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DECISION RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That subject to satisfactory completion of due diligence, negotiations and any 
consultations as appropriate, Cabinet approve the delegation of provision, support and 
maintenance of the Resource Management System (‘Agresso’) to Herefordshire 
Council,  under section 101 of the Local Government Act 1972 and that:

i) once delegated to Herefordshire Council, Rutland’s resource management 
system support service be provided by Hoople Limited. The agreement is 
expected to be for an initial 5 year period.

ii) authority be delegated to the Director for Resources in consultation with the 
Portfolio Holder for Resources for agreement and implementation of the 
delegated service arrangements, including any service level agreements 
between the Council and Hoople 

1 PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

1.1 To update Cabinet on the progress for securing the future provision of Agresso 
and to seek approval to delegate the provision, support and maintenance of 
Agresso to Herefordshire.
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2 BACKGROUND AND MAIN CONSIDERATIONS

2.1 Overview

2.1.1 The Council has a Resource Management System called Agresso.  Agresso 
(version 5.5.3) was implemented in 2008.  It is one of the Council’s key IT systems 
and is the platform for the processing and recording of all financial transactions. 
(payments, payroll, debt raising and recovery, cash receipting etc).  An effective 
resource management system is imperative if the Council is to maintain effective 
financial control and meet all statutory obligations e.g. producing the statement of 
accounts and external reporting requirements to Her Majesty’s Revenue and 
Customs (HMRC) and the Pension Fund.

2.1.2 In the Cabinet Report 193/2015, it was explained that the existing version of 
Agresso would no longer be supported (i.e. maintained by Unit 4 meaning that 
upgrades, patches and fixes would no longer be provided).  This means that the 
Council has no option but to move a new version, and upgrade, at some point.  

2.1.3 The report also explained that two Agresso support staff had left the Council and 
that technical support staff are expensive and difficult to recruit.  This raised a risk 
that the current in house model of delivery may not be sustainable. 

2.1.4 The report outlined a number of options for how the Council could upgrade and 
then maintain Agresso and concluded that, based on initial research, the most cost 
effective option was to collaborate with another local authority as other options 
were more expensive.  Cabinet agreed that the Director should continue to pursue 
the collaboration route.  Cabinet also recognised that the upgrade would incur a 
one off cost and that there was £100k under spends in the IT budget that could be 
used to fund this.  At the time of writing the report 193/2015, the full cost of 
implementing an upgraded version was not known.

3 FORMAL PROPOSAL – HEREFORDSHIRE COUNCIL

3.1 Herefordshire Council 

3.1.1 Following an initial quote and offer from Herefordshire Council via its joint venture 
company Hoople Ltd, officers have continued discussions to obtain a detailed 
proposal.

3.1.2 Hoople is a joint venture company formed in 2011 and owned by Herefordshire 
Council and the Wye Valley NHS Trust. Hoople provide back office services, 
including HR, Finance, Revenue and Benefits, Training and IT to their 
shareholders and other public sector partners.   Their current customers include 
local schools and academies, a registered charity running sport and leisure centre 
and other public sector bodies local to the area. 

3.1.3 Hoople has around 300 employees and has an agreement with Herefordshire 
Council for the provision of back office services until 2021.

3.1.4 Following the proposal by Hoople, officers visited their offices to explore their 
version of Agresso, their capacity and skills to deliver and their ability for the 
ongoing delivery of a system for the Councils’ use.

3.1.5 Alongside the discussion with Hoople, officers have taken legal advice and 



discussed with Herefordshire Council how arrangements might work in practice. 

3.2 Summary of Offer

3.2.1 Herefordshire Council are offering their resources through Hoople to build a new 
system, move all of the Rutland’s data across to this new system and then provide 
ongoing support for the system.  This system will be located in their offices and 
using their existing infrastructure and operated under a hosted system model. 

3.2.2 Their offer includes:

 Project Management – their resource to ensure that the project completes on time 
and to the overall requirements.

