MAIDSTONE BOROUGH COUNCIL

CABINET MEMBER FOR CORPORATE SERVICES

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF CHANGE AND SUPPORT SERVICES

IReport prepared by Alasdair Robertson
IDate Issued: 18 October 2007

1. Business Transformation

1.1 Issue for Decision

1.1.1 To consider proposals to commence a shared programme of business
transformation with other authorities. This will produce a better return
on investment, bring in a wider range of skills, knowledge and service
delivery models and programme costs will be lower.

1.2 Recommendation of Director of Change and Support Services

1.2.1 That the progress made in the first year of the Business Transformation
Programme (BTP) is noted.

1.2.2 That agreement is given to enter a partnership approach to business
transformation.

1.2.3 That the work is funded using existing resources and a revised Invest to
Save loan as set out in the report.

1.2.4 That if further partners join the group, which would provide for greater
potential savings, that the Invest to Save funding can be increased in
line with the figures below.

1.2.5 That the Chief Finance Officer is given delegated authority to amend any
of the financial parameters provided this has little material effect on the
overall financial standing of the programme and that the Director of
Change and Support Services has delegated authority to amend list of
partners and any methodology issues provided this does not effect the
viability of the programme.

1.2.6 That a separate business justification is produced for some of the
activity currently funded through the Business Transformation
Programme, including document imaging and the use of geographic
information systems.
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1.3

1.3.1

1.3.2

1.3.3

1.3.4

1.3.5

1.3.6

1.3.7

1.3.8

Reasons for Recommendation

Progress to date.

The current Business Transformation Programme has been running since
September 2006.

The target for savings in year one was £150,000. So far an annualised
amount of £159,000 has been removed from budgets and a total of
£313,000 has been identified within these service areas. The areas of
saving are set out in Appendix 1.

Costs have been on budget. The return on investment for the budget
reductions taken to date over a three year period is 164%.

Although many authorities are currently exploring business process
changes very few have actually delivered financial savings. Of those
authorities that have made savings in many instances this has involved
significant expenditure with private sector partners. As a result our
programme has attracted interest from the Improvement and
Development Agency (IDeA) and government departments who have
invited the Council to present our work as a *how to’ case study to their
consultants.

No redundancies have been required through careful recruitment
management by Human Resources in close liaison with the project team.

One of the many areas of learning from the programme has been
resolving the challenge of translating identified savings into actual
savings within the service areas. A key part of this has been the
complexity of delivering the required changes in the information
technology. In some cases, delivery of the required changes by the
services involved has been delayed.

The business transformation process has evolved during the course of
the year with the following changes:

Reducing the number of reviews while increasing the savings target per
review - Originally the savings target was 3% of staff costs which was
increased to 6%). This meant that there were fewer projects to
implement which significantly reduced the implementation workload and
associated risks. It also greatly simplified the project management
activities. In turn this allowed for a reduction in the number of staff
involved in exploring savings and the effort in tracking/ managing the
project from 3.75 to 2.75 full time equivalents, further reducing project
costs.

Improved liaison with the IT and services - this has enabled more
realistic implementation timescales to be set.
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1.3.9

1.3.10

1.3.11

1.3.12

Reduction in extent to which IT changes are part of the solution - this
has been drastically revised from the original concept to broaden the
topics for change.

Reviews with service managers - the service managers involved have
been asked to attend meetings at the programme board level at key
stages to explore, among other issues, any delays or areas of concern.

This learning will be applied to the future running of the programme.

The current programme is funded for a further two years using existing
resources, an Invest to Save loan and some of the savings achieved so
far. However it is now proposed to cease this programme, ensure the
investment is repaid and take a more progressive approach as set out
below.

Moving forward

The programme to date has delivered savings through the knowledge of
officers in the borough and identifying best practice elsewhere. Value
for money comparisons and benchmarking has identified possible
services for consideration in years two and three. However, officers
have been looking at opportunities to maximise the value from the
Business Transformation Programme (BTP) and there is currently an
opportunity to work in partnership with other authorities on a shared
BTP programme. The proposal and business case are attached which
provides the full detail of the concept including the budget details.

The opportunities from this are significant but are primarily:

Reduced costs - running costs are estimated at 40% lower for a given
savings total. The return on investment over three years is projected to
be 218% for a shared programme and 149% for a continued stand alone
version using the same set of assumptions;

The opportunity to take a ‘compare and contrast’ approach to reviews,
building on the value for money book to get to a detailed understanding
of variations in cost of whole services and component parts of each
process;

Potential for lower implementation costs where these can be shared
More options for savings - new ways of producing savings emerge from
a shared approach and more ideas will be generated;

External funding — options for external funding become possible and are
being actively pursued and could result in between £75 and £200k of
external investment; and

Crucially to the wider picture around value for money and the Kent
Commitment, the opportunity to build relationships, experience and
confidence in shared working as well as learning and blending of cultures
and approaches towards change initiatives. All of this will demonstrate
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that shared working can be effective and produce multiple intangible and
tangible benefits.

1.3.13 The current plan is that the partners will comprise Ashford Borough
Council and Tunbridge Wells Borough Council and a two year programme
is planned. It is also possible that further partners may wish to join in
the future but this has not been included in the attached proposal.

1.3.14 The funding and savings calculations have been made on the basis of
this three way partnership (see Appendix 2) with a mixture of joint
reviews and single authority reviews. Should others join then the cost
per review drops and the savings potential will increase. The addition of
two further partners is likely to increase MBC’s annual costs by up to
£18,000 but savings by £56,000. Additional Invest to Save funding may
be needed should the opportunity arise.

1.3.15 MBC's funding will be placed alongside that of other authorities to share
costs. The exception is a small allocation for IT implementation that
does not involve other authorities which would be kept separate.

1.3.16 The costs for the assumed programme to MBC based on current plans
are as follows:

Authority annual summary £(000)

fixed costs 38
Analysis costs 80
Implementation 87
Total costs 206
Total costs to provide to ‘shared pot' 174
Total savings 150
ROI 3 years after completion 218%

1.3.17 It is recommended that the costs of the programme are met though
existing resources and by amending the Invest to Save loan. This
ensures that there are no revenue implications for funding the
programme. Approval for Invest to Save funding up to £100,000 for
each year of the programme is recommended although it is anticipated
that only £92,500 will be required, but this will provide a small level of
contingency.

