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Attachment 1 — Survey Results — Coffs Harbour City Council (NSW)

Council Name: Coffs Harbour City Council
Date: 6 February 2012

Service Review Background

What were the primary drivers behind the decision to undertake a review of services? e.g. financial sustainability, continuous
improvement, asset planning, business excellence, etc.

Financial sustainability, continuous improvement, consideration of alternative delivery mechanisms / structure

Please briefly describe the terms of reference or scope of the service review. e.g. council-wide, selected services, selected
processes, etc.

All services both internal and external

When was your most recent review project undertaken, and how long did the project take?

August — December 2011

Management & Resourcing

How were the reviews managed and resourced? e.g. internal steering group, review coordinator, staff teams, consultants,
external facilitator.

O  Project manager appointed (internal, Director level)
Cross-functional steering group formed
O  External facilitator for assistance with training only

O

If you used internal resources for your review, how were review teams structured? What was their membership profile?

O Each service owner was responsible for preparing information on the service (in consultation with their staff).

O They reported to a review panel chaired by a Director (not the Director responsible for the service) and two manager
level staff.

O The project manager also sat in on all review panel sessions to ensure consistency and pick up issues crossing
boundaries of services.

O Basically, all managers reviewed their own service and almost all sat on at least one review panel.

Service Review Process

Was a defined process used for conducting the reviews? Please provide an outline of the process.

Yes.

1. Service owners define the Service in terms of the ‘3Rs’: Reason, Resources and Results (the reason for the service, the
resources — financial, human, systems — to deliver it, and the results gained).

2. Review Panel at ‘gate 1’ challenges the definitions and identifies opportunities for improvement (OFIs) and levels of
service options (LOS) to be worked up for ‘gate 2'.

3. Service owners work up OFls and LOSs. LOSs define the ‘3Rs’ for various service levels e.g. less $ / basic service, more $ /
better service, etc.

4. Review Panel at ‘gate 2’ reviews OFls / LOSs for adequacy, rating these in terms of overall priority based on a matrix of
benefits realised against the difficulty of implementation.

5.  List of potential OFls and LOSs considered by Council’s Executive for consideration.

6. Community Survey of the 26 external services (currently underway) seeking input on the importance and satisfaction with
them.

How was the process established? e.g. proprietary system, developed in-house.

After visiting Parramatta City Council, who were very helpful, we developed ours in-house.

Was the process based on an existing business improvement methodology? e.g. Lean Six Sigma, PDSA, etc.

No — new ‘triperspectival’ approach based on the ‘3Rs’ of reason, resources and results.

32

a s



Service Delivery Reviews in Australian Local Government

Are the service reviews part of an ongoing continuous improvement program? If so, please describe.

The OFIs from the gate 2 reviews will feed into an ongoing continuous improvement program that will identify, prioritise and

monitor implementation of improvements in an ongoing way.

Service Identification & Prioritisation

How were the council’s services identified for review and categorised? Please provide details of services.

External Services
Customer Service

Water

Sewer

Roads and bridges

Parks and facilities
Stormwater

Footpaths and cycleways
Flooding and coastal management
Property

Cleaning (city image)
Waste management

Land use planning
Development assessment
Compliance
Environmental management
Health

Emergency management
Economic development
Community services
Sport

Tourism

Lifeguards

Arts and culture

Library

Event management
Community engagement

Internal services®

Corporate planning
Governance

‘Digital e-leadership’

Finance

Corporate Information Services
Human Resources
Procurement

Media

Plant and fleet management
Design

Strategic asset planning
Infrastructure program mgt.
Caravan parks

Airport

Environmental laboratory
Telemetry (and optic fibre)
Civil contracting

*including business units
operated on a commercial basis

How were the services prioritised or ranked for review? What criteria were used?

External services —community survey based on importance and satisfaction (1-5 ranking)
OFIs and LOSs for both internal and external services were given a priority ranking using a risk type matrix plotting the difficultly to

implement versus benefits gained.

Stakeholder Engagement

How were internal stakeholders / staff involved in the reviews?

At manager level: part of the process. Lower down: through consultation with manager and also via ‘Executive Chats’

(presentations on the process to all staff by Council’s executive)

Was there community consultation during the reviews? How was this conducted?

No — outcome after complete to inform next steps.

What segments of the community were consulted? e.g. people with a particular interest in a service, existing community and

user groups.

We are currently undertaking a random sample of 500

How were community needs incorporated in the reviews?

Staff were to highlight potential measures/indicators as part of process
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Was the community involved in setting new service levels? If so, please describe.

Will be

Was the elected council involved in the decision to undertake a review? If so, describe how they were engaged (e.g. briefing,
report, etc.) and the level of input that they provided.

Yes- report to council

Was the elected council kept informed of the progress of the review? If so, at what stages of the project?

Only informally, report to Council after gate 2 and before survey commenced

Was the elected council required to make any critical decisions regarding the adoption of the review outcomes (e.g. allocation
of resources, variation to service delivery, etc.)? If so, please describe.

Will do, after the survey a recommended service mix will be provided as input to new LTFP

Information Gathering & Benchmarking

What types of information and data were collected for each review? e.g. statutory requirements, current outputs, current levels
of service, potential modes of service delivery.

All done under 3Rs:

Define reasons — e.g. statutory, community desires, risks...

Resources - $, people, systems

Results — actual performance

Were any service areas benchmarked against external organisations or providers? If so, please describe.

Opportunities to do so were identified, but not part of review scope — this will happen down the track

Levels of Service

Were service levels reviewed? If so, please describe.

Yes. Key part of process was to firstly define current (i.e. what is the adopted LOS, what is being delivered) but then to formulate
three options low/medium/high for LOS. These were recommended by service owner for gate 1, set by review panel at gate 1 for
working up and presentation for gate 2, at which they were reviewed / challenged by the review panel.

Were there changes made to service levels as a result of reviews? If so, please describe.

Not at this stage

Modes of Service Delivery

Were alternative models of service delivery explored? See examples below

Yes — span of control, governance, contracting out, etc.

Was service sharing with other councils considered? Please provide details

yes

Were strategic relationships formed with other government or non-profit bodies? If so, please provide details.

Not at this stage

Were joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise considered? If so, please provide details.

yes

Was consideration given to community-run services or enterprises? If so, please provide details.

Yes e.g. parks maintenance by locals
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Was consideration given to outsourcing services to external providers? If so, please provide details.

Yes — considered for all services

Were any new business or commercial enterprises to generate additional revenue identified? If so, please provide details.

A couple, to be further explored before implementation

Implementation and Outcomes

Please describe the level of implementation of review recommendations.

At this stage minimal, currently formulating an ongoing framework for continuous improvement to roll out / do ongoing reviews

Please describe the most significant outcomes from the review process. e.g. cost savings, efficiency gains, revenue generation,
changes in service levels, introduction of new services, discontinuation of services, new modes of service delivery, etc.

Better awareness by staff of what they do — will feed in to business plans for each service

Better understanding across council of what others do

Clearer focus on problem areas / priorities

OFIs now available to consider for implementation

Arguably the biggest: we now have a consistent framework (3Rs) covering all services of Council with which to inform
future decisions around LTFP, etc.

OO O O

What has been the overall financial benefit from the service reviews (if any)?

Yet to be determined.

What have been the main benefits of undertaking service reviews? e.g. staff culture improvement, efficiency, rationalisation of
services and service levels, financial sustainability, etc

See above

What were the lessons learnt? Would you do things differently in your next review project?

More time to do it!
| think there was a greater expectation of cost savings / efficiency gains to be had, where the review process demonstrated that
Council is run fairly lean, and the next step is to stop doing all the things we’re doing.

How would you describe the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the approach you undertook in your review project?

Happy with how it went.

Are you aware of any other councils that have conducted service reviews? If so, please list.

Parramatta, Kempsey, Great Lakes

Do you have any other comments or observations regarding your service review project?

The industry really needs a logical, consistent process for service reviews. Would be very interested in contributing to this process
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Attachment 2 — Survey Results — Lake Macquarie City Council (NSW)

Council Name: Lake Macquarie City Council
Date: 12/3/2012

Service Review Background

What were the primary drivers behind the decision to undertake a review of services? e.g. financial sustainability, continuous
improvement, asset planning, business excellence, etc.

Based on work carried out on LMCC’s 10 Year Community Plan and 2008/09 Budget, indications were that Council’s long-term
financial sustainability was under threat. Without changes in services, increases in revenue and changes to the Council’s operations,
the organisation faced the prospect of unmanageable deficits running into the millions of dollars in the future.

In past years, Council’s overall financial health has been relatively sound; however, it was becoming increasingly more difficult to
respond to the financial pressures placed on the organisation. There were in particular, concerns regarding constraints and decisions
of other levels of government that effect the long-term sustainability of Council These include rate pegging, operational revenue
constraints, and cost shifting. Investigations of Council’s estimated operational revenue for the 2008/09 budget year revealed that
approximately 80 per cent is controlled externally. This over-regulation by other levels of government has significantly constrained
Council’s ability to cope with large increases in costs, particularly infrastructure construction and maintenance costs.

During the preparation of the 10 Year Community Plan, some preliminary work was undertaken in identifying and analysing the
services provided by Council. The Corporate Management Team also undertook a number of workshops to identify where savings
could be made and revenue increased to achieve a balanced budget for the 2008/09 financial year. Although this was a worthwhile
exercise, much more work is required and many hard decisions were needed to bring the organisation into a sustainable position in
the long term.

Please briefly describe the terms of reference or scope of the service review. e.g. council-wide, selected services, selected
processes, etc.

The service review included all Council Services (council-wide) both statutory and non statutory. The process is outlined in the
‘defined process’ below.

Council’s objective was to find the right mix of services and funding arrangements that would support long-term financial
sustainability.

In more specific terms, this included:

1. Identifying levels and standards of services that best meet the needs and expectations of the community;
2. Stepping away from traditional thinking and exploring new opportunities to increase revenue, and
1. Linking in with other organisations to share the responsibility of providing community services

When was your most recent review project undertaken, and how long did the project take?

From October 2008 to April 2011, Council undertook an extensive review of Council operations to ensure the organisation continues
to provide cost-effective services for the Lake Macquarie community. In total 65 services were reviewed and substantial progress
made on other related organisational improvement activities. These included cost saving measures, collaborative partnerships with
other councils and organisations, and new revenue-raising ventures.

Management & Resourcing

How were the reviews managed and resourced ? e.g. internal steering group, review coordinator, staff teams, consultants,
external facilitator.

The review project was managed by an internal Project Group consisting of 3 fulltime staff (2008 -2010). During the life of the project,
over 180 staff have voluntarily participated in staff project groups, with many other staff assisting the groups as ‘subject experts’ and
‘key stakeholders’. This has enabled staff to ‘step out’ of their normal work environment and learn more about other areas of the
organisation. It has also opened up opportunities for staff to develop professionally, and gain team building and leadership skills.

If you used internal resources for your review, how were review teams structured? What was their membership profile?
The council established a comprehensive team based structure to manage the service review program as described below.

Steering Group: comprising the Executive management team, the Steering Group provided overall leadership and direction for the
project. The Steering Group approved priorities and schedules, provided strategic input into service reviews, and endorsed the final
reports and recommendations.
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Project Group: was responsible for the day-to-day management and administration of the project. This included establishing service
review teams to undertake service reviews, developing process documents, researching reference material, providing guidance and
support for groups, and tracking progress.

Corporate Management Team: Council’s Corporate Management Team comprised the senior managers in the organisation, and was
responsible for providing strategic input and direction.

Reference Panel: An external Reference Panel was established to provide independent, professional input and advice to Council staff.
The role of the panel included participating in the development of the review process, assisting with generating new ideas and
innovative solutions, reviewing the work undertaken by staff, and challenging the thinking and views of staff.

This panel of three had extensive local government knowledge and experience, and were acknowledged at the national and
international levels. The panel helped to control the overall cost while ensuring a reasonable balance of internal and external input.

Core Groups: were set up to oversee and undertake key functions that were fundamental to the project:

Workforce Engagement

The Workforce Engagement group was responsible for managing internal communication and consultation. The group developed a
workforce engagement strategy and a communications plan. Other tasks included arranging staff and councillor information sessions,
preparing articles for staff newsletters, setting up a staff feedback system, arranging brainstorming sessions, and attending team
meetings to provide updates.

Financial Management

This group was responsible for ensuring coordination between the organisation’s financial management functions and the review
project. As the review progressed, recommendations regarding services were referred to the group for validation and feeding into a
10-year financial model.

Asset Management

The Asset Management group ensured coordination between asset management systems and the review. It was responsible for
determining future expenditure requirements to bring Council’s infrastructure assets to a satisfactory condition and to maintain them
at that level.

Management Systems

This group ensured coordination between the organisation’s management system functions and the review project. In particular, the
group used the results of a recent review of the Integrated Management System to ensure that the organisation’s processes were
outcome driven and red tape was minimised.

A Service Review Team was formed for each service review. The teams were responsible for various activities including engaging with
stakeholders, gathering information, benchmarking, exploring and analysing options, and preparing recommendations. The teams
also investigated ideas and issues as they arise during the reviews. Most staff participating in the process also fulfilled their normal
roles in the organisation, thereby minimising the overall cost of the project.
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Was a defined process used for conducting the reviews? Please provide an outline of the process.

The key steps in the process are provided below.

[

Identify & categorise service

Prioritise service for review
Establish work group

Establish service review template
Hold icebreaker meeting

Gather service information
Identify & analyse options
0. Identify implications for each option

B ©®N® o ®N

Identify community engagement requirements

Establish community focus group - if relevant

38




Service Delivery Reviews in Australian Local Government

11. Prepare recommendations

12. Prepare summary

13. Review service review documents

14. Check service review documents

15. Hold closeout meeting

16. Record comments from director(s) and manager(s)
17. Refer to steering group for input

18. Refer to community advisory group

19. Arrange final approvals & follow-up actions

20. Communicate final decisions

How was the process established? e.g. proprietary system, developed in-house.

The process was developed in-house based on national and international research.

Was the process based on an existing business improvement methodology? e.g. Lean Six Sigma, PDSA, etc.

The process was designed to complement existing improvement methodology such as Lean Six Sigma and Business Excellence.

Are the service reviews part of an ongoing continuous improvement program? If so, please describe.

The service review was the catalyst for a continuous improvement program being introduced at LMCC.

Service Identification & Prioritisation

How were the council’s services identified for review and categorised? Please provide details of services.

All existing Council services were identified in consultation with department managers and inserted into a Services Register. For
simplicity, the register generally included those services that provided outputs to customers outside the ‘owner’ department i.e. they
did not include those that only provided outputs to another section within the same department.

As services were reviewed there was a need to make changes in the Services Register. Some were broken down into more services
whiles others were combined.

How were the services prioritised or ranked for review? What criteria were used?

A priority rating was given to all services within each PAG and inserted in the Service Register:

O Priority 1 —review these services first
O Priority 2 — review these services next

O Priority 3 — review these services last

The following criteria was considered when identifying the higher priority services for review:

o

High total cost of service

High net cost of service (after income is subtracted)

Potential for review to generate significant cost savings

Potential for review to generate significant additional revenue

Potential to reduce service level without generating significant community dissatisfaction
Potential for review to improve environmental outcomes

Potential for review to improve social outcomes

Potential for review to improve efficiencies

Declining level of external funding

Current duplication of services or activities

Non- mandatory or non-essential service

Alternative methods of service delivery are available

Related items in the Ideas & Suggestions Register that have a high potential to generate significant savings and/or income

Anticipated level of community engagement required, e.g. if there are a large number of external stakeholders or there is
potential for significant community dissatisfaction, the service may be given a higher priority as you will need longer to
review.

[e Nl e NileNifo Jie Mo NN o Mo NloNEoNNeo NloN

In assessing the above criteria, in particular item e), consideration was given to previous community feedback, to gauge the likely
reaction to cutting or reducing services. This included community surveys, the 10-year community plan, and feedback received from
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the community advisory group. Services with a combined rating of low importance and high satisfaction were more likely to be
supported by the community for service reduction, compared to other services, and were given a higher priority for review.

Stakeholder Engagement

How were internal stakeholders / staff involved in the reviews?

Over 180 staff voluntarily participated in the service review project, including involvement in project groups, work groups, subject
experts and key stakeholders.

Was there community consultation during the reviews? How was this conducted?

Community engagement was integral to the entire process and vital for ensuring that community needs were incorporated into the
review of individual services. This engagement did not replace, but rather complemented, Council’s other existing forms of
consultation with the local community.

A Community Advisory Group (CAG) and Focus Groups were utilised during the Service Review project. The CAG includes a cross-
section of the population for broader consultation purposes. They have provided input to over 25 external services and will continue
to participate in strategic workshops.

Focus Groups were established to engage with the stakeholders of particular services. These groups assisted with information and
examination of various options in relation to each service reviewed.

a s

What segments of the community were consulted? e.g. people with a particular interest in a service, existing community and user
groups.

Please refer ‘Focus Groups’ in the above question.

How were community needs incorporated in the reviews?

As mentioned, community focus groups were established as necessary to represent user groups and stakeholders who had an interest
in a specific service or group of services. They assisted staff by providing information and examining various options in relation to the
services.

Work groups were responsible for setting up and running the focus groups, with the assistance of their assigned Community
Engagement Group member.

Some initial steps involved in establishing focus groups were as follows:

O Identify the external stakeholders that would need to be represented on a focus group for the review. Consider existing
community committees, interest groups and user groups that are relevant to the service. Focus groups should include, but
not be limited to these.

O  Determine the focus group’s role.

O Consult with relevant staff on the proposal to establish a focus group. This is to include staff who are on existing
committees related to the service.

O Consider incentives for engagement (if appropriate). Make incentives appropriate to the level of involvement and
engagement. Approval for incentives is to be sought from the Project Group.

O  Contact proposed focus group members and invite them to attend a meeting/information session.
O Finalise focus group membership and ongoing engagement arrangements.

Was the community involved in setting new service levels? If so, please describe.

The Community feedback was considered by work groups and the Executive, when determining an option and or recommendation.

Once a recommendation was endorsed (involving a reduction in the level of service), it would go to elected Council and would
generally require a period of public exhibition. Examples include: Community Facility Strategy, Toilet Strategy.

Was the elected council involved in the decision to undertake a review? If so, describe how they were engaged (e.g. briefing,
report, etc.) and the level of input that they provided.

Although the elected Council was not involved in the decision to undertake individual reviews, they did endorse the process prior to
the commencement of the service review. A workshop was held for the elected members, to help identify key opportunities for a
number of key services. Councillors were encouraged to think ‘outside the square’ and consider alternative options. The workshops
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outcome provided the service review work groups and indication on what the elected members would support in terms of reduced
service levels.

Councillors were also regularly briefed, along with two update reports.

Was the elected council kept informed of the progress of the review? If so, at what stages of the project?

Yes, the elected Council was briefed prior to and during the review process, including two reports submitted to the full Council.
Councillors were also invited to attend Community Advisory Group workshops (albeit as observers).

Was the elected council required to make any critical decisions regarding the adoption of the review outcomes (e.g. allocation of
resources, variation to service delivery, etc.)? If so, please describe.

Yes, the endorsement of Council’s Community Facilities Strategy and Toilet Strategy are two examples where a reduction in service
levels was supported.

Information Gathering & Benchmarking

What types of information and data were collected for each review? e.g. statutory requirements, current outputs, current levels of
service, potential modes of service delivery.

The following information was collected for each service as appropriate (in consultation with staff and community focus groups). The

collection of information was limited so that it did not become too onerous or an unnecessary burden for staff. The main purpose of

the information was to enable informed consideration of options and recommendations. Where it was considered that the collection
of certain information was not warranted for a particular service, then a comment was made to that effect.

Work groups were also asked to avoid overanalysing and trying to resolve every issue related to the service. Time and effort was
focused on areas with greatest potential for savings or increase in revenue. The less important issues were recorded for further
investigation as ‘continuous improvement’ items.

Early in the information gathering stage, relevant managers and directors were consulted to identify any key issues or opportunities
to explore. These included issues discussed at previous Corporate MT budget and planning workshops, and any proposals that were
already being considered or underway.

Service relationships
Minimum requirements
Outputs

Outcomes

Current levels of service
Satisfaction with service
Service utilisation

History of service

Existing constraints
Current proposals for changing the service
Corporate plans

Policies & procedures
Expenditure and income
Funding sources
Employees and contractors
Resource usage

Council’s role

Core service

Staff ideas & suggestions
Best Practice

(o o e Yo NeNeNe Yo Ne N Yoo Neo Yo Yo Yo Yo No Yo No

Were any service areas benchmarked against external organisations or providers? If so, please describe.

Yes, benchmarking with other organisations and best practice in local government was explored. E.g. What is happening Australia-
wide and overseas in relation to the service?

Levels of Service

Were service levels reviewed? If so, please describe.

Yes, current levels of service were explored. E.g. What are the levels of service provided in the outputs, in terms of quantity, quality,
timeliness, reliability, responsiveness, accessibility, etc. How long does it take to deliver the output and how long do people wait?
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Were there changes made to service levels as a result of reviews? If so, please describe.

Yes, changes were made to levels of service as a result of the service review. In some cases, services were cut completely (Road Safety
Officer), while others included a reduction in the number of facilities, in return for better quality facilities.

Modes of Service Delivery

Were alternative models of service delivery explored? See examples below

Various options for modifying each service were explored. Effort was focused on key opportunities that had the potential to generate
significant savings or revenue. Issues identified that have a relatively low potential for savings or revenue generation were recorded
for further investigation as ‘continuous improvement’ items.

As the service review was aimed at providing a mix of services that best meet the needs of the community in a financially sustainable
way, it was appropriate to explore increases in service levels or the creation of new services during the process. However, where
possible these options were required to improve Council’s financial position. E.g. a new cost effective service may fill a gap created
by withdrawing from other less effective services.

Examples of options that were considered include:

Withdraw from providing all or part of the service.

Change outputs and levels of service

Change Council’s role (i.e. extent and method of involvement) in relation to service.

Consider community run enterprises where profits are ploughed back into the community or reinvested in the business.
Consider sharing services and resources with other councils.

Develop strategic relationships or joint ventures with other government or non-profit bodies.

Consider opportunities for shifting costs of services to other levels of government, for example charging government
agencies for services provided by Council.

Use ‘arms length entities’ to manage the service e.g. corporatising parts of Council’s operations, or boards for managing
community facilities.

Enter into joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise.

Explore new entrepreneurial venture or other initiatives to increase revenue.

Outsource service or activities to external providers.

Add or modify user charges.

Explore ways to increase usage of services to increase income from user charges.

Explore methods to reduce resource usage.

Review regulatory controls and lobby for legislative change to improve efficiency, maximise productivity, and increase
revenue.

Explore ways to optimise staff productivity and outputs for the service,

O Examine and modify organisation structure and staff positions where appropriate.

a s
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Was service sharing with other councils considered? Please provide details

Yes, sharing services and resources with other councils was considered. This included increased use of Hunter Councils for regional
approach to service delivery and sharing of resources. It also considered sharing services and resources with the Councils Online
partners.

As a guide, services meeting one or more of the following criteria was used when determining if service sharing would be suitable:

O Require high degree of expertise

Largely self-contained

Can realise economies of scale

Non-strategic, low risk, rule-based services

High volume transaction processing

Services requiring access to the latest technology

OO OO O

Were strategic relationships formed with other government or non-profit bodies? If so, please provide details.

Strategic relationships and or joint ventures with other government or non-profit bodies were investigated. This included
collaborating with other facility owners to increase access and use of their sites, e.g. schools, TAFE, churches.

Were joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise considered? If so, please provide details.

