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PARTNERSHIP REVIEW REPORT 
 

Name of Partnership: Steria Contract/Partnership -  

Lead Authority: N/A 

Lead BC Officer Niall Perry  

Date Reviewed: May 2008 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Norfolk County Council has been contracted by Breckland Council to carry out a 
review of some of its significant partnerships.  The contract brief was to critically 
review against best practice the governance, risk, performance and financial 
management of each partnership and provide a report on each individual partnership 
and a summary collective report. 
 
The best practice used as the standard in this project is the Audit Commission 
National Report: Governing Partnerships – Bridging the Accountability Gap, and 
Norfolk County Council’s own Partnership Management Guidance. 
 
This report relates to the Steria Contract for ICT Services.  The scope of review 
included: 
 

1. Appraisal of significant partnership documents including; 
 

a. The main Contract document  
b. Steria 3 year extension proposal documents 
c. ICT Board Terms of Reference and minutes 
d. Steria/Breckland Mid Term Report  
e. Options Appraisal documents relating to end of contract 
f. Completed Partnership Health Questionnaire  

 
2. Interview with Niall Perry (Interim ICT Manager) 

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
The contract is now in its sixth year and continues to provide a good service to 
Breckland Council.  There does however seem to be lack of balance in terms of the 
governance of the Contract.  The Council has not had a permanent Head of ICT 
Services in post for approximately two years; this has resulted in a less formalised 
approach to governance than should be the case.  In addition it appears to result in a 
service driven by the provider rather than the client. 
 
There is concern around the lack of a formalised risk management process.  A 
number of risks were identified during the options appraisal for the contract extension 
but these do not seem to be being managed.   
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The main contract document and the Terms of Reference for the ICT Strategy Board 
are out of date and do not reflect current governance structures.   
 
Although the contract has been extended for a further three years there will soon be 
a need to establish arrangements for looking at what happens at the end of the 
contract as it appears to be a lengthy and costly procurement process. 
 
It was not possible to find a clear and recorded approach to performance 
management and reporting of performance.  In terms of performance reporting there 
is a need for a more detailed review of performance reports from Steria by the Head 
of IT . 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In May 2003 Breckland Council and Steria Ltd entered into a five-year partnership 
agreement for the operation and development of the Authority’s ICT Services. This 
contract was awarded following a competitive tendering process and continued the 
policy for the supply of ICT Services through an external supplier organisation that 
had been in place for 7 years. 
 
The agreement with Steria Ltd had an initial contract term of five years and an option 
to extend for a further three years. 
 
After an options appraisal exercise during 2007 Breckland Council decided to take up 
the option to extend the original contract for a further three years meaning the 
contract now continues until 30th April 2011. 
 
 
RATIONALE 
 
There was recognition that significant efficiency and financial gains could be made 
through working together to deliver these specific services in partnership with Steria.  
This was in line with the principles that Breckland had at the time of outsourcing its 
ICT services. 
 
Whether the current arrangement is indeed a partnership or a straightforward 
contractual arrangement between customer and provider is a moot point.  Steria like 
to think of the arrangement as a partnership and this language is apparent in their 
documentation.  However the Council look upon it as a contract. 
 
The arrangement is underpinned by a main contract document that spells out the 
aims and objectives, governance and performance targets for the contract.  This 
contract document has been subject to a number of changes over the length of the 
contract, which is expected and is understandable.  However there is not a complete 
and documented audit trail of the changes. 
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Review Comment 
It is clear that Breckland had a history of outsourcing ICT Services and that by 
tendering for this contract this continued.  There seemed to be compelling reasons 
for this kind of arrangement.  However given the number of changes that have 
occurred during the term of the contract it would be appropriate to ensure that the 
concern over the lack of change control recording is resolved during the mid-term 
review of the contract.  
 
 
GOVERNANCE 
 
The original contract document lays out the governance arrangements in Section 9 
and Schedule 5.  Section 9 Part B provides governance structures that are limited to 
identifying representatives from Steria and the Council and requires them to conduct 
monthly reviews. 
 
Schedule 5 creates a governance structure that includes a Partnership Board made 
up of members and officers from both Steria and the Council.  However this 
Partnership Board is no longer in existence being now replaced with the ICT Strategy 
Board.   
 