1.3.18 The current funding arrangement involves a tapering off of Invest to
Save input and a corresponding increase in funding provided from the
savings of previous years. This proposal involves returning all savings,
(net of loan repayments), directly to the central budget giving a more
rapid achievement of savings.
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1.3.19 The implementation costs are the least predictable element. Any
requirements over and above the estimates will be subject to their own
business case and a separate ‘top up’ Invest to Save loan and will need
to be justified on the basis of the returns generated.

1.3.20 The costs will be met through existing resources of £114,000 and Invest
to Save funding of £92,000 per annum. However, funding of £75,000
has been secured for 2007/08 from the Kent Improvement Partnership
towards the overall costs and a further bid is currently being considered
by the South East Centre of Excellence. There is also the potential for
further funding in the future.

1.3.21 If current bids for external funding are successful the Invest to Save
loan will be reduced, the likely minimum level is £46,000.

1.3.22 The existing staff resources to be applied are envisioned to be:

Role FTE Cost £(000)
Business Manager 0.50 40
Project Manager 1.00 33
Process Mappers 1.25 41

Total 2.75 114

In addition there will be costs for the Review Manager and other team
members as well as support costs including training and
accommodation.

1.3.23 The annual profile for the two yeas of the programme and three
subsequent years are shown in appendix 2. For a two year programme
on this basis the savings would be:

£(000)
Annual budget saving 300
Cumulative saving 3 years after programme completion 1,200
Cumulative savings 3 years after programme completion
net of costs 780

1.3.24 The original Invest to Save proposal assumed that DIP, GIS and
electronic workflow would be key components for the release of savings.
In reality DIP and GIS work have, or will, contribute towards savings
totalling £33,000 and approximately £35,000 of their costs has been
used towards BTP projects. It is not proposed therefore to continue to
include these elements within the BTP funding at existing levels but to
commission such work as may be required from the budget for
implementation.
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1.4 Alternative Action and why not Recommended

1.4.1 The Council could continue with a stand alone programme but the return
on investment will be substantially lower as outlined above.

1.4.2 We could not continue with business transformation but the savings
achieved so far are significant and we have built up expertise in this
area which are a useful asset. Alternative ways of producing savings
would need to be identified to meet budget requirements. In addition
business transformation has been identified as one of the two main
strands (along with procurement) by which the government expects
local authorities to deliver the 3% efficiency savings highlighted in the
Comprehensive Spending Review.

1.5 Impact on Corporate Objectives

1.5.1 Business Transformation success is one of the corporate targets and
contributes to overall budget reductions.

1.6 Risk Management

1.6.1 The following risks have been identified and the risk profile is set out as
follows:

Risk Risk Name

1 Failure to agree on areas to work on

Partnership working does not proceed smoothly

Savings can not be identified

Progress in achieving savings is not made to schedule

Staff with required skills can not be identified or released

An authority is not able to make their contribution to the costs

N |~ WN

Delays occur in decision making at key stages in the process
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The risk profile is:

The vertical axis shows Likelihood:

A = very high; B = high; C = significant; D = low; E = very low; F = almost impossible
The horizontal axis shows Impact:

1= catastrophic; 2 = critical; 3 = marginal; 4 = negligible

A

4,7

1,2

Likelihood

v III II I

v

Impact

1.6.2 The risks above the tolerance line will be managed as follows:

o 1. Failure to agree on areas to work on - the value for money book and
categorisation of processes according to suitability for transformation
will help identify common areas. Assumptions have also been made
about the work programme and shared with the other authorities, this
has included the number of reviews to be conducted making agreement
easier to achieve. The cost model allows for some stand alone reviews
to compliment the shared ones whilst still achieving desired savings.

o 2. Partnership working does not proceed smoothly — extensive work to
build relationships has already been undertaken. Agreement to the
principles of joint working has already been obtained. Management of
the work as a true partnership will ensure that no contributor’s interests
are not maintained. Keeping the partnership to a size that gives the
economies of scale without becoming unwieldy is crucial. Three or four
authorities is considered the optimal size.
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o 4. Progress in achieving savings is not made to schedule - clear project
plans will specify the timetable and be agreed before commencement.
Project methodologies and reporting lines will highlight issues early
enabling management action to alleviate issues

. 7. Delays occur in the decision making process at key stages in the
process — this may not be within the control of the project as decisions
will be required at various levels within the partner authorities. The lead
officer from each authority will seek to keep the decision making on
track to allow smooth progress.

1.7 Other Implications

1. Financial

X
2. Staffing X
3. Legal X
4, Social Inclusion
5. Environmental/Sustainable Development

6. Community Safety

7. Human Rights Act

8. Procurement

1.7.1 Financial implications — the programme costs and funding is set out in
the report.

1.7.2 In addition there is the need to identify alternative funding for the DIP
and GIS resources. At present the BTP programme contributes towards
the DIP and GIS sections. However, in practice only limited use has
been made of these resources in BTP although significant use is made
across the Council. As such there is no justification based on the BTP
programme for continuing this funding at the current levels. However
they have provided extremely valuable contributions towards the
general support provided to services. If this is to continue, funding
needs to come from a separate business case outside of BTP.

1.7.3 Staffing - there are three staffing implications. Firstly releasing the
resources for the programme. These staff are already working on the
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existing programme and given this topic of work will continue there are
no further issues.

Secondly there could be significant staffing implications when
implementation commences within a service. To date redundancies
have not been required through careful recruitment management and
clarity over the programme which has enabled a degree of staff
planning. This may not be possible indefinitely and if potential shared
service delivery models do emerge in the future there could be further
redundancy or TUPE issues to consider. This will also be dependent on
the staffing position within each of the authorities and further
opportunities may arise as the project progresses.

Finally if alternative funding or a strong business case for the DIP and
GIS resources cannot be made there may be further staffing issues that
arise.