Yes, joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise were considered. In many cases, the effect of new Regulations on Public
Private Partnerships (PPP’s) made this process difficult.
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Was consideration given to community-run services or enterprises? If so, please provide details.

Yes, community run enterprises where profits are put back into the community or reinvested in the business were investigated. It
was recognised that there are high levels of commercial skills within the community that could be utilised to add value to Council
activities. Community banking is one example currently being investigated.

Was consideration given to outsourcing services to external providers? If so, please provide details.

Yes, outsourcing services or activities to external providers was considered. Each review considered if other providers could deliver
the required level and standard of service at lower cost? Work groups were asked to consider Council’s social responsibilities as a
major employer when looking at this option. They were asked to consider the pros and cons of contracting out e.g. reduced costs vs
loss of control. They were asked to consider full costs when comparing with contractors e.g. true cost of capital for assets such as
plant and equipment. This included the opportunity costs of the assets, i.e. the return that could have been earned if Council did not
own the assets.

As a guide, services meeting the following criteria were deemed suitable for outsourcing:

O High supplier availability — large number of potential contractors with the required experience, skills and equipment
O Low task complexity — complex tasks may be difficult to monitor and measure

O High economies of scale — products that are mass-produced and highly standardised

O  Specialised technology — involving high capital, maintenance and operating costs

Were any new businesses or commercial enterprises to generate additional revenue identified? If so, please provide details.

As a direct consequence of the Service Review, Lakemac Enterprises (LME) was established as a business support framework to
generate additional income for LMCC. This is being achieved by using existing resources and capacity within Council during normal
workload fluctuations and outsourcing services to other local councils, government agencies, and business entities. LME is also
investigating shared service opportunities and partnering arrangements, such as Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs), community and
commercial ‘arms-length’ entities, and the like.

Implementation and Outcomes

Please describe the level of implementation of review recommendations.

In total, 65 services were reviewed, with approximately 360 recommendations stemming from these reviews. A significant number of
other staff ideas on business opportunities were also considered.

Outcomes have been included in department operational business plans, primarily relating to efficiency gains and improvements to
internal operations. Although minor by themselves, the cumulative effect will result in significant benefits to the organisation, and
ensure value for money in delivering services for the community.

Please describe the most significant outcomes from the review process. e.g. cost savings, efficiency gains, revenue generation,
changes in service levels, introduction of new services, discontinuation of services, new modes of service delivery, etc.

To date, approximately $4 million in savings and improvements across the organisation has been identified. While many of these
initiatives are complete, there are still a number of actions in progress. Outcomes assigned to department operational business plans
will also provide further savings for Council in the future. Examples of savings and efficiencies identified to date include:

Savings in Purchasing area ($2,400,000)

Efficiencies in Small Plant Hire ($400,000)

Fuel savings ($60,000)

Workshop efficiencies ($23,000)

Increased income within Sewage Management ($50,000)

Savings through a reduction in staff ($170,000)

Reduction in structural maintenance costs for Community Facilities ($167,000 per year over 10 years)
Increased income within Cemeteries ($50,000)

Saving in landfill airspace consumption ($780,000)

OO0 ONON OO O O

Income generation has been an important aspect of the Service Review process, and will ultimately provide an additional source of
revenue for Council. Property Management and Business Activities are two such opportunities that have been identified.

What has been the overall financial benefit from the service reviews (if any)?

The total benefit to the community as a result of the Service Review project is estimated to be between $10 to 14 million. Although
the exact figure is dependent upon further implementation, the Service Review has developed initiatives to realise these efficiencies,
savings and additional income.

What have been the main benefits of undertaking service reviews? e.g. staff culture improvement, efficiency, rationalisation of
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services and service levels, financial sustainability, etc.

The Service Review enabled staff to ‘step out’ of their normal work environment and learn more about other areas of the
organisation. It has also opened up opportunities for staff to develop professionally, and gain team building and leadership skills.

An additional benefit from the involvement of Council staff has was the assistance it provided to managers in their quest to
streamline the department activities. It is recognised that employees dealing with the day-to-day operation of a business not only
possess ‘hands-on’ experience of individual services, but have a wealth of experience and constructive suggestions for improving
operations. The Service Review has been able to collect this information and redirect resources to assist managers with significant
projects, often stretching across several departments.

What were the lessons learnt? Would you do things differently in your next review project?

The Service Review provided a consistent platform to review individual services. The process was streamlined along the way to ensure
faster timeframes.

On reflection, | feel some department managers could have had more involvement in the reviews within their department. Although
the process was designed to ensure department managers did not interfere or over-ride potential opportunities, it did allow them to
detach or distance themselves from outcomes during the implementation phase.

How would you describe the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the approach you undertook in your review project?

Advantages

The internal approach to the service review provided a significant advantage, not only in the overall cost of the project, but the
ownership it provided for staff to outcomes. It also exposed staff to professional development opportunities, and the chance to gain
knowledge and a better understanding of services outside their normal area of work.

The use of an external panel ensured transparency, and constantly challenged Council to consider less palatable options.

Disadvantages

Having an internal approach did make it difficult to manage project groups, as all staff carried out the reviews in addition to their
normal workload. This resulted in the review taking longer than anticipated. The fact the review went for 2 years made it difficult to
maintain staff motivation and enthusiasm.

Are you aware of any other councils that have conducted service reviews? If so, please list.

Yes, | am aware of many Council’s undertaking a service review, including but not limited to Newcastle, Wyong, Parramatta, Hobart,
and Rockdale. | am also aware Newcastle is undertaking a second review, due to their Councillors not being satisfied with the initial
external consultant approach.

Do you have any other comments or observations regarding your service review project?

Appendix A - Progress of Key Actions (June 2011)

This appendix contains significant outcomes of the service review. There were also many other smaller efficiency gains. Key
outcomes of the service review are grouped within Council’s four directorates. In some instances, we have included other major
improvement projects that impact upon Council’s performance.

Purchasing

The purchasing function involves the supply of externally sourced goods and services to the organisation, including engagement of
contractors, tenderers and consultants. Council’s expenditure on external goods and services in 2008/2009 was $99 Million. The
service review identified that Council could achieve approximately $2.4 Million savings per year, within three years of
implementation, by centralising more of its purchasing functions, and changing some processes.

The purchasing section has been assigned greater responsibility for conducting strategic sourcing of suppliers, implementing
supply contracts and providing the required governance framework, processes and reporting capability. These changes are
ensuring purchases from across the organisation are being pooled where possible to attract better pricing from suppliers. They
are also reducing the number of transactions processed, thereby reducing transaction costs.

To give one example, savings are being achieved by changing Council’s tender process for heavy plant and truck hire. A tender
invitation was structured in line with the review recommendations to require additional tender rates. This has resulted in
discounts being offered of up to 15%. Additionally, systems are now in place to increase the sharing of heavy plant across a
number of jobs and teams.
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Outcomes Achieved

Review organisational structure of the supply team in conjunction with Purchasing Review
Implement revised payment terms and conditions

Review P-card Procedure

Developed and implemented a training program for area-specific Requisitioners
Outcomes Underway

Investigate expanding the use of Purchase Cards for low risk, high volume transactions

Consolidate invoicing to a monthly (or some of other term) basis to provide significant transactional savings — included
in above

Review the system and process to ensure an agreed tolerance (either % or $ value) is used and is flexible enough to
enable invoice processing

Review and reduce the number of suppliers
Adopt a sustainability rating system for goods and services

Plant & Fleet

The Plant and Fleet Team is responsible for managing Council owned plant and fleet, which includes new purchases and
replacement, and operating costs associated with fleet management. The Small Plant section supplies and maintains equipment
for other departments and supplements minor hiring short-falls (irregularly used equipment) through the use of external hire
companies.

Contracts with external providers have been altered to ensure hired equipment is returned if Council owned equipment becomes
available. Additionally, internal procedures have been implemented to monitor equipment across jobs to decrease downtime, and
weekly hire rates are now offered to Council departments, resulting in efficiency gains estimated at $400,000 per year.

Forty-four 6-cylinder vehicles from the Council fleet have been replaced with hybrid or 4-cylinder vehicles, saving $60,000
annually in fuel costs, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Opportunities to provide fleet management services to external organisations are currently under investigation.
Staff shift changes in plant and fleet servicing have saved $23,000 annually in internal efficiencies.

An electronic fleet management and booking system has been implemented to improve the allocation and monitoring of vehicles,
and ensure a more efficient use of the passenger fleet.

The outsourcing of the management and maintenance of the light vehicle fleet to an external provider has been investigated, and
the current in-house service has been determined to be the most effective option.

Investigation into reducing the number of 2-tonne tippers used in Council’s operations, including the option of replacing them
with smaller vehicles, identified small savings. To date, one vehicle has been replaced, with more replacements to occur as
vehicles are renewed.

Lobby the Government for legislative change to provide a more suitable and environmentally friendly FBT system for leaseback
vehicles contributed to recent changes to vehicle FBT, announced in the 2011/12 federal budget.

A draft business plan has identified that a commercial Metal Fabrication service is feasible and expected to generate $50,000 to
$100,000 within the first three years of operation.

Further business opportunities under investigation include:

Feasibility of hiring small plant and equipment under a business activity model.
Feasibility of establishing a truck washing service under a business activity model.
Feasibility of establishing a vehicle emission testing facility under a business activity model.

Waste Management
Waste management is an important issue for the City of Lake Macquarie. Our only tip at Awaba is almost full, state waste taxes
are increasing, and new federal taxes on carbon pollution are likely, which will affect waste disposal costs.

In November 2009, Council commenced a project to develop a sustainable waste strategy for the City. On 28 February 2011,
Council adopted a new waste management system, which includes three bins for residents to sort their waste. The decision was
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made after months of investigation, consultation, and technical analysis. The Community Advisory Group established under the
Service Review project participated in this process. The three-bin system will be implemented in phases, with the green waste bin
used initially for garden waste only, and then food waste added after two to three years once a waste processing plant has been
built. It is expected that residents will receive their green waste bin early in 2012.

A service review of Council’s present household waste collection service was placed on hold while the Waste Strategy was
developed. Now that the Strategy has been adopted, the current waste collection service is being reviewed, with particular
emphasis on opportunities to expand the collection of commercial waste to generate additional income. This review is expected
to be completed by August 2011.

Additionally, it was identified that alternative e-waste and mattress disposal options would significantly reduce landfill at the
Awaba facility. Mattresses collected with bulk waste collections are now sent to recyclers for recovery. The estimated number of
mattresses recovered is approximately 6,700 annually. This represents a saving in landfill airspace consumption, valued at around
$780,000 per year.

To encourage greater resources recovery, a permanent drop-off facility has been implemented for e-waste at Awaba landfill, as
well as four scheduled collections at Gateshead. E-waste collected is approximately 123 tonnes per year.

Ranger Activities

Ranger services ensure community compliance with the various Acts and Regulations administered by Council. Rangers work to
resolve complaints and conduct education programs relating to companion animals. They help resolve problems in regards to dog
related matters, littering or rubbish dumping offences, and abandoned vehicles. Rangers are also responsible for straying stock,
backyard burning, footpath obstructions, parking infringements, restrictions on public reserves and roads, and emergency
management response. Rangers increase the awareness of regulatory matters through enforcement, education, and advertising.

Two additional Parking Officers have been employed on a cost recovery basis, to alleviate work strain on Rangers, and increase
the level of community compliance.

Greater emphasis has been placed on heavy vehicle weighing using portable scales to ensure heavy vehicles are operating legally.
On-the-spot fines are issued for non-compliance.

A project group is being formed to develop formal agreements with shopping centre managers to enable Council Rangers to
regulate disabled car parking spaces. Estimated income is $50,000pa after two years.

Funds have been allocated in the 2011/12 budget to recruit an additional administration officer, or introduce electronic tablet
technology, to process paperwork more efficiently and allow Rangers more time to perform core duties.

Proposed Sustainable Resource Centre, Teralba

A Sustainable Resource Centre (SRC) was first mooted in 1999 when CiviLake became increasingly aware of the need for a single
source solution to consolidate its separated bulk materials procurement and recycling activities. The service review examined and
supported the development of a recycling facility on land off the Weir Road at Teralba, allowing for a cost-effective,
environmentally sustainable, and long-term solution to bulk materials recycling, storage and supply. Council endorsed this
proposal in April 2010 and is now awaiting a final decision from the consent authority, the NSW Planning Assessment Commission.

On commissioning, expected in 2016, the facility will receive, modify and store feedstock, sourced from CiviLake’s internal works,
contract works, and other external sources, for re-use across CiviLake’s operations. There is also opportunity to sell material to
external markets in the building and civil engineering industries. The facility will have the capacity for an annual turnover
(throughput) of 200,000 tonnes per annum.

The current capital cost of the facility is estimated at just over $6 Million, with CiviLake profits providing $1.5 Million towards the
project. Once operational, the facility will be financially self-supporting and generate an ongoing annual surplus to ensure its
future.

Sewage Management

The operation of sewage management is an activity requiring Council approval under section 68 of the Local Government Act, and
Local Government (General) Regulation 2005. Council’s team of Environmental Health Officers provides advice on applications for
Approval to Operate, undertake the related inspections on new installations, and respond to complaints about faulty systems.
Approval is granted for a period of no less than 12 months, and up to five years.
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Council, through contract services, provides the removal and disposal of effluent from premises that have onsite sewage
management systems to approximately 360 households and 80 commercial systems. Customers receive a cost benefit through
economies of scale, with the cost currently subsidised by Council.

The service review considered current charges, and tracking of unlicensed systems.

The operational approval fee was increased from $35 for 5 years to $90 for 3 years, in line with Council’s Sewage Management
Strategy. This resulted in $40,000pa increase in fees from 2010/2011

There are an estimated 300 unlicensed systems in the city. A project to confirm their locations has discovered 50 systems so far -
when all have been located and licensed, the projected additional income is $10,000pa.

A draft On Site Sewage Management (OSSM) Strategy defining Council's role in the regulation and approval of OSSM systems is
expected to be complete by July 2011. The strategy includes a framework for setting and reviewing fees for inspections and
approvals of OSSM systems.

Property
Council owns and manages a diverse property portfolio and has done so since the 1980s. The property portfolio is used for:

Meeting future community needs such as car parking, open space, or community facilities, and

Strategic purposes including to receive investment income, future development, or to consolidate and sell when market forces
provide a suitable return.

A service review work group identified significant potential revenue with a change in commercial focus towards Council’s property
investment portfolio. An implementation team developed a 5-year Investment Property Strategy to expand entrepreneurial
opportunities and subsidise the reliance on rates.

The strategy has projected an average net profit of $7 million per year over the next 5 years. Profits beyond this timeframe are
also expected to be realised.

There are three main target areas in the new strategy:

Property development
Property investment, and
Land offsets and biodiversity trading

The property department is being re-branded to market its commercial focus.

Information Technology (IT)

IT is a significant investment requiring careful planning to ensure Council’s long-term needs are met, in a financially sustainable
manner. To allow prioritisation and tracking of implementation needs, Council developed the IT Strategic Plan 2011-2015.
Workshops were held with each department to prepare the plan, and participants included managers, team leaders, key system
users, change agents and technology advocates.

The unmet IT needs were collated into a Business Requirements Catalogue, which will be used for prioritisation of IT projects
across the Council.

The Strategic Plan provides a comprehensive roadmap to achieve:

Improved service to Council customers
Deeper community engagement

A more efficient Council

Capable IT infrastructure

Effective IT management and support

Geographical Spatial Information Systems (GIS)
Council utilises GIS for strategic analysis, development assessment, planning, constraint mapping, spatial analysis and statistics, -
customer enquiries, land administration, council projects, and map production.

The potential for GIS to provide internal efficiencies and better customer service is significant due to technology advances.
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In January 2011, Council commenced an implementation project with the following deliverables:

A report from a GIS consultant identifying current and future requirements; assessing Council’s current GIS capability;
and establishing the development roadmap for Council’s GIS systems, services and support arrangement

Upgraded GIS systems and related infrastructure
Improved Council procedures, policies, training and communication with respect to GIS data and systems.

The expected completion date of the three phases of the project is end of 2012, at which time there should be exciting new
features on our website, as well as further efficiencies gained internally.

Customer Service Unit

The Customer Service Unit (CSU) provides frontline services to the community by integrating all of Council’s customer service
channels into a one-stop-shop. The service has expanded over time to include facilitating and managing Councillor and Members
of Parliament service requests, processing after hours service requests, complaints and compliments management, and Council
emails.

The following service review actions are examples of items incorporated into the CSU Strategy 2010-2014 as part of their
continuous quality improvement initiatives:

Investigate opportunities for CSU to take on more ‘front line’ enquiries from customers on behalf of departments to free
up other departments to focus on service delivery

Establish a Quality Assurance Team to coach and monitor staff for performance efficiency
Tender for external business opportunities for the CSU Call Centre to generate additional income and provide career
diversity for staff.

Investigations of SMS/MMS and e-business technologies have been incorporated into the IT Strategy to ascertain if
these would enhance customer access to service.

The option of extending the call centre operational hours to take emergency after hours calls has been investigated, however the
existing practices were found to be the most cost effective.

Options to expand CSU to include a bill payment service for other organisations, have been investigated in conjunction with the
RTA. Although this proposal was not successful, further opportunities will continue to be explored.

A Customer Access Strategy, which will consider satellite offices within the city, is being developed.

A range of available technology to improve efficiencies and service delivery, including workforce planning solutions and integrated
voice response technology, are under consideration as part of a Customer Contact Strategy, due for completion by October 2011.

Records Management

Council holds and manages a very large quantity of paper-based and electronic records. Two separate departments were
responsible for its management — Records Operations registered and distributed incoming mail, and Records Governance
managed archival and retrieval of records. These two departments have been amalgamated into a new unified section,
called Records Services, located within the Corporate Information Department.

The new Records Services Team is responsible for improving communications with customers, investigating recordkeeping
efficiencies, improving education and training of staff, and actively work with other departments to reduce the use of paper.

Workers Compensation and Return to Work

Council has been self insured for Workers Compensation for 22 years. Self insurance involves significant reporting requirements
regarding occupational health and safety. It is considered timely that we conduct a cost benefits analysis to identify that the
benefits of retaining the self insurer status still outweigh its associated costs.

A gap analysis is underway to determine the true organisational costs for LMCC to maintain the Self Insured Standard vs the
requirements under the 4801 Standard conventional system and or the Self Administration Model. The information from this
analysis will be considered when the renewal of the self-insurer accreditation is required.

Property Information Services

Section 149 certificates are legislated under the EP&A Act, and are required for the sale/purchase of land. The EP&A Act and Local
Government Act also make provision for a separate Outstanding Notices certificate which Council currently provides as part of the
s.149(5) certificate. The certificate provides property and land information to property buyers, including permissible land and
development uses.
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In response to the review, Council officers have revised the notice and orders processes and introduced a new fee into the Fees
and Charges Schedule for the Outstanding Notice/Order Certificates.

The issuing of s.149 certificates will be fully automated for customers as an online service, reducing staff time — noted for
implementation in the departmental 2011/2012 Business Plan.

Printing and Graphic Design
Lakemac Print has been offering printing and graphic design services to other LMCC departments for over 40 years, and to
external commercial clients for over ten years.

As recommended by the service review, a commercial Business and Marketing Plan has been developed, specifically targeting
NSW local councils, with a view to increasing the commercial graphic design and printing service. Three targeted marketing
campaigns have been emailed to all NSW councils during March to May 2011, with modest, but building, success. It is envisaged
that continued presence in this market segment will, over time, generate a good outcome for Council. The campaign is branded
‘We know local government’.

Further opportunities still to be investigated include:

Investigate a collaborative link with Lake Macquarie Small Business Centre to provide promotional start-up packages for
small businesses.

Develop a collaborative association between Lakemac Print and Council's sign writing unit to share resources and
provide improved services for customers.

Management Systems Evaluation
A management systems evaluation has been initiated by the Director of Corporate Services to expand on the service review
project by evaluating the major management systems and core processes across the organisation.

The first phase has identified the existing systems and whether they are formally documented, and ownership assigned. Where
formal systems have been identified, the capability, maturity, efficiency and effectiveness of those systems and associated key
processes have be evaluated.

Where there are gaps in the systems, an implementation program will be initiated. As the review is further progressed, it will also
check the integration between systems across the organisation, in particular whether there is duplication of resources, or
mismatched resources.

Corporate Management Systems

A new Corporate Management System has been introduced to assist in undertaking corporate planning, risk management, and
project management activities. This system will be used to better track the performance of actions and KPIs linked to both
Strategic Corporate Planning Documents (i.e. 10 Year Community Plan, 4 Year Delivery Program and Operational Plans), as well as
other action plans such as the Service Review outcomes. The Corporate Management System will allow the organisation to more
effectively gauge how performance is tracking, whilst reducing duplication and time-consuming manual processes.

Initially, the corporate planning (interplan), risk management and the integrated project management modules will be
implemented. The risk management module will help to identify, manage, and monitor the corporate business risks, while the
Integrated project management module will help assist in integrating projects with the corporate planning and risk processes. It
will also manage the lifecycle of all operational and capital projects, help with resources allocation, and assist in prioritising
projects.

Asset Management
Council’s infrastructure assets are currently valued at $2.1 billion. Accordingly, a considerable number of the identified actions
from the service review relate to assets, particularly in the areas of:

road and drainage maintenance

lake foreshore maintenance - dredging, seagrass wrack management, and vegetation management
maintenance in parks and gardens, and

public reserves facility maintenance.

During the period of the service review, the Director Community Development undertook a review of the Asset Mangement
department to address a number of important issues, including the requirements of the new Integrated Planning & Reporting
(IP&R) Framework NSW, which placed a far greater emphasis on long-term asset planning. The maintenance, and future
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replacement/repair, of the city’s assets has a substantial impact upon Council’s budget and it is critical that adequate resources
and systems are in place to plan for and manage these demands.

The Asset Management department has undergone a significant restructure to improve the organisation’s ability to meet the
IP&R Framework and take a more strategic approach to asset management.

An Asset Management Strategy has been prepared, and Asset Management Plans have been developed for the following classes
of assets:

Roads

Transportation
Stormwater

Parks & Reserves, and
Buildings

These plans have been reviewed by the NSW Division of Local Government and received a favourable assessment in terms of their
adequacy and quality. A Natural Areas Asset Management Plan is currently under development. All plans are programmed to be
reviewed on an annual basis.

Strategies which have informed, or will inform, the Asset Management Plans include:

Pool Service Delivery Model (adopted 2008)

Sportsfield Strategy (adopted 2009)

Public Toilet Strategy (public exhibition closed 16/5/11)
Community Facilities Strategy (available May 2011)
Library Service Delivery Model (May / June 2011)
Cycleway Strategy (commenced)

Footpath Strategy (2012)

Playground Strategy (2012)

Tennis Court Strategy (2012)

Developer Contribution Plans

A detailed audit of our asset management systems and practices has also recently been undertaken with the assistance of an
external asset management specialist. This has identified future actions to bring our plans and systems to a higher level of
maturity so that we will be in an even stronger position to:

Understand and identify any infrastructure backlogs and associated risks
Make more informed decisions about what, when, and how to maintain and renew our infrastructure
Better understand the impact of new infrastructure on the budget.

Community Facilities

In total, Council owns and operates about 80 community facilities across the city. This includes community halls, multipurpose
facilities, pre-school and childcare facilities, scout halls, meals on wheels centres, and library buildings (some of which include
community meeting rooms). Some of the community facilities are managed by Council directly and others by external Community
Operating Committees or leased to incorporated associations. Several of these facilities are within close proximity of each other
and many have very low occupancy rates.

The service review recommended an audit be undertaken of the community facilities and a strategy developed to ensure they
meet the needs and expectations of current and future residents.

