SYSTEMS INSIGHT LTD   -   FINAL PROJECT REPORT   -     LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION

[image: image1.png]LI

SYSTEMS INSIGHT LTD





FINAL PROJECT REPORT 
EVALUATION OF LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT 

PROGRAMMES 2002-2004
VOLUME I - MAIN BODY OF REPORT


SUBMITTED TO SCOTTISH ENTERPRISE AYRSHIRE


APRIL 2004 

Systems Insight Ltd, Afton Lodge, Mossblown, Ayr, KA6 5AS. 

Tel: 01292 521010. Fax: 01292 521555. Email: hub@sysinsight.co.uk
Report Ref:

CR EAXX/040412
File:


EALDE32.DOC

This document is strictly confidential and may not be reproduced or communicated in part or in whole to any party external to the Scottish Enterprise Network without the prior consent of Systems Insight Ltd.

N.B. Appendices A to H are bound separately in Volumes II to IV.

	SECTION
	CONTENTS
	PAGE

	
	
	

	
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	

	
	
	

	1.
	INTRODUCTION
	1

	
	
	

	1.1

	Background to Project
	1

	1.2
	Guide to Report

	2

	
	
	

	2.
	OBJECTIVES
	3

	
	
	

	2.1
	Overall Project Objectives
	3

	2.2
	Subsidiary Project Objectives
	3

	2.3
	Purpose of This Report
	4

	
	
	

	3.
	METHODOLOGY
	5

	
	
	

	3.1
	Overview
	5

	3.2
	Scope
	6

	3.3
	ACTIVITY 1: Project Scoping
	7

	3.4
	ACTIVITY 2: Evaluation Interview Programme
	8

	3.5
	ACTIVITY 3: Project Review & Reporting
	9

	
	

	4.
	CONTEXT FOR KEY FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND                      RECOMMENDATIONS
	10

	
	
	

	4.1
	Introduction
	10

	4.2
	Background to Participation
	10

	
	
	

	5.
	ISSUES HIGHLIGHTED BY STAFF AND SERVICE PROVIDERS
	12

	
	
	

	5.1
	Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire (Jim Glover)
	12

	5.2
	Vivid Red (Lesley Imrie and Gordon Robb)
	13

	5.3
	Matrix (David McKeran)
	14

	
	
	

	6.
	ACTIONS AND IMPACTS HIGHLIGHTED BY PROGRAMME PARTICIPANTS
	16

	
	
	

	6.1
	Outcomes of Assistance
	16

	6.2
	Follow-on Activities
	20

	
	
	

	7.
	OTHER KEY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
	22

	
	
	

	7.1
	Motivation behind decision to participate
	 22

	7.2
	Nature of Assistance
	23

	7.3
	Ratings of Key Aspects of Programme
	24

	7.4
	Advice for SE Ayrshire and Other Companies

	27

	7.5
	Specific Suggestions Relating to DMF
	28

	7.6
	Specific Suggestions Relating to LDP
	29

	
	
	

	8.
	RECOMMENDATIONS
	31


N.B. The page numbers listed below refer to the separately bound Appendix documents

(i.e., Volumes II to IV).

	APPENDIX
	CONTENTS
	   PAGE

	
	

	APPENDIX A - BLANK INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRES
	1

	(contained in Volume II)
	

	
	

	APP A1
	Developing Managers of the Future
	1

	APP A2
	Leadership Development Programme
	5

	
	

	APPENDIX B - WARM-UP LETTERS
	9

	(contained in Volume II)
	

	
	

	APP B1
	Developing Managers of the Future
	9

	APP B2
	Leadership Development Programme
	10

	
	

	APPENDIX C - LISTS OF TARGET ORGANISATIONS 
	11

	(contained in Volume II)
	

	
	

	APPENDIX D - COLLATED AND CATEGORISED INTERVIEW RESPONSES - DEVELOPING MANAGERS OF THE FUTURE (contained in Volume II)
	13

	
	

	APP D1
	Section 1 - Confirmation of Context for Interview
	13

	D1.1
	Q1.1:
	Confirmation of relevant assistance
	13

	D1.2
	Q1.2:
	When participated in Programme?
	13

	D1.3
	Q1.3:
	Nature of interviewee’s business
	13

	D1.4
	Q1.4:
	Interviewee’s function
	14

	D1.5
	Q1.5:
	How first heard about Developing Managers of the Future?
	15

	APP D2
	Section 2 - Description of Programme and Underlying Purpose
	16

	D2.1
	
	Q2.1:
	Outline of workshop events
	16

	D2.2
	
	Q2.2:
	Outline of 1-to-1 assistance
	18

	D2.3
	
	Q2.3
	Other activities
	18

	D2.4
	
	Q2.4:
	Reasons for deciding to participate
	19

	D2.5
	
	Q2.5:
	Objectives of participation
	21

	D2.6
	
	Q2.6:
	Actions/activities resulting from participation
	24

	D2.7
	
	Q2.7:
	Plans for building on assistance
	29

	APP D3
	Section 3 - Outcomes
	31

	D3.1
	
	Q3.1:
	Overall difference made by assistance so far
	31

	D3.2
	
	Q3.2:
	Overall difference ultimately expected from participation
	33

	D3.3
	
	Q3.3:
	Improvements in sales, turnover or profitability
	34

	D3.4
	
	Q3.4:
	Changes in staff numbers or organisational structure
	35

	D3.5
	
	Q3.5:
	Changes in team performance/behaviour or effectiveness
	37

	D3.6
	
	Q3.6:
	Overall difference made to participants, personally
	39

	D3.7
	
	Q3.7:
	Comparison with expectations when assistance applied for
	45

	D3.8
	
	Q3.8:
	Would differences have happened without the assistance?
	46

	APP D4
	Section 4 - Ratings of Key Aspects of Workshops and 1-to-1 Assistance
	47

	D4.1
	
	Q4.1:
	Rating of relevance of Programme
	47

	D4.2
	
	Q4.2:
	Rating of quality of service
	48

	D4.3
	
	Q4.3:
	Rating of project management and communications
	48

	D4.4
	
	Q4.4:
	Rating of expertise and knowledge of service providers
	49

	D4.5
	Q4.5:
	(1st part): Rating of workshop organisation 
	50

	D4.6
	Q4.5:
	(2nd part): Rating of workshop facilitation
	51

	D4.7
	Q4.5:
	(3rd part): Rating of workshop locations
	51

	D4.8
	Q4.5:
	(4th part): Rating of workshop themes and topics
	52

	D4.9
	Q4.6