 Specialist leads - Their specialist staff in key functional areas to help the 
development of a new system.  This will be in areas such as finance, procurement, 
HR and payroll.

 Business Analysts – Their resource to look at the development of our 
implementation and to ensure that the Council’s business requirements are 
understood. 

 Developers and Database Administrators– Their IT resource to carry out the 
programming to create the new system. 

 Agresso support specialists – Their resource to be able to support the application 
when used by the Council. 

 Ongoing post implementation application support

3.2.3 Herefordshire Council already use the Agresso platform and have installed a 
version called Milestone 4.  RCC will use this same version and the Council will 
not manage key areas such as the ICT infrastructure, database management, 
application support which will be provided as part of the proposal. 

3.3 Implementation, Upgrades and Customisation

3.3.1 The implementation of this software is a complex project involving significant 
resources from both Hoople and RCC.  Given that RCC is already a number of 
versions behind the current version there will need to be detailed discussions on 
the implementations steps, data cleansing, migration of RCC data, interfaces to 
other systems, testing and roll out.  

3.3.2 In addition to the steps detailed in 3.3.1 there is a need to set up business 
processes within the system.  This offers the opportunity for the Council to review 
its processes and deliver efficiencies through better use of the system. 

3.3.3 The proposal will allow the Council to move to a new version of the software which 
is referred to as Milestone 4.  Depending on the actual project timescales it may 
be possible to move to the very latest version of the software deployed by Hoople 
– Milestone 6 (Hoople have made a decision not to implement Milestone 5).  

3.3.4 The proposal submitted by Hoople allows for ongoing patches and fixes to be 
included under the yearly annual contract payment.  Over the course of the initial 



contract the offer includes the implementation costs of the upgrade from Milestone 
4 straight to Milestone 6.  

3.3.5 Should RCC proceed with the Hoople offer it is important to consider that the 
Council will be joining a common platform that hosts all the other customers that 
Hoople have.  All future upgrades, system development and enhancements will be 
made by a joint decision between the customers of Hoople and Hoople 
themselves.  RCC will contribute to this decision making, such as timescales for 
implementation.

3.4 Configuration Workshops

3.4.1 The current system has been deployed since 2008 and has been changed and 
configured over this period of time to reflect the business processes required by 
the Council.  It is clear that in some circumstances inefficiencies have arisen 
through this configuration. 

3.4.2 As part of the implementation phase of the project there is a critical task that will 
be completed.  This will be to compare the current use of the product within the 
council against the proposed deployment of the standard version of the software. 
The workshop will identify any business processes that are different to decide if:

 Existing business processes can be made more efficient through the use of the 
standard processes offered by the system. 

Or;

 The proposed business process is required to be implemented as part of the project

3.4.3 The Hoople proposal is based on assumption that the Council will seek to use the 
software as much in the standard model as possible and likewise the Council is 
seeking to implement software that provides efficiencies.  It should be noted that 
as the other users are from the public sector the risks of a significant amount of 
customisation is minimised. 

3.4.4 Should a significant amount of customisation be required then this will be subject 
to discussion with Hoople but may lead to additional costs.  It is the intention of 
both RCC and Hoople to ensure that these costs are minimised.

3.5 Ongoing Support

3.5.1 Hoople will manage the ICT infrastructure at their offices as a hosted environment. 
As part of the service Hoople will both provide proactive management of the ICT 
infrastructure to minimise downtime and also a reactive support desk.

3.5.2 RCC staff will raise a support call with Hoople who will provide a service level 
agreement for the resolution of the problem.  This might involve system 
configuration, database management, applying a patch which are activites that 
previously RCC internal staff have been responsible. 

3.6 Resilience and Business Continuity

3.6.1 Hoople will maintain business continuity and disaster recovery and ensure that 
there is resilience within their infrastructure.  This includes ensuring that systems 



have fail overs, the network and servers are maintained. 