The audit has been completed, and a draft Community Facilities Strategy estimates that $5 million would be required over the
next 10 years to maintain the structure of these facilities to a usable standard. To achieve long-term financial sustainability the
Strategy recommends:

Allocate funding for the upgrade and maintenance of viable long-term facilities
Co-locate facilities/programs in multi-use type buildings

Partner with other organisations such as schools, churches, and clubs
Rationalise facilities so that there are fewer, but higher quality facilities, and
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Sell unsustainable properties where no alternative use is identified.

The draft Strategy recommends maintenance, upgrade, lease, sale, and alternative use options for 31 community facilities. All
monies saved or made in this process will go to improving community facilities.

The public exhibition period for the Public Toilet Facilities Strategy closed on 26 May 2011. Submissions are currently under
consideration, and a further report to Council is expected in June/July 2011.

Public Toilet Strategy

A significant number of Council’s 107 public toilet facilities are in need of replacement or improvement to meet the needs of the
community. Predominant issues are the age and condition of buildings, and accessibility and safety for users. Council officers
developed a Public Toilet Facilities Strategy which identified that 55 facilities are currently appropriate, 14 facilities need
replacement, 11 facilities need upgrade or modification, 9 facilities should be closed and demolished, 9 facilities require a full
safety assessment, 7 facilities should be open only as required for sporting events, and 2 facilities should be relocated to higher
use areas.

The public exhibition period for the Public Toilet Facilities Strategy closed on 16 May 2011. Submissions are currently under
consideration, and a further report to Council is expected in June/July 2011.

Community Events

Council is responsible for ensuring that community events meet various legislative and Australian Standard requirements. Events
can include (but are not limited to) outdoor musical events, theatre, festivals, outdoor visual art displays, amusement shows,
circuses, animal shows, automobile and truck exhibitions and rallies, sports events, aquatic events, trade shows, large
conferences, and mass gatherings.

Council officers are currently preparing a Communications Strategy to address duplication of communications, events
management, sponsorships, and marketing initiatives across the organisation. This Strategy is expected to be complete in
2011/2012.

Aged and Disability Services
The Aged & Disability Services & Facilities team is responsible for strategic planning and program development to meet the needs
of older people, carers, and people with a disability.

Council officers have been working with local RSL Clubs, Bowling Clubs, Probus Clubs, Seniors and Pensioner Groups, Men’s Health
Groups, and Libraries to improve cooperation and resource sharing amongst community groups, and to provide aged and
disability services at the most appropriate places where people congregate.

To improve customer service, training has been delivered to the Customer Service Unit staff to ensure that incoming calls relating
to aged and disability services are directed to the most appropriate officers.

To improve delivery of aged care accommodation, alternative models of aged care housing are being investigated as part of the
Seniors Housing Strategy. Additionally, the Property Department will investigate the feasibility of a partnership to develop and
lease aged care facilities. This will be considered as part of its Strategy after 2016.

Children & Family Services & Facilities

This service provides strategic planning and program development for children and families, and management and service
delivery advice to community based childcare centres. It also coordinates Council events involving children and families, and
provides advice on development applications for children’s services. The service ensures that Council has high quality strategic
information to develop facilities for the City, and substantially contributes to the children’s and families’ components of the
Section 94 plans. The service is partly subsidised by the NSW Department of Community Services (DOCS).

The service review considered the Service Level Agreement (SLA) between LMCC and DOCS to ensure all items within the SLA
were consistent with Council’s strategic goals. Some alterations improved alignment of the SLA with Council’s Community Plan.

All current leases for Council owned child care centres expire in 2013. The centres have been informed that new leasing
arrangements, and in many cases increased rents, will occur when the current leases expire. Each of the childcare centres will be
assessed using a model/matrix similar to what was developed for our community facilities. It is estimated that rent increases will
total $15,000 - $30,000 pa in additional income for Council.
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Youth Services & Facilities
The aim of this service is to ensure that young people (aged 12-24 years) are connected and engaged with the community. Existing
programs and initiatives include the Youth Advisory Council, Youth Week, and the Youth Community Plan.

Social networking media was identified as integral to engage the Youth Advisory Council. A Facebook site and blogs have been
established for the purpose of meeting discussions, organising events and allowing a forum to discuss future meeting agendas.

Regular inter-agency meetings are now held between the Youth Advisory Council and Newcastle City Council’s Youth Centre (The
Loft) to share resources and service opportunities. Charlestown Youth & Community Centre will also be invited to attend when
operational.

Lake Macquarie Performing Arts Centre (LMPAC)

Located at Warners Bay, the LMPAC provides a facility and performance opportunities for amateur and semi-professional theatre,
musical and cultural groups. Council provide a booking service, venue and equipment maintenance and management, and limited
promotion of the venue and events.

To improve occupancy rates at the Warners Bay facility, and to provide entertainment diversity to local residents, Council has
partnered with Friends of the Regal and Screen Hunter Central Coast to show a series of independent films. The first series
screens in September 2011.

A project group is also investigating the cultural potentials and long-term financial sustainability of establishing a Friends of
LMPAC volunteer group or community trust to manage the facility.

Cemeteries

Council manages nine cemeteries across the City. Staff provide an access point for public cemetery interment, and coordinate
maintenance and improvements to structures and facilities in the cemeteries. Approximately 200 burials and 80 ash interments
occur per annum. Council provides a lower cost alternative to privately owned/managed facilities in the local area.

The review identified a number of enhancements for our cemeteries. A comparison of our fees with other cemeteries prompted a
fee increase, raising our revenue from $140,000 in 2008/09, to $190,000 in 2010/11.

Council officers are working on developing formal relationships with genealogy interest groups to assist with burial/headstone
audits, and recruiting additional volunteers to assist in the presentation of the grounds.

Grants for undertaking heritage work are being explored. In the 2012/2013 departmental business plan, staff have included an
opportunity to explore the feasibility of grave site tourism opportunities.

Charlestown CBD Parking

As recommended by the Service Review, consultants have been engaged to carry out an audit of parking availability in the
Charlestown CBD area. The audit is looking at both off-street and on-street parking, and will make recommendations about the
suitability of timed parking in Council's off-street parking facilities. Information from this study will be collated and presented to
Council in the form of a Parking Strategy for the Charlestown CBD. The Strategy will:

1. Provide information on the supply and demand for both on-street and off street (Smith and Tallara street) car parking in
the Charlestown CBD area

2. Highlight the extent and possible impacts of overflow parking in both the on and off-street car parking areas within and
outside the Charlestown CBD

3. Identify possible sites/locations for additional off-street car parks

4.  Provide cost benefit scenarios with financial estimates for paid parking options within the Smith Street and Tallara
Street car parks

5. Highlight any proposed financial, environmental and social impacts that could result from the implementation of a paid
parking scheme within the Smith Street and Tallara Street off-street car parks.

Geotechnical Laboratory

The Geotechnical Laboratory is accredited through NATA (National Association of Testing Laboratories), and principally
undertakes geotechnical investigation, testing and reporting for Council’s forward works programs, and compliance testing during
the construction phase. The vast majority of its work is generated internally (within council). Spasmodically, the Laboratory
undertakes external works, with the RTA being the main client.

The operation relocated to a purpose built laboratory, incorporated into the new Gatehouse building at the Works Depot, in
December 2008.
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The service review found that the majority of the Geotechnical Laboratory’s work is more closely aligned with the design phase,
than it is with the construction phase. The Laboratory will be relocated from CiviLake to City Projects in the organisational
structure from 1 July 2011. A new budget has been implemented for the department, and the department has been restructured,
and position descriptions broad banded, to meet Council’s requirements for lead-time in relation to its capital works program.

Potential external entrepreneurial opportunities exist for the Geotechnical Laboratory and these will be assessed in the
2011/2012 Departmental Business Plan.

A feasibility assessment is also marked for action in 2011/2012 Departmental Business Plan to determine the viability of
expanding the Laboratory to undertake soil contamination testing.

Libraries

Council operates 10 branch libraries throughout the City, and one mobile library service. In 2008, internal resources were
allocated to collect and analyse library information and financial data in preparation for a comprehensive review of the libraries.
Due to the high potential for transforming the library services and the extent of community consultation required, an external
consultant was subsequently engaged to conduct a library service review.

A library service model is currently being developed to provide sustainable libraries to meet the needs of the community both
now and into the future. The model will ensure that the library service:

Provides equitable access across the city

Increases patronage of the libraries

Improves efficiencies in relation to operational expenditure
Improves use of technology.

A report on the library review outcomes is to be presented to Council on 27 June.

Swimming Centres
Council currently owns public swimming centres at Charlestown, Swansea, Speers Point, Toronto, Morisset, and West Wallsend.

The Pool Service Delivery Model recommended that Council retain all six of its pools, with upgrade and redevelopment of the
centres to increase usage eg. adding spray play areas.

Council officers are currently considering different streams of funding to secure the revenue to action the recommendations for
upgrades. A number of pool delivery models are being explored including, but not limited to, public private partnerships and
community trusts.

Investigation into Sealing vs Maintaining Gravel Roads

Gravel roads are typically within rural areas. Twenty-four kilometers of gravel roads have been sealed in the last 10 years, with
approximately 60kms of unsealed roads remaining. The following actions are being incorporated into the Roads Asset
Management Plan, and departmental business plans:

Undertake a cost benefit analysis for sealing the City’s 60km of remaining gravel roads compared with maintaining them in their
current gravel state, taking into account the whole-of-life costs for both options

Based on this analysis consider an alternative funding arrangement, including the option of reducing the service to a level that can
be fully funded using only grant funding from the Federal Government’s Roads to Recovery program

Review methods of prioritising gravel road sealing work to best utilise funds for the maximum benefit of property owners and
users

Investigate reducing the width of the seal applied to some gravel roads to reduce costs and/or gain greater lengths of seal for the
same cost.

Stormwater Quality Improvement Devices (SQIDS)

During the review, a number of issues with SQIDS were identified. The issues were exacerbated because there are three
departments, as well as private developers, independently responsible for design, construction, and maintenance of the
structures. Each party was not always aware of the impact their actions had on other departments. A cross-departmental project
management approach has now been applied to SQIDS. Additionally, the following actions are being incorporated into the
Stormwater Asset Management Plan, and departmental business plans:
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Lengthen the maintenance period and improve the quality of post-construction maintenance prior to SQIDS being
handed over to CiviLake maintenance staff. This will improve the plant establishment and reduce long-term
maintenance costs.

Investigate increasing maintenance funds each year as new drainage structures are constructed by developers. The
maintenance costs are likely to rise as new infrastructure is handed to Council and existing facilities deteriorate with
age.

Review Council’s engineering guidelines to rationalise the type, and improve the standard, of drainage structures that
can be constructed by developers, to reduce maintenance costs.

Conduct further environmental monitoring and data collection for SQID devices to inform future SQID design,
construction and maintenance.

Further enhance the Adopt-a-SQID program, which may include in some locations the involvement of the community in
the maintenance of the structures.

In consultation with the Sustainability Department, identify the sections of open drains where vegetation disturbance
from maintenance is to be avoided for environmental reasons. This could reduce the overall maintenance costs.

Community Advisory Group (CAG)

Following a random mail out, Lake Macquarie residents volunteered to represent the community’s views to Council. From
nominations received, twenty-nine members, representing all of the City’s demographics, were selected to form the CAG group.
They have been an integral part of the service review process. Throughout the review, CAG has considered, commented on, and
occasionally altered, recommendations put forth regarding:

Aged and Disability Services

Building and Site Compliance

Building Certificates

Cemetery Management

Children’s & Family Services and Facilities
Construction Certificates

Crime Prevention

Customer Service Unit

Erosion and Sediment Control Compliance
Family Day Care

Lake Foreshore Maintenance - Dredging
Lake Foreshore Maintenance - Vegetation
Libraries

Lake Macquarie Performing Arts Centre
Public Reserves Facilities Maintenance
Rangers

Seagrass Wrack Removal

Seal Gravel Roads Program

Septic Pump Out

Service 49 - Roadside Litter Reduction
SQIDS

Youth Services, and

Town Centre Program.

Due to the success of the CAG, Executive elected to continue its structure despite the service review process winding up. The CAG
will be involved across Council for community engagement as required, and will continue to meet bi-monthly.

Construction Certificates
A Construction Certificate is required after development approval and before any building work commences. They can be issued
by a consent authority (such as Council), or by an accredited private certifier.
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Council has attained accreditation through the Building Professionals Board, enabling staff to compete for a greater share of the
construction certificate market.

2011/2012 will see improved efficiencies with the introduction of electronic processing for assessment and determination. This
will free up our certifiers’ time to conduct more inspections, generating greater income.

A Building and Planning Services business unit has been developed, under the umbrella of Lakemac Enterprises, to target other
councils and the private construction certificate market.

Building Certificates
The purpose of a Building Certificate is to certify that a building complies with the provisions of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979.

As part of the departmental business plan, the following items are identified for implementation in 2011/2012:
Introduce an online application and certificate issuing system
Set an urgency fee for priority applications in cases where applicants require a certificate as a matter of urgency

Charge the re-inspection fee, where applicable. This is a prescribed fee under the EP&A Regulation 2000 and is listed in Council’s
Pricing Policy.

Town Centre Promotion and Coordination
Through this program, Council provides funding to seven local Chambers of Commerce for town centre improvement programs.

The current program has been in place for three years so it was timely to review its effectiveness. Consultation for the Town
Centre Program Service Review was undertaken between February and March 2011. Council officers met individually with seven
Town Centre Coordinators, seven Business Chambers, and Council’s Internal Auditor, Manager of Economic Development, Town
Centre Program Coordinator, and Director City Strategy. A summary identified the strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities in the
current system.

The service review also considered key benchmark data from other similar programs, and the results of a random sample of 500
businesses across Lake Macquarie.

The service review will present a range of options for continued management of the Town Centre Program by end July 2011 for
Council consideration.

Tourism Services
Council has operated a Visitor Information Centre (VIC) since 1992, currently located at Swansea to capture incoming traffic from
the Pacific Highway.

The visually appealing and highly successful Live the Life Love the Lake brand was launched in April 2010.

Following on from this extensive branding process, the department is now working on the design and content of its website to
promote increased use of online booking tools for accommodation and tourism activities.

A project group will be formed to consider whether the VIC’s operating hours should be reduced to align with peak customer
usage times.

During the service review, a project group conducted a feasibility assessment on Council launching a website focussed on
business, marketing, and tourism and also incorporating real estate, events, lifestyle, food, drink, and accommodation. It would be
a commercial venture for Council, with revenue being generated through advertising, and its major selling point being that it
would be a one-stop site for all things Lake Macquarie for its visitors. A costs versus potential revenue analysis identified that such
a site for Lake Macquarie would not achieve a reasonable profitable margin.

Adopt-a-Foreshore Program

In the 2011/2012 year, Council will implement a volunteer Adopt-a-Foreshore Program to assist in achieving improved
environmental outcomes for foreshore vegetation areas around the Lake. Costs for implementing the program will be minimal as
it will be integrated into existing community engagement and marketing activities already provided for Landcare, Sustainable
Neighbourhoods, and Adopt-a-SQID programs.

Sustainable Neighbourhoods Program
City Strategy’s Sustainability Department were a new department when the service review commenced, so were not included as a
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priority service for review. During the lifespan of the review, Sustainability Department ran a number of key City-wide
improvement projects, with two major initiatives being the Sustainable Neighbourhoods Program, and the 10:10 Challenge.

In 2009, Council developed the Sustainable Neighbourhoods Program as a vehicle to engage citizens in building sustainable
communities, and in turn, a sustainable City. The Program defines sustainability in its broadest sense including environmental,
social, and economic sustainability underpinned by sound governance. The Program assists residents to develop a vision for their
neighbourhood, articulate collective values, identify the particular strengths and challenges associated with their neighbourhood,
and develop an action plan to address those challenges. In 2011, eighteen neighbourhood groups were involved in the Program,
covering coastal, lake, rural and high-density urban areas. Members of these groups are contributing their skills and knowledge
by working in their communities, to reduce household energy usage, support and promote vegetable gardens, develop and
implement community vegetation plans, clean up parks and foreshores, and form funding and planning partnerships with Council
on projects to enhance community amenity and functioning.

The LMCC 10:10 Challenge

In April 2010, with 80 community and business stakeholders (individuals and groups) and politicians from three levels of
government, Council launched the 10:10 Challenge. The aim of the 10:10 Challenge is to encourage positive behaviour change
across the City through engaging citizens in a pledging program to take action to reduce their ecological footprint. By November
2010, Lake Macquarie residents made more than 13,700 pledges around energy, water, transport, waste, and consumption, with
estimated savings of $570,000 and 9,000 tonnes of carbon pollution.

The LMCC 10:10 Challenge has provided the inspiration for a national 10% Challenge through “Do Something”- Jon Dee former
CEO Planet Ark, News Ltd and other corporate sponsors are supporting the Do Something campaign. Lake Macquarie City Council
has agreed to be the 10% Challenge Hero for the national campaign, which will include a call to Councils all over Australia to
follow Lake Macquarie’s example and implement local pledging programs.
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Attachment 3 — Survey Results — Mackay Regional Council (QLD)

Council Name: Mackay Regional Council
Date: 15 February 2012

Service Review Background

What were the primary drivers behind the decision to undertake a review of services? e.g. financial sustainability, continuous
improvement, asset planning, business excellence, etc.

Improve Service Levels;
Financial and sustainability;
Current high level of rates;

O O O

Please briefly describe the terms of reference or scope of the service review. e.g. council-wide, selected services, selected
processes, etc.

Terms of reference developed, and powerpoint to Council. All activities Council undertakes to be reviewed. Current funding
requirements under legislation, comments on current level of service and ability to downsize. Ability to outsource etc.

When was your most recent review project undertaken and how long did the project take?

Range of services being reviewed, one recent example is Paperless' Office Project. Ongoing - Major Project. Plenty of smaller
projects, e.g. dispensing of 6 cylinder vehicles and downsizing to smaller vehicles.

Management & Resourcing

How were the reviews managed and resourced? e.g. internal steering group, review coordinator, staff teams, consultants,
external facilitator.

Internal Business Improvement Groups were developed.
If you used internal resources for your review, how were review teams structured? What was their membership profile?
Internal Working Groups represented across Council.

Service Review Process
Was a defined process used for conducting the reviews? Please provide an outline of the process.

Set agenda, minutes taken;
Regular monthly meetings;

0
o]
How was the process established? e.g. proprietary system, developed in-house.
Developed In-house.
Was the process based on an existing business improvement methodology? e.g. Lean Six Sigma, PDSA, etc.
No.
Are the service reviews part of an ongoing continuous improvement program? If so, please describe.

Yes - Council has an ongoing continuous improvement focus.

Service Identification & Prioritisation

How were the council’s services identified for review and categorised? Please provide details of services.

All activities currently undertaken by Council were reviewed.

How were the services prioritised or ranked for review? What criteria were used?

All services were reviewed but ongoing priorities developed.

Stakeholder Engagement

How were internal stakeholders / staff involved in the reviews?

Councillors, CEO and Senior Managers were involved in the review.

Was there community consultation during the reviews? How was this conducted?

No, although once downsizing occurred in a couple of areas, there were media releases to the public.

57




Service Delivery Reviews in Australian Local Government

What segments of the community were consulted? e.g. people with a particular interest in a service, existing community and
user groups.

General community.

How were community needs incorporated in the reviews?
Levels of service to the public were considered, e.g. Pools and Artspace.
Was the community involved in setting new service levels? If so, please describe.

No.

Was the elected council involved in the decision to undertake a review? If so, describe how they were engaged (e.g. briefing,
report, etc) and the level of input that they provided.

Yes, workshop briefings were held with Council.

Was the elected council kept informed of the progress of the review? If so, at what stages of the project?

Yes, by updated workshop sessions.

Was the elected council required to make any critical decisions regarding the adoption of the review outcomes (e.g. allocation
of resources, variation to service delivery, etc.)? If so, please describe.

Final decisions on Service Level changes were made by Council.

Information Gathering & Benchmarking

What types of information and data were collected for each review? e.g. statutory requirements, current outputs, current levels
of service, potential modes of service delivery.

Historical budget data. Expenditure Review;
Comments on current levels of service;

Comments on future levels of service;

Legislative requirements to undertake activity;
Ability to have Service Delivery delivered externally;
Ability to downsize.

OO0 O O

Were any service areas benchmarked against external organisations or providers? If so, please describe.

Partially for Corporate Services and Development Services. Comparison costs with similar Councils.

Levels of Service

Were service levels reviewed? If so, please describe.

Yes, as detailed above.

Were there changes made to service levels as a result of reviews? If so, please describe.

A number of activities had Service Level's reduced, e.g. Public Pool Operation, (hours reduced Artspace hours). Review is
ongoing.

Modes of Service Delivery

Were alternative models of service delivery explored? See examples below

Yes.
Was service sharing with other councils considered? Please provide details

Talked about but only generally.
Were strategic relationships formed with other government or non-profit bodies? If so, please provide details.
No, not yet.

Were joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise considered? If so, please provide details.

No, not yet.
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Was consideration given to community-run services or enterprises? If so, please provide details.

No.

Was consideration given to outsourcing services to external providers? If so, please provide details.

Yes, but still in discussion stage.

Were any new business or commercial enterprises to generate additional revenue identified? If so, please provide details.
No.

Implementation and Outcomes

Please describe the level of implementation of review recommendations.
Where Service Levels were reduced, this occurred on 01 July 2011.

Please describe the most significant outcomes from the review process. e.g. cost savings, efficiency gains, revenue generation,
changes in service levels, introduction of new services, discontinuation of services, new modes of service delivery, etc.

O Some minimal cost savings identified,;

O 2010/2011 Rates increase kept below CPI.
What has been the overall financial benefit from the service reviews (if any)?
2011/2012 Rate increase kept below CPI.

What have been the main benefits of undertaking service reviews? e.g. staff culture improvement, efficiency, rationalisation of
services and service levels, financial sustainability, etc.

O Improved efficiency;
O Minimise further rate increases.

What were the lessons learnt? Would you do things differently in your next review project?

Better quantify impacts.

How would you describe the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the approach you undertook in your review project?
Fine. Would not change approach.

Are you aware of any other councils that have conducted service reviews? If so, please list.

Assume so but do not specifically know.

Do you have any other comments or observations regarding your service review project?

No.
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Attachment 4 — Survey Results — City of Melville (WA)

Council Name: City of Melville
Date: 24 February 2012

Service Review Background

What were the primary drivers behind the decision to undertake a review of services? e.g. financial sustainability, continuous
improvement, asset planning, business excellence, etc.

Drive culture change and questioning of the status quo.
Continuous improvement and financial sustainability.

Identification of core services; Requirement of Council to deliver; opportunity for us to review whether we are the best service
providers (if not who else)

Responsive to changing customer priorities and requirements
To ensure we met the executive functions test of Local Government.

Please briefly describe the terms of reference or scope of the service review. e.g. council-wide, selected services, selected
processes, etc.

All identified discretionary services (those provided outside of any legislative or statutory requirement)

When was your most recent review project undertaken, and how long did the project take?

2009- 2010 ~ then ongoing

12 month project (Development of methodology, deployment and unit costing)

Continue to review methodology — see attachments. APPENDIX A shows the first methodology, and the Visio — Community

Benefit Assessment (APPENDIX B) shows the more recent work regarding the methodology.

Management & Resourcing

How were the reviews managed and resourced ? e.g. internal steering group, review coordinator, staff teams, consultants,
external facilitator.

Resourced internally with a short term continuous improvement team (CIT) with the involvement of all staff responsible for the
delivery of discretionary services that included one on one interviews and group discussion.

