and evaluation are key sources of evidence and should be at the heart of how
government runs its business. Government relies on financial models for its day-to-day
activities to help test policy options, estimate costs and improve the value for money of
government spending. Outputs from models underpin decisions that often have very real
impacts on people’s lives. Good quality evaluations can help government understand what
works, how and why, and support accountability. Departments are expected to undertake
comprehensive, robust and proportionate evaluations.
Across government, HM Treasury, the Analysis Function, the Finance Function, the
Evaluation Task Force, Cabinet Office and departmental accounting officers all have a role
to play in improving evaluation and modelling. Guidance, expectations and standards are
set out in documents such as Managing Public Money, the Magenta Book and Aqua Book,
and the Analysis Functional Standard.
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Conclusions and recommendations
1.

Much of government activity is not evaluated robustly or at all, and government
does not know what works to improve outcomes in those areas. One of the most
important purposes of evaluation is learning what works, so as to help prioritise and
inform spending decisions. However, the Prime Minister’s Implementation Unit
found in December 2019 that only 8% of the £432 billion spend on major projects
had robust impact evaluation plans in place and 64% of spend had no evaluation
arrangements. There needs to be a culture change so that the evaluation system
is integrated into all stages of government activity: planning, implementation and
understanding the impact afterwards. The Implementation Unit reported that
departments found it hard to embed a culture of open enquiry and overcome the
temptation to use evaluation to justify chosen policies. The same barriers identified
in a 2013 NAO report on evaluation, such as a lack of political engagement and a
lack of incentives for departments to produce evaluations, still persist. HM Treasury
acknowledges it has a lot more to do to address the persistent problems.
Recommendation: HM Treasury and Cabinet Office should set out their
objectives for improving the evaluation system and how they will measure these.
The Cabinet Office should publish progress annually against these objectives,
including quantifying improvements in the scale and quality of evaluations across
government.

2.

HM Treasury is not making full use of the spending levers it has at its disposal
to deliver a step change in the use of evaluation across government. We welcome
the creation of the Evaluation Task Force and the increased emphasis on evaluation
in the 2020 and 2021 Spending Reviews, whereby HM Treasury made greater use of
its authority to set requirements for evaluation when it approved funding. However,
we are disappointed that HM Treasury did not make use of these powers earlier,
despite the NAO recommending this in 2013. HM Treasury’s final recourse is to
withdraw funding or to reduce a department’s delegated authority limit if there
is non-compliance with evaluation requirements. HM Treasury has not set up
formal and standardised ways of tracking all spending review conditions across
departments, including those related to evaluation. With few sanctions available
to HM Treasury outside of the spending reviews, HM Treasury needs to make as
much use of spending review conditions as it can. HM Treasury acknowledges that
there is room for improvement in the quality and provision of evaluations across
government despite its recent efforts.
Recommendation: By November 2022, HM Treasury should set up a formal process
for routinely tracking and following up on spending review settlement conditions
relating to evaluation. HM Treasury should set out the range of interventions it
will use if departments fail to meet the conditions.

3.

No single body is responsible for upholding modelling and evaluation
standards and monitoring their implementation. Within departments, ultimate
responsibility for upholding standards and securing improvements lies with
that department’s accounting officer. Supporting the accounting officer, the
departmental directors of analysis own the application of the Analysis Functional
Standard in their departments. Neither HM Treasury nor the Analysis Function
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currently monitor if accounting officers are discharging their responsibilities nor
how well standards have been upheld. While HM Treasury is an important user
of departments’ models, it does not comprehensively scrutinise and challenge a
department’s quality assurance arrangements for the models it uses. To address this
gap the Analysis Function intends to strengthen the governance framework for the
Analysis Functional Standard, including introducing a self-assessment framework
to assess performance against the standard. The Function told us it believes it does
not currently have enough resources for this, but intends to request additional
funding from HM Treasury.
Recommendations:
The Analysis Function, under the responsibility of the UK Statistics Authority,
should:
•

put in place an appropriate assessment framework to monitor departments’
implementation of the Analysis Functional Standard;

•

act on areas for improvement identified through its assessment framework;
and

•

agree with HM Treasury the funding it will provide for these roles.