3.6.2 Hoople maintain a second DR site in case of the loss of their main facility.

3.6.3 Hoople will be responsible for ongoing backups and data retention, which will be 
subject to viewing by RCC officers. 

3.6.4 Hoople have resilience built into their data centre including fire suppression, 
backup generator, a virtualised server platform, load balancing on their servers 
and sufficient data connections. 

3.7 Management of the Service

3.7.1 There is clearly a need for Hoople to operate the service provision in a commercial 
manner and subject to further discussion approaches to additional costs will be 
developed that could cover areas such as :

 Additional modules that RCC might wish to procure

 Additional customisation after the workshops

 Bespoke reporting and consultancy beyond the normal support arrangements

These are costs likely to be incurred with any commercial arrangement and even if 
provide by in house resource there would be some additional costs. 

3.7.2 Entering into an arrangement for such a critical IT system will require sound 
account and project management. A clear SLA will allow for performance of the 
system to be managed.

3.7.3 Areas such as information management, Data Protection Act, the Councils Public 
Services network (PSN) accreditation and general security will need to be 
considered as part of the due diligence regarding the transfer of the system from 
an on premise model to a hosted one.

4 HERFORDSHIRE AND HOOPLE LTD CREDENTIALS

4.1.1 The Council has to be satisfied that Herefordshire Council and Hoople Ltd are a 
suitable partner. The Council has undertaken various aspects of due diligence and 
is satisfied that this is the case.  

4.2 Testing the Proposal

4.2.1 During the visit to their offices Hoople demonstrated their ability to support the 
system, they have clear processes for service desk support, demonstrated 
proactive management of their servers and infrastructure and have a sufficient 
resources to support their business.  They have staff with significant experience of 
the Agresso platform, knowledge of the local government environment and also 
have a customer focus. 

4.2.2 Whilst this resource may change over time, their ability to implement and then to 
provide ongoing support is evidenced. 

4.2.3  An important area to investigate when making a decision on a provider of IT 



software is the internal processes that are used.  Poor processes could lead to 
downtime, poor service and inconsistencies.   Hoople described their approach to 
managing changes to their IT infrastructure and all changes had to be approved 
under a change control process.  They were able to demonstrate how support 
calls are logged and managed and how support calls can be escalated to a full 
problem management process.  Officers were satisfied that the overall approach 
and culture would reduce the likelihood of system issues. 

4.3 Customer feedback 

4.3.1 Officers have spoken to two clients of Hoople Ltd as well as Herefordshire Council.  

4.3.2 Feedback has been taken from a Hoople payroll client that migrated around 2 
years ago. They use the Agresso platform and not had any downtime or a missed 
payroll run.  Their implementation process went well and overall they have no 
service issues.

4.3.3 A second client of Hoople use Agresso and migrated quickly.  They have very 
positive feedback on payroll with no issues and no IT downtime.  Key relationships 
with Hoople are good and they look to further develop the system. 

4.4 Audit views 

4.4.1 Officers sought feedback from Herefordshire Council and Hoople’s internal 
auditors as to what IT related audit work had been completed.  The South West 
Audit Partnership (SWAP) took over the audit in 2014/15 and gave a positive audit 
opinion for that period.    In quarter 4 of 2014/15 the Agresso Finance System was 
planned to be upgraded. This was a major upgrade which involved migration of 
data.  SWAP was requested to undertake Project Assurance activities on the 
planned work.  There were no significant findings and the project successfully 
went live on 30th March 2015.  SWAP is busy completing their audit work for 
2015/16 and has highlighted no concerns to date in respect of the IT control 
environment or Agresso.

4.5 Hoople mission 

4.5.1 Hoople are a commercial entity but with a long term contract with their public 
sector owners.  As such there is very little risk of substantial changes e.g. 
takeover, liquidation etc that could materially affect the delivery of any service.  
The plan is to extend the customer base.

5 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS

5.1 The previous report identified alternative public sector providers as potential 
options.  None of these developed into viable options for consideration.