1.7.4 Legal - a form of legal agreement will be required. It is intended that
this will be a partnership agreement based on the proposal/business
case. This is currently being progressed.

If there are any decisions that need to be taken by Members in terms of
future service delivery then these will be taken individually by each
authority. As with the current programme Members will be briefed on
progress at regular stages.

1.8 Background Documents

1.8.1 Shared Business Transformation — Business Proposal.

NO REPORT WILL BE ACCEPTED WITHOUT THIS BOX BEING
COMPLETED

Is this a Key Decision? Yes X No

If yes, when did it appear in the Forward Plan? Period Oct 07 - Jan 08

Is this an Urgent Key Decision?  Yes No

Reason for Urgency
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How to Comment

Should you have any comments on the issue that is being considered please contact
either the relevant Officer or the Member of the Executive who will be taking the
decision.

Councillor Peter Hooper Cabinet Member for Corporate Services
Telephone: 01622 729302
E-mail: peterhooper@maidstone.gov.uk

Alasdair Robertson Business Manager
Telephone: 01622 602221

E-mail: alasdairrobertson@maidstone.gov.uk

\\Home\dem\Executive 0708\CorpServ\Reports PtI\071018\Cabinet member BTP way forward final.doc

10




Ll

Jop[eur pIemio} Aem J g Joquiaw }oulqeD\S 101 L0\ SHOdOY\AI0SdI0D\80L0 QATINIOXF\WOP\QWOH\\

papaau
sbuines .o} |enjusjod dl@ jo asn ybnouy
JO uonewlojuo) 00S°.3 uononpal ulwpy e Bunyled
ssaoo.d juaioiye
alow ybnouyy
0053 A 00S'/3 Swodul [euolippy e Buyied
‘(pejewnse
jou) ssaos0.ud
Bunesnsiuiwpe
ul sbuines
9|geysed-UoN e
own
1sJly Jo} 8[qIsIA
anp sjunowe
pue awooul
joBupoer] e pansiyoe
‘sjuswalinbal Buleq swooul
Ipne syjeaw AjIn4 e 1ng uona|dwod
‘'ssaoo.d Buleau siadojanap 0}
90ls pauljweans e waysAs MN  *  000°GZ3 A 000623 sebieyo |euolippy e 90Ls  Bumno ssoi)
$S900E JaWO0)SNd aoe|d ul wa)sAs mau $90IN0Say
panoidw| e 69€V3 UBUM SaIouaIolyg e [loJAed uewnH
21jusd
$S920E JOWO0}SND 10BJU0D 0} S||BeD $901N0Ssay
panoidw| e 000°€L3 A 000°€L3 Juswyinioas BUINON e JuswiyinIosy uewny
s}abpnq
0} pajdde (lenued Buines
sBuiaes JaAljap 0} Apeauje IN/A) lenuuy paAalyoe pamalral
S9)JON /syjouaq oy sonssi Buipueising sbuineg palaAleqg pauiuapj ale sBbuines moH $S9901d RITNETS

93ep 0] paAlailyde pue panRuapl sbuines - T xipuaddy



auoyd
AQ pue aoej} 0} aoe}

¢l

Jop[eur pIemio} Aem J g Joquiaw }oulqeD\S 101 L0\ SHOdOY\AI0SdI0D\80L0 QATINIOXF\WOP\QWOH\\

aJuad

SJIOSIApE 0} SS820E J0BJU0D pue d|q Jo suondQ
Jawoisna panoiduw| 00L'¥1L3 A 00L'VL3 asn 0} Juswanoidw| sholep BuisnoH
Aloyine
0} sl s8] yim
aolIApe Ajjenb Jaybiy awibal 92IApE |o4u0)
pue Jus}SISU0D 3IO\ 000023 A 000023 Buibieyo panoidu Joy pabieyy  jswdojpasg
sBuines
Jay3o ul Aousbunuod
S| Jey} ainsus 0}
pue ao1n8s panoldwi
ojul sbuines asay)
ajoAoa1 0} pasodoud Buionpoud suoljIpuod
sl JI Inq aJay 9|qissod paau sisioayo Buiuueld BuiAdde suoljIpuod |oJjuo)
alege3 jo sbuineg uolepl|eA pasinay N 10} paau ay} aonpay Buiuueld  juswdojaraQ
swea)
eaJe 8y} usamiaq
panuiuod aq Auanonpoud
0} paau ydiym spualy Ul 8ouaJIayIp suoneoldde |05u0)
jus93J BAllISOd N 000°0S3 8y} bulyyoowg Buluiwieleq  juswdojaasq
wea) 4|q pue suononpal
woou jsod woJj si Bunuswaidun 000°0L3 1S00 L8ApY
ainbly SIY} JO N6ZI o spaau suoljeoldde mau
90IAISS JBWIO)SND aInjons MaN e JO uone)nNsuoo-3
panoiduwi Buisijeul (weay 41 ssao0.d uonesnsibal
uondwnsuod Spasu spljleAul pue woo. panoiduw)
Joded paonpay e uo uoljewloul 3s0d wouy swea)
uers Jswolsny e SI Y623 uiwpe Jo Buibisy
J0} Juswdojonap Buipeibdn spasu yorym Jo) suofeo|jdde pijeaul suofeodde ulwpy
Joaseo yojog e oysqem Buluueld e (008023 leled 000°063 J0 s3s00 Buonpay Buliesibay Buiuueld
sjabpnq
0} pajdde (fenued Buines
sBuiaes JaAl9p 0} Apeauje IN/A) lenuuy paAalyoe pamalnal
SO)JON /s}youaq JayjQ sanssi BuipuelsinQ sBuineg palaAleg pauiuapj ale sbuines moH s$s3%01d 92INIDg



(Buines se uaye} Buiaq
10U) JJe1s 10} peopJom
aonpal os[e [[Im

'SIBWO0)SNO
pue spiem ‘saysiied
YHM uoneslunuwwoD

paoueyul

“JOM ujwpe

paonpay "sanss|
JUBWA2IO0JUS AB)