HM Treasury should set out how it plans to gain confidence that the outputs
it uses from departments’ business critical models have been quality assured
appropriately.
4.

Good quality modelling and evaluation is hampered by challenges in sharing
data and a lack of common data standards. Government does not always see data
as a priority and data quality is often inadequate. We have drawn attention to poor
data and a lack of joined up systems in numerous reports over the years, such as on
supporting the vulnerable during lockdown, on tackling the tax gap, on effective
regulation of gambling, on dealing with rough sleepers, and on identifying and
tackling fraud and error. When producing and using models, poor data can lead
to additional time and increased difficulty when quality assuring the model inputs.
This difficulty is compounded by a lack of data standards across government which
means there are inconsistent ways of recording the same information. When dealing
with new situations, such as the rapidly changing pandemic, Government needs to
be fast and agile at sharing data.
Recommendation: The Cabinet Office should set out its progress in using its
national data strategy to address the barriers to better sharing and use of data,
including its development of cross-government standards for collecting, storing,
recording and managing data.

5.

Departments are not meeting government requirements on publishing
evaluation plans and findings, and on transparency of models and their outputs.
Transparency is critical for the public to understand the evidence behind decisions
and how money is being spent. It also allows departments to learn lessons from
past projects and from each other. However, ministers have the final say on whether
evaluations should be published, and some parts of government are reluctant to
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publish their evaluations. It is only recently that HM Treasury has started to ask
departments to explain why they do not plan to publish some evaluations. More
than one-third of chief analysts say that only sometimes are they able to publish
evaluation findings as required. Transparency of the models that departments use
to make decisions is also poor: only 9 out of 17 departments have published their
list of business-critical models since 2013, and only four have updated this since
2017. Furthermore, 45 models out of the NAO’s sample of 75 had no information
published about them.
Recommendations: HM Treasury should work with the Cabinet Office to publish
a tracker with details of evaluations including their planned publication date,
and explanations from departments where publication is delayed or withheld.
The Analysis Function should update its Functional Standard to include clear
principles for departments to follow on the publication of models, their outputs,
and registers of business-critical models.
6.

Model producers and users do not adequately assess the range of plausible
outcomes and are overly reliant on central estimates that do not reflect inherent
uncertainty. All modelled information is uncertain, and decision-makers need
information on the possible range of outcomes to plan well, manage risks and make
better decisions. However, model producers do not routinely evaluate or communicate
the uncertainty in their models. There is only limited evidence of departments
using uncertainty analysis or developing contingency plans. Departments usually
provide HM Treasury with a single central estimate and do not provide a range of
uncertainty around it. HM Treasury does not check every model that departments
develop. It does request further uncertainty analysis from departments on a caseby-case basis for those models it uses to make policy decisions or to agree additional
spending. HM Treasury agrees that dealing with uncertainty properly is central to
quality modelling and that it is important to improve standards in this area.
Recommendations: As a key user of outputs from models, HM Treasury should
routinely require departments to present the range of plausible outcomes. In
its self-assessment tool, the Finance Function, under the responsibility of HM
Treasury, should include consideration of how analysis and modelling are
applied, including expectations on how accountants should analyse, manage and
communicate uncertainty.
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1 The centre of government’s role in
improving evaluation and monitoring
1. On the basis of two reports by the Comptroller and Auditor General, we took evidence
from HM Treasury, the Finance Function, the Analysis Function and the Evaluation
Task Force about the use of evaluation and modelling across government.1 Cabinet
Office introduced cross-government ‘functions’ in 2013 to provide professional support
to departments. HM Treasury has overall responsibility for the Finance Function, and
the UK Statistics Authority is responsible for the Analysis Function. The Evaluation Task
Force, a joint HM Treasury and Cabinet Office Unit, was set up in April 2021 to “deliver a
step-change in the scale, quality and impact of evaluation practice in government”.
2. Evidence-based decision-making is an ambition of the UK government and is vital
for helping government to secure value for money. Evaluation is a systematic assessment
of the design, implementation and outcomes of an intervention. Its purpose is to provide
insights into how an intervention has been implemented and what effect it had, for whom,
how and why. Good quality evaluation evidence can help departments understand which
approaches work best and support accountability for decisions. Departments are expected
to undertake comprehensive, robust and proportionate evaluations. Using evaluation
evidence effectively requires coordination between analysts, decision-makers and officials
responsible for developing and implementing policy.2
3. Outputs from models are another important type of evidence that can inform
decision-making. Using models well helps government to select better policy options,
understand the impact of these options and improve the value for money of government
spending. Outputs from models underpin decisions that often have very real impacts
on people’s lives. In recent years departments have used models to plan staff and testing
capacity for the NHS test and trace services, set allocations for teacher training places,
and estimate the cost of the financial settlement when leaving the EU. Models will vary in
their importance to an organisation, and some will qualify as ‘business-critical models’.
Across 17 central government departments alone, there are nearly 1,000 business-critical
models in use.3
4. In central government, HM Treasury, the Analysis Function, the Finance Function,
the Evaluation Task Force and the Cabinet Office all have a role to play in improving
evaluation or modelling.4 HM Treasury publishes guidance and expectations in documents
such as Managing Public Money, the Magenta Book and the Aqua Book.5 The Analysis