5.2 The most likely scenario for any alternative option is that the Council continues 
with its current on premise system and manages the system upgrade and 
continued support alongside a support and maintenance contract with Unit4.   
Report 193/2015 explained that this is likely to be the most economic option but is 
the highest risk.  Historically, the Council has struggled to employ Agresso 
specialists and has required the input of Unit 4 or interim specialists to obtain the 
technical support needed. 



5.3 This option is not without cost.  As per report 193/2015 the implementation costs 
of this option would be in the region of £146k, with annual costs in excess of 
current spend levels.

5.4 The Council will continue to have the following risks:

 Lack of Resilience of the infrastructure

 Additional one off costs for significant upgrades

 No clear opportunity to review processes for efficiency savings for staff

 Reliance on internal resource to support the application leading to risks of 
recruiting the required skills. 

5.5 The Council could examine further the options to have a contract within the private 
sector providers.  This was considered as an option in the previous report 
presented to Cabinet and there is no further evidence to indicate that this could 
offer a better value and outcome:

 Review of the prices available through a framework suggests annual costs 
would be in the region of £210,000.

 A formal procurement would be required, which is costly and can take up to 6 
months to complete.  

 Significant implementation costs would be incurred in line with the costs set out 
above

5.6 All of the options available incur implementation costs.  They all require project 
management and backfill for key staff.    The implementation of the latest version 
of Agresso would be a complex project covering a number of service areas across 
the Council - reviewing current processes and also the setup of a new system, 
data cleansing, migration of data, testing and rollout. 

5.7 The option being recommended presents the Council with a fully hosted, 
supported system and will deliver annual revenue savings.  Although 
implementation costs are significant, they are absolutely necessary to ensure a 
smooth transition and to manage the risks associated with any IT project of this 
scale.  The implementation costs for the recommended option are less than the 
alternatives.

6 POTENTIAL TIMELINE

6.1 The following high level timelines are provided for reference although subject to 
detailed review. 

 February/March 2016 – completion of delegated authority documents and 
contracts

 April 2016 -  commencement of project

 April 2016 – configuration workshops

 August/September 2016 – Go live of new system



7 CONSULTATION

7.1 No formal external consultation is necessary.  Internal consultation continues to be 
taken with the Senior Management Team.  The feedback from this consultation is 
that it is important that: 

 the resource (staffing) implications of any new system/upgrade are 
considered alongside existing projects; 

 the system works effectively and interacts with secondary/subsidiary 
systems; 

 everyone (officers and Members) can use the system effectively; and 

 the opportunity is taken to address existing problems/weaknesses including 
any manual workarounds that staff have put in.  

8 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

8.1 The Council currently spends £136k on Agresso annually.  The breakdown of 
these costs was given in Report 193/2015. Within that report, Officers asserted 
that initial research indicated that the annual running costs of Agresso could be 
reduced by working with another local authority.  On this basis, Cabinet supported 
officers to pursue this option.

8.2 By working with Herefordshire Council, the annual running costs would be reduced 
by £24k. In addition, the agreement with Herefordshire guarantees us one further 
upgrade in the future, meaning that the Council avoids the direct costs of this. 

8.3 Whilst the arrangement with Herefordshire Council will begin in the financial year 
2016/17, the Council will not see a reduction in annual running costs as for the first 
part of the year the Council will need to retain interim staff to support Agresso, 
apply the year patch to meet statutory requirements and pay a pro-rata fee to Unit 
4 for ongoing maintenance.

8.4 Officers also stated that upgrading the system (however this was achieved) would 
incur a one-off cost.  Originally, an estimate of £100k was quoted based on 
information available although at that time detailed analysis had not been 
undertaken.  Further discussions have been held with Herefordshire and it is 
estimated that implementation costs will be in the region of £125k.  The detail is 
summarised below:

Area Amount Coverage

Onboarding costs £100,000 Hoople costs (a further breakdown of 
these costs is shown at Exempt 
Appendix B)

RCC Internal Costs for 
Project 
Management/Technical 
Support and Backfill 

 £25,000 Project management, plus backfill for 
key services such as HR and Finance.  