Review of full cost (Unit Costing) for product line by Finance Manager.
If you used internal resources for your review, how were review teams structured? What was their membership profile?

Director Community Development and Managers within the Community Development directorate.

All staff responsible for the delivery of these services were consulted. An ex-finance manager was engaged for the development of

full unit costs for services.

Service Review Process

Was a defined process used for conducting the reviews? Please provide an outline of the process.
Attachment included

APPENDIX A shows the original methodology

APPENDIX C — highlights how this was represented (Quadrant scattergram)

APPENDIX B - Visio — Community Benefit Assessment (or Public Benefit Test) methodology is the recent work
How was the process established? e.g. proprietary system, developed in-house.

Developed in house following research for any other models

Was the process based on an existing business improvement methodology? e.g. Lean Six Sigma, PDSA, etc.

ADRI model (Business Excellence — Approach, Deployment, Results, Improvement)

Are the service reviews part of an ongoing continuous improvement program? If so, please describe.

In some instances reviews are linked to ongoing continuous improvement — now developed approach and Policy of culture of
continuous review of these services (Council Policy developed). For example any proposed new service provision is tested against
the model to ensure that Council is the best service provider.
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Service Identification & Prioritisation

How were the council’s services identified for review and categorised? Please provide details of services.

All identified discretionary services were reviewed across the Council including both internal processes to deliver a service, and
the provision of external services.

How were the services prioritised or ranked for review? What criteria were used?
See APPENDIX B — criteria based on community need, and Council objectives; and environmental scan of other providers; whether

Council best deliverer of service or other alternatives.

Stakeholder Engagement

How were internal stakeholders / staff involved in the reviews?

Officers responsible for each discretionary service were involved in the review along with the Community Development
Management group.

Was there community consultation during the reviews? How was this conducted?

The Strategic Community Plan and Neighbourhood Plans provided information concerning community aspirations and priorities so
engagement processes used in developing these plans provided an opportunity to align community priorities with service
provision.

What segments of the community were consulted? e.g. people with a particular interest in a service, existing community and
user groups.

Engagement with our community is ongoing across different segments. We utilised other informing documents and processes
that provided information regarding different segments/users of these services.

How were community needs incorporated in the reviews?

Community need was an identified criteria in the reviews — this was based on current data on usage, demand, and current and
forecast demographic information.

The Strategic Community Plan and Neighbourhood Plans also informed this review process of community need.

Was the community involved in setting new service levels? If so, please describe.

If changes were determined through the review process to the provision of services the community (user groups) were involved
and informed. For example following a review all HACC services were transferred to a specific HACC provider — an extensive
engagement and communication plan was development and deployed with this client group and volunteers.

Was the elected council involved in the decision to undertake a review? If so, describe how they were engaged (e.g. briefing,
report, etc.) and the level of input that they provided.

Elected Members were briefed on the methodology and outcomes to changes to service provision. They were kept informed
through Elected Member information sessions. The Audit Committee oversaw the recurrent saving (>$1.7m) and these reports
were presented to Council.

Was the elected council kept informed of the progress of the review? If so, at what stages of the project?

Informed throughout the process and with any changes to service provision. Council also adopted a Policy in relation to the
outcomes of the review.

Was the elected council required to make any critical decisions regarding the adoption of the review outcomes (e.g. allocation
of resources, variation to service delivery, etc.)? If so, please describe.

Process was viewed as operational so elected Council did not make critical decisions. Decisions were communicated to elected
Council throughout the process.
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Information Gathering & Benchmarking

What types of information and data were collected for each review? e.g. statutory requirements, current outputs, current
levels of service, potential modes of service delivery.

See attached methodology

APPENDIX A — Original methodology

APPENDIX B - Visio attachment — more recent methodology

Plans to continually refine and improve

Were any service areas benchmarked against external organisations or providers? If so, please describe.

External benchmarking did not necessarily occur although services were tested against community requirements. Unit costing

were done for future benchmarking which is being undertaken on a priority basis.

Levels of Service

Were service levels reviewed? If so, please describe.

Service levels were reviewed to ensure continued accessibility to the community. For example the unlimited provision of free
rodent baits to any resident was reviewed and altered to include the requirement of a gold coin contribution, and a limited
number of occasions it could be accessed. Additionally the provision was mapped to ascertain problem rodent areas.

The provision of a specific “calendar of events” was reviewed and replaced with an insert to a regular Council magazine.

Were there changes made to service levels as a result of reviews? If so, please describe.

Yes — see example above. Other examples include changes of service levels to podiatry services for seniors; immunisation; bin
hire for community groups.

Modes of Service Delivery

Were alternative models of service delivery explored? See examples below

Methodology included investigation of alternative models of service delivery — examples include external HACC provider; external
Vacation Care provider; Leeming Recreational Centre; Out of School Care Services.

Was service sharing with other councils considered? Please provide details

Yes — as part of review process Indigenous HACC program was transferred to a neighbouring Council to share this service and be
the core provider. Ongoing investigations continue with possible resource sharing in regard to libraries in our region.

Were strategic relationships formed with other government or non-profit bodies? If so, please provide details.

Yes — with new external HACC provider (non profit organisation); Out of School Care services (commercial sector).

Were joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise considered? If so, please provide details.

No —in some instances services were transferred to be provided by the private sector (Child care, out of school care services).
Was consideration given to community-run services or enterprises? If so, please provide details.

Yes — HACC service was transferred to a community based not for profit organisation. Community events are now delivered by
community-run services and organisations (Rotary Clubs, local resident groups etc.).

Was consideration given to outsourcing services to external providers? If so, please provide details.
Yes — HACC outsourced to external providers.
Were any new business or commercial enterprises to generate additional revenue identified? If so, please provide details.

No

Implementation and Outcomes

Please describe the level of implementation of review recommendations.

Discretionary services identified of having lower community need and/or the availability of alternative providers were highlighted
as requiring further review and investigation. All of those identified in this area have been investigated and in some cases
transferred to external providers.

See attached Quadrant scattergram (APPENDIX C)

Please describe the most significant outcomes from the review process. e.g. cost savings, efficiency gains, revenue generation,
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changes in service levels, introduction of new services, discontinuation of services, new modes of service delivery, etc.

Cost savings; efficiency gains, changes to service provided and levels; transference of services to external providers (external
funding), and new modes of service delivery. Introduction of new providers to our City which are viewed as community assets.
Awareness and continued use of unit costing in the provision of services.

What has been the overall financial benefit from the service reviews (if any)?
Positive overall financial benefit — identified savings to Council. (>$1.7M)

What have been the main benefits of undertaking service reviews? e.g. staff culture improvement, efficiency, rationalisation of
services and service levels, financial sustainability, etc.

Focus on core business; responsiveness to customer requirements; culture of moving away from “business as usual” to
continuous improvement. Rationalisation of services with savings to Council but retained outcome for community.
Understanding of application and on going usage of unit costing methodology.

What were the lessons learnt? Would you do things differently in your next review project?

More scrutiny in definition of discretionary services, and how do you review the service level of mandatory services.

Continued review of the methodology (Public Benefit Test) and collaboration with other LGAs.

How would you describe the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the approach you undertook in your review project?

Disadvantages — not certain we had methodology correct as had found nothing comparable; staff felt under scrutiny to justify
their services (better communication and engagement could have assisted); some perception that exercise was solely cost driven.

Advantages — development of an evidence based framework; ; opportunity to work "on the business”, to make business
improvements that delivered savings and efficiencies; time taken to analyse what we do and how we do it; delivered clarity on
why we deliver particular discretionary services

Are you aware of any other councils that have conducted service reviews? If so, please list.
City of Onkaparinga, South Australia — in early 2012 became aware of similar methodology
Do you have any other comments or observations regarding your service review project?

Very useful and now critical way of approaching our business — decision making methodology in regard to the introduction of any
new services; confirmation that we were largely on track with the provision of discretionary services.
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Appendix A

Service/Program Needs Assessment Matrix

1. Community Wellbeing
Community Wellbeing can include:

A safe community where people feel a connection with others in their neighbourhood.

Access to recreation and other facilities that enhance physical, emotional and spiritual health and well-  \weighting:
being. 30%
An active and involved community with a high proportion of people involved in community groups and

volunteering work.

A community where the arts, culture, local history and heritage are valued and celebrated.

1.1 To what extent will this service/program enhance the wellbeing of the community?

Rating guidelines

1. Has negative effect on the community wellbeing

2. Has little to no positive influence on community wellbeing
3. Enhances community wellbeing

4. Has a significant contribution to community wellbeing

1.2 To what extent will this service/program build a sense of community spirit* where people feel part of their
neighbourhood?

Rating guidelines

1. Has a negative effect (i.e. divides the community) on sense of community
2. Has little or no positive influence on sense of community

3. Enhances sense of community

4. Has a significant contribution to sense of community

*Community spirit includes the level to which people feel engaged and participate in community activities

1.3 To what extent does this service contribute to the safety and security of the community? (including the
perception of safety and security)

Rating guidelines

1. Has a negative effect on safety and security

2. Has little effect on safety and security

3. Makes a contribution to the safety and security of the community
4. Has significant effect on the safety and security of the community

1.4 To what extent does this service contribute to a healthy lifestyle?

Rating guidelines

1. Has a negative effect on a healthy lifestyle

2. Has little effect on a healthy lifestyle

3. Makes a contribution to a healthy lifestyle

4. Makes significant contribution to a healthy lifestyle

1.5 To what degree does the community support and use the service?

Rating guidelines

1. Declining utilisation and low participation rates

2. Stable utilisation and low participation

3. Stable utilisation and high participation

4. Well utilised and increasing participation/or at capacity

Community Wellbeing Subtotal

Weighted Average — Community Wellbeing
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Environmental Wellbeing

Contribute to the maintenance and enhancement of biodiversity for the preservation of our natural o
flora and fauna Weighting:
Use natural resources sustainable to reduce our ecological footprint 25%
Provide a sustainable built urban environment

To what extent does this service enhance the environmental wellbeing of the community?

Rating guidelines

1. Has negative effect on the environmental wellbeing

2. Has little to no positive influence on environmental wellbeing
3. Enhances environmental | wellbeing

4. Has a significant contribution to environmental wellbeing

To what extent does this service contribute to a sustainable built urban environment?

Rating guidelines

1. Has negative effect on the sustainable urban environment

2. Has little to no positive influence the sustainable urban environment
3. Enhances the sustainable urban environment

4. Has a significant contribution on the sustainable urban environment

To what extent does this service reduce our ecological footprint?

Rating guidelines

1. Significantly increases our ecological footprint

2. Increases our ecological footprint

3. Contributes to reducing our ecological footprint

4. Has a significant contribution to reducing our ecological footprint

Environmental Wellbeing Subtotal

Weighted Average - Environmental Wellbeing

Economic Wellbeing
Weighting:

Enhance and maintain a business friendly environment. 20%

Have vibrant diverse commercial centres that meet local and regional needs

To what extent does this service enhance the economic wellbeing of the community?

Rating guidelines

1. Has negative effect on the economic wellbeing

2. Has little to no positive influence on economic wellbeing
3. Enhances economic wellbeing

4. Has a significant contribution to economic wellbeing

To what extent does this service enhance the diversity of commercial centres?

Rating guidelines

1. Has negative effect on diversity of commercial centres
2. Has little or no effect on diversity of commercial centres
3. Enhances diversity of commercial centres

4. Significantly enhances diversity of commercial centres

Economic Wellbeing Subtotal

Weighted Average - Economic Wellbeing
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4.2

4.3

1.

Does the city have a monopoly on this service?
Can the customer access an alternative service provider? Yes No

Can the City of Melville outsource responsibility for the provision of the service? Yes No

1.1 To what extent does this service duplicate and/or compete with any other service providers? (Executive

Service Delivery Reviews in Australian Local Government

Governance Weighting:
25%

How well does the service meet relevant City of Melville corporate objectives? ( strategic plans, policy's,
Community Plan)

Rating guidelines

1. Contradicts

2. No Links

3. Partially complies
4. Consistent

How well does the service meet relevant service provision standards? (eg AMCORD, etc...)

Rating guidelines

1. In excess of requirements
2. Just exceeds requirements
3. Meets requirements

4. Under requirements

To what extent does this service support the City’s leadership role in the community? (Services/Products
that show the City demonstrating strategic innovation or modelling service delivery)

Rating guidelines

1. Does not show leadership

2. Demonstrates limited leadership

3. Demonstrates leadership in some neighbourhoods
4. Demonstrates leadership role across the City

Operations Subtotal

Weighted Average - Operations

RATING (100%)  ;100%

Service Delivery Matrix
Describe the Service - service level, value-adding by the City,

Service Provider Analysis Weighting:
40%

Rating Guidelines
1. YesYes

2. YesNo

3. No Yes

4. NoNo

functions test) check list style

Rating guidelines

1. Directly duplicate and/or compete across the City

2. Partially duplicate and/or compete across the City

3. Limited duplication and/or competition in some neighbourhood areas only
4. No duplication and/or competition across the City
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To what extent is the provision of this service available from service providers other than the City?

Rating guidelines

1. Many other service providers

2. Adequate other service providers
3. Limited other service providers
4. COM sole service provider

Service Provider Analysis Subtotal

Weighted Average
Financial Weighting:
20%
Degree of Council funding
Rating guidelines
1. Completely funded by rates
2. Council subsidy up to 70%
3. Council subsidy up to 40%
4. Fully funded by levy, external grants and/or by income generated
Financial Subtotal
Weighted Average
. Weighting:
Risk 40%

Document in this section risks i.e. uncertainties that exist between you and your objectives. If there is more than
risk in a category use the response with the highest rating as your answer

What is the risk to the City of Melville in the provision of the product or service?
Consider risk ratings on an individual basis. Any individual extreme level risk identified must be considered in the
overall rating for the Risk Section

3.1

3.2

3.3

Political risks
Associated with failure to deliver on local or state government policies or to meet Council’s stated
commitments

Rating guidelines

1. Extreme level risk
2. High level risk

3. Medium level risk
4, Low level risk

Environmental risks
Associated with the management of the environment or environmental consequences of Council’s activities

Rating guidelines

1. Extreme level risk
2. High level risk

3. Medium level risk
4. Low level risk

Social/Culture risks
Associated with failure to meet current and changing needs and expectations of customers and citizens of
Melville

Rating guidelines

1. Extreme level risk
2. High level risk

3. Medium level risk
4, Low level risk
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3.4 Technological risks
Associated with implementation, management, and maintenance of information technology used by the
service

Rating guidelines

1. Extreme level risk
2. High level risk

3. Medium level risk
4, Low level risk

3.5 Economic (Financial) risks
Associated with cash flow, funding sources, budgetary requirements, tax obligations, creditor and debtor
management, remuneration and other general account management

Rating guidelines

1. Extreme level risk
2. High level risk

3. Medium level risk
4, Low level risk

3.6 Legal risks
Associated with compliance to legal requirements such as legislation, regulations, standards, codes of
practice and contractual requirements

Rating guidelines

1. Extreme level risk
2. High level risk

3. Medium level risk
4. Low level risk

Risk Subtotal

Weighted Average

Rating (100%)  /100%
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Appendix B
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Appendix C
Quadrant Scattergram — Attachment 3
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COMMUNITY NEEDS
Legend - Product or Service
Community Needs Score / Delivery Analysis Score
1 | Development/planning of sport & physical 23 | Coord Youth Programs 72160 | 45 | Immunisation (infant) 66 /52
activity 85783
2 | Club/group & sports 85/75 24 | PHAZE urban art project 72760 Local History Service 65 /67
3 | Club/Volunteer development 85775 25 | Gymbakids 7773 47 | Collections Management 65 /67
4 | Volunteer Recognition 80 /68 26 | Neighborhood Watch 772 48 | Seniors -advice, information 65/62
5 | Events Package 76782 27 | Health promation 71767 49 | Living Library Program 64790
6 | Event bookings 76780 28 | Group Fitness Programs 71765 50 | Support for East Timor Friendship 64782
7 | Community Event Management 76780 29 | Gym Circuit, LLLS 71765 51 | Calendar of Festivals and Events 64 /57
8 | Ethnic Melville Active Seniors 761778 30 | Gallery Exhibitions 71763 52 | Midge control/treatment 63775
9 | Sports Coaching & Competitions 76167 31 | Seniors Information Directory 68 /75 53 | Support Senior Citizen Centres 63/75
10 | Mgt Community Centres 75167 32 | Melville Family Support Program 68774 54 | Libraries - Children's programs 63 /62
11 | Mgt of Grants 75 /60 33 | Mgt Comm & Public Art Projects 68/72 55 | Podiatry 63 /60
12 | Bus shelter painting project 74787 34 | Food safety & hygiene 68 /70 56 | Teenvac 62789
13 | Provision of “Activelink” program 74176 35 | Art Awards 68 /70 57 | 3xMuseums 61/70
14 | Community Transport Services 74758 36 | Emergency relief 68 /75 58 | HACC - Meals to Music 561783
15 | Leamn to Swim Programs 73175 37 | Melville Youth Advisory Council 66/88 59 | Resident rat bait program 52752
16 | Mgt Senior Assistance Fund 73175 38 | Banners — Canning Highway 66 /83 60 | Travelsmart 79 /58
17 | Youth activities 73772 39 | Youth Sport Scholarships 66/70 61 | Environmental Education Programs 71/ 60
18 | Aquatic Facilities 73768 40 | Youth Sport Grants 66 /70 62 | Environ Sustainability Programs 4772
19 | Meals on Wheels 737167 41 | Seniors Forums 66 / 6B 63 | ICLEI 71760
20 | Gymnasium 73165 42 | Social English classes 66 /67 64 | Sand supply schools 56755
21 | EMAS (non HACC) 73762 43 | Libraries -Adult Programs 66 /63 65 | Bin Hire -community gps 64770
22 | Aboriginal liaison 72778 44 | Ar Collection 66 /63 66 | Collection of Commercial waste 63 /68
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Attachment 5 — Survey Results — City of Newcastle (NSW)

Council Name: City of Newcastle

Date:

Service Delivery Reviews in Australian Local Government

9 February 2012

Service Review Background

What were the primary drivers behind the decision to undertake a review of services? e.g. financial sustainability, continuous
improvement, asset planning, business excellence, etc.

Notice of Motion received from Councillor to prepare:

1.

o &~ w DN

7.
8.

Define and review the statutory and non statutory services provided by Local Government, and in particular, The City
of Newcastle

Explain the legislative requirements and community for services obligations under the Local Government Act
Discuss the role of and need for these non-statutory services
Consider the possibility of providing any of service at a cost recovery or surplus level

Consider the potential for divestment of any service to a not-for-profit provider, a possible staff buy-out, or another
commercial entity

Investigate what other service variations could provide more efficiency and effective Council Operations;

a s

Investigate whether any asset divestments might be realised as a result of non-statutory service variations

A report on cost shifting of services from the State to Council

Please briefly describe the terms of reference or scope of the service review. e.g. council-wide, selected services, selected

processes, etc.

0
0

When was your most recent review project undertaken, and how long did the project take?

)

Management & Resourcing

Review all Council Services (council-wide) both statutory and non statutory services
The scope of the review is outlined as per above

August 2011 — December 20, 2011 (non statutory services)

How were the reviews managed and resourced ? e.g. internal steering group, review coordinator, staff teams, consultants,
external facilitator.

0
0

)

If you used internal resources for your review, how were review teams structured? What was their membership profile?

)

Service Review Process

The review was conducted and carried out internally by staff and teams responsible for the service

Project Steering Group; consisting of representation from staff (nominations); Union Delegate, Executive, Councillor
(who lodged the Notice of Motion) and project manager

Members of the project steering group were responsible for reviewing recommendations, and providing assistance
and support to teams

Systems views were used to identify internal stakeholders and customers who should be included in the review

Was a defined process used for conducting the reviews? Please provide an outline of the process.

)

)

Teams were required to complete a service audit form template that was compiled to answer those questions raised in
the NoM, along with identifying opportunities for improvement

Workshops were held with staff to explain the background to the project, how to complete the template, business
improvement tools and techniques that could be used to examine the service and identify; opportunities for
improvement (i.e. efficiencies, growth, reduction in service delivery etc) and $ Operational Savings

All templates had to be reviewed, approved and signed by the Service Unit Manager and Director

A two day workshop was held with 11 Councils from across the Country, and who are members of the Local
Government Business Excellence Network. Members were given the opportunity of benchmarking their services with
Councils and discussing how they provide the service with service audit teams. Many more opportunities for
improvement were identified through discussions over the two-days

Recommendations were then compiled into three columns. One for those identified by Service Audit Teams, one for
those identified by the Local Business Excellence Network and one for those identified by the Executive
Recommendations by service audit teams and the local business excellence network were then reviewed by the
Project Steering Group
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O Recommendations were then workshopped with the Executive Leadership Team
How was the process established? e.g. proprietary system, developed in-house.
O Research conducted with other Councils who have undertaken a similar process
O Research through the Local Government Business Excellence Network
O Council’s previous Sustainability Review
Was the process based on an existing business improvement methodology? e.g. Lean Six Sigma, PDSA, etc.
O Business Excellence; systems views,
O Lean Six Sigma; process mapping, DMAIC (define, measure, analyse, improve, control)

O Continuous Improvement; 5 Whys, brainstorming

Are the service reviews part of an ongoing continuous improvement program? If so, please describe.
O Part of Council’s business excellence program to continuously look for opportunities to improve our services.

O Long-term financial plan

Service Identification & Prioritisation

How were the council’s services identified for review and categorised? Please provide details of services.
O  Categorised as Statutory & Non Statutory Services, as per the various legislative requirements
How were the services prioritised or ranked for review? What criteria were used?
O Services were prioritised as either Statutory or Non Statutory Services. The review on all non-statutory services was

carried out in the first instance

Stakeholder Engagement

How were internal stakeholders / staff involved in the reviews?

O All staff were invited to attend a continuous improvement workshop, where they were given the opportunity of
providing feedback (both positive and negative) from previous reviews. le; lessons learnt and what improvements we
can make to the process we adopt for this review

O Staff involved with preparing the service audit template, were invited to informative and participatory workshops,
whereby a short presentation was given on the background to the project, outcomes expected from the service audit,
and continuous improvement methodologies they could use when carrying out the review, Staff were then given the
opportunity of commencing the service audit template, and asking/seeking clarification on any issues they might have
along with seeking support from members of the project team

O Nominating to be on the project steering group
Was there community consultation during the reviews? How was this conducted?
O Not in the first instance

O Inthe report to Council on 20 December it was recommended that 14 services required further analysis and
community consultation

What segments of the community were consulted? e.g. people with a particular interest in a service, existing community and
user groups.

O Inthe second phase of the project, community members that are being consulted with include existing community and
user groups and those who have registered their interest in the service (i.e. through Newcastle Voice)

How were community needs incorporated in the reviews?

O Community needs and feedback will be incorporated in the report that goes back to Council and will be taken into
consideration with Council’s recommendations

Was the community involved in setting new service levels? If so, please describe.

O Yes, as part of those recommendations requiring further analysis, an impact assessment is being carried out on those
services whereby we are suggesting new service levels. Feedback will be sought from the community in regards to
these service levels
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Was the elected council involved in the decision to undertake a review? If so, describe how they were engaged (e.g. briefing,
report, etc.) and the level of input that they provided.

0
0

Yes, they nominated and endorsed the Notice of Motion put forward
Once a process was established to carry out the review, a Councillor Workshop was held in which the process was
outlined and Councillors invited to make any changes or offer any improvements to the process

Was the elected council kept informed of the progress of the review? If so, at what stages of the project?

)

O

At the Councillor Workshop, staff suggested the inclusion of a Councillor on the project steering group. Councillors
agreed with this and nominated the Councillor who originally put in the NoM.