1

2
3
4
5

C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, Session 2021–22, HC 860, 2 December 2021 (Abbreviated
in subsequent footnotes to ‘C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending’); C&AG’s Report, Financial
modelling in government, Session 2021–22, HC 1015, 27 January 2022 (Abbreviated in subsequent footnotes to
‘C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government’)
C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, paras 1, 1.1–1.5
C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, paras 1, 2, 1.2
Q 2; C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, Figure 1; C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in
government, Figure 4
C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 1.5; C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government,
para 8
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Function sets out expectations in the Analysis Functional Standard.6 Accounting officers,
supported by the departmental directors of analysis, are ultimately responsible for the
quality of models and provision of evaluation in their organisations.7

Addressing the lack of evaluation
5. One of the purposes of evaluation is learning what works to inform spending
decisions.8 Without evaluation, government cannot know whether its spending is making
a difference or how to improve outcomes.9 However, much of government activity is not
evaluated. In December 2019, the Prime Minister’s Implementation Unit found that only
8% of the £432 billion spend on major projects had robust impact evaluation plans in place
and 64% of spend had no evaluation arrangements.10 The Implementation Unit reported
that departments found it hard to embed a culture of open enquiry and overcome the
temptation to use evaluation to justify chosen policies.11
6. Progress in improving the scale and quality of evaluations is too slow. The same barriers
to evaluation identified in a 2013 NAO report, such as a lack of political engagement,
capacity concerns and a lack of incentives for departments to produce evaluations, persist
nine years later.12 There needs to be an urgent culture change so that an evaluation
system is integrated into all stages of government activity: planning, implementation and
understanding the impact afterwards.13 We are pleased that Government has recently taken
steps to improve evaluations such as through the creation of the central Evaluation Task
Force in April 2021.14 The Task Force aims to increase the scale and quality of evaluations
so that robust evidence informs spending and operational decisions.15 The Evaluation
Task Force told us it is working to address some of the perceived barriers to evaluation,
such as evaluating projects which are cross departmental or involve data sharing.16
7. HM Treasury has used the last two spending reviews to increase the emphasis
on evaluation in departments, but acknowledges it has a lot more to do to address the
persistent problems which prevent the provision and use of evaluation.17 Working with the
Evaluation Task Force, HM Treasury asked departments to provide evaluation evidence
for each line of capital budget spend, and for each new line of resource budget spend.18 All
of this is a welcome step forward, but we are disappointed that HM Treasury did not make
use of its powers earlier, despite the NAO recommending it in 2013.19
8. Outside of the spending reviews, HM Treasury has few levers and exercises little
scrutiny to ensure that departments comply with evaluation requirements and expectations.20
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 3.33; C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government,
para 13, Figure 4
Qq 1, 18–19
Q 25
Q1
Q 1; C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 7
C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 19
C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 23, para 3.3, Figure 5
Qq 25,51
C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 3
Qq 6, 24–25 ; C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 3
Q 43
Q2
C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 2.8
Q 5; C&AG’s Report, Evaluation in Government, Session 2013–14, 20 December 2013, para 29
Qq 2, 26–27; C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 3.32–3.33
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Despite the spending review being the main lever at HM Treasury’s disposal, it is not
making maximum use of this authority. It has not set up formal and standardised ways
of tracking all spending review conditions across departments, including those related
to evaluation. This means that examples of departments not meeting requirements are
likely to persist, and no one is tracking and acting on this at a cross-departmental level.21
HM Treasury told us its final recourse is to withdraw funding or to reduce a department’s
delegated authority limit if there is non-compliance with evaluation requirements.22 HM
Treasury acknowledged that there is room for improvement in the quality and provision
of evaluations across government despite its recent efforts.23

