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Response to Team Focus Process Evaluation Report

Basic Information

	Contact Name and Details
	John Ellis, Secretary for Team Operations, 020 7467 5297

	Status of Paper
	Final

	Action Required
	Discussion 

	Draft Resolution


	None 


Summary of Content

	Subject and Aims


	The paper is intended to help the Council discuss the responses of the SRC and the Connexional Team to MacWilliam’s Team Focus Process Evaluation Report.  

	Main Points


	· The paper is based on the MacWilliam report on the Team Focus Process
· The essence of the recommendations is generally welcomed by the SRC and comments made on each of them.

	Background Context and Relevant Documents (with function)


	As previously reported to the Council, the report was commissioned by the SRC from independent consultants. All the report’s recommendations are reproduced unaltered in this paper. The full report is available to any member of the Council on a confidential basis on request from the Connexional Team (John Ellis as above) but the SRC does not wish it to be for general circulation. 

	Consultations


	MacWilliam interviewed 43 present and previous Team staff and other relevant Connexional officers, eg District Chairs;11 others submitted written comments. Some of those most closely involved with guiding the Team Focus process were given an opportunity to comment on the full report after it was received by the SRC.  


Summary of Impact 

	Standing Orders


	None

	Faith and Order


	Paragraph 23 addresses an issue that has ecclesiological implications.

	Financial


	If additional resources are secured in response to paragraphs 6-10 or otherwise, it will have budgetary implications.

	Personnel


	Several recommendations impact directly on the priorities of Personnel staff.

	Legal 


	None

	Wider Connexional


	Recommendations on governance have the potential to impact much more widely than the Team.

	External (e.g. ecumenical)
	None 

	Risk
	Inadequate action would risk the problems identified in the report arising again in the future.


TEAM FOCUS PROCESS EVALUATION REPORT

SRC AND CONNEXIONAL TEAM RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS 

Background

1 In December 2009 the Strategy and Resources Committee (SRC) commissioned MacWilliam Consulting to prepare a report on the Team Focus process 2005-8, which led to the major reconfiguration of the Connexional Team (CT), and this was presented to the Committee in April 2010. Comments on the report were gathered from various interested parties but did not lead to any desire to change the original report’s recommendations. Members of the Connexional Leaders Forum (CLF) were provided with copies of the report and discussed it in September 2010. 
2 The Connexional Team provided an initial response to the SRC and this paper has been prepared in the light of the subsequent SRC discussion in December 2010. It therefore summarises the responses from the SRC and the Connexional Team to the recommendations and invites a further steer from the Council. 
3 This response is from the perspective of late 2010, over two years after the main process considered by the consultants was completed. The consultants were not asked to review the Team prior to the Team Focus exercise or to assess who far the Team since 2008 has changed in areas discussed in the report. Although the report is about a particular process, that process in fact took place within various other evolving processes in the life of the Team and the wider Connexion and what the consultants observed has to be seen within that wide context. Some of the issues they highlight were issues that had been recognised before Team Focus began and were indeed a reason for the exercise itself. Similarly, some of the issues evident within the process remain challenges for the Team even without a major restructuring in train.    

Recommendations 

4 The full list of recommendations from the MacWilliam report are quoted verbatim below in their short form in italics, with comments added. The SRC shared the view of most of those who have read the full report that the recommendations are based on important questions that need to be given attention even if not always in quite the way the consultants suggested. However the SRC also noted that if more work is to be done in any of these areas this would have to be considered alongside the existing Workplan and is unlikely to be possible in the current Connexional year. If new staff posts are desirable this would need to come back as part of the budget proposals for 2011-12 to the February SRC. Any strengthening of the Team would, as ever, be in order that it was better able to serve the wider Connexion.   

5  The SRC felt that the following two recommendations were the key ones to focus on, although they did not appear as the first ones in the report. 
6  Recommendation: Managers should be free and expected to manage within the bounds set by delegated authority.  This implies the regular supervision of teams and individual staff incorporating the four inter-related functions of performance management, development, professional support and communication.  A supervision policy and practice could sit alongside annual staff appraisal.  Supervision needs of senior and specialist staff should be reviewed and external supervision arranged where this is not available from within the Church.