Total £125,000



8.5 As part of the budget report, it was proposed that Cabinet approve the use of £45k 
from capital for this project.  The balance of £80k will be met from underspends in 
IT in 2015/16.

8.6 There is clearly a need for Hoople to operate the service provision in a commercial 
manner and subject to further discussion approaches to additional costs will be 
developed that could cover areas such as :

 Additional modules that RCC might wish to procure

 Additional customisation after the workshops

 Bespoke reporting and consultancy beyond the normal support arrangements

9 LEGAL AND GOVERNANCE CONSIDERATIONS 

9.1 There are various legal provisions that allow for collaborative working between 
local authorities.  The Council has discussed with Herefordshire Council options 
for how arrangements might work and is recommending that the function is 
delegated to Herefordshire Council through a delegation agreement.  In this case 
Herefordshire would be the lead authority and would provide the required function 
through Hoople Limited.

9.2 The delegation of functions to another local authority is permissible under sections 
101 and 102 of the Local Government Act 1972 and sections 19 and 20 of the 
Local Government Act 2000.  An Officer Board will be established for management 
of the service, consisting of the Director of Resources from Rutland County 
Council and the agreed representative of Herefordshire Council. 

9.3 Officers have considered other options including the establishment of a Joint 
Committee with Herefordshire Council and setting up new contractual 
arrangements.  The latter would involve the award of a public services contract 
regulated by the Public Contract Regulations 2015.  

9.4 In terms of developing the administrative agreement, the Council will seek, as far 
as possible, to manage the risks of joint working.  The delegation agreement 
would not be exhaustive but would cover:

 Constitution and operation of the Board - the Director for Resources of Rutland 
County Council and the agreed representative of Herefordshire Council will 
form an officer board for management of the service.

 Delivery arrangements

 Funding and cost sharing

 Termination and other rights

 Dispute resolution

 Extending the scope of services

 Staffing and TUPE
9.5 A schedule of key risks and how the Council will seek to manage them is included 

within Appendix A.



10 EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

10.1 An Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA) has not been completed at this stage.  A 
screening exercise will be undertaken as part of the implementation phase. 

11 COMMUNITY SAFETY IMPLICATIONS 

11.1 There are no community safety implications

12 HEALTH AND WELLBEING IMPLICATIONS 

12.1 There are no health and wellbeing implications

13 CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

13.1 The Council is required to upgrade its Resource Management System at some 
point.  

13.2 Officers have considered working with another local authority as they believe this 
will provide a viable alternative.  

13.3 Cabinet is being asked to confirm that the authority should enter into a delegated 
agreement with Herefordshire Council for the provision of the Resource 
Management System.

14 BACKGROUND PAPERS  

14.1 There are no background papers to this report

15 APPENDICES 

15.1 Appendix A – Key risks

15.2 Appendix B – Breakdown of Costs (EXEMPT)

A Large Print or Braille Version of this Report is available 
upon request – Contact 01572 722577. 



Appendix A.  Key Risks

Risk Mitigation

Council is unable to 
change the scope of 
services

This will be allowed through agreement of the Board

Delivery of service 
does not meet 
expectations

Arrangements for delivery and monitoring of service will 
be set out in the agreement.

The Board will oversee performance.

Council unable to 
withdraw from the 
agreement

Both parties will be allowed to withdraw from the 
agreement with suitable notice periods 

Cost of services 
increases beyond 
original agreement

The funding and cost sharing arrangements will require 
annual sign off from the Board of costs.

Lead authority for 
delivery does no 
longer has the capacity 
or capability to deliver.

Herefordshire has a 5 year agreement with Hoople for 
delivery of services which goes beyond the duration of 
this agreement.

It also has other clients for whom it provides similar 
services.