UO SNJ0} BIOJ\ "PasO|d
Buiaq saseo alo|y

S9JON /spyauaq Jayl0

padojanap bBuiaq

|11s sjesodoud ¢ Jayo,
[eLIOWBW JO MBIASY
Buipuelsino [is yJom
11J8yjo pue g9
uona|dwod

Buriesu yiom g9

paje|dwod
Buieq 10e11U0D
MaU pue uoday

3}Jom || jo uonadwod
pue pajenjeas
aq 0} ssa20.d mau

sBuiaes JaAl9p 0}
sanssi| Buipuejsing

00Z°'6513

000°0L3

008°'8€3

sjabpnq
o} pajdde
Apeauje
sbuineg

€l

Jop[eur pIemio} Aem J g Joquiaw }oulqeD\S 101 L0\ SHOdOY\AI0SdI0D\80L0 QATINIOXF\WOP\QWOH\\

69Z°cLE3

06.°63

00583

06.°63

000013

N 00063

lended  008'8€3

leied -
(fenued Buines
IN/A) lenuuy
paJaAllag payiuapj

waysAs paseq NYD

yum sgs buioejdal e

awooul paseaiou] e
3JOM Ul UoONpPal e

3JOM U] UONONPaS
auop
3}IOM JBY]0 pue
sisAjeue uo paseq
JOBJJUOD O} UOISIABL e
asn
9J1ud9 JoBJUOD pue
ss8004d panosdwl e

VIN e

paAalyoe
ale sbBuines MOH

waisAs sgs

s|eLIoWs|\
uiwpe
wnLoyews.)
uiwpe
ENBLEIN

uoI1309||02
uiq boQ

uonnjjod

JuswiaoJojug
Buiuue|d

pamalaal
$S920.1d

s|ejol
S90IAI9S
[elUSWUOIIAUT

S90IAI9S
[elUBWUOIIAUT
S90IAI8S
[elUSWUOIIAUT
S90IAISS
[BlUSWIUOIIAUT

JuswaoJojug
[BlUSWIUOIIAUT

JuswaoJojug
[elUSWUOIIAUT

Juawaoiojug
[elUSWUOIIAUT

CLITVETS



Appendix 2

5 year projections from Sept 07.

Sept - Apr 08

Analysis and fixed costs
Implementation

Costs for year

Total costs to date

New savings achieved during year
Total savings achieved to date
Net position

2008-09

Analysis and fixed costs
Implementation

Costs for year

Total costs to date

New savings achieved during year
Total savings achieved to date
Cumulative savings

Net position

2009-10

Analysis and fixed costs
Implementation

Costs for year

Total costs to date

New savings achieved during year
Total savings achieved to date
Cumulative savings

Net position

2010-11

Analysis and fixed costs
Implementation

Costs for year

Total costs to date

New savings achieved during year
Total savings achieved to date
Cumulative savings

Net position

201112

Analysis and fixed costs
Implementation

Costs for year

Total costs to date
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£59,222
£0
£59,222
£59,222
£0

£0
-£59,222

£118,444
£87,343
£205,787
£265,009
£74,925
£74,925
£74,925
-£190,084

£59,222
£87,343
£146,565
£411,575
£149,850
£224,775
£299,700
-£111,875

£0

£0

£0
£411,575
£74,925
£299,700
£749,250
£337,675

£0
£0
£0
£411,575
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New savings achieved during year £0

Total savings achieved to date £299,700
Cumulative savings £899,100
Net position £487,525
201213

Analysis and fixed costs £0
Implementation £0
Costs for year £0
Total costs to date £411,575
New savings achieved during year £0
Total savings achieved to date £299,700
Cumulative savings £1,198,800
Net position £787,225
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1. Executive Summary

The document sets out the case for a business transformation project
involving Ashford Borough Council, Maidstone Borough Council and
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council.

1.1. The Concept

Whilst business transformation is a current vogue, examples of successes
are extremely limited. However within the above authorities the picture is
of notable cost savings. For example Maidstone Borough Council is on
track to save in excess of £200k from the first year of their Business
Transformation programme including savings of at least 7% in all services
reviewed.

But to maximise the potential and develop more universal solutions there
are real advantages through taking a wider partnership approach. This is
reflected in the Local Government White Paper, particularly in terms of
transforming services, delivering value for money, working together and
driving out waste. Hence the boroughs have all agreed in principle that a
shared business transformation programme should be pursued and are
actively working on the business case.

The shared approach has the decisive advantages of:

o Reducing the programme investment costs;

o Allowing a ‘compare and contrast’ approach between authorities to
the processes, and crucially, the associated costs for each stage.
From this the best bits of each can be selected to build improved

services;

o Allowing the sharing of learning, capacity building, ideas, solutions
and systems development work;

. Bringing together CPA rated ‘excellent’, ‘good’ and ‘weak’
authorities; and

. Allowing a wider range of potential strategies to improve services

and reduce costs including the potential for innovative ‘part shared’
services where the administration, data processing and customer
interaction are done in common leaving the professional decision
making purely local.

1.2. The Planned Qutcomes

One of the key outcomes will be more efficient delivery of services, plus
cost savings, reduced ‘waste’, improved technology and the potential for
part shared services for the transactional and data processing activities in
the future. This aim is to overcome traditional barriers to collaboration
giving the best of both worlds, combined and efficient delivery but with
local determination and presence. An example would be Development



Control where the first stage would be improving the business process in
each authority based on optimum processes which could then be further
developed into a shared team who receive all applications, register and
validated them, send out the initial consultations and then pass on the
application to the relevant authority to determine. This would be more
efficient, save on support costs to link with the planning portal and other
national infrastructure and provide a team dedicated to the administrative
intensive but highly customer facing part of the process.

The cost of a shared programme is 40% cheaper than a stand alone one
and a target of 10% savings will be set (against the current Maidstone
Borough Council achievement of 7%+ during the past twelve months.
This is projected to give a return on investment over 3 years of well over
200% and a host of ‘process maps’ and learning for wider sharing within
Kent.

The intangible understanding of each other’s services and cultures will
also prove an extremely significant outcome and should provide the
potential for the wider application of approach.