7  This is a work in progress. The new shape of the Team after Team Focus put a clear management structure in place but structures do not automatically change cultures. An annual structured appraisal system of Performance Development and Review is in place for all staff, lay and ordained, and it is the responsibility of anyone who has accepted a line management role to ensure this is undertaken for all their staff. Amongst the Strategic Leaders and Cluster Heads, several have established informal supervision arrangements for themselves. There is however no supervision policy.   

8 Recommendation: The Team Focus evaluation highlights the need for widespread management and staff development in the areas of leadership, initiating and managing change, and staff management.  Consideration should be given to development methods that integrate learning with workplace practice, to bring immediate benefits to Team work.

9  Development & Personnel staff have it in their brief to develop a management training programme but this work is competing for resources with more obviously urgent matters. Some individual managers have been on focused training. One of the Strategic Leaders has been on a substantial course in strategic leadership skills, with a continuing community of support as a result. However staff with experience of other organisations with a stronger commitment to such investment are very aware how far behind the Team (and the wider Connexion) is in these respects. There is also minimal succession planning for the Team (or the Church). 
10  In reflecting on these two recommendations, the SRC recognised there was a challenge for very busy people in finding time for specific development training but nonetheless felt that the more senior staff should expect to spend at least a week a year in training and that future budgets and workplans should allow for this. The CLF has also had a discussion on how the best aspect of “professionalism” which includes a serious commitment to tailored training, could be better deployed to further the mission of the Church. 

11 The other recommendations are as follows.

12 Recommendation: Future change processes should be planned thoroughly and properly resourced, including advance identification of resources needed such as relevant internal and external expertise, staff time, and financial resources.

13 The creation of the Projects, Research and Development Cluster and the agreement by SRC of a projects process means that now large exercises can be implemented within a much more structured framework. This includes work on resource implications and assessing the need for external expert partners, paid or volunteer. Several projects initiated since 2008 have added fixed term contract extra staff to ensure the work can be done well. 

14 Recommendation: Decision-making processes need to ensure a positive balance of authority and responsibility.  Responsible decision-making includes a duty to take advice on legal, professional and technical matters and to take resource implications more into consideration.  A governance review is recommended drawing on specialist governance support bodies such as the Trustee and Governance Resource Centre at the National Council for Voluntary Organisations (NCVO).  Such a review should explore how authority can be best delegated to appropriate executive bodies within the Church, freeing Conference from detailed operational decision-making and better able to focus on higher level matters, future direction and policy.  This would empower other governance bodies, leaders and managers to make appropriate level decisions and more effectively fulfil their roles.

15  Given that there has been a Review of Conference completed within the last five years, it would be premature to initiate another immediately. The work on the annual governance cycle and continuing efforts to use more effectively the resources and particular characteristics of the SRC, the Council and the Conference responds in part to this recommendation. Experience gained might feed into a further review of Conference within the next few years. SRC has recently reviewed the provision of legal advice to governance bodies and is satisfied with that but also noted that the new status of members of the Conference as charity trustees is a new factor which might lead to the Conference ways of working needing to be reviewed sooner rather than later. 

16  Recommendation: There needs to be an agreed process for regular review and prioritisation of the work of the CT.  Review bodies should have clear terms of reference, necessary professional expertise, a consultation plan for engaging major stakeholders, agreed assessment criteria, reporting arrangements and decision-making processes.  Once organisational priorities are agreed, team and individual work objectives should be managed within the line management structure.  Any areas of work to be discontinued should have a clear exit strategy.

17 The unified management structure introduced in 2008 includes within its annual cycle of work review and prioritisation of work, which is then presented to the SRC and the Council at the start of each Connexional year. The two large parts of Team Focus conducted since 2008 (Finance Office and Resourcing Mission Office) have both included terms of reference, external professional expertise, systematic consultation of stakeholders and clear reporting to governance bodies; the latter also included an exit strategy for work proposed to be discontinued. 

18  Recommendation: Communication strategies and plans need to be an integral part of any future change processes.  Good practice guidelines drawing on internal expertise available within the Communications Team should be drawn up.  The Church would also benefit from advice on the opportunities new technology offers for communication, conferring and decision-making.

19 The Team now has written strategy plans for internal and external communications with targets set for defined periods and monitored. Work has been offered to governance bodies on the use of new media and the Review of Committees specifically asked Connexional bodies to use new technology in their work.