Councillors were kept up-to-date by regular feedback and communication as the project progressed. This was done via
emails, project status reports, and Councillor publications. The Councillor on the project steering group was also a
conduit for communication amongst the elected Council.

Was the elected council required to make any critical decisions regarding the adoption of the review outcomes (e.g. allocation
of resources, variation to service delivery, etc)? If so, please describe.

(0]

A Councillor Workshop was carried out whereby recommendations were discussed and a briefing provided of the
Council report

At the Council Meeting of 20 December Council were asked to
0 That Council accepts this report on the non-statutory services review

0 That Council endorses those service audit recommendations nominated to proceed by the Executive Leadership
Team

0 That Council endorses those service audit recommendations nominated to proceed, but requiring further analysis

0 That the remaining Sustainability Review recommendations are correlated and incorporated into the Service
Audit Process

Information Gathering & Benchmarking

What types of information and data were collected for each review? e.g. statutory requirements, current outputs, current
levels of service, potential modes of service delivery.

(0]

)

Service Details — group, service, service description, how is service provided, team leader, service audit team members,
staff establishing, Council’s role, inputs to service, outputs to service, other information

Assets —i.e. Buildings and Structures, transport, Parks & Recreation, Stormwater Drainage, Natural, Waste Facility,
Library, Art Gallery and Museum, Other

Key Stakeholders (refer Systems View) — Internal & External

Service Information — Why are we providing the service, what is the link to the Community Strategic Plan, Quadruple
bottom line benefit, partnerships, cost shifting, existing constraints, users of service, is the service delivered by
another provider

Financial Information — expenditure and income, community contributions, cost to council, efficiencies gains achieved,
funding sources

Business Improvement Opportunities — review service levels, review service models

Were any service areas benchmarked against external organisations or providers? If so, please describe.

)

)

All services were benchmarked amongst 11 Councils across the Country, who are members of the Australian Business
Excellence Network

Nine core services of Council were previously benchmarked with Hobart City Council and Marion City Council

Levels of Service

Were service levels reviewed? If so, please describe.

)

Under service levels staff were requested to review; provide no service, provide a lower level of service, provide the
same level of service, provide a high level of service (cost benefit analysis required), improvements and innovations to
service delivery, alternative method of service delivery
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Were there changes made to service levels as a result of reviews? If so, please describe.
O Yes, through Parks & Reserves. These options are currently being further investigated through an impact assessment

and community consultation

Modes of Service Delivery

Were alternative models of service delivery explored? See examples below

O Yes, these are currently being explored as phase two of the project, whereby further analysis is required.

Was service sharing with other councils considered? Please provide details

O Yes, in many cases the need to share service with other councils was highlighted, along with those services already
being shared with Councils

Were strategic relationships formed with other government or non-profit bodies? If so, please provide details.

O Itwas highlighted throughout the reviews where this was a possibility, along with highlighting those relationships that
already exist

Were joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise considered? If so, please provide details.
O It was highlighted throughout the reviews where this was a possibility and further analysis and exploration required
Was consideration given to community-run services or enterprises? If so, please provide details.
O Yes, thisis currently being explored as part of recommendations requiring further analysis
Was consideration given to outsourcing services to external providers? If so, please provide details.
O Yes, thisis currently being explored as part of recommendations requiring further analysis
Were any new business or commercial enterprises to generate additional revenue identified? If so, please provide details.
O Yes, this was identified through services and assets that Council own and operate such as Fort Scrathley, Blackbutt

Reserve, Printing & Graphic Design etc.

Implementation and Outcomes

Please describe the level of implementation of review recommendations.

O Animplementation plan on those operational recommendations adopted on 20 December 2011 is currently being
prepared. Progress will be reported to the Executive on a monthly basis and reported through quarterly reviews to
Council

Please describe the most significant outcomes from the review process. e.g. cost savings, efficiency gains, revenue
generation, changes in service levels, introduction of new services, discontinuation of services, new modes of service delivery,
etc.

O Business improvement opportunities identified saw processes streamlined, which will result in efficiency gains
O Commercial opportunities to existing Council assets
O  Operational savings

O Understanding by Councillors of all the services provided by Council
0 Detailed analysis of all services provided to Councillors and available to all staff
What has been the overall financial benefit from the service reviews (if any)?

O $2m was identified in operational savings from the review on non-statutory services

What have been the main benefits of undertaking service reviews? e.g. staff culture improvement, efficiency, rationalisation
of services and service levels, financial sustainability, etc.

O  Staff involvement, participation and engagement

O Financial sustainability

O Communication and collaboration amongst teams, staff, and users of the service
O Greater understanding of how the service is provided

O Embedding our continuous improvement methodology

O Opportunities for improvement identified
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O Involvement of the Business Excellence Network and building relationships with our neighbouring Councils who have
undertaken a similar review

O Involvement of the Councillors
O People working together across the organisation

O Rationalisation of services and service levels

What were the lessons learnt? Would you do things differently in your next review project?

Involve staff throughout the process, as they are the subject matter experts

Keep the project to a tight, short time-frame. Our review of 46 non statutory services was conducted within 5 months
Communicate the purpose and objectives of the project — be clear and concise and keep staff and Councillors up-to-
date on the progress

O Implement recommendations

o O O

How would you describe the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the approach you undertook in your review project?
O Advantages of conducting the review internally:-

o Staff were engaged and participated and had ownership of the recommendations, as they were the ones
who identified them.

o0 Having a Councillor, Union, Executive Leader and staff on the project steering committee meant all
stakeholders were continually kept up-to-date. These members provided the conduit for communication
and support to the organisation.

0 Managing the review as a project — we used documents such as a project plan; gantt chart, process map,
mind map, system view, project status reports etc. to support and report on the project

o0 Including Councils continuous improvement methodology meant a consistent approach was applied to the
overall process used

o Utilising the Business Excellence Network gave both our Council and those Councils the opportunity of
building relationships and sharing/benchmarking our services with theirs

o Conducting the review internally meant there was no additional cost to Council (i.e. cost to hire a consultant
+ additional resources required)

O  Disadvantages:-
0 Level of independence
Are you aware of any other councils that have conducted service reviews? If so, please list.
0 Lake Macquarie City Council
0 Port Stephens City Council
0  Council’s within the Local Government Business Excellence Network i.e.; Hobart City Council; Marion

Do you have any other comments or observations regarding your service review project?
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Attachment 6 — Survey Results — Parramatta City Council (NSW)

Council Name: Parramatta City Council
Date: February 2012

Service Review Background

What were the primary drivers behind the decision to undertake a review of services? e.g. financial sustainability, continuous
improvement, asset planning, business excellence, etc.

O Be sustainable in the long term —financially as well as other factors. Certainly there was a reality that our operating costs
were increasing faster than our income and that we needed to address this.

Deliver for the Future. We wanted to set ourselves up to anticipate emerging challenges.

Become a Centre of Excellence. We recognised that we needed to improve across the board in terms of our service
provision - and build the skills to continually improve this.

O Deliver on our guiding principles

O Identify new business opportunities — both for income, other ways of doing things.

O Provide efficient and effective services to meet our communities’ needs

o O

An outline of the reasons for the review and the process that was followed is included as APPENDIX A.

Please briefly describe the terms of reference or scope of the service review. e.g. council-wide, selected services, selected
processes, etc.

a s

Initially we attempted to limit it to certain selected (contestable services). After discussing this at length, we then amended the
process to capture all Council services. During panel discussion we realised that consistent themes were emerging and broadened
the scope to include selected “cross-functional” processes. This had the added benefit of preventing business from simply shifting
problems “upstream or downstream”.

Our aim was to establish whether we were providing the right mix of services to our customers and providing them with value for
money.

It didn’t just focus on improving the financial position of the Council but placed a heavy emphasis on improving the quality of our
services and building a culture of innovation and continuous improvement.

The services review was not designed to be a one off exercise but rather the beginning of an ongoing journey

When was your most recent review project undertaken, and how long did the project take?

Mid 2010 — 6 months. However, many of the projects (or broader challenges were identified as having a 2 year horizon) — so
some are still underway.

Management & Resourcing

How were the reviews managed and resourced? e.g. internal steering group, review coordinator, staff teams, consultants,
external facilitator.

Internal steering group (the Executive). Chaired review panels.

In house project team — 3 people (Leader/Project Manager/Administration)

Teams — all L3 (Unit Managers — 21) attended review panels, many presented.

L4 Managers (approximately 35) presented at review panels

One business support officer for each Group (or Department) — 3 people.

External consultants used for two components — Lean Six Sigma training and Cross functional mapping

All internal staff did the project whilst continuing with existing business.

If you used internal resources for your review, how were review teams structured? What was their membership profile?
Project team — One L3 (Unit manager), one L4 (Service Manager) Review team, 1 administration officer.

Business support — 3 project officer level.

Review teams (Panels)

Chair — Rotated amongst members of executive (L2). N.B. Not Line Manager. CEO (L1) attended a number of panels.
Panel members 2-3 Unit Managers (L3) + 2 members of project team (admin + one facilitator)

Presenters L4 and staff members.

Service Review Process
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Was a defined process used for conducting the reviews? Please provide an outline of the process.

Training of Managers in Lean Six Sigma
Initial template of questions provided to all Managers
Presentations at Managers breakfasts of the intent and process of the review

2 rounds of scheduled panel meetings (2 %2 hrs each) 6 weeks apart, 3-5 each week (see participation above). Includes
presentation and discussion between panel and staff.

After 1% round debrief with ET on shared themes and engagement of consultant to map “top 10" cross functional processes.
Coaching for teams as required by project team or business support.

Second round of templates issued preceding second panel.

Discussion and initial assessment of proposals at second panels.

Workshop with ET to discuss findings and potential report structure.

Workshop with Councillors

Adoption of report

Implementation of projects (and reporting framework)
Monthly progress meetings

How was the process established? e.g. proprietary system, developed in-house.

Largely developed in-house, borrowing from a range of sources and adapting many resources.

a s

Was the process based on an existing business improvement methodology? e.g. Lean Six Sigma, PDSA, etc.

Largely based around Lean six sigma. We adapted large amounts and ignored sizeable portions. We would recommend against
simply applying one methodology without some critical review. This followed a concerted leadership development program.

Are the service reviews part of an ongoing continuous improvement program? If so, please describe.

The commencement of a continuous improvement and innovation program has followed on the tail end the service review. While
our service review process had a start and finish, we have used it to move into another, different iteration. Our focus was in part
about building business capability, so this follows quite logically.

Service Identification & Prioritisation

How were the council’s services identified for review and categorised? Please provide details of services.

41 service groupings were nominally identified. Through the process, essentially this resolved to 38. We can provide these service
listings, but they are similar to most Councils. As an aside —Council spent 2 years attempting to get this list right. In the end, our
advice is — get it to 80% and then use the process to determine whether it is too broadly grouped or over differentiated. In other
words, spend the time testing the list in an applied environment rather than trying to refine the accountabilities too tightly.

How were the services prioritised or ranked for review? What criteria were used?

No. Initially this was the intention, however it became clear that once all services were to be reviewed (partly because we
struggled to prioritise them into contestable and core services), the team felt it was not constructive to do this.

The observation was that all businesses subsequently made improvements in a range of ways — in customer value or efficiency,
with some making a much larger financial contribution. While conducting the review across all the business created a greater
workload, it actually led a more positive engagement — that is, we were not only focussed on outsourcing or savings, but rather on
improvement and solutions across the board.

Early scheduled panels were however weighted towards those who were further progressed in terms of business thinking and
skills.

Stakeholder Engagement

How were internal stakeholders / staff involved in the reviews?

O Formal presentations from early adopters at managers breakfasts
Managers training

Regular items in staff newsletters

Most managers engaged staff directly in discussion and feedback process.
Intranet included data and blog space

OO O O
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Was there community consultation during the reviews? How was this conducted?

Not during the review — only on specific actions once adopted by Council. There has been extensive consultation with the
residents panel about service priorities (in the sense of — what services are delivered well, and which are important) over a period
of time and some of this data was considered through the process.

What segments of the community were consulted? e.g. people with a particular interest in a service, existing community and
user groups.

Only users of specific services where significant changes were proposed. This was the focus of much of the discussion with the
Councillors before they adopted the recommendations.

Interesting question though - we decided not to consult on the process and the recommendations until the end. It raises issues
such as -are shareholders consulted individually or in groups on business strategy in the private sector? Does the community have
a direct say over how State or Federal resources are allocated? Are the Councillors community representatives? Does a small
group of strong supporters of a particular service have the right to determine the resource allocation or delivery model for that
service?

If the majority of the community does not value a service, then would we stop that service? Given we had a broad sense already
of where the community service priorities were (from information collected by the Residents Panel), we did not conduct any
further consultation during the process.

How were community needs incorporated in the reviews?

As discussed - not specifically, but this was provided as part of many of the discussions with the services- specifically when
reviewing the purpose of the service and how their success was measured - where community feedback was clearly about the
business. Improving recognition of customers and our responsiveness to customer feedback was a major part of the discussion.

While we didn’t consult broadly, we did consult directly with users and the community on the areas where significant changes to
the service were anticipated — once we had proofed the ideas through panels and the Councillors.

I’'m dubious as to the utility of asking the community which services they think Council should and shouldn’t provide. Ina
standard group of community members, there would probably be a large range of different opinions (which will change over
time). Itis also dependent on a range of variables (age, levels of activity etc.). Most services provided by Council’s exist for
historical, demand or regulatory reasons — what is debatable is whether Council should still be in these businesses or services, or
whether others can deliver this more effectively. A lot of time can be wasted on this debate, while running these services poorly —
in terms of resources, process and customer satisfaction. We did cease part of some services, outsourced others and deliver many
differently. But community needs (and establishing a consensus view on this would be challenging) did not drive the
improvement or change in delivery — the business did.

Was the community involved in setting new service levels? If so, please describe.

Only in the sense that community and user satisfaction levels are measured for the majority of our external services, and as such
this became part of the discussion with the business.

In many cases, better understanding of service levels within the business resulted — and over time we will be using this to adjust
service standards in consultation with customers.

Was the elected council involved in the decision to undertake a review? If so, describe how they were engaged (e.g. briefing,
report, etc.) and the level of input that they provided.

Yes — the Council requested a review - initially on selected parts of the business, but accepted the widening of the process. They
were formally included in deciding on what initiatives would/would not proceed to implementation.

Was the elected council kept informed of the progress of the review? If so, at what stages of the project?

Yes -inception report and workshop/report at the end of the process. Regular progress reports during implementation of the
subsequent projects.

Was the elected council required to make any critical decisions regarding the adoption of the review outcomes (e.g. allocation
of resources, variation to service delivery, etc)? If so, please describe.

Yes. They removed some recommendations that were financially viable or had business value, but where the Councillors had
concerns from a community and political standpoint.

They did discontinue some parts of services and agreed to change delivery modes. They also approved investment in some
proposals which had a longer return period.
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Information Gathering & Benchmarking

What types of information and data were collected for each review? e.g. statutory requirements, current outputs, current
levels of service, potential modes of service delivery.

We considered statutory but excluded it — on the basis that just because legislation requires an activity, does not preclude
efficiency improvements or a change in approach. The project team felt that this would create a point of difference between
services —and less critical evaluation of how the service was delivered. It would also potentially bring out some unproductive and
defensive behaviour - where a review wasn’t required because it was a statutory requirement. In that situation, some staff spend
considerable time defining their roles as “required by the legislation”, rather than seeking to improve the way they do it.

We required data on staff, financial performance, customer and stakeholder map, ran each team through a SIPOC for their major
services (adding purpose and measures), current KPIs, benchmarking, partners and competitors, alignment to strategy, revenue
generation, service delivery models, service SWOT, improvement opportunities, proposed recommendations to changes to
business model.

Were any service areas benchmarked against external organisations or providers? If so, please describe.

Yes. All 41 services were requested to benchmark externally. Some were coached through the process and did this quite
effectively, others relatively poorly. A minimum standard wasn’t enforced. It tended to be a very different experience depending
on the service — for instance, City Operations undertook extensive benchmarking, comparing unit prices and even engaging
private contractors to undertake certain services to make real comparisons of costs. Riverside Theatre did extensive
benchmarking with a regional entertainment complex. Others simply compared measures with other local government teams.

This process seemed to work much better where teams had spent significant time defining their purpose and how they would
practically measure that — then going externally to suggest those measures to potential partners. Going to others too early
creates confusion, too late doesn’t provide learning opportunities.

Levels of Service

Were service levels reviewed? If so, please describe.

Yes in part — the service reviews did not go to this level of detail, although some information was provided on the levels of service
and customer satisfaction. Often this item was the subject of further work.

Almost all services reviewed their levels of services through the lens of their customers and processes. Without that applied
context, this information is often not terribly useful. We know this because we spent approximately two years seeking to achieve
a clear definition of services, accountabilities and levels without any real progress.

Were there changes made to service levels as a result of reviews? If so, please describe.

Yes. Changes to timing (annual vs rolling replacement of items such as residential parking permits) changes to Council
requirements, removal of some services (e.g. one occasional childcare service was shut), increased numbers of people serviced
(the community mowing assistance program reduced waiting list and increased numbers) and one service on behalf of an
adjoining Council was transferred to them.

Modes of Service Delivery

Were alternative models of service delivery explored? See examples below

Yes. As part of the panel discussions. Deliberations at the Executive level also included this evaluation, as it was anticipated that
Council services would not often propose a full range of alternatives themselves. Despite this, a number of panels actually
proposed these solutions from within the business.

The best services actually tested themselves against the market — park maintenance and concreting being two good examples.

Was service sharing with other councils considered? Please provide details

To a limited extent, not broadly. Some currently exist in a small way, mostly around procurement and the like. It is worth
mentioning that at the time, Council was moving from a shared service arrangement (CoL) of computer and business services into
an in-house solution.

Were strategic relationships formed with other government or non-profit bodies? If so, please provide details.

Yes. A number of relationships came out of the benchmarking process in particular. A broader definition of customers and
stakeholders has changed the focus of some business and created opportunities. A number of agencies have also expressed an
interest in working together.

Were joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise considered? If so, please provide details.

To a minor extent, and on a service basis.
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Was consideration given to community-run services or enterprises? If so, please provide details.

Yes.

Was consideration given to outsourcing services to external providers? If so, please provide details.

Yes.

Were any new business or commercial enterprises to generate additional revenue identified? If so, please provide details.

Yes, to a minor extent.

Implementation and Outcomes

Please describe the level of implementation of review recommendations.

Not sure what you mean by this question. We set up a “focus model” with the decision making and action responsibilities for
various levels of the organisations. We created a project register and plans for all approved initiatives.

Please describe the most significant outcomes from the review process. e.g. cost savings, efficiency gains, revenue generation,
changes in service levels, introduction of new services, discontinuation of services, new modes of service delivery, etc.

Our objectives included:

O Financial sustainability (2.4 M)
O understanding our business and what drives cost and value better,
O improved customer satisfaction

O engaging staff in the improvement process

O preparing us for the future
What has been the overall financial benefit from the service reviews (if any)?

We reached the financial target of $2.4 m within the designated timeframe. Although | would argue that the real benefits of
improved capability are yet to be realised and could be a lot more.

What have been the main benefits of undertaking service reviews? e.g. staff culture improvement, efficiency, rationalisation of
services and service levels, financial sustainability, etc.

O understanding our business and what drives cost and value better,

O improved customer satisfaction

O engaging staff in the improvement process

O preparing us for the future

O  some rationalisation of services

O elimination of service practices that were duplication or frustrated people.

What were the lessons learnt? Would you do things differently in your next review project?
Hopefully we will not be doing one for a while.

O Training and preparation is critical — and it has to be adapted for each workplace.

0 We would extend the timeframes only slightly, to allow us to implement project changes more easily- but not much,
because intensity of effort focussed people and stopped procrastination (or perfectionism)

O Towards the end, there is a temptation to focus on the dollars, mostly because they are the most readily measured. And
many people see financial results as the primary success factors.

O We should have allowed more time for the report compilation
O Many projects or ideas will fail somewhere between conception and implementation. This is okay.
O Insome ways, the best parts of the review are yet to be seen —in terms of building peoples capability for solving

problems and capacity for efficiency gains. Many of the star performers have progressed in leaps and bounds the
benefits of which can’t easily be measured

How would you describe the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the approach you undertook in your review project?
Advantages

O Not just about the financial
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O Capability across the board

O Done on limited resources

O Extensive buy in and commitment from leadership
O Whole of Council project

Disadvantages

O Not uniform improvement

O Some changes were still too hard (for a range of reasons) B
O Financial issues still drove much of the reporting and solutions
Are you aware of any other councils that have conducted service reviews? If so, please list.

No

Do you have any other comments or observations regarding your service review project?
No.
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Appendix A

. Parramatta City Council - Services Review

WHAT DO WE MEAN BY "SERVICES REVIEW"?

Paevamatis City Coundl ks an exiremely diverse business delivering 41 different services directly or indirectly ko the
community - from Fnance to Thestres, Child Care Services to Waste Management, Meals on Whesls to Parks Maintenancs
(b0 narme & few ). Parramatta City Councll’s Services Review prooedd wid deslgned to assess 8l of Councils 41 services
equitably and with the same et of oriteria. The services review asloed:

- It the service broadly valued and does it align
"It will allow the team to think out the with the long berm strategic direction of Councl?
square, be more innovative in the way ) ['"““whm'“"“w“

that they deliver, as well as challenging 13 the delivery method for the service the only

why things are done. It sets up a i possible delivery method?
framework to be able to continual ¥

quote from a member of stalf sbout
Parramaitts City Coundl's Servioes Review, June 2010

ofportundties?
improve - 1t thare unmet demand R the service?
. What are the risks in providing or not providing
the service?

The services review heiped o delermine whether we are
providing our customers value for money and looked at
wirys 10 reduce corts and Improve the value and quality of
our ervices. The review also heiped Ul develop options for

mnmlmﬂnﬂfqm It v about

the quality and value of the servioes we
prervide. vl the Feview & one-off exerche - the
review marked the start of & continuous Improvement
Journiy that will go on forewver.

WHY DID WE START THE SERVICES REVIEW?

M“MMMWMMIMHMMMM Cne of the
contributing fectors was that services had grown ower many years without oritikcal review. Through the Services Review we
sbo wanted to benchmark our services, Improve the value and guality of our services, provide job security, find mays to
redice Coats Bhd bettee sustainable &1 well 53 dellvering on our Guiling Principles: valulng Innovethon, excellence,
sccountability and customes service.

Wpetatidg fda!) sealading capdla B i & §08% Gan
gl o awae e

Mot necetsanly in order of importance, there were at least 6
reasons why we began this journey:

= Baiid the capablity to deliver on our Commanity

Improve

efMcient, efective and continue bo mest community
needs or ‘face death by 1000 cuts’ (where & bit more
s taken from every service esch year)

T e LR LT e BT ]
FESE

W B PEETE e g R G e e R e

ph 245 Inmovation, Sustainability and Community Focus

A the core of Parramatis Oty Councll's Services Review was
the development of an organisational wide business moded to enure that Coundl |s swstainabie in the long term, provides
fervices that mest community nesds both now and i the future, snd provides servioes that sre efficent, effective and

=4
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. Parramatta City Council - Services Review
WHAT DID WE WANT TO ACHIEVE?

nmm.wuwmu-mwmwmmwmm
Integeration and alignment of our servioss Lo the Fulure Pathways Map and Parramatia Twenty 25 (our community
sirabegic plan)
$2.4 milllon cost
Peopie ot all kevels of the business ‘their business” and what drives cost and value

understanding
Much grester opportunity for peopke at all kevels of the business bo contribute and make & difference
A culture of impeoved service, tebmwork Bnd continuous improverment.