1.3. Funding

Each authority in the partnership will be contributing investment in the
programme but initial funding is significant. Savings will accrue later but
the investment upfront is needed to make it happen. If this can not be
identified the opportunities could be limited.

The overall cost of the programme will be around £445,000 per annum.

The project will commence at a time that the comprehensive spending
review will be announced which will no doubt set even tougher financial
targets for local government. This is against a backdrop of rising resident
and stakeholder expectations and would complement other strand of work
that are being taken forward around the Kent Commitment.



2. Background

2.1. Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to set out a comprehensive proposal on a
shared approach to business transformation including recommendations
on a methodology, funding arrangements, costs, expected outcomes,
resourcing and governance arrangements.

The proposals build directly on the learning to date from existing
programmes within the partner authorities. These form the basis of the
key design concepts. The proposal has been agreed by all potential
partner authorities and is intended to provide all the information needed
for a formal decision to proceed. A copy of the signed proposal can be
seen as at Appendix A.

2.2. What is Business Transformation?

Business transformation work completed so far is a managed approach to
service improvement and cost reduction. The approach typically has the
following features:

e Reviews transactional based services (services where many
instances of the same or similar activity are repeated, often
initiated by a request for service;

Identifies the purpose of the process from a customer’s viewpoint;
Seeks improvements to the transactional processes by
fundamentally re-designing them;

e Seeks to encourage empowerment and job enrichment by allowing
staff to do the activities that only people can do with more face to
face interactions;

e Regrouping activities by nature, resource or other to achieve

efficiencies;

Challenging performance and productivity levels;

Removing redundant steps and processes;

Eliminating steps that do not add value to customers;

Using technology more effectively to reduce work; and

Streamlining processes and desighing out deficiencies such as

single points of failure (activities that rely on 1 person), handovers,

decision points relying on senior staff which others could make if
empowered, duplication, batching, checking and bottlenecks.

2.3. What has been achieved so far?

Each of the boroughs has undertaken different approaches to securing
service and efficiency improvements with differing levels of success. This
has been achieved against CPA external assessments that have rated the



authorities as ‘Weak’, ‘Good’, and ‘Excellent’ and generally positive
statements in terms of the authorities direction of travel.

The business transformation work and concept to date has been
undertaken primarily by officers in Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells. This
has delivered significant savings in areas such as development control,
HR, parking, environmental services, housing, internal printing, street
naming and numbering and other areas but there is potential to take the
current approach to the next level. In addition this has been set against
delivering efficiency savings, assessment of resident satisfaction levels
and external benchmarking of performance.

Each of the boroughs have also actively sought to work in partnership
with others including joint work on audit, payroll, overview and scrutiny,
revenues and benefits, procurement and training as well as looking at
wider local strategic partnerships. Several of these arrangements are
already in place and operational.

This has been achieved by taking account of differing cultures and
working environments across various authorities, having a proactive
approach to change management and focussing on delivering outcomes
for local people.

In addition several providers within Kent have sought external support
from the private sector looking at how improvements can be made. These
have had varying levels of success and also in some instances incurring
significant costs.

2.4. Why a shared approach

The rationale for shared business transformation provides a compelling
business case:

¢ Lower management costs: under a shared approach the costs to
produce a given saving drops by 40%;

e Permits a ‘compare and contrast’ methodology whereby
benchmarking and identification of good practice are integral to the
programme;

e A greater range of potential strategies becomes possible including
the possibility of the ‘part shared services concept’ which is outlined
below;

e Learning is shared and capacity built and also distributed more
widely;

e More heads involved increases the chances of new ideas emerging
which can then be applied in multiple authorities;

e Implementation costs reduce through replication; and

e Allows potential access to external funding opportunities which
further increases partner’s return on investment.
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Recognising these benefits the partner authorities have already met
informally with KIEP and agreed that a shared programme should be
actively considered, including in terms of supporting Tunbridge Wells as a
CPA ‘weak’ rated authority.

3. The Key Programme Design Concepts and
assumptions

A review of the learning to date and emerging best practice elsewhere
(informed by the work led by CLG) is central to the design of the
programme. The key concepts we are mindful of in designing the
programme are:

¢ Partnership based
The programme is a genuinely shared approach with a joint steering
board made up from directors in each of the participating authorities. The
group will agree the overall programme of work, lead officer
responsibilities, milestones and monitor progress on service delivery.
Member involvement will be on a project specific basis as it is envisaged
that any solution involving changes to policy and resources will need to be
agreed by each participating authority. Resources and input would be
drawn from all the partners and there is no presumption of leadership
from any partner.

¢ Flexibility in the programme is key

The programme is designed to enable authorities to benefit from ‘stand
alone’ reviews where no other authority is looking at the same service as
well as reviews involving either two or three other authorities looking at
the same service at the same time.

e Common funding

The majority of the costs will be met from a common funding pot. This
will apply to all costs (with the exception of any IT solutions that are
implemented on a single site only for which authorities will set aside
resources but keep these costs separately). Contributions to the funding
pot can be in cash or resources to the equivalent value.

¢ Using staff already within authorities
As far as is possible staff within the partner authorities will resource the
programme to:
e Give greater scope to flex resource levels
e Avoids risks of recruiting staff who may not be needed should the
programme be cancelled or reduced in size
e Allows development of staff for other work in the future
e Significantly reduce costs (the ‘day rate’ of staff working on the
programme is 16% of the likely cost using external consultants)
e Reduces the revenue that authorities need to identify
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The use of consultants will be avoided except to provide some initial
training.

¢ Savings potential

Reviews involving 1 authority will have a target saving equivalent to 6%
of the direct salary costs. For reviews with two participating authorities it
will be 7.5% and for three participants, 10%. Redundancies will be
avoided as far as possible (none have been required in MBC through
careful recruitment management).

e 'Waste’

Much of the work to date is concerned with reducing ‘waste’ (activity not
adding value to the customer). Typically this is re-work required when
information is not ‘clean’ or complete on receipt or requests for updates
when outputs are delayed and is often 5-15% of total costs. Improving
processes and customer interactions are the key strategies for removing
these costs. This approach will be central to much of the cost eradication.