The ICT Strategy Board is made up of Breckland Members and senior officers and 
senior managers from Steria and meets monthly.  The Terms of Reference for the 
Strategy Board of November 2004 outlines the Boards responsibilities and also sets 
in place further governance structure in the form of the ICT Programme Board that 
reports to the Strategy Board and is responsible for driving forward specific projects 
previously approved by the Strategy Board.  Sitting beneath this is an ICT Lead 
Officers Group comprising portfolio ICT champions. 
 
These three levels do not currently operate in the way the Strategy Board Terms of 
Reference state.  The Terms of Reference are currently under review and this review 
will propose different levels of governance that depart from those in the original 
contract.  This will ensure governance is brought up to date and made more robust. 
 
There is a great deal of reliance on the Council’s Head of ICT.  This position has 
been filled with 3 interim managers over the last couple of years.   
 
Review Comment 
There is clear evidence that the ICT Board meets monthly and minutes are produced.  
Although a review of the first four meetings of 2008 has noted that the attendance at 
meetings is heavily biased in favour of Steria with regard to officer attendance   
Both the main Contract document and the Terms of Reference of the ICT Strategy 
Board require governance structures that do not currently exist.  There is a very clear 
need for this situation to be resolved in a way that introduces a structure to allow very 
clear representation, communication, governance and monitoring from both Steria 
and the Council.   
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The current Council ICT management resource is being filled on a temporary basis.  
This does not permit continuity of overview and should be resolved as soon as 
possible. 
 



Report Ref:  Partnerships 05/08 
May 2008 

 

5 
 

 
ADDED VALUE 
 
There are a number of benefits to Breckland that the extension of this contract brings 
namely: 

• The provision of ICT expertise not currently in existence within Breckland 
Council 

• The provision of expertise from BT to review local and wide area network 
infrastructure 

• A reduction of £389k reduction over the three year period 

• A reduction of the day rate for additional resources 
 
Review Comment 
It is clear that Steria and the Council think that the contract extension provides added 
value.  However there is no means of comparing the costs of another provider or an 
in house service as these options were deemed not to be realistic to pursue at 
present due to time restraints and the absence of significant senior ICT officers within 
the council. 
Serious consideration should be given through the early half of the contract extension 
to looking at an alternative to the current provision. 
 
 
VALUE FOR MONEY 
 
The current contract is providing the service as agreed in the original contract and 
any changes made throughout the contract period.  Quarterly customer satisfaction 
reports are carried. 
 
Review Comment 
Partnership is providing value for money within the terms of the contractual 
agreement.  The customer satisfaction reports having achieved at least 97% 
satisfaction over the last two years. 
 
 
PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT 
 
There are service levels identified in the main contract.  There are reports presented 
to the Strategy Board monthly that provide general performance information.  There 
are other meetings between the Steria Representative and the Interim Head of ICT 
where more specific performance information is presented.  The reviewer has been 
unable to see minutes of these meetings and therefore cannot comment on the 
quality of the performance reporting. 
 
Review Comment 
There does not appear to be a formal reporting and recording process for 
performance management of the contract services. This may indeed take place but 
the reviewer has not seen evidence of this other than the general reporting into the 
Strategy Board. There is a need for a more robust review of Steria performance 
reports by the Head of IT. 
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FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
 
The service costs are agreed between the partners and the Council pays an annual 
fee to Steria for the provision of services.  The costs are approved through the 
Council’s regular financial approval process 
 
Review Comment 
The reviewer has been unable to see any financial reports and therefore cannot 
comment on this particular aspect. 
  
 
RISK MANAGEMENT 
 
The main contract document contains little detail on how risks will be managed.  The 
Terms of Reference for the ICT Strategy Board make no mention of how risks will be 
managed. 
 
In a report by the Director of Business Transformation to Scrutiny on the 13th 
December 2007, a number of risks were identified against the option to extend the 
existing Steria contract for a further three years.  These risks were identified under 
the following headings, staffing, loss of control, workload/capacity, performance, 
costs and organisational/strategic risks.  Most, if not all, of the identified risks appear 
to be still valid in light of the fact that the Council agreed to extend the contract.  The 
reviewer has been unable to find any evidence that these risks are being managed. 
 
Review Comment 
There are clearly a number of risks to the Council associated with this kind of 
outsourced service.  No evidence has been provided that reassures these are being 
managed.  No formal process for risk identification, assessment, control, monitoring 
and review is apparent.  No reporting of risks is apparent to the ICT Strategy Board. 
 
