Appendix 2
The First Bold Step

Report on the informal consultation process

Informal Consultation process

1.

The leaflet ‘The first bold step — proposals for consultation with staff on a
new KCC’ was published on KNet on Wednesday 9 September following
agreement by private cabinet and the Conservative Group to this. Hard

copies were sent to home addresses for all staff without access to KNet.

This was an informal consultation, not done to meet an obligation under
employment law, and with no mandated timescale. Three weeks were
allowed to the submission of responses from staff.

All staff were invited to respond with their views. Responses could be
made electronically or in hard copy. Consultation closed on Friday 1
October at which point:

° 4,000 copies had been distributed
° 7878 copies were accessed or downloaded from KNet

° 319 responses had been received: 41 in hard copy and 278
online

o 170 staff members have requested to be involved in further
activity to transform KCC.

Responses could be made anonymously and with the implication that
staff could speak openly, freely and without recrimination. All responses
have been read by Katherine Kerswell who has responded personally to
every respondent who opted to include their e-mail address.

Comments were predominantly positive and supportive, though some
questioned the value of consultation. Most welcomed the proposals for
change and overwhelmingly recognised the need for change now. Many
advocated a reduction in the cost and number of senior managers, or
were fearful that the cost savings would fall disproportionately on front-
line staff and service delivery. A large number of comments were
specific to their service and directorate, often focussing on
improvements to process and cost savings.

Comments were wide ranging. A summary of the responses is provided
below from paragraph 10 onwards.
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7. In addition to seeking responses by email and hard copy, feedback was
sought from senior staff though meetings with Katherine Kerswell. In all,
242 senior staff were invited to, and 219 attended, 1 of 8 meetings
between 9 September and 30 September at which Katherine presented
and sought feedback on whether we should change the organisational
framework in order to be able to respond to the very different policy and
financial context facing us and our own plans under Bold Steps for Kent.
Meetings were all held at Sessions House and each meeting included a
question and answer session. There was a balanced mixture of all
directorates at every meeting.

8.  As part of each 90 minute meeting, feedback was sought from staff on:
8.1. likes and dislikes — “how | feel about KCC”.
8.2. their view of current KCC values in practice

8.3. ‘horizon scanning’ - what risks did they see that would need to
recognised and managed as we transform the organisation.

9. Feedback was by individual rather than by groups, unprompted in that
individuals could comment on any aspect of KCC, not prioritised or
ranked or given a position in a range, and not moderated or challenged.
The feedback provides a simple unedited snapshot of managers’
opinions of KCC and by implication of themselves. A summary of the
feedback is below. It was very evident after the first two meetings that
feedback from managers in each meeting was broadly the same in what
it praised KCC for and what it criticised KCC for.

Summary of the responses from the Informal Consultation

10. The responses received to “The First Bold Step”, whether at meetings
with managers or as written responses, are summarised below.
Appropriate direct quotes are included in italics.

11. The following general themes were evident:

11.1. There is appetite for change: we are realistic about the financial
situation, and we accept the need to change and do it now. No one
denied the financial situation or proposed delaying change.

11.2. The engagement of staff in the process of change is seen as wholly
positive and we want more not less communication. A very few
individuals thought information was being withheld and that there
were fake consultations when decisions are pre-made.

11.3.KCC is seen as a good employer. There were a small number of
negative comments, but the majority view was that we: value staff,
value staff contribution; train staff, are a fair employer;, a good
employer; and have good pay and pensions, we are inclusive.
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11.4.We like our colleagues. We are fair, kind, polite, fun, have respect
for each other and are caring. We are principled, honest, show
courage, are dedicated, committed and hard-working and we are a
loyal workforce.

11.5.We are critical of our management style.

12. Our strategy was accepted. Staff showed their approval of the strategy
through their endorsement of support for vulnerable people, support for
the local economy and a desire, if not always followed through, to put the
customer first. There were the following challenges to the strategy:

o in addition to tackling disadvantage we should continue to
provide high quality services for the rest of the population

o we should not lose sight of children and young people’s
services as a priority

o our commitment to grow the economy should not be at the
expense of the environment.