¢ 'Rough cut' Activity Based Costing (RC- ABC)
This technique will be used to apportion costs to each key stage in a
process to allow comparisons between authorities.

e Part shared solutions

When shared reviews take place the possibility of ‘part shared’ solutions
will be tested. This innovative concept could be applicable when a fully
shared services is not either desirable or acceptable. However this does
not preclude sharing the administration and core processing tasks while
keeping the actual decision making within the relevant authority. Sharing
these activities has a wide range of benefits including:

e A single team, all using the best in class process;

e One set of standard correspondence, advice, web information and
support to customers to maintain;

e One advice team who can support customers when making
requests and can undertake channel management;

e More flexibility to manage peaks and troughs;
Training and management overheads reduction;
A single website to maintain for all e-requests and updates (e.g. in
Development Control the link to the planning portal and e-planning
system);

e Reduced management overheads; and

e Frees professional teams to manage the decision making, not the
data processes.

All of this provides economies of scale, lower costs and improved services
while maintaining the fundamental decision making at the most local
level. This approach will be tested as a possible part of the solution to
each jointly conducted review.
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¢ Return on investment

Any work undertaken must produce a return on investment of at least
150% over three years with the costs including staff time to make the
transition.

e Savings are savings

Strict criteria are used about applying savings. Experience shows that
managers prefer to recycle the savings from work that has been removed
to fund other pressure points and cashable savings then fail to
materialise. Proposals to re-cycle savings will properly be considered
separately as growth.

e Staff know the answers

The approach will be to involve staff. Managers perceptions of the process
are often inaccurate and solutions from staff are often more powerful and
implemental. In addition by involving more than one borough there will
also be the opportunity to challenge thinking in an open and constructive
manner which should also yield improved solutions.

e Cost/performance matrix

The programme will be based on the concept of a cost/performance
matrix (the “Transformation ‘medicine bag”). This informs both the
selection of services to include and the likely strategies to employ.

The diagram below will be used to determine which services are most
applicable for business transformation. These are likely to be in the top
right hand segment of the chart and the current programme of work on
the Value for Money Book will be used to initially plot the services for
each of the boroughs. This will therefore combine the cost and quality
factors that will be essential in taking service delivery forward.

Transformation ‘medicine bag’

Management review territory

Management
challenge

e Comparisons
eInvestigate reasons
ePerformance analysis
eImprove 1st the
reduce cost?
eReduce ‘noise
in the system
eShare?

Efficiency challenge
e Economies of scale
eUse of IT
eChallenge areas of
over specification
eReduce ‘waste’

sStreamline processes | Tr e transformation

e .
a territory
@)
Investment challenge| Rep iom challenge
eBusiness case o Apply elsewhere
for growth? *Ain't broken, don't fix
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Experience to date shows that high cost/low performance services:

e Are generally in ‘crisis’ mode and there is therefore pressure to
include them in a programme;

e Moderate to good performance improvements can be made fairly
rapidly;

e However, cost reductions are much harder to achieve in the short
to medium term and short term cost increases are often required

e Achieving low cost/high performance typically involves moving to
high cost/high performance as the initial step.

¢ Replacement of management or shared services are the usually the
first choice strategies

High cost/high performance are often the high profile ‘crown jewel’
services where investment has been made and results are good. It is
tempting to leave out of review programmes and therefore such services
may not have been subject to intensive cost pressures. They are often the
most fruitful territory for efficiency savings.

It follows that the programme should be comprised predominantly of high
cost/high performance services with some high cost/low performance
ones as required.

e IT and process reengineering is not always the answer

Much of the savings are likely not to come from application of IT (in
Maidstone around 38% of the savings have come IT use) which reduces
the risk of technological delay.

e Pick the right services for transaction transformation
Services ideally need to be in the optimal cost/performance quadrant and
must be ready and willing to engage.

The key metrics are:
e Transactions per member of staff; and
e Members of staff per process.

Typically where these are fewer than 50 or more transactions per
member of staff and fewer than 4 staff involved then savings through
process enhancement are often outweighed by the cost of making the
change.

e The need for external input

A small group of ‘Independent advisors’ will be sought to represent the
customer viewpoint or to challenge the thinking and ambition of the
review team. They will be either experienced users of the service or
someone with a background in delivering re-engineering programmes
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from the private sector and will be paid a nominal amount (up to £900) to
cover their expenses and as a retainer for the duration of the review.

This could also include ‘experts’ within Kent from either the districts,
county or the private sector once any particular notable practice has been
identified.

In addition the group envisage that there will be significant interest in the
initiative from regional and national organisations with the CLG and IDeA
already interested in marketing the model and publicising the programme
and results.

4. Methodology

Each process is examined as a separate review. A simple two phase
approach will be used for each process review.

4.1. Phase 1 - Analysis and Proposal Production

Aim
e To make a decision on the preferred delivery model and process.

Outputs

1. An agreed aim of process from customers’ perspective;

2. For the two main options of ‘enhanced as is’ and 'part shared service’ a
specification of what the process should be able to achieve in terms of:
o Performance;
o Cost per transaction;
o Productivity; and
o Comparisons with current metrics.

3. Production of ‘Ideal’ to be process maps for stand alone and part
shared delivery models;

4. Assessment of issues and findings for each authority including savings
opportunities and recommendations.

5. Cost benefit analysis of options.

6. A decision, on whether or not to proceed with a part shared approach
and on which other recommendations to implement.

7. Agreed action plan to implement the selected options.

Approach
e Workshops and interviews with staff during short but intensive review
periods;

e Review teams will work closely with a steering group comprising
service managers from each partner;
e The project will comprise the following activities:
o Definition of the process;
o Agree scope of review;
o Agree purpose of the process from the customer’s viewpoint;
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4.2.