 
TERMINATION ARRANGEMENTS 
 
As this is a contract with a defined end date it is possible to plan termination 
arrangements.   
 
Review Comment  
A contract review should take place around April 2009, this will allow sufficient time 
fro a tendering exercise, assuming the Council wishes to continue with an outsourced 
provision. 
The review should include: 

• Collecting together all the contract documentation, change control notices, 
terms of contract extension and financial reports 

• A VFM review of the service provided  

• An options report i.e. inhouse v outsource 
Sufficient resources should be identified for the above.  It is of course possible that 
LG reorganisation could negate the need for a contract review however the 
comments made here relate to the existing situation. 
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SERVING THE PUBLIC 
 
As this partnership does not serve the public, it merely being a resource service for 
Council staff then this section is not relevant. 
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Review Comment 
No comment 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
It is important to point out that this review did not have full access to all of the 
documentation that was necessary to carry out the full project brief.  However it is still 
possible to form certain conclusions based on what was available and discussions 
with certain officers. 
 
The contract is now in its sixth year and continues to provide a good service to 
Breckland Council.  There does however seem to be lack of balance in terms of the 
governance of the Contract.  The Council has not had a permanent Head of ICT 
Services in post for approximately two years, this appears to have resulted in a less 
formalised approach to governance than should be the case.  In addition it appears 
to result in a provider driven service than client driven.   
 
There are no clear records that were available to evidence performance, risk and 
financial management taking place. 
 
There is a clear need for a revised governance structure to be implemented and 
documented with clear areas of responsibility for all parties. 
 
The contract end date coincides with LG reorganisation.  Consideration and forward 
planning of the contracts future will be crucial in light of what may be significant and 
radical changes to service provision. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Recommendations for improvement are listed in the attached Partnership Develop 
Plan at Appendix 1. 
 
 
 
 
 
Gerry Wilson 
Senior Risk Officer 
Norfolk County Council 
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                                             Partnership Development Action Plan                                             Appendix 1 

 

Partnership Name:…Steria Contract/Partnership……………………………………………………………………… 

 

Date completed:…May 2008………Completed by:. .Gerry Wilson…………Position: Senior Risk Officer (Norfolk County Council) 

 

Note: When completing this Action Plan, please bear in mind the evidence you need to underpin your answers 

Section 2 of the 
Partnership 
Questionnaire 

What action(s) do you need to take? Who needs to 
agree this or be 
involved? 

When will the 
actions be 
completed?  
(Planned date) 

Date 
completed 
(Actual) 

A.  
Rationale 
 

    

B. Governance 
 

1. An appropriate governance structure should be 
implemented and documented that clearly sets out how 
the contract/partnership will be managed both 
strategically and operationally. 
This should include: 

• Clear responsibilities for all parties 

• Who can make decisions 

• Financial management and reporting 
arrangements 

• Performance management and reporting 
arrangements 

• Risk management and reporting arrangements 
2. Ensure the Head of ICT Services position is made  
     permanent as soon as possible 

Head of ICT 
Services/Steria 
Representative? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Breckland 
Cabinet 

  

C.  
Added Value 
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D. Value for 
Money 

    

E. 
Performance 
Management 

Robust performance management arrangements should 
be implemented including: 

• What targets are 

• How are they reported  

• To whom are they reported 

• How often are they reported 
These appear to exist at ITSB level however more robust 
arrangements are needed between Steria and Head of IT. 
 

Head of 
ICT/Steria 
Representative? 

  

F.  
Financial 
Management 

    

G. Risk 
Management 

Robust risk management arrangements should be 
implemented including: 

• Responsibilities for risk 

• Risk tolerance/acceptance levels 

• Risk identification, assess, control, monitor and 
review process 

• Risk reporting process 

• How risks are recorded, closed off 

• Risk owners are identified 
The risks identified at the option appraisal for the contract 
extension should be revisited to clarify their continued 
validity and those still valid included within the process 
mentioned above. 

Head of ICT 
Services/Steria 
Representative? 

  

H. Termination 
arrangements 

Consideration should be given to ensuring sufficient 
resources are in place at the mid point of the extended 
contract period to robustly look at alternative following the 
end of the extension period.  Local Government 
Reorganisation should be considered in any planning 

ICT Strategy 
Board/Breckland 
Cabinet? 

  

I. Serving the 
public 
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