Overall responsibilities
9. Within departments, ultimate responsibility for upholding standards and securing
improvements lies with that department’s accounting officer.24 Managing Public Money
states that financial modelling and evaluation are an important part of the accounting
officer’s role, and that they should comply with the Functional Standards.25 However, there
continues to be important weaknesses in the coverage, quality and use of evaluations, and
in the quality and application of models across government.26 The departmental director
of analysis supports the accounting officer, and owns the application of the Analysis
Functional standard in their department.27 Neither HM Treasury nor the Analysis
Function currently monitor if accounting officers are discharging their responsibilities
nor how well standards have been upheld.28
10. While HM Treasury is an important user of department’s models, it does not
comprehensively scrutinise and challenge a department’s quality assurance arrangements
for the models it uses. There is no requirement for the Aqua Book to be followed as part
of the investment approval process nor as part of the spending review process.29 HM
Treasury told us it would want assurance that the department had taken the Aqua Book
and its guidance into account, but it does not specifically check.30
11. To address the lack of overall oversight for both evaluation and modelling standards,
the Analysis Function intends to strengthen the governance framework for the Analysis
Functional Standard, including introducing a self-assessment framework to assess
performance against the standard.31 The Analysis Function told us there will be an
expectation in the future that departmental directors of analysis use the self-assessment
framework to report back to the Function annually on how well the department has
applied the standards.32 The Function told us it believes it does not currently have enough
resources for this expanded oversight and assurance role.33 In the 2020 Spending Review,
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 3.33
Q 27
Qq 2, 5, 7
Q 1; C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 3
Q 18; C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 1.5; C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in
government, para 1.12, Box 4.1A
Financial modelling in government, para 14
Qq 18–19; C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 1.12
C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 7
C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 1.10, Figure 4
Q 36
C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, Figure 4
Qq 16, 18; C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 1.7
Q 62; C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 1.7
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the Analysis Function submitted a bid for £4.9 million to fund 71 full-time equivalent
staff. With the change of scope of the Spending Review, HM Treasury did not review this
bid so the Analysis Function remained funded at the original rate of £1.3 million.34 The
Analysis Function told us it intends to request additional funding from HM Treasury
after ongoing internal reviews of scope and governance are completed.35

Data challenges
12. Government does not always see data as a priority and data quality is often
inadequate.36 The NAO reported in 2019 that the quality and sharing of data is a clear
example of a neglected and poorly planned activity, and there is a culture of tolerating
and working around poor-quality data.37 We have drawn attention to poor data and a lack
of joined up systems in numerous reports over the years, recently including for example,
on supporting the vulnerable during lockdown, on tackling the tax gap, on effective
regulation of gambling, on dealing with rough sleepers, and on identifying and tackling
fraud and error.38 We also reported in 2019 on how it had become normal to work around
poor-quality disorganised data across government and made several recommendations
for improvement.39
13. When producing and using models, poor data can lead to additional time and
increased difficulty when quality assuring the model inputs. This difficulty is compounded
by a lack of data standards across government which means there are inconsistent ways of
recording the same information.40 When dealing with new situations, such as the rapidly
changing pandemic, the Analysis Function told us that Government needs to be fast and
agile at sharing data.41 The NAO’s survey showed differences in how satisfied chief analysts
were with evaluation support from the centre of government and revealed they were least
satisfied with support for sharing data.42 The integrated data service, launched in October
2021, aims to help departments better share and access data.43