13. Our structure was accepted.

13.1.No one disagreed with a flat structure and no alternative types of
structure were proposed. There were only three comments on
structure and they proposed:

° three directorates: one for each of the three ambitions of our
strategy

. KASS and Children’s Services to combine
o the federated system be retained.

13.2. There was a very strong dislike of silos. Among managers 15.2%
(i.e. 33) explicitly cited silos as something they disliked about the
way KCC worked: it is sometime easier to work with partners than
with other parts of KCC, silo mentality between directorates, silos
within directorates; deliberately duplicate to self-protect, protect
budgets rather than deal with problems. There were 2 comments
that thought we worked well across directorates. In comparison
there were over 50 comments to the contrary on silos, duplication
and failure to share information

14. Our systems

14.1. While some thought we manage well, others were critical of the
way we manage and are managed — and that criticism came from
managers. We micromanage, we overmanage; we have top
heavy oppressive management; we are obsessed with protocols
and process and tick boxes. We talk big about empowering
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managers but it does not happen; we have a treacle layer which

can be insular and resistant.

There is favouritism, ego and he/she

who shouts loudest gets heard. We are not decisive.

14.2. Gateways were welcomed.

There were reservations about their

implementation and whether staff will be adequately trained to deal

with service issues.

15.

Our shared values. No one thought we had a set of shared values,

although some were confident they had a set of shared values within
their directorate. No proposals were made for shared values.

16.

Our style drew the largest response. There was broad agreement with

the styles, but considerable disagreement over the extent to which we
currently exhibit those styles. Below is a diagrammatic representation of

where the responses fell:

Continuous
improvement

| agree with the style

Customer first
Continuous

improvement

One
voice
Cabinet
CMT
we don’t do this \\J
or we do it poorly

| disagree with the style

16.1.We put the customer first

Staff accepted this without exception as a style we should

have for external customers, and showed a massive
commitment to public service. But staff were largely silent on
how we should treat internal customers.

Many thought that we

already put the customer first, but a

substantial number thought we spoke of putting the customer
first but in practice did otherwise. Specific comments were:
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we are controlling; we pretend to consult; we don’t really want
to know what the public thinks.

16.2.We communicate as one voice as one unified organisation

Staff largely accepted this as a goal. They want us to speak
out for Kent as a whole and communicate clearly and more
often. Some comments show discomfort over ‘one voice’ as it
stifles debate and is Orwellian. One respondent thought we
should retain separate cultures and styles.

We are not a unified organisation as evidenced by the
comments objecting to silos and duplication throughout the
organisation. Autonomy and the flexibility to make local
decisions found favour with a few respondents.

16.3. Cabinet and CMT work as a joint team with clear roles

A small number thought the administration is clear about what
it wants and liked the experienced leadership at MD level.

But the substantial majority of comments were negative. No
Joint working with the senior leadership team; CMT in-fighting
and ‘them and us’ between the centre and the directorates;
too many plans and directives with mixed messages;
business planning is meaningless and non-responsive; and
we challenge Government on regulation but we still over-
regulate and monitor internally. 1t must be noted that all of
these quotes came from managers.

16.4. Everyone is hungry for continuous improvement
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Staff accepted this style without exception, but have polarised
views on our current performance

Many staff said we already practiced this style: we are
innovative, creative, willing to change, forward thinking and
willing to take risks and try new things.

A greater number disagreed. Many thought we failed to
innovate, others said we are big on rhetoric of creative and
challenging thinking but the reality is we are risk averse; we
are resistant to change; it has to be like that because that’s
how we have done is for years; governance restricts
innovation; we don’t deliver but strategise well; we fail to act
on what we hear, we know best and fail to learn from the past;
and we are sometimes dazzled by our own brilliance.
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16.5. Our relationship with partners should be based on trust

o Staff accepted this style without exception, but we do not
practice it. A few thought we work well with partners but most
spoke of a poor relationship: we preach at prospective
partners; we are autocratic with partners, we are dismissive of
partners and districts, we think we know best and we are
arrogant.

17. Our skills. The general view was that we value staff training and staff
appreciate that, but otherwise this style generated little comment.

J Hawkins

1.68 Sessions House
ext 8103

mobile 077 99 88 4149
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