“I will use as the starting point to continuously improve my business and to develop my
staff” quote from a member of staff about Parramatta Cty Council’'s Services Review, June 2010

HOW DID WE MANAGE THE PROCESS?

Throughout the organisstion, & shaned sense of urgency, purpose and vision was created. This induded a roadmap called
“Future Pathways” that was created to llustrate the need for change. The Services Review was & key action to help bridge
the gap between Horizon 1 (busineds & usual) snd Horizon 3 (Fulure state).

Parrsmatta CRy Coundl's Services Review was conducted
predominantly in-houte and all amee of Councll were involved. To
manage the project & small project team was established in Cty
Strategy with the Executive team Sting &5 the project conbiol group
and reporting (o the Coundl.

In each service area, warma formesd [Usually but not slways led by
the service manager) to undertake the review for thelr area. These
teaims reported thelr fndings to & panel of senior stall, in 2 phases.
The fiest phase provided an overview of the service Inclsding
preparation of & SIPOC and customes/stakeholder mapping (using
basic LEAN methodology ). In the second phase teams presented
recommendations for IMprovements to the service and prepared

business cases to support this
wumm—mw for cross

service Improvements, keading to 10 cross functional workshops co-ordinated by the project team but facilitated
by extemal consultants.

A parts of the organtation have
been nvohved n the Review and will

Lt any significant changes 1o resources

The project required significant
training, scheduling snd work acroas the entire organisation. 41 services were scheduled for neview, with 6 ¥ das of
training and coaching in LEAN methodology conducted for al Mansgers, Templates were produced and customes
satisfaction sureys conducted for ol services. Important taaks snd milestoned wene communicated vie emall and festure
artickes Included In Councll’s internal magarine. Briefings and working sessions were delivered to Managers and the
Service review was the primary focus of 2 CEO road shows (where the CEO talks to all sta# about organisational matters ).
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. Parramatta City Council - Services Review

The major part of the services review was conducted over & months between
January snd June 2010. There were 2 rounds of panel mestings for each service
9 weeks apart between (a total of more than B0 meetings). Each panel induded
a member of the Executive (a8 chalrperson) from a different part of Councll to
the sarvice being reviewsd, plus 3 Unit Managers (this was later reduced to 2), &
Service Review Loam member and sdmintrative suppon.

Managers predented their data and Andings to the panel 5t & meeting Lesting on
average I hours. In addition, 9 Cross-functional processes were identifled as
being particular organisational Bsses and 10w) hour sessions were held to
workshop these, process map and dentify improvesment actions

mwmm e R b s el g
rarty nitial recommendations - i
[sceme of which had comenenced E E“:":":'ﬂ*':.::':‘::.::
m“mmm - # ol lll-r ll!:—-— -
bids 0 the final number wat around -+ ﬂ‘lﬂl\i:ﬁ =i
120 recommendationg ). The project beam reviewsd, cabegorised and -
priortised the recommendations based on a matrix of criteria of business et ot Bipnprad bt dbaben il by
ety and esse of Implementation. This was dicussed with the Executive . .
and & detailed report of the fAndings was drafted and presented to all e ey -
Managers, Coundilors and staff for comement and fesdbadc. o T e
ol s
Al recommendations were susigned a responsible officer, & business case e
developed for each and key Information was summarised into & spreadshest in

preparation for the rext stage - Implementation. Progress on services review recommendations (s being reported on 8
quirterty bashi.

“That until we actually looked deeply at some of our process and procedures, we didn't
realise the impact that our area had on other areas of Council™
Frovn & member of sEaiT sbout Parramatis Coundil's Services Review, June 201

WHAT WERE THE RESULTS?

Ower 120 new recommendations. were genersted through the services review process. These induded process
Improvements, outsourcing (all or part of a service ), or ceasing some services, new revenue opportunities, bether
procurement practices, changes to business mmﬂmmm-ﬂm:im
= In our capal works, nominated project Managers Scross the organisstion will improve consistency and 8
standardised project manasgement process (PMP) will help to scope and mansge projects.

« A new Property Development Strategy will forus on kentifying and remiving underperforming developments
while InCreasing Income and hsset based portiolos.

= In Finsnce: mmmrmqmmmmnuuNumnmmm

throughout the organisation.
- Reducing the fleet through a review of the number of leaseback vehices used for operational purposes.

= 2530 positions were dentified s ones that could be phased out over time. There are o redundanches planned,
homeever this will be achisved by natursl sttrition and redephoyment.

“It has helped us to unpack our business, align it to the corporate direction and better
understand how to present our work in a way that communicates the value it adds to
the organisation and community as a whole”™

guote from & member of staff about Parramatts Oty Coundl's Services Review, June 2010

Each service has also:
= Deefived their customers, products and services delivered to those customers (Inchuding developing STPOCs and
Custormer Maps available for all of Councll to view on inbernal website)

U I |

Measured current performance and benchmarks.
Reviewed the Service Delivery Model and made recommendations (do moreSless, mprove, outsource, get out of).

If all the recommendations put forward through the Services Review are sucosisfully implemented there will be significant
benefits for Parramatts City Councll scross the balanced sconscard’:
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. Parramatta City Council - Services Review

Finance - The recommendations. will significantly improve the net operating position of the business far in excess of the
original objective of $2.4 million.

Customers - There will be significant Improvements for internal and external customens through productivity
improvements and better processes fresing up resources for front line service delivery. One example of this ks mone use
of ondine service and sGovernment strategies to improve service delivering cutside standard business hours.

Business - There will be & better alignment, Improved business processes and performance reporting. One immediate
benefit is in people understanding their business and incressed confidence in their ability to deliver improvements.

= bullding & high performance culture. A staff
survey (July 2010) resulted In
| an respore rate and that
asround 63% of stall were engaged which
was vastly different to the results of &
similar staff survey conducted 2 years ago
Ky esdages were Hhat sl are confident

L

rr&ﬂmmmmawmm It was conducted openly and with staff

input. It was a good opportunity to reflect on the range of services we provide to the community
and to understand why they are important.™
quote from b member of stafl about Parramatts City Coundl's Services Review, June 2010

WHAT DID WE LEARN FROM THE PROCESS?

Know what you want to achieve - Set out what you want from the process ot the start, have cear objectives (and not
Just Minancisl objectives ) but be prepsred to be adaptable with the process (not everything goes to plan!)

The importance of leadership, communication and a culture of open discussion - The leadership and support of
senlor management s essential. Al Parramatta, there was a fair amount of groundwork befone the services review. All 41
sevvices of Coundll undertook the review ot the same Ume. Those who sctivily Iinvoheed thelr ftall generally gol more oul
of &. Templates were developed but everyone presented different information. There was minimum reguirements (eg ali
servhoes to dewelop SIPOCs and undertake benchumarking ) and an expectation for further achisvement over time.

Provide asdequate training and support - It was essential to have a team to “run” the process and it was helphul to
have “go to people” (coaches) in each ares. We used & basic LEAN methodology that we adapted siong the way . There was
Bho & range of technigued thet mansgers uded Lo enpage stafl snd cistomers (and learming from thele was shared).
Having managers from cutside your business “oritique ™ the service was also useful In termas new idess/fresh approach as
well & knowledge sharing acroas the organisation.

Have » deadiine - but dont run more than 3 meetings a week. The meeting cycle was just the start of the process.
Imphementation needs tme, ongaing suppdrt (including aching | and sy stems to monitor how you are going. Alocate
someons to be responalble for each recommendation and set up an sgreed system o report progress on & regulsr basks.

'Mhmﬂimdﬁim“uﬁumhmmmmmmm
better service to both internal and external customers”™

“How much I actually know about my business and that thinking outside the box is fun ence you
started” from members of staff about Parrematta Oty Coundil’s Services Review, June 2010

CONTACT

Geoff King | Manager City Strategy | Parramatta City Coundil PO Box 32 PARRAMATTA NSW 2124
P G806 5702 | emall: QRin0E ORITACINY. S GON Al
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Attachment 7 — Survey Results — City of Playford (SA)

Council Name: City of Playford
Date: 24/2/12

Service Review Background

What were the primary drivers behind the decision to undertake a review of services? e.g. financial sustainability, continuous
improvement, asset planning, business excellence, etc.

Financial Sustainability
Service Sustainability
Help in determining the of role of Council

Please briefly describe the terms of reference or scope of the service review. e.g. council-wide, selected services, selected
processes, etc.

It was a Council-wide review of all services offered to residents and ratepayers, internally and externally.
When was your most recent review project undertaken, and how long did the project take?
The last review was completed in July 2008 and took approximately 2 years. However the implementation of the

recommendations of the review continued until June 2011.

Management & Resourcing

How were the reviews managed and resourced ? e.g. internal steering group, review coordinator, staff teams, consultants,
external facilitator.

Two project officers were employed and resourced by the Council.

If you used internal resources for your review, how were review teams structured? What was their membership profile?

The team had a senior finance officer and a human resources officer.

Service Review Process

Was a defined process used for conducting the reviews? Please provide an outline of the process.

Each service profile area completed five service review sessions to collect data in relation to all services their area provides to
their customers.

Session 1 Collate a detailed list of all major and minor services

Session 2 Summarise the detailed list from session 1 to capture key services delivered and identify any new desired services
Session 3 Analyse the cost of delivering each key service including depreciation, interest expense and direct management costs.
Session 4 Complete an on-line questionnaire for each key service which provided information to assist with the review process.
Session 5 Prioritise each key service (including the new ones) into one of five categories of perceived importance to the customer.

The following categories were used by staff to rank their services.

Priority 1 Essential
Priority 2 Important
Priority 3 Needed
Priority 4 Desirable
Priority 5 Optional

During this process each team manager was encouraged to discuss the process and ask for feedback and information from team
members for inclusion in the service review of their area. In particular, involvement of team members was sought in identifying
detailed services currently delivered and identifying new desired services.

The Service Review Report at APPENDIX A outlines the process that was followed and the outcomes of the review.
How was the process established? e.g. proprietary system, developed in-house.

The process was developed in-house with a pilot service review to determine its effectiveness. After changes were made to the
process after the pilot service review, the full review began.
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Was the process based on an existing business improvement methodology? e.g. Lean Six Sigma, PDSA, etc.
No

The focus was not on the effectiveness of the service, instead it was on the role of council in providing the service.

Are the service reviews part of an ongoing continuous improvement program? If so, please describe.
No

We have progressed from a review of service provision mix to an Efficiency & Effectiveness review of the services provided

Service Identification & Prioritisation

How were the council’s services identified for review and categorised? Please provide details of services.
The objectives of stage 1 of the service review were to:

Identify all current services in each area

Document basic information on each service

Identify potential services to increase or decrease

Identify potential new services

Produce a report on the outcomes of stage 1 of the service review

o OO O O

How were the services prioritised or ranked for review? What criteria were used?

The following categories were used by staff to rank their services.

Priority 1 Essential
Priority 2 Important
Priority 3 Needed
Priority 4 Desirable
Priority 5 Optional

Stakeholder Engagement

How were internal stakeholders / staff involved in the reviews?

The service review was facilitated via discussions at several key communication forums across the organisation including; Service
Sustainability Group, Executive Group, Service Review Group, Workplace Relations Consultative Committee (WRCC), Management
Group Forum (MCF), Team Managers Forum (TMF) and individual team meetings.

Throughout the process managers were encouraged to keep staff updated on the progress of the service review.

Internal stakeholders were encouraged to contribute to the process through two-way communication and dissemination of
information facilitated via the intranet, road shows, staff information sessions and team meetings.

Was there community consultation during the reviews? How was this conducted?

The Community were consulted towards the end of the process once Council had considered which services it wanted to consult
with the community about no longer supporting.

What segments of the community were consulted? e.g. people with a particular interest in a service, existing community and
user groups.

The whole of the community was consulted via newspaper advertisements.
How were community needs incorporated in the reviews?

The feedback from the community consultations were included as part of the reports to Council to consider whether to continue
funding of the relevant service.

Was the community involved in setting new service levels? If so, please describe.
No

Service levels have not been set.
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Was the elected council involved in the decision to undertake a review? If so, describe how they were engaged (e.g. briefing,
report, etc) and the level of input that they provided.

Yes. The Council endorsed the service review via a motion in its Council meetings. A report was provided by staff as to the
implications of the review including the financial implications.

Was the elected council kept informed of the progress of the review? If so, at what stages of the project?

Yes, throughout the finalisation of key stages of the review.

Was the elected council required to make any critical decisions regarding the adoption of the review outcomes (e.g. allocation
of resources, variation to service delivery, etc.)? If so, please describe.

Yes. At the end of the process the Elected Member Body were required to consider the findings and vote as to whether to
continue the services.

Information Gathering & Benchmarking

What types of information and data were collected for each review? e.g. statutory requirements, current outputs, current
levels of service, potential modes of service delivery.

Net Costings of the service

Impact of no longer continuing with the service
Resources used for the service

People in the community impacted by the service
Outcomes of the service

Service requirements

OO O O O O

Were any service areas benchmarked against external organisations or providers? If so, please describe.
No

Levels of Service

Were service levels reviewed? If so, please describe.
Yes

The Council considered that some services should no longer continue.

Were there changes made to service levels as a result of reviews? If so, please describe.

Some changes were made. The Council chose to adopt about half of the recommended discontinued services and elected to
enhance the funding to others

Modes of Service Delivery

Were alternative models of service delivery explored? See examples below
Yes.

The Council’s childcare service was to be discontinued as at 30 June 2012. However, an external organisation has chosen to
continue the service. The Council has attempted where possible to assist the organisation in this transfer of service.

Was service sharing with other councils considered? Please provide details

No

Were strategic relationships formed with other government or non-profit bodies? If so, please provide details.
No

Were joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise considered? If so, please provide details.

Yes, the private enterprise model assisted in the continuation of the childcare service to the local community.
Was consideration given to community-run services or enterprises? If so, please provide details.

Yes. The local cafeteria in the Civic Centre continued under a social enterprise model.

Was consideration given to outsourcing services to external providers? If so, please provide details.

Yes, but did not occur.
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Were any new business or commercial enterprises to generate additional revenue identified? If so, please provide details.

No

Implementation and Outcomes

Please describe the level of implementation of review recommendations.

Some recommendations were not implemented. About half of the recommendations were implemented with variations to the
recommendations by the Elected Member Body.

Please describe the most significant outcomes from the review process. e.g. cost savings, efficiency gains, revenue generation,
changes in service levels, introduction of new services, discontinuation of services, new modes of service delivery, etc.

Cost savings were made to the Council. There were changes in service levels. There were no new services introduced as a result of
the service review, however savings made were used to implement new services as part of the annual Council Plan.

What has been the overall financial benefit from the service reviews (if any)?
The basis of the exercise was not to reduce costs but to agree the service mix.

What have been the main benefits of undertaking service reviews? e.g. staff culture improvement, efficiency, rationalisation of
services and service levels, financial sustainability, etc.

Efficiencies were brought into the Council. Also, an efficiency mindset was established within the culture of the Council.
What were the lessons learnt? Would you do things differently in your next review project?

The service review process took too long. Some staff jobs were involved in the recommendations which created some tension
among staff. This could have been avoided if a quicker process was used.

The process was very expensive. Perhaps a more efficient process could have been used.
A defined role of Council should have been agreed first with the elected body.
How would you describe the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the approach you undertook in your review project?

The service review was a long process that seemed to drag on. Elected Members become concerned about the length of the
process and the cost of the process. This did not help the cause of trying to assess services and the Council’s role in delivering
them.

The service review started to create a hew culture within the Council of providing value for money and caused managers to assess
their own services and the need for them. This had a positive impact for ratepayers who were ultimately paying for the service
and the Council’s services as a whole.

Are you aware of any other councils that have conducted service reviews? If so, please list.

No.

Do you have any other comments or observations regarding your service review project?
No.
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Appendix A

City of Playford - Service Review

(Stage 1)

Report to the Service Review Group

Abridged Copy for Staff Intranet Use

Prepared for: The Service Review Group
Members:

Pattinson
Nannm.
Matthew Paars
Peter
peter Oy~
Chris Horsell

Prepared by: Lh;ﬁmﬂmewﬁofanm
Wads Reynolds

Date of issue: July 2008
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Table of Contents
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
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RECONCILIATION TO ORIGINAL 2007/08 BUDGET.

This abridged version of the servica review report has baon writion

for staff usa

spacifically
via Councd’s infranet. It contains the same information as the full version of the report excepl
fior the detail information pages which have been omitted to keep the size of the report down.

i you would Bce ko view the full version of the report al any time a copy is available from

aither your group manager o at the senvica roview officars dask.

Cty of Playlord Serviae Review Report - July 2008 ARRIGED VIRSION
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Executive Summary

The City of Playford was formed in 1097 with the amalgamation of the former Elizaboth and
Munno Para Councils. Since then there have been several altempts fo undertake a review of
sarvices delivered 1o the communiy which have resulted in littie or no change.

At the City was running annual daficits of around $10m and has steadily
mdrﬂmwnmm That said, the City still has an operating

delict and & budgeting for one again in the coming financial year.

ihdnl'lu mada 1o date since amalgamation has been as a result of the following
tha long-term financial plan;
- cﬁommmmm
= CPl- 1% expoenss incroases each yoar
- Aﬂhﬂmhnmmmmmnmn

Tha Local Government industry has bean grappling with the issue of financial sustainability
h:hml independent enguiry in 2005 inlo the sustainabiity of Local Governmants

has resulted, among other things, n the requiremant to develop and
maintain kong-lerm financial plans.

The City of Playford has been using a long-lerm financial plan since amalgamation in 1997
and this s the reason behind the financial progress mada o dale.

In recent imes however it has become harder and harder to make the financial progress
necessary lo become sustainable and cost pressures on the Council has meant that
axpensa ncreases could no longer be resincted to CP - 1% and additional revenua from
now developmonts could no longer be quarantinad.

This has resulted in a staling of our financial progress and the need lo re-assess our
financial position and the ways we can improve it moving forward.

In addition, the anticipated growth and developmant within the Playford Councdl region
the next 5 - 15mumﬁhmdhmmmmwmmm::’l
neads in a sustainablo way,

=

Leocars— 282

e Tr TP
Pell 1w e are I 2nnd bt

In answer bo this challenge, the City of Playlord has developed a framework around Service
mmmmﬁmnmm:

City of Playioed Service Review Repors — July 2008 ARRIDGED VIRSION 3
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The sorvice review is ona of four procasses comprising the overall concepl of senvica
and is viewad as an to eaming and review current senvicas and

axplora new options. Other procassas will also take place 10 axamine productivily, assots
and revenue.

The overall aim of the service mview is to both ensure we are the

ﬂmnmmmmmm of
and that we are living within our moans as a Council.

Introduction

This focuses on delaiing the services thal the City of Playlord currently delivers to the
mﬂuﬂzmlmﬂpﬁmm“

The sarvice raview has bean faciitated via discussions al several key communication forums
across the organisation including; Service Sustainability Group. Executive Group, Service
Reviaw Group, Workplace Relations Consulialive Commities (WRCC), Managemant Group
Forum (MCF), Team Managers Forum (TMF) and individual team mestings.

Throughout the process managers have boon encouraged 1o keap staff updated on the
prograss of the Senics raview.

mmum umbhmmm
communication and faciitatod via the intranel, road shows, stafl
mmui:nmlﬂhunm

Initially a pilot servico reviow was conducied with throo sarvice profile areas. The plot project
was used to evaluale processes, develop templates and fine tune the process prior bo it
baing implemanted across the rest of the organisation.

This report reprasents the culmination of soma seven months work to datailad
Mmmmmmmwmmum aiso identifies a
number of new desired sarvices and logether thase represent stage 1 of the sanvice roview
Procass.

mmwdhmbuw which will run in conjunction with the other throo pillars
of service sustamabilty (rovenue, assets & efficioncies), will focus on the review by Elected
Mambers ol sarvices identifiod during stage 1.

Ciy of Pusyfond Servioe Review Repert - Juby 2008 ARRIDGED VERSION 4
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Objectives

The objectives of stage 1 of the service review were to:

- identify all current senaces in each area

. Document basic informaton on each sanice

- Identify potential services to increase of decroase

. Produce a report on the outcomas of stage 1 of the sanice roview

Method

Each service profile area compieted five service roview sessions fo collect data in relation o
all services their area providas 1o their customers.

Session 1 Collate a detailed kst of all major and minor senvices

Session 2 Summarnse the detaied kst from session 1 to caplture key senvices deiverad
and wantify any new desred senices

Session 3 Analyso the cost of delivering each key senvice including deprociation, interast
@ penso and direct managament costs.

Sassion 4 Complato an on-ine quastonnaire for each key senice which providad
information 1o assist with the roviow procass.

Session 5 Priontise each key service (including the new ones) into one of five categonios
of perceived importance io the cusiomer,

The foliowing calegorios ware used by staff to rank ther senvices.

ﬁ:} Essental
Frow s g
Opfional
During this process sach team manager was encouraged o discuss the process and ask for
feadback and information from team members for inclusion in the sanvice reviow of thar

area. In parbcular, involvement of team members was sought in dentifying detaled services
curmently delvered and identifying now dosired sanvices.

City of Payford Service Review Repon - July 2008 ARRIDGED VERSION 5
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Cost & Level of Services

Each sorvice outingd in this raport has beon attributed a cost thio annual cost in
@ach sevice has also articulated the kvel of senvice being provided. This does not
m»umumm&mu , rather it simply states the lovel

HdmﬁﬂMbﬂm Blected Members and the Community, for
internal support safvices, the ‘cofrect” level of senvice will raly haavily on the amount and
laval of @demal senvices baing delivarad.

mwmmmﬁHImmhmmmmﬁl
service and a number of calculations and estimations have had to ba made along the way.
Tha costs for each senvice in this raport therelfore should not ba taken as being precisa,
hwmlwnhmmmﬂm:mhﬂm:tmﬁrnmdmbu
considarad a very good representation of the cost of senvica provision.

Ideally tha cost of each external service would include all of the intermal functions
Iﬂlmumﬂnmplﬂ:h payroll, IT, accounting and even

maintenance. Forf transparency and simphcily howeaver all nlemal sanices have boan
identified and costed in their own righl and are nol incorporated into the cost of axtemal
services, Thay will be subject to the same scrutiny as axtemal services.

Tumhmﬂnlﬂmnhmﬂlﬂ.ﬂtbuﬂmm
= Al direct costs such as labour, contracts and malorials
. mdmmw
= Share of inleres! costs (based on proportion of value of assals used)

The cost of each sarvice

0gs notinclude:
= The cost of any suppor (nternal) services usad
= Maintenance costs of buildings used

Summary of Findings

Stage 1 of the sarvice review process has identified a total of 230 services
dafivarad by the City ol Playlord (165 axternal services and 65 internal senvices). Further 1o
this another 97 new or enhanced sarvices have also been identified and costed by staff. The
range of servicos provided by fha City of Playford is vast from $220 per annum on grave
mmmumm wmmhmibnufmﬂﬂmﬂm
in botwaan.

This reprasents the first time that the City ol Playlord has a complate and comprehansive
mu-mmumu{?ﬁmmmm Asida from the

Ciry of Playlond Serviee Review Rapar - July 3000 ARRIDGED VIRSION 6
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Next Steps

From this report tha task for the service review is lo underiake a procass of assessment &
review 1o defermine the service mix that the City of Playlord should be providing to the

The underlying premise for the senvica review is without question the need o
improva the financial sustanabslity ol and the nead 1o comact this through vanous
potential mechanisms such as sanvice reductions, revenue increases, productivity gains and

Tha long-term financial currently in devalopment) will the total amount that
mmnmﬂmmmu not provide the soluion. It
. I‘ul_Farl!'-m. hbﬂ%lﬂmh m
Lanica reviaw
gwmmm"“ﬁ.mum.m
anhﬂmuﬂnﬂﬂnﬂmhm
mix that we should ba dalivering to our Community.