Briefings of staff and managers who run the process;
Identify key stages of key process;

Map as is processes;

Identify and quantify ‘waste’;

Rough cut activity based costing of activities;

Best practice research, benchmarking and other research
Production of ideal to be maps;

Specification of expectations from to be process;
Specification of IT requirements;

Report on issues and options;

O O O O O O O O O O

Where relevant:

o In principle agreement to progress a part shared delivery model

o With significant support from the review team and using the
information produced, preparation of proposals by any authority
willing to host the part shared service. This will include running
and implementation costs and action plans;

o Final decision on way forward and which authority will host the
part shared service.

o Implementation planning

Phase 2 - Implementation and review

Aim
e To implement the chosen option(s) and achieve the benefits.

Approach

5.

The Core BTP team will project manage implementation to provide
continuity. They will also undertake post implementation review;
Advice and support will be provided to services for all parts of the
action plan;

Any changes requiring specific professional knowledge will be done by
the service (e.g. improved customer guidance, revised standard letters
or forms etc) but with help from the Core BTP team;

The budget includes capacity to undertake IT implementations, and HR
support to help achieve the change which will be provided through the
process;

Where an IT implementation involves only to a single authority, the
authority concerned will meet the costs itself from money set aside in
their programme budget. Where shared solutions are being developed,
these will be met from the funding pot. Estimated funding for this work
are shown below.

Regular progress reports will be provided to the programme board
indicating the actions completed whether these are by the BTP team,
IT services, service managers or others.

Savings, Investment Costs and Funding
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5.1. Delivery of phase 1: Analysis and proposal production

The investment required by each authority will be in financial
contributions or resources plus some overheads.

5.2. Estimated cost of Phase 2: Implementation and review

Each implementation will be costed on a project by project basis with an
individual business case. Where the selected model is to enhance what is
there now the cost met by each authority. Where selected model is to
part shared services costs will be met by those involved.

6. Resourcing the Delivery Team

The resources will be from existing staff within the partners with the
majority involved in the Core BTP team

6.1. The BTP Delivery Team
The delivery team would be funded from the core investment and

provide:

o Management of phases 1 and 2;
o Delivery of Phase 1; and
o Support and quality assurance of phase 2.

The Core BTP team comprises:

Head of Programme

o Overall responsibility for the programme, staffing, operational and strategic
management

Review manager(s)
e Leading a team of process mappers/ researchers

e Ensuring the methodology is applied consistently and to a high standard and
ensuring that there is continuity and learning between reviews

e To evaluate the needs of the customer, service unit and Council as a whole in
relation to specific Council processes or services.

o Directing the review according to the programme
e Liasing with the authority and the service being reviewed

o Keeping the Head of Programme and service managers up to date with progress
and issues

o Ensuring those involved in the service are kept aware of what is happening

o To map and re-engineer business processes to secure improved efficiency,
economy and effectiveness using process mapping software (Protos).
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e To consider how individual services and processes can be brought together to
maximise efficiency, economy and effectiveness

¢ Compiling all the findings together and working with the service and review team
to develop proposals for the way forward

¢ Developing and finalising the draft options, business case and recommendations
reports produced by the Process Mappers/ Researchers

e Reviewing implementation to learn lessons and evaluate results

This role is either full or half time. The role reports directly to the Programme Manager
and there is strong support from the Project Manager who will provide the project
planning, tracking and monitoring support and run the ‘project office’.

Process mappers/ researchers

e Leading workshops and discussions with staff to identify current processes,
issues and opportunities for change

¢ Analysing the costs of each part of the process
o Researching best practice elsewhere
e Applying creative problem solving approaches to produce new ideas

e Compiling the evidence and doing the initial draft of reports with
recommendations for the future

There is one full time Process Mapper/ Researcher required and a number working 25%
of their time on this. The commitment will be in blocks of days, usually involving 2-3 days
a week for 5 to 6 week periods.

Project Manager

e Compiling the initial evidence before reviews commence and using this to
produce a statement of the initial baseline position

e Producing project initiation documents and scopes and gaining agreement to
these

e Planning reviews

e Tracking review progress

e Maintaining the project documentation
e Planning and tracking implementation

e Ensuring that sound project management principles are applied consistently in all
reviews.

e Allocating and tracking resources to reviews

e Tracking progress and achievement of the objectives of each project and the
overall programme

The Project Manager(s) will work very closely to support the review managers. As this is
the role that will be involved in all the reviews it is the only one that will see the totality of
the programme as the work is being done. It is therefore central to the consistency and
quality of the programme.

Project Administrator
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e Arranging meetings and scheduling review timetables

e Secretarial support to the project, review managers, project manager and
programme manager including document production, minute taking and phone
cover.

This is a part time role.

IT advisors
IT advisors are involved at two stages, review and implementation

Review advisors will:
o work with the review team to identify what technological solutions may exist

e arrange to bring in IT specialists as required to asses the use of technology at
present and develop future options

¢ work with the programme manager to develop an IT specification to go alongside
the proposals being developed

e This is a role for a generalist with an appreciation of the technologies that are
available within the partner authorities.

IT advisors will be seconded to the programme on a part time basis.

Implementation advisors will:
e deliver the IT requirements to implement the chosen options

The exact skills and involvement for those implementing IT solutions will clearly not be
known until the way forward is known. Resources for these tasks will be assigned as
each review is progressed.

HR advisor
e Advising on HR issues that need to be addressed as part of the proposals
e Providing or coordinating any training needed at implementation stage

Is it envisaged at this stage that staff could be employed by any of the
partner organisations, as the project develops it may well be more
practicable to locate some of the core staff in a single location.

Project advisors
e 4 independent external advisors @ 3 days/ review.

7. Governance

7.1. Legalities
The work of the partnership will be undertaken under the terms of a legal

agreement. This will be in the form of a single agreement between all
three authorities for the duration of the programme, which will initially be
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for two years (September 2007 to September 2009). The legal
arrangements will need to be finalised, however, it is envisaged that
savings will start to accrue before the start of the 2008/09 financial year.
The final programme will be determined by agreement by all three
boroughs and will aim to provide a balance of potential savings for each
borough, it is not envisaged that savings achieved in one borough will be
distributed to the others.