20 Recommendation: Methodist Council should review its role as employer and take professional advice on how best to undertake this.  The Council’s role as employer should be recognised and upheld in decision-making processes.  It would be helpful to develop good practice guidelines on employee relations incorporating what it means to be a Christian and best practice employer, respecting the different legal and psychological implications of the Church/Minister covenant and employer/employee contract.

21  The Council has now accepted the SRC plans to establish a Development and Personnel Sub-Committee to drive forward work in these areas.

22  Recommendation: Consideration should be given to the idea of ordained staff being employed on the same terms as lay staff within the CT.  In the interim, existing guidelines (SRC 2009) should be adhered to.  

23  At all the more senior levels in the Connexional Team there is now a mixture of ordained and lay staff working alongside each other. Within the Team this mix is seen as enriching and strengthening our ethos and performance and there is no desire to move away from it. Existing Standing Orders applicable to all ministers inevitably mean that some practical arrangements for lay and ordained Team staff differ in ways that are not always clearly understood. The Strategic Leaders do not believe that the best way to address this is by the means the report suggests. However various pieces of work are in train to try and build shared expectations of how a minister working in the Team would best understand the Standing Orders applying in the context of a Team with specific responsibilities towards the wider Connexion. Discussions are being held, for example, with ministers currently serving in the Team about a draft handbook clarifying these matters for all staff and their managers; this will form a valuable resource in induction processes and elsewhere. The SRC welcomed this approach.  

24  Recommendation: The Church should consider entering an agreement with the Staff Association enhancing their role in staff consultation for any future change processes.

25  The Staff Association has recently had a wholesale change in its Committee. The Secretary for Team Operations has met the new Committee and invited them to discuss with him this and related topics as soon as they are ready to do so.

26  Recommendation: There should be an agreed process involving Personnel for decisions regarding extension of short-term contracts.  The danger of extending employee contracts as a matter of course risks recreating the conditions (of too expensive an establishment) that Team Focus aimed to overcome in the first place. 

27  No short-term contracts can be extended without the explicit agreement of the Secretary for Team Operations, who also scrutinises each cluster’s staff headcount every month. The number of staff on fixed team contracts was significantly reduced as part of the budget reductions agreed by the Council for 2010-11.

28  Recommendation: Personnel should be involved in the earliest stages of planning any significant organisational restructure, job design and development of new job descriptions to ensure professional advice and consistency in standards across the CT.

29 This is the norm. The Director of Development and Personnel attends the weekly meeting the Secretary of Team Operations holds with the five Cluster Heads when matters needing professional personnel advice are being shaped. She or her deputy is involved with any new job descriptions.  

30  Recommendation: There should be an audit of Personnel and other relevant policies and procedures to ensure these are relevant and robust in the event of future change, and a rolling programme of review.

31 There is a rolling programme of review of all personnel policies and the current ones are all available to managers and staff on the internal Intranet. A number of policies have been reviewed since 2008 but capacity constraints mean the review programme is a protracted one. A summary of progress is given in Appendix 1.

32  Recommendation: An explicit and symbolic way should be agreed to acknowledge the diverse experiences of CT staff in Team Focus and to enable a line to be drawn.  Some staff still affected by Team Focus need support on processing difficult feelings and making the transition to new roles.  This could be offered by suitably skilled line managers, the Well-being Officer, or through external coaching or group support.

33  Team managers are aware of those individual staff members who still find personal Team Focus experiences difficult or debilitating and seek to provide appropriate support but discussions in the SRC and elsewhere have concluded that an event of the sort implied in this recommendation would achieve nothing significant and could even be counter-productive. 

APPENDIX 1

Team Development & Personnel Policies

NEW POLICIES AGREED SINCE TEAM FOCUS 

Performance Development and Review 

Absence due to strikes or epidemics

Email 

Home working

Recruitment and Selection

Sickness Absence

Travel and Subsistence

Anti Fraud Policy

Sabbaticals

POLICIES UPDATED SINCE TEAM FOCUS:

Whistleblowing

Grievance

Disciplinary

POLICIES IN DEVELOPMENT

(some to replace existing policies)

Flexible Working

Flexi-time

TOIL (Time taken off in lieu) 

Redundancy 
Redeployment

Code of Conduct

Dignity at Work

Job Evaluation

Pay and Grading

Training