34
35
36
37
38

39
40
41
42
43

C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 9
Q 62
C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 2.9
C&AG’s Report, Challenges in using data across government, Session 2017–19, HC 2220, June 2019
Committee of Public Accounts, Covid 19: supporting the vulnerable during lockdown, 53rd Report of Session
2019–21, HC 938, April 2021; Committee of Public Accounts, Tackling the tax gap, 20th Report of Session
2019–21, HC 650, October 2020; Committee of Public Accounts, Gambling regulation: problem gambling and
protecting vulnerable people, 7th Report of Session 2019–21, HC 134, June 2020; Committee of Public Accounts,
COVID-19: housing people sleeping rough, 49th Report of Session 2019–21, HC 934, March 2021; Committee of
Public Accounts, Fraud and error, 9th Report of Session 2021–22, HC 253, June 2021
Committee of Public Accounts, Challenges in using data across government, 118th Report of Session 2017–19,
HC 2492, September 2019
Q 45; C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, paras 2.9–2.9
Qq 40, 65
C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 18
Q45; C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, paras 18, 3.28
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2 Transparency and clear
communication
Transparency
14. Government’s view is that that transparency is critical for the public to understand
the evidence behind decisions and how money is being spent, and that transparency
should be the default position.44 The Analysis Function consider that transparency of
evaluation findings allows departments to learn lessons from past projects and make
them available for the future so the same mistakes might be avoided.45 However, the
Finance Function explained that unlike the publication of statistics which is governed
by regulation, the publication of evaluations depends on ministerial consent. Some parts
of government are reluctant to publish their evaluations. For example, the Department
for Work & Pensions was recently reluctant to publish insights from evaluations of the
benefits system.46 Departments find it difficult to get approval from senior civil servants
and the Cabinet Office to publish evaluation and protocols. More than one-third of chief
analysts say that only sometimes are they able to publish evaluation findings as required.47
15. HMT told us it is only recently that it has started to ask departments to explain why
they do not plan to publish some evaluations.48 The Evaluation Task Force raised the issue
that there were evaluations that the centre of government did not know about because
they had never been published.49This Committee has regularly highlighted departments’
poor timeliness in publishing evaluation findings. The Evaluation Task Force has a
core responsibility to maintain a public register of evaluation plan summaries and trial
protocols and to encourage departments on the timely publication of evaluation results on
GOV.UK. This is to manage ‘publication bias’, the risk that evaluations which have negative
findings may not get published,50 to support action on evaluation results and to improve
accessibility for decision-makers. To meet its core responsibilities, the Evaluation Task
Force explained that it is creating a website which sets out what evaluations departments
intend to publish when, and whether this has happened.51 It hopes that this will allow the
public to easily see whether departments are complying with requirements and allow the
Evaluation Task Force to hold departments to publishing what they have promised.52 HM
Treasury told us it has recently started to require that departments publish an evaluation
strategy and, given that communication is a central part of evaluation, HM Treasury
expects the evaluation strategy will include a communication strategy.53
16. Transparency of the models that departments use is poor: only 9 out of 17 departments
have published their list of business-critical models since 2013, and only four of those have
updated this since 2017.54 HM Treasury has not published its own list of business-critical
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Qq 43,55
Q 43
Q 49
C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 20
Q 43
Q 44
C&AG’s Report, Evaluating government spending, para 3.14
Qq 33, 44
Q 33
Q7
C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 12
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models since 2013. It told us it intends to update its list within the next few months given
the importance of leading by example.55 There can be a public interest in publishing a
model in its entirety; for example, the Office of Budgetary Responsibility publishes the
code and variables for its model of the economy so that others can use it.56 In other cases,
publishing details of the model such as the outputs or assumptions gives parliament
and the public assurance about how decisions are made. However, 45 models out of the
NAO’s sample of 75 had no information published about them.57 HM Treasury told us it
is discussing how to improve guidance to clarify what information departments should
publish about models.58