Furthar more any such assessmant should consider whathar Councl should ba:
a) delvenng the service or not, and;

b) il so, whethar that senvice provides a public or private banefit (or both) to help determine
how that service should be funded ie. by rates, grants, user charges or some

combination of thesa.
When reviewing Councl’s service mix, consideration will be given, amongst ofher things, 1o
Council’s rola in both funding and , whathar it is within Council's core responsibidity
and expertise and what is the most use of avadable funds. Council needs to ensure

that its capacity to prowide core services io the communily is not eroded through ongoing
mhﬁﬁhiﬂdmhpﬂwhmmmﬁtnh

state and lederal governments.

Only once we have a final st of services thal as a Council wa think we should ba

1o the Community, mmmmmmnnnﬂhmhm
amount required by service reductions, revenus increases or productivily savings (the gap
batwean where wo ara and whare we nead 10 ba).

This review process will require the active engagement of both Elected Members and the
Community. Once a draft kst of services 5 developad, community consultation wil
be undartaken 1o help dotermine the commact sanice mix and revenue lovals moving lorward.

The flowchart balow ouflines the review process that will be undertaken by Council and
imaolves the following key discussion points:

Should Council ba involved in tha provision of tha senvica?
To what axtent should Council ba involved?

To what level should tha sarvica be provided?
Capacity to pay?

Ciy of Playford Servie Review Repor - July 2008 ARRIGED VIRSION 7
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Next Steps
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. I‘ul_Farl!'-m. hbﬂ%lﬂmh m
Lanica reviaw
gwmmm"“ﬁ.mum.m
anhﬂmuﬂnﬂﬂnﬂmhm
mix that we should ba dalivering to our Community.
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and expertise and what is the most use of avadable funds. Council needs to ensure

that its capacity to prowide core services io the communily is not eroded through ongoing
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Only once we have a final st of services thal as a Council wa think we should ba

1o the Community, mmmmmmnnnﬂhmhm
amount required by service reductions, revenus increases or productivily savings (the gap
batwean where wo ara and whare we nead 10 ba).

This review process will require the active engagement of both Elected Members and the
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be undartaken 1o help dotermine the commact sanice mix and revenue lovals moving lorward.
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List of Current Services — In Alphabetical Order

A total of 230 sanvices are curmently provided by the City of Playford at a tolal cost of

$46,136,681.
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List of Potential Enhanced Services - In Alphabetical Order

Service Delivery Reviews in Australian Local Government

A total of 60 enhanced servicos wers identified by staff at a lotal cost of $6,051.764.
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List of Potential New Services - In Alphabetical Order

A total of 37 now services ware identified by staff al a total cost of $2,805.171.
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Customer Survey Data
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Reconciliation to Original 2007/08 Budget

Original Budgeted Deficit from Operations 3,457 241
less net Operating Project Expenditure (997,334)
less Rate Revenue 33,247 560
less Federal Assistance Grant 8,026,000
less One-off gain on sale of assets 226,198
plus Required savings yet to be identified 600,000
less Excess child care revenue budget * 173,918
less Excess civic centre café budget * 133,452
add back Plant hire and fleet overhead budgeted as capital 109,458
less pressure bids for one off items in 2007/08 (108,562)

Cost of Operating Recurrent Services as per Service Review _ 44,867,931

plus Staff costs on capital works 1,191,461
plus Internal plant hire costs on capital works 77,289

e T

* Original budgets for Child Care Cantra and Civic Cenira Café included inflated revenua budgets
nuhhﬂhbﬁmhlﬂ%ﬂwmdﬂmﬁ“hﬂhu“hm
timawith a solution yet o be found. a sarvice cost point of view including the inflated revenue
budgats would have resulted in an understated cost for these senvices. As such for the purposas of
the service review these revenue budgets have been axcluded and the full cost of the sanica re-
instated.
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Attachment 8 — Survey Results — Port Stephens Council (NSW)

Council Name: Port Stephens Council
Date: February 2012

Service Review Background

What were the primary drivers behind the decision to undertake a review of services? e.g. financial sustainability, continuous
improvement, asset planning, business excellence, etc.

Early in 2010 the Executive Leadership Team reviewed the Council's Best Value Policy with the attached report being generated for
discussion. At the same time emerging issues associated with long term financial sustainability, asset management, Integrated
planning, legislative compliance and community expectations indicated a need to review our service delivery.

By mid 2012 it became obvious that transformational change was needed to ensure that our services are delivered in a more
financially sustainable manner. In other words the Executive Team concluded that a 'business as usual' approach would not deliver
the results needed to put Port Stephens Council on a path to long term financial sustainability.

At that stage Council agreed that a review of all Council's Services should be conducted within the existing resources.

Please briefly describe the terms of reference or scope of the service review. e.g. council-wide, selected services, selected
processes, etc.

Port Stephens Council has put in place a program to deliver a comprehensive review of all services (external and internal,
discretionary and none discretionary). This has been scheduled to occur over a two year period.

The project brief included reference to ensuring that " we align the services we provide with our vision whilst providing a
mechanism to ensure these services are delivered at the right level and in the best way to meet our citizen's expectations".

The review uses internal staff only with two officers assisting the Senior Leadership Team work their way through the agreed
process. The Executive Leadership Team are ultimately responsible for driving execution of the project within the required
timeframes.

When was your most recent review project undertaken, and how long did the project take?

Port Stephens Council adopted a strategy in late 2010 to review all services over a two year period with progressive reporting of the
results of the review to Council in accordance with a project timeline presented to Council in February of 2011. Depending on the
size and scope of the individual service packages, reviews have taken from as little as 6 weeks up to 12 months.

Management & Resourcing

How were the reviews managed and resourced? e.g. internal steering group, review coordinator, staff teams, consultants,
external facilitator.

The Executive Leadership Team (2nd Level Managers) appointed itself as the internal steering group for the Service Review project
and Section Managers (3rd Level Managers) are responsible for undertaking the service reviews within their areas of responsibility.
All reviews were to be conducted within existing resources, with process guidance and information provided by the internal
Business Excellence team.

If you used internal resources for your review, how were review teams structured? What was their membership profile?

The review teams were appointed by the Section Managers in consultation with their Group Managers. They varied in size and
scope depending on the nature of the service package involved but included staff from all levels within the organisation.

Service Review Process

Was a defined process used for conducting the reviews? Please provide an outline of the process.
The Service Review is split into a number of stages.

Stage 1 was done in a holistic manner and involved each section asking a number of questions around the services we provide,
gaining clarity around where the service links to Council's vision in the Community Strategic Plan and asking questions as to whether
Council should legally or financially control the service?

At the end of Stage 1, the Executive Leadership Team prioritised the list of services packages to be reviewed over the next two
years. From this point the reviews are "service" specific

Stage 2 is aimed at determining if Council should deliver the service and, if so, at what cost. At this point there is stakeholder
consultation with both the direct customer of the service and associated stakeholders of Council. At the end of Stage 2 each service
will have clear and agreed service strategy in place.

Stage 3 will allow us determine how Council should deliver the service so that we are confident that the organisation delivers the
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service in the best way to meet our agreed service strategy.
At the end of Stage 3 the recommendation is presented to Council.
Attached as APPENDIX A is a copy of the Service Strategy Template that shows the 3 stage process.

Also, an example Sustainability Review Report on our Organisational Development Section is attached as APPENDIX B, that further
demonstrates the approach that was followed.

How was the process established? e.g. proprietary system, developed in-house.

The process was essentially established in house. Port Stephens Council looked at review models used by a range of Councils both
within Australia and overseas, consulted with propriety systems developers and used internal expertise and capability to devise its
own program. This methodology was adopted for a number of reasons; we wished to carry out the review within existing resources,
we wanted our staff to be responsible for the reviews to ensure staff help build staff engagement in the process and we saw it as a
an ongoing learning opportunity to help build capacity within the organisation.

Was the process based on an existing business improvement methodology? e.g. Lean Six Sigma, PDSA, etc.

The process was built on an internal Project Management Process. Many of the tools associated with PDSA are used to guide
discussion. Process improvement is undertaken using PDSA.

Ultimately, decisions are guided by the Principles of Business Excellence.
Are the service reviews part of an ongoing continuous improvement program? If so, please describe.
This round of Service Reviews is yet to be completed but it is anticipated that the process of service reviews will be conducted in the

future in an ongoing programmed manner.

Service Identification & Prioritisation

How were the council’s services identified for review and categorised? Please provide details of services.

Council's services were identified by the responsible section managers. Initially there were more than 170 services identified. These
were rolled up in to like services, which are referred to as "service packages". There are 51 identified service packages.

How were the services prioritised or ranked for review? What criteria were used?

A range of criteria (primarily based on risk and return on investment) were used to prioritise service packages for review. As the
review was to be carried out within existing workloads, additional consideration was given to existing work demands within groups
and any need to concurrently review internal and external services.

The following decision matrix was used to prioritise reviews:
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As the process was new and would possibly required some refinement in the initial stages some of our proactive leaders were
nominated for the initial pilot phase.

Stakeholder Engagement

How were internal stakeholders / staff involved in the reviews?

Staff were involved in a number of ways. Stage 2 of the review required the development of internal service level agreements. This
required a broad range of internal consultation with a range of methodologies including face to face meetings, ongoing negotiations
and internal surveys. For those staff not directly involved in the process of establishing service levels ongoing briefings were
provided by Section and Group Managers. In addition the General Manager provided a monthly open lunchtime briefing with staff
to keep them informed of the progress of the reviews and other issues before Council. For staff off-site, breakfast meetings were
conducted at the Depots by the General Manager and Group Managers for the same purpose.

All review teams are made of staff.

An integral part of the service review process was the requirement for each service review team to take a consultation plan to the
Community Engagement Panel (a cross functional internal advisory team)

A copy of the Stakeholder Consultation - Workshop Format is included as APPENDIX C.
Was there community consultation during the reviews? How was this conducted?

Yes a wide variety of community consultation was carried out, which included focus groups, targeted surveys, meetings with
identified customer segments. Port Stephens Council has an established Residents Panel which it uses to provide regular feedback
and which was used to provide some of the focus groups membership. In addition the results of the annual Council wide Customer
Satisfaction survey were used to inform the review process.

What segments of the community were consulted? e.g. people with a particular interest in a service, existing community and
user groups.

A range of segments of the community were involved including; people with specific interests in a service, customers, user groups,
members of the Residents Panel with no particular interest in services, representatives of other community organisations impacted
by changes in service levels and community members who expressed interest in the process.

The process flow that was used for consultation is as follows:
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Process Name: Customer/Stakeholder Consultation — Sustainability Revie
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How were community needs incorporated in the reviews?

Through the direct expression of needs gathered from the focus groups, meetings, surveys; from the analysis of data in relation to
service usage and demand; from the analysis of data from the Customer Satisfaction survey and from community response to the
recommendations for changes put before Council.

Was the community involved in setting new service levels? If so, please describe.

A number of the surveys and focus group meetings directly addressed the issues of service levels by proposing a range of different
service options for consideration at those meetings.

Was the elected council involved in the decision to undertake a review? If so, describe how they were engaged (e.g. briefing,
report, etc.) and the level of input that they provided.

The decision to undertake the review was to put to Council and adopted by resolution. Council was provided with 6 monthly
updates of the overall progress of the reviews.

Was the elected council kept informed of the progress of the review? If so, at what stages of the project?
Council was provided with 6 monthly updates of the overall progress of the reviews.

At the conclusion of each individual service package review a briefing is provided to Council prior to a report to Council on the
results of the review. The elected members have the option of adopting the recommendations, altering them or rejecting them for
each service review package.

Was the elected council required to make any critical decisions regarding the adoption of the review outcomes (e.g. allocation of
resources, variation to service delivery, etc.)? If so, please describe.

a s

A report was proved to Council on the results of each review package. The elected Council has the option of adopting the
recommendations, altering them or rejecting the proposals.

Information Gathering & Benchmarking

What types of information and data were collected for each review? e.g. statutory requirements, current outputs, current levels
of service, potential modes of service delivery.

Information to be gathered for each package included,;
The link each service component had to the Port Stephens Council Community Strategic Plan;
Is Council legally required to control the service — identify Acts and Regulations which specify that Council must control the service?

Should Council financially control the service — the service generates a revenue to Council that allows other specific services to
occur?

Should Council operationally control the service — control outputs and systems that deliver the service?

Does the Service have specific service level agreements? — If not these need to be developed in consultation with the customer.
What key metrics will be identified and used to measure service delivery against the market?

What is the level of market maturity locally for this service — are there alternative options available for the provision of this service?
Are there internal efficiency options available for the delivery of this service?

Are there funding efficiency options for the delivery of this service?

What does the bench marking data of the key metrics tell us?

Were any service areas benchmarked against external organisations or providers? If so, please describe.

Each service package was required to address each of the issues listed above and where feasible benchmark their services in

relation to clearly identified key metrics.

Levels of Service

Were service levels reviewed? If so, please describe.

For the Port Stephens Council Service review there are 51 service packages to be reviewed. Each service package (internal and
external, discretionary and none discretionary) is required to develop service level agreements for their services. These vary greatly
in complexity and detail depending on the nature of the service under review.

The following Process Flow outlines the method that was used to review our levels of service:
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Process Name: Stage 2 Sustainability Review - Determining Levels of Service

Purpose: Determine required service and appropriate level
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Were there changes made to service levels as a result of reviews? If so, please describe.
The Service Review at Port Stephens Council is not yet complete but of those reviews completed there have been:
Alternation in service level (increased or decrease)

Cessation of the service

Modes of Service Delivery

Were alternative models of service delivery explored?

Each of the 51 service review packages identified at Council were required to consider all of the options listed below.
Sharing services and resources with other councils

Strategic relationships e.g. Hunter Councils

‘Arms length entities’ to manage the service

Joint ventures or public private partnerships (PPP’s)

Community run services or enterprises

QOutsource service or activities to external providers

New business enterprises to generate additional income

Other

The following Process Flow outlines the method that was used to review the method of service delivery:
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Process Name: Sustainability Review — Stage 3

Intent: The process to determine how Council should deliver the service
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Was service sharing with other councils considered? Please provide details

A number of service reviews detailed where sharing resources with other local councils is already occurring. The review of Legal
Services had a specific recommendation adopted of investigating the Hunter Council's legal services model when it is available as a
part of a legal services contract tender.
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Were strategic relationships formed with other government or non-profit bodies? If so, please provide details.

The review of Tourism has a recommendation adopted to extend an existing partnership with Port Stephens Tourism Ltd. (a not
profit enterprise) to improve the promotion of the tourism sector in Port Stephens.

Were joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise considered? If so, please provide details.

There have been no recommendations at this stage to enter joint ventures with private enterprise. We are currently 25% through
the review of services so some options to do this may still emerge.

Was consideration given to community-run services or enterprises? If so, please provide details.

There have been no recommendations at this stage to enter joint ventures with community-run enterprises. We are currently 25%
through the review of services so some options to do this may still emerge.

Was consideration given to outsourcing services to external providers? If so, please provide details.

A number of services are currently outsourced either wholly or partially to external providers. There have been no
recommendations adopted at this stage that change the status of those services.

Were any new business or commercial enterprises to generate additional revenue identified? If so, please provide details.

There have been no recommendations related to new businesses or enterprises considered or adopted at this stage.

Implementation and Outcomes

Please describe the level of implementation of review recommendations.

Port Stephens Council has finalised the review of nine service packages at this stage. All the recommendations of the reports have
been adopted. The elected Council amended the recommendations put to Council in the case of case of two of the reports

Please describe the most significant outcomes from the review process. e.g. cost savings, efficiency gains, revenue generation,
changes in service levels, introduction of new services, discontinuation of services, new modes of service delivery, etc.

At this stage the completed reviews have identified opportunities for efficiencies to service delivery, cost savings, some staffing
reductions, discontinuation of some aspects of service provision, recommendations to continue to explore new options for service
delivery.

What has been the overall financial benefit from the service reviews (if any)?

At the current stage approximately $1.4M of savings has been identified through changes adopted through the service reviews.
Further savings are likely to be identified as a part of those reviews yet to be completed. The following graph demonstrates the
cumulative expected savings by service:
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What have been the main benefits of undertaking service reviews? e.g. staff culture improvement, efficiency, rationalisation of
services and service levels, financial sustainability, etc.

At this early stage there has been a rationalisation of some services, financial savings identified and locked into current and future
budgets and clear service levels identified and agreed to for those services where the reviews are completed.

The issues of staff culture, customer satisfaction and service efficiency will all be assessed as a part of the ongoing assessment that
Port Stephens Council carries out through its annual program of a staff engagement and customer satisfaction surveys.

What were the lessons learnt? Would you do things differently in your next review project?

PSC has built this process in an ongoing fashion through it implementation phase. We have relied on ongoing feedback from
managers and staff to make changes to processes and documentation 'in running'. Continuous communication at all levels has been
a key to the implementation of the reviews.

Key lessons learnt have been the importance of all areas of Council to clearly understand who their customer is, what there agreed
levels of service are, what processes they use to deliver efficient and effective services and how they get ongoing feedback to know
that they are doing the right things the best way.

How would you describe the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the approach you undertook in your review project?

The major disadvantages of our approach have been that staff are required to manage the review process within their existing
workload and that can present significant challenges at times. It can mean that timelines become elastic depending on other
demands and resourcing capability.

The major advantages are that we believe that those staff involved in undertaking and implementing the reviews will have a much
better level of understanding about what they are doing and why they are doing it. This will need to be tested in a future staff
engagement surveys.

Are you aware of any other councils that have conducted service reviews? If so, please list.

In the Hunter area of NSW we are aware that Newcastle, Lake Macquarie, Wyong, Great Lakes have all undertaken or are
undertaking service delivery reviews.

Do you have any other comments or observations regarding your service review project?
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Appendix A - Service Strategy Template

Service Strategy
Service Package name:
Group:

Section:

Stage 1 Information:

1. Service Description

Service/Activity/Function Link to the 2011 Community Strategic Plan

2. Requirement for PSC to control the service (key drivers for control)

Service/Activity Is PSC legally required to Is PSC required to financially Is PSC required to operationally control the
control the service control the service?Pplease provide | service?
please list the Act or evidence as to the driver to Can the service be controlled through either

regulation which specifies financially control the service, i.e. contract, direct labour, partnerships, etc. so that

that Council must control the | revenue generation that allows PSC controls the level of output and /or has the

service other specific services to occur ability to change the systems that deliver the
service?

Stage 2 Information:

3. Agreed level of service.
Attached SLA and costs
4. Resources

Operating Expenditure
Capital Expenditure

Staffing (EFT)

5. Key metrics/KPIs that will be used to measure delivery of the service against the market.

Service/Activit Key Metrics
. E.g. financial cost for specified service level
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. o Key Metrics
SANUER LY E.g. financial cost for specified service level

Stage 3 Information:

6. Alternate Service Delivery Options

Relevant Function/Activity Details, issues and implications using key metrics

Sharing services and resources
with other councils

Strategic relationships e.g. Hunter
Councils

‘Arms length entities’ to manage
the service

Joint ventures or public private
partnerships (PPP’s)

Community run services or
enterprises

QOutsource service or activities to
external providers

New business enterprises to
generate additional income

Other

7. Internal Efficiency Options

Organisational structure

Processes, procedures, work practices and tools
Optimise or reduce resource usage

Optimise staff productivity

Regulatory controls

Other

8. Funding Efficiency Options

Activity Outline suggested options

Consider opportunities for shifting costs of services to other
levels of government, for example charging government
agencies for services or facilities provided by the council.

Add or modify user charges

Explore ways to increase usage of services to increase income
from user charges
Other

Benchmarking Data

Benchmarking Details
Service item
(cost per service standard)

126




Service Delivery Reviews in Australian Local Government

Summary of Options

. . Prioritisation

Continue on, however seek to
continuously improve the service

. . Prioritisation

Change the way the service is delivered
(i.e. process or supplier improvement)

Option 3 Details Prioritisation
P (refer matrix)

Spin off or restructure
: : Prioritisation
Cease the service altogether

Recommendation:

Completed by:
Position:

Review Team involved:
Date:
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Appendix B - Example Report demonstrating Service Review Process

Sustainability review — organisation development section

Report of: Anne Schmarr, Organisation Development Manager
GROUP: Corporate Services

RECOMMENDATION IS THAT COUNCIL:

Note the information contained in the Service Strategy — Organisation Development Section and endorse the findings of the
review.

Reduce the EFT in the Organisation Development organisation structure by 1 resulting in savings of $137,644 to the recurrent
budget.

Note further additional savings of $52,482 to the recurrent budget.

Review the current method of distribution of Organisation Development Section overheads.

Note the commitment to explore shared services with other Hunter councils as opportunities present.

BACKGROUND

The purpose of this report is to present to Council the outcomes of the Sustainability Review for the Organisation Development
Section (stage 3) and seek endorsement of the recommendations contained in the Service Strategy.

The comprehensive review of this service package has been undertaken in line with the principles of Best Value and is in
accordance with the delivery of the Community Strategic Plan 2021: Strategic Direction 5 — Governance and Civic Leadership.

By way of background, the sustainability review currently undertaken by Organisation Development comprised three key stages:
Stage 1 Reviewing what is currently delivered —i.e. Service drivers (legal, financial, operational)

Stage 2 Reviewing what should be delivered —i.e. Service levels (at what standard and at what cost).

Stage 3 Reviewing how it should best be delivered —i.e. Service delivery method (delivery model).

The findings of all stages of the review are documented in a comprehensive service strategy, with recommendations on the way
forward.

Organisation Development Services
The Organisation Development Section is part of the Corporate Services Group of Council and was formed in 2002. It brought
together a number of functions previously located within the Business and Support Group and Corporate Development Unit.

Today, the Section is structured around the 4 main areas of:

human resources

learning and development

corporate risk and safety

business improvement and sustainability

Council has adopted a centralised and shared service approach for its organisation development functions. This helps to ensure
consistency in the deployment of systems and processes across the various business units and the development of a common
culture within the organisation.

The services within the section entail:

Staffing — 14.43 EFT

Funding - recurrent annual budget of $3.1M

Note that this figure also includes funding to cover Council's vast insurance portfolio.

The Organisation Development Section has responsibility for development and implementation of the Workforce Strategy to
support Council's vision for Port Stephens and the community into the future. This ensures that our organisation has the capacity
and capability to deliver efficient, effective and responsive services to the community.

In addition to development of this key strategy, other primary roles of the Section are to:

Strategically managing human resourcing
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Helping leaders manage large-scale change

Providing practical and usable learning and development programs to improve and accelerate performance

Staying on top of current and emerging business trends and assessing what might block the organisation’s progress.
Ensuring a consistent, holistic approach to the management of risk and safety and continually improving our systems
Ensuring we continually improve the way we go about our business

Excellence in the way an organisation manages its human resources, risk and continuous improvement makes the difference
between long-lasting success and failure.

Service Review Findings
The Organisation Development Sustainability Review undertook an examination of all activities provided by the section. These
individual activities were consolidated into four primary service packages:

Service Packages

Coordination of all training
Employee Benefits including delivery of internal Business Continuity Coordination of Business
training programs Excellence Journey

Coordination of Workplace Equity = Management of Insurance

Employee Relations and Diversity Strategies Portfolio Sustainability Review

Recruitment Education Assistance Corporate Risk Management

Salary System Health and Safety Management

Workforce Planning

Performance Management Injury Management

The findings of the Sustainability Review have identified the following metrics:

Human Resources

Function Budget

Data on the Australian workforce shows that the operational budget for the human resources function for an organisation of
Council's size is $1.04 million per annum. Council's annual Human Resources operational budget is $473,054.