7.2. Overall arrangements
The programme will be managed using a PRINCE2 based approach.

7.3. Member involvement

The assumption is that the majority of the decisions and overview activity
will be at day to day operational levels. However if member level
decisions are required, including where any major changes to delivery
models are proposed then these would be arranged individually by each
borough. It is also likely that Overview and Scrutiny Committees will also
request updates at key stages of the programme.

Membership and the timing of any meetings will necessarily vary
depending on the issues and key stages of the programme. The partner
representatives on the programme board (see below) will be responsible
for updating members within their authority and members will request ad
hoc meetings through these individuals.

7.4. Programme Board
There will be a main officer programme board comprising representatives

from each partner organisation. These can be selected by each partner
but are likely to be management team members. In project management
terms their role will be as the senior users. One of these representatives
will also be the programme executive and one the senior supplier (likely
to be the individual employing the majority of the project team). The
representatives will also be accountable for ensuring that any actions
required by managers/staff within their own authority are completed on
time and to standard. In addition it is proposed that a member of KIEP
would have a place on the project board, given the focus on capacity
building and sharing and developing best practice within Kent.

The board will also comprise a financial advisor and an IT advisor
(programme assurance).

The head of programme will also be a member of the Board.

The role of the board will be to:
e track progress of the overall programme;
e agree major proposals and the scope of individual projects/
reviews;
e ensure the delivery of the programme objectives; and
e be accountable for the programme budget
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The Board will meet monthly to review progress.

It is assumed that each partner will make their own arrangements for any
political involvement on a day to day basis and the management team
representatives will interface with local politicians as required. The head
of programme will provide regular updates and briefings to assist.

7.5. Project boards
Each review will have a project board. This will be made up of one of the

managers of the service involved (senior user), the review manager
(senior supplier), the head of programme (project executive) and
independent advisor (project assurance).

8. Making the partnership work

To make the partnership work the following ‘rules of the game’ will need
to be part of the shared understanding at the outset.

Authorities contributing staff to the programme will be expected to make
all reasonable attempts to ensure they are available when required. As
much notice as possible will be provided by the project manager of when
input is needed.

It may be that a service in one authority is inherently more efficient than
others. In which case there is much to learn from that authority but little
incentive for them to take part other than to validate existing practice. It
is envisaged that the programme will be designed to reflect this balance
between the various authorities and also the speed in which change can
be implemented within certain service areas. However, this is something
that will be kept under regular review. If partners feel that others are
being unreasonably slow to implement changes and therefore release the
resources for further initiatives then an assumed amount will be
requested from them, again to protect the investment of others.

A commitment to an initial two year programme is required by each
partner to ensure that others do not bare the risk of their investment in
staff and training being lost.

Further partners may be able to join later but it is unlikely that once the
programme is underway that significant changes will be possible in the
first two years. Hence the assumption is that the further partners will not
be joining. Any agreement to add further partners will need the
unanimous agreement of all existing partners and a contribution to any
set up costs to date will be needed.

The programme is a genuinely shared approach with a joint steering
board, joint resources and input drawn from all partners and no
presumption of leadership from any partner.
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9. Next Steps and Conclusion

Initial discussions have taken place over the potential content of the
programme for the first year.

It is likely that the final selection will also be influenced by the analysis of
the Value for Money book and the figures provided for each of the
authorities. However, the boroughs were also keen to ensure that the mix
of services should also include potential areas where there may also be
efficiencies that are applicable for the county operation as well as that for
the districts.

9.1. Next Steps

A priority list of service areas will be agreed and individual lead officers
selected to enable the work to commence in the autumn with the first
phase of potential savings identified early in 2008.

Identification and selection of the staff involved commences from August
07 and completes by mid October

The review methodology and manual will be complete by early October
Training commences from November

The first review starts in early November

9.2. Conclusion

The project offers an opportunity to take a significant step forward in
collaborative working within Kent, which will deliver outcomes on the
ground. All the boroughs support the principle of this bottom up approach
to service improvement which may or may not lead to part shared service
delivery in the future. What will be delivered is improved value for money
and a range of process maps and approaches that should be applicable in
other settings.

This will be part of a package of initiatives, some of which are already
being undertaken in Kent to identify ways of improving services and
efficiency as part of the Kent Commitment.

Achieving six to ten per cent efficiency within the service areas will be a
challenge but the principles are already proven albeit in a single borough
setting. Bringing a range of cultures together and boroughs who are rated
at differing levels by the Audit Commission will provide an opportunity to
develop new approaches and improve service delivery to residents.
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Appendix A - Signed agreement from all partners

Dominic McDonald-Wallace
Capacity Building Manager
Kent Development Partnership
Military Road

Canterbury

Kent

CT1 1YW

Date 17 July 2007
My Ref: DE/CK

Dear Dominic
Re: Business Transformation Project

In advance of the presentation and paper to your Board on the 19" July we
felt it would be helpful to set out our joint position on the proposed
programme.

As you are aware officers from Ashford, Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells have
been discussing a joint approach to business transformation over the past
few months. This has also involved KIEP in the development of the outline
programme for 2007/08 and the business case. Recently, Canterbury Council
has also asked to join the programme which, in our view, would create the
optimum size for this type of partnership project without being too unwieldy
to make progress.

Business transformation work in Maidstone in 2006/07 has already delivered
savings of between 6% and 10% in each service and by working collectively
the group is confident that overall savings of 10% should be delivered.

All the boroughs have now agreed in principle to progress the business case
with the programme to commence in September 2007. The project will be
overseen by a joint project board involving lead Directors from each of the
authorities.

The provisional programme of work includes:-

e Transactional services, including regulatory functions, development
control, building control and enforcement; plus

e Support services, including accountancy and finance, HR and internal
audit.

This programme will be finalised once the price book exercise has been
concluded and the joint project board has met to agree the priorities.
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If you require any further details on the project please contact any of us and
we look forward to working with the KIEP over the next year.

Yours sincerely

William Benson, Director of Change and Business Support Tunbridge Wells
Borough Council

David Edwards Director of Change and Support Services, Maidstone
Borough Council

Paul Naylor Deputy Chief Executive Ashford Borough Council

ot e
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