Uncertainty
17. Uncertainty is inherent in modelled information and should be considered as part of
all analysis. HM Treasury believes any model that does not explicitly address uncertainty
is deficient.59 Decision-makers need information on the range of outcomes that may occur
and their relative likelihoods to develop contingency plans and to avoid putting value
for money at risk.60 For example, our report Government preparedness for the COVID-19
pandemic: lessons for government on risk found that government lacked detailed plans for
several aspects of the response to COVID-19.61 The NAO’s report found the lack of plans
reduced the government’s ability to respond to the emergency.62 The Cabinet Office and
the Department of Health & Social Care recognised that government needs to set out risks
more broadly and be prepared for a wider range of manifestations of any given risk.63
18. Despite the importance of uncertainty analysis, model producers do not routinely
assess or communicate to users the uncertainty in their models. There is limited evidence of
departments using uncertainty analysis or developing contingency plans, and departments
generally present outputs as single estimates.64 Analysis of uncertainty can give clarity on
the reliability of the assumptions and the data used in the model. The Analysis Function
told us proper reporting of uncertainty is essential and that the function can provide
departments with expert support on understanding uncertainty in complex models. It
is raising the profile of the importance of uncertainty analysis for senior civil servants
and ministers through its data masterclasses.65 The Finance Function told us it intends
to upskill and support finance professions in raising standards, including in relation to
estimating financial uncertainty.66
19. Departments present outputs from their models to HM Treasury as part of the
spending review and budget process. HM Treasury uses these outputs for forecasting,
budget planning and to monitor emerging risks. Departments usually provide HM
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66

Qq 52–53
Q 54
C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, paras 1.20–1.21
Q 54
Q 11
C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, paras 3.2–3.9
Committee of Public Accounts, Government preparedness for the COVID-19 pandemic: lessons for government
on risk, 46th report of Session 2021–22, March 2022, para 15
C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 3.11
Committee of Public Accounts, Government preparedness for the COVID-19 pandemic: lessons for government
on risk, 46th report of Session 2021–22, March 2022, para 16
C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 3.5
Qq 10–15
Q 16
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Treasury with a single estimate and do not provide a range of uncertainty around it.67
HM Treasury told us it does not check every model that departments develop. For those
models it uses to make policy decisions and to agree additional spending, HM Treasury
explained it does interrogate these models by challenging departments on the assumptions
and ranges used. HM Treasury agrees that dealing with uncertainty properly is central to
quality modelling.68

67
68

C&AG’s Report, Financial modelling in government, para 18
Q 11
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Formal minutes
Wednesday 18 May 2022
Members present:
Dame Meg Hillier
Mr Louie French
Peter Grant
Kate Green
Nick Smith
James Wild
Use of evaluation and modelling in government
Draft Report (Use of evaluation and modelling in government), proposed by the Chair,
brought up and read.
Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph.
Paragraphs 1 to 19 read and agreed to.
Summary agreed to.
Introduction agreed to.
Conclusions and recommendations agreed to.
Resolved, That the Report be the Fourth of the Committee to the House.
Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House.
Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the
provisions of Standing Order No. 134.

Adjournment
Adjourned till Monday 23 May at 3.30pm
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Witnesses
The following witnesses gave evidence. Transcripts can be viewed on the inquiry publications
page of the Committee’s website.

Wednesday 9 March 2022
Sir Tom Scholar, Permanent Secretary, HM Treasury; Cat Little, Head of the
Government Finance Function, HM Treasury; Professor Sir Ian Diamond, UK
National Statistician and Head of the Government Statistical Service and the
Government Analysis Function, UK Statistics Authority; Catherine Hutchinson,
Head of the Evaluation Task Force, Cabinet Office

Q1–73

Published written evidence
The following written evidence was received and can be viewed on the inquiry publications
page of the Committee’s website.
UMG numbers are generated by the evidence processing system and so may not be complete.
1

Kenneth Whitelaw-Jones (UMG0001)
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