Percentage of Revenue

When compared with like organisations, the percentage of revenue spent by Port Stephens Council on the provision of Human
Resources services is 0.43% compared to 1.41% for the public sector and 1.45% for all industries.

Staff Ratios — Human Resources

Data on the Australian workforce shows staff ratios for the Human Resources function are 1.45% of staff. Based on our current
EFT of 471.66 this equates to 6.8 staff. Council currently employs 3 staff in the Human Resources Services.

Learning and Development
NSW Regional Council expenditure on learning and development

Structured classroom learning and development programs for staff is 1.03% of total salaries and wages. Council current spends
0.89%.

Per staff member this is $679 per annum. Council currently spends $558 per annum.

Regional Centre Councils staff receiving study assistance is 4.96%. Council current provides study assistance at a rate of 4.83%.
Corporate Risk & Safety

Risk Management & Insurance Portfolio

A survey conducted of Australian local government authorities indicated an average 2.2 risk staff for Councils of our size. Council
current employs 2 staff.

Work Health & Safety Management

A survey of Australian local government authorities indicated an average of 3.53 health and safety staff for Councils of our size.
Council current employs 3.4 staff.
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Claims Cost Ratio (measures the cost of worker's compensation claims over the past 3 years/total salaries and wages over the past
3 years)

Cost of claims for Regional Centre councils is 0.97%. Council's current ratio is 1.1%.
Workers Compensation Premium Rate (measures what Council pays in premium as a percentage of total salaries and wages)

StateCover average is 3.4%. Department of Local Government Group average is 3.8%. Council's current rate is 3.82%, a reduction
from 5.66% in 2010.

Business Improvement & Sustainability

Business Improvement

On average Australian Councils employ 1.9 business improvement staff. Council currently employs 1.
Sustainability Review

1 additional EFT was included in the structure to assist with coordination of the sustainability project to be funded until December
2012. However, from 1/7/2012 this position will be absorbed by the Business Excellence Coordinator.

Service Priorities
Throughout the sustainability review, the following service priorities have been identified:

Continue to participate in regional approaches for shared services.

Review the option for sharing apprentices/trainees/students across Hunter Regional Councils.

Continue to participate in regional shared training services including provision of majority of statutory training.
Investigate employment of apprentices and trainees through a group training arrangement.

Continue to outsource Council's Employee Assistance Program.

Consider option to provide employee relations and recruitment processes for the smaller Council's within the Hunter Region.
Investigate the implications of becoming a delivery partner for SAl Global to undertake business improvement initiatives.
Continue to investigate the feasibility of an improved HRIS.

Market test delivery of in-house training provision.

Market test delivery of injury management services.

Outsource auditing of business continuity process.

FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
The total number of effective fulltime employees (EFT) within the Organisation Development Section is 14.43. The service
strategy proposes to delete one position from the organisation structure.

This will result in savings in recurrent expenditure of $137,644.

Other savings identified in the service strategy will result in further reductions of $52,482.

LEGAL, POLICY AND RISK IMPLICATIONS

Council's obligations to employees and other workers come from a variety of sources - federal, state and territory laws, industrial
awards and agreements, tribunal decisions and contracts of employment. Council has a legal responsibility to comply with these
various pieces of employment legislation that are identified in the Organisation Development Level 4 Systems Views. There are

various offences and penalties that apply for breaches of the legislation through non compliance.

An important role of the Organisation Development Section is to ensure that Council minimises its risks of various offences and
penalties that apply through non compliance of these pieces of legislation.

If Council considers alternative options to the recommendations within the service strategy, the following risks should be
considered:

Reduction in staff numbers within the

- High Agreed levels of service meet customer
Section may lead to customer .
o ; ; . requirements Yes
dissatisfaction with level of service
Reduction in levels of service may lead to High Service levels are supported by adequate numbers Yes

inadequate risk, safety & human resource of qualified professional & specialist staff
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management systems

Reduction in provision of specialist advice

may lead to non compliance with Organisation Development continue to provide

High managers and staff with specialist advice to inform

legislative requirements resulting in fines - - Yes
: decision making

and reputation damage

A further reduction in business

improvement staffing would result in

significant costs in resourcing of High Maintain an EFT of 1 position in staffing levels for Yes

continuous improvement initiatives and
meeting Council's sustainability review
project commitments

Business Improvement

SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS
If Council considers alternative options to the recommendations within the Organisation Development Section Service Strategy,
this may affect any increase in service levels identified in the sustainability review.

CONSULTATION

Extensive consultation has been undertaken with stakeholders to determine if Council should continue to deliver services
provided by Organisation Development in the future, and if so, at what level and at what cost. Feedback has indicated that
current service levels and delivery meet customer requirements. Our customers were unable to identify any services which they
did not require.

Benchmarking was undertaken with both private and public sector organisations. The results indicated that resourcing levels
within the Organisation Development Section were below that of other organisations with similar staff numbers.

OPTIONS

Adopt the recommendations contained in the Sustainability Review — Organisation Development Service Strategy
Amend the recommendations contained in the Sustainability Review — Organisation Development Service Strategy
Council reject the recommendations contained in the Sustainability Review — Organisation Development
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Appendix C - Stakeholder Consultation - Workshop format

Service Package name:
Service Review Team:
Group/Section:

potiviy

Introduction and background

Overview of the service package

Key issues to explore

Outputs

Current level of service
Discussion questions

Additional comments

Recap, questions and next steps

Introduce self and staff
Purpose and goals - refer attached key messages
How the workshop will be structured

Subject expert to provide general information about the service package

Explain:

The purpose/benefit of this service?

Where it links to Council's community strategic plan

The drivers for us to control the service (legal, financial, operational)
How is the service funded?

List the key outputs of the service

Explain the current level of service — what is the rationale behind having this level of service

How important is this service to you? 12345
(1 = very unimportant, 5 = very important)
How satisfied are you with this service? 12345

(1 = very dissatisfied, 5 = very satisfied)

Do you use these services?

Do you believe that Council should deliver the service?

What would you change in relation to the outputs, and how would you change it?

What aspects of the service could you do without?

What aspect of the service would you like to see more of?

If Council no longer provided the service, are there other ways to meet the community’s
needs?

Would you be prepared to pay/pay more for all or part of the service? If yes, what part of the
service would you be prepared to pay more for and how much? If no, why not?

What ideas do you have for ways Council can raise additional income in relation to this
service?

How could Council improve this service to increase usage?

Pull together any comments placed on the parking lot

Discuss how we will provide feedback
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Attachment 9 — Survey Results — Rockdale City Council (NSW)

Council Name: Rockdale City Council
Date: 5/12/2011

Service Review Background

What were the primary drivers behind the decision to undertake a review of services? e.g. financial sustainability, continuous
improvement, asset planning, business excellence, etc.

The primary driver behind the decision for Council — in particular the City Operations Department — to undertake a review of
services was the fact that for the first time we had an operating budget deficit $600k in 2009-10. The projections of this long-term
on Council finances and implications on service delivery lead the General Manager to issue a directive across all of Council to
review our services to find cost savings, explore income opportunities but without compromising the current levels of service to
the community.

Please briefly describe the terms of reference or scope of the service review. e.g. council-wide, selected services, selected
processes, etc.

A service review model was developed for and completed by 3 of the 4 Council Departments. The uptake of the review process
was driven internal by each Department to varying degrees.

When was your most recent review project undertaken, and how long did the project take?

Open space mowing review, 2years to develop and implement.

Management & Resourcing

How were the reviews managed and resourced? e.g. internal steering group, review coordinator, staff teams, consultants,
external facilitator.

GM appointed a new committee from the Management Team called the Service Review Committee (Four managers HR, Finance,
Operations, Chief Financial Officer) to focus across the organisation for business improvement areas.

From here, there was also Business Improvement Champions appointed per department to do the leg work.

If you used internal resources for your review, how were review teams structured? What was their membership profile?
Secondment of 2 internal staff as Council’s full time Business Development Team for Department City Operations (2 years) — 1
Manager role, 1 Project Officer/Business Analyst role.

Service Review Process

Was a defined process used for conducting the reviews? Please provide an outline of the process.

This in-house developed MS excel model is termed the ‘Best Value Service Delivery Model'. It is a high-level service review tool
which allows the Council to identify the main services provided by Council, align the services to Council’s Strategic Directions and
Outcomes, approximates the cost of service to deliver based on annual operating budgets, and produces a ranking of priority for
which services should be reviewed first based on several criteria (opportunity for the service to reduce expenditure, increase
income, commercialise or grow, adjust the level of service, improve asset utilisation).

How was the process established? e.g. proprietary system, developed in-house.

Developed in-house over 2 years.

Was the process based on an existing business improvement methodology? e.g. Lean Six Sigma, PDSA, etc.
No.
Are the service reviews part of an ongoing continuous improvement program? If so, please describe.

Yes. One project is selected from the Business Improvement Assessment Tool outcomes.

Service Identification & Prioritisation

How were the council’s services identified for review and categorised? Please provide details of services.

Through the Best Value Service Delivery Model, services were identified by Managers and coordinators, then reviewed with Team
Leaders to agree on the list of services currently being provided by each Department.

Services categories by Department and grouped under ‘Principal Activities’ in line with DLG new integrated planning and reporting
terminologies. Services also categorised/aligned to Council Management Plan Outcomes and Strategic Directions.
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How were the services prioritised or ranked for review? What criteria were used?
Via the Business Improvement Assessment Tool component within the Best Value Service Delivery Model.

Coordinators and Managers assessed their services and rated them ‘high 100%, substantial 80%, medium 50% low 20% minimal
1%’ across 5 assessment criteria:

O opportunity to increase income

O opportunity for expenditure savings
O opportunity to grow or commercialise the service
O opportunity to adjust level of service

O  opportunities in asset utilisation

The ratings produced a score which was then used to rank the service in terms of priority services for business improvement
opportunities.

Stakeholder Engagement

How were internal stakeholders / staff involved in the reviews?

Managers would discuss items for the Best Value Service Delivery Model and verify with Team Leaders and then upwards on the
hierarchy with the Director for sign off at key stages of the Model.

Was there community consultation during the reviews? How was this conducted?
No.

What segments of the community were consulted? e.g. people with a particular interest in a service, existing community and
user groups.

N/A.

How were community needs incorporated in the reviews?

Based on Coordinator and Manager experience through daily interaction with the community and addressing customer requests
Was the community involved in setting new service levels? If so, please describe.

No. Community could only benefit from increased level of service, as the GM directive was to not compromise current Levels of
Service.

Was the elected council involved in the decision to undertake a review? If so, describe how they were engaged (e.qg. briefing,
report, etc.) and the level of input that they provided.

No, though brief at project completion. E.g. Open Space Mowing Review and Program Implementation presented at Councillor
Information Session October 2011.

Was the elected council kept informed of the progress of the review? If so, at what stages of the project?
No.

Was the elected council required to make any critical decisions regarding the adoption of the review outcomes (e.g. allocation
of resources, variation to service delivery, etc.)? If so, please describe.

No.

Information Gathering & Benchmarking

What types of information and data were collected for each review? e.g. statutory requirements, current outputs, current
levels of service, potential modes of service delivery.

O Current workloads and outputs

O Resource allocation (human, plant)
O  Asset values

O Current levels of service

O Annual operating budgets

Were any service areas benchmarked against external organisations or providers? If so, please describe.

As part of one of the projects which was prioritised and implemented as a result of it’s ranking on the Best Value Service Delivery
Model, RCC’s Parks Mowing service was benchmarked against an external park maintenance contractor to Local and State Govt
and came in within $1000 more expensive.
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Levels of Service

Were service levels reviewed? If so, please describe.

Service Levels were established as part of the review process in the Best Value Service Delivery Model.

Were there changes made to service levels as a result of reviews? If so, please describe.
Food inspections per annum increased from 250 to 1000 (increase of 300%) in service.

Services levels for Open Space Mowing increased from 348 services per month to 412 services per month.

Modes of Service Delivery

Were alternative models of service delivery explored? See examples below

Yes, strategic-service alliances were explored.

Was service sharing with other councils considered? Please provide details

No.

Were strategic relationships formed with other government or non-profit bodies? If so, please provide details.
No.

Were joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise considered? If so, please provide details.

a s

Yes. See attached ‘Strategic Alliances’ brochure.

St George Region of Councils Joint Waste Collection Services Contract — Rockdale, Hurstville and Kogarah adopted a regional
approach to tender for a waste collection contract saving $24 million to Rockdale Council over the 10year term of the contract.

Was consideration given to community-run services or enterprises? If so, please provide details.

No.

Was consideration given to outsourcing services to external providers? If so, please provide details.

Yes. See comments above referring to benchmarking.

Were any new business or commercial enterprises to generate additional revenue identified? If so, please provide details.

Yes, RCC Commercial Waste Collection Business was previously operating at a level of negative cost of service to Council. A review
of the service as part of the Best Value Service Delivery Model ranked this service in the top 10 of the City Operations
Department. A well-planned, strategic and resourced approach to growing this service as a self-sufficient business saw the
business turn around to a very profitable Council-run business from 2010-2011.

Implementation and Outcomes

Please describe the level of implementation of review recommendations.

Projects which have been identified through the Business Assessment Tool have been implemented and become the new
‘business as usual’.

Please describe the most significant outcomes from the review process. e.g. cost savings, efficiency gains, revenue generation,
changes in service levels, introduction of new services, discontinuation of services, new modes of service delivery, etc.

Productivity e.g. Open Space Mowing Review and New Program 18.3% increase in productivity equates to $274,500 dollar value
(able to deliver more services within current resources from adopting a programmed approach to service delivery, streamlining
reactive work to 1 team, setting daily workload targets to reported back daily and monitored by Team Leader).

Cost Savings — see below.

Revenue Generation — see below.

What has been the overall financial benefit from the service reviews (if any)?

Environmental Health Unit — $40k reduction in net cost of service

Parking Enforcement Unit — from $400 to $1.5million increase in net income

Commercial Waste Collection Business — from annual loss of $200k in net cost of service to $250k net income

What have been the main benefits of undertaking service reviews? e.g. staff culture improvement, efficiency, rationalisation of
services and service levels, financial sustainability, etc.

Working towards a more sustainable approach to delivering services (based on a best-value approach)
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Developing business acumen and an organisational mindset in supervisory staff (Team Leaders and Coordinators)

Improvements in productivity, work efficiency and improved service levels — Additional 63 mowing services completed (mow
mowing delivered) within existing resources due to a proactive and programmed approach to service delivery with daily work
targets which has resulted in an estimated $274,500 increase in productivity value of Parks Mowing Service, approximately
equates to 230,000sgm of additional mowing and detailing to the community.

What were the lessons learnt? Would you do things differently in your next review project?
Lessons learnt include:

O  Show that you respect the experience and knowledge of the staff that will undergo the service review by providing
several opportunities to involve the staff in the development, implementation (trialling), review of the service

O Change takes time — implementing change with a diverse group of people who have different work motivations and
personalities means that there will be varying levels of buy-in and ownership of any service reviews.

O  People get onboard eventually with the new way of operation — be okay with varying levels of buy in and resistance.
How would you describe the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the approach you undertook in your review project?
Advantages

O asystematic approach that engages the key decision-makers in their respective services to share their perceptions on
opportunities for improvement in their own services

O Requires staff involvement, which in turn has improved their business acumen and business-mindedness in approaching
service delivery.

O Aproven model for high level review of all Departmental/Council services, proudly developed in-house.
Disadvantages
O  takes a lot of time to collect accurate data and change mindsets

O impediments incurrent reporting systems adds to the time to collect data to enter in the Best Value Service Delivery
Model

Are you aware of any other councils that have conducted service reviews? If so, please list.
Lake Macquarie Council
Do you have any other comments or observations regarding your service review project?

No.
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Attachment 10 — Survey Results — District Council of Tumby Bay (SA)

Council Name: District Council of Tumby Bay
Date: 27 January 2012

Service Review Background

What were the primary drivers behind the decision to undertake a review of services? e.g. financial sustainability, continuous
improvement, asset planning, business excellence, etc.

1. New CEO appointed — looking at whole of Council business & service delivery with a view to establishing a culture of
continuous improvement

Seeking efficiency drivers in service delivery
Seeking financial sustainability

Whether workforce skills matched services

g ~ w DN

Preparation for competition with the emerging mining industry & affects that will have on availability of skilled staff to
undertake services

6. Preparation for a shared services model/ MOU/ Agreement with 2 neighbouring Councils
7. Establishing service gaps & over laps with other service deliverers where possible.
8. Determine cost shifting from other levels of government.

Please briefly describe the terms of reference or scope of the service review. e.g. council-wide, selected services, selected
processes, etc.

The Council is a small rural council and therefore a council wide approach was taken inclusive of all operational services.
Administrative & Governance services will be reviewed in more depth in the future. This review focussed heavily on those areas
utilising a large percentage of the budget.

The review commenced with a whole of staff survey & followed up with:
Cost analysis, service changes, plant & equipment & work practices review.
When was your most recent review project undertaken and how long did the project take?

The project commenced in Aug 2010 & was completed in Dec 2010

Management & Resourcing

How were the reviews managed and resourced? e.g. internal steering group, review coordinator, staff teams, consultants,
external facilitator.

Internally managed by CEO & Compliance Officer with an Executive Team as the reporting representative group. Whole of staff
meetings were held and individual work group meetings too.

If you used internal resources for your review, how were review teams structured? What was their membership profile?
Review Management by CEO & Compliance Officer

Exec Group — Operational Manager & Supervisor. Administration — Manager & Environmental Services Manager (reporting &
consultative group)

Whole of staff (26 persons) — consultative group & surveyed group by online confidential surveys.

Service Review Process

Was a defined process used for conducting the reviews? Please provide an outline of the process.
1. Initial confidential survey (online)
2. Individual interviews

3. Consultative groups (Exec & whole staff)

How was the process established? e.g. proprietary system, developed in-house.

In-house development by CEO
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Was the process based on an existing business improvement methodology? e.g. Lean Six Sigma, PDSA, etc.
No — past experience & expertise of CEO with 20+ years experience in change management.
Are the service reviews part of an ongoing continuous improvement program? If so, please describe.

Yes — KPI's established & annual analysis of service delivery.

Service Identification & Prioritisation

How were the council’s services identified for review and categorised? Please provide details of services.
Operational tackled first based on them being 75%+ of the annual budget spend.
How were the services prioritised or ranked for review? What criteria were used?

Against budget spend — highest Dollars to lowest dollars spent.

Stakeholder Engagement

How were internal stakeholders / staff involved in the reviews?

Confidential survey

Individual interviews

Whole of staff meetings

Management meetings

Was there community consultation during the reviews? How was this conducted?

Yes as a part of the Strategic Plan public consultation & confidential survey (online & manual) plus meetings with community
groups (e.g. Progress Associations etc.)

What segments of the community were consulted? e.g. people with a particular interest in a service, existing community and
user groups.

Being a small community (2800 persons) whole of community was surveyed & many attended the public meetings through the
various groups such as Progress Associations etc.

How were community needs incorporated in the reviews?

The survey & meeting responses were considered by Management in developing the new Strategic Plan which then went under
further public consultation and was also tested with a smaller focus group of interested persons (15 people) before being adopted
by Council.

Was the community involved in setting new service levels? If so, please describe.
No — undertaken by management after analysing all the information & data.

Was the elected council involved in the decision to undertake a review? If so, describe how they were engaged (e.g. briefing,
report, etc.) and the level of input that they provided.

Yes — as a part of the CEO Performance Evaluation for the first 12 months. This involved the whole of Council. Through Council
having community reps on its committees too service delivery is also regularly reviewed through the committee process.
Recommendations from Committees are tabled before full council for consideration.

Was the elected council kept informed of the progress of the review? If so, at what stages of the project?
Yes — informally after the monthly meeting.

Was the elected council required to make any critical decisions regarding the adoption of the review outcomes (e.g. allocation
of resources, variation to service delivery, etc.)? If so, please describe.

Yes — this is undertaken through the budgeting process.

Information Gathering & Benchmarking

What types of information and data were collected for each review? e.g. statutory requirements, current outputs, current levels
of service, potential modes of service delivery.

Financial, any salutatory requirements, training gaps, skills gaps, service gaps, continuous improvement & work practice
suggestions for efficiency & safety gains.
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Were any service areas benchmarked against external organisations or providers? If so, please describe.

No — planning this as a part of the three Councils shared services model which is being contemplated.

Levels of Service

Were service levels reviewed? If so, please describe.

Not in any detail — mainly financial & work practices utilised.

Were there changes made to service levels as a result of reviews? If so, please describe.

Mainly to the methods of delivering a service. No new services were introduced nor any ceased.

Modes of Service Delivery

Were alternative models of service delivery explored? See examples below

No not at this time — mainly methods & work practice improvements were looked at. However through the three councils shared
services arrangements being investigated this will utilise the work undertaken & | expect alternative models of service delivery in
the very near future.

Was service sharing with other councils considered? Please provide details

Yes — see above. Entering into shared services arrangements with 2 neighbouring councils.

Were strategic relationships formed with other government or non-profit bodies? If so, please provide details.

No

Were joint ventures or partnerships with private enterprise considered? If so, please provide details.

No

Was consideration given to community-run services or enterprises? If so, please provide details.

No — due to lack there of.

Was consideration given to outsourcing services to external providers? If so, please provide details.

Yes — mainly for the sewerage operations & re-use of water. Investigations continuing.

Were any new business or commercial enterprises to generate additional revenue identified? If so, please provide details.

No

Implementation and Outcomes

Please describe the level of implementation of review recommendations.
High.

Please describe the most significant outcomes from the review process. e.g. cost savings, efficiency gains, revenue generation,
changes in service levels, introduction of new services, discontinuation of services, new modes of service delivery, etc.

Already cost savings & time efficiencies evident & safer work practices.
What has been the overall financial benefit from the service reviews (if any)?

For example unsealed road construction costs have been reduced by $3000 per km due to changed work practices & other
efficiency gains.

What have been the main benefits of undertaking service reviews? e.g. staff culture improvement, efficiency, rationalisation of
services and service levels, financial sustainability, etc.

Staff culture improvements very evident

Financial savings leading to better sustainability.

Staff aware of continuous improvement needs.

Council now leading a shared services investigation amongst the three Lower EP Councils.
What were the lessons learnt? Would you do things differently in your next review project?

| would engage external persons next time due to the workload involved & independence. Could not do this on this occasion due
to budgetary pressures.

Next review | will focus more on individual services & go more into detail & depth. | expect this to occur as a part of the three
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councils shared services investigation to be undertaken by an independent person(s).
How would you describe the perceived advantages and disadvantages of the approach you undertook in your review project?

Being a new CEO & Council never having undertaken such an exercise in the past it was something the staff really embraced (e.g.
100% return for the online survey, 100% attendance at the consultative meetings — some in Council time & some in the staffs own
time). Morale has improved throughout the whole staff. Individual staff have taken on more responsibility & ownership. The
culture of the organisation is slowly changing for the better.

Disadvantages: - heavy workload on some of the management was an issue & their inexperience in this area did cause some
individual embarrassment (i.e. professionally). Implementation has been good but could be better managed — but again
management staff lack the experience & skills — hence need more training & coaching. CEO (me) has learnt to be more patient.

Next review will be easier as staff are aware of the process.
Are you aware of any other councils that have conducted service reviews? If so, please list.

Yes — DC Ceduna — whilst | was CEO there and also since me leaving in January 2010 the new CEO has conducted a review with
external assistance.

Do you have any other comments or observations regarding your service review project?

All good businesses should undertake annual review of certain services but undertake an overall organisational review each 3 -5
years. That is my belief and something | have practiced in the past 20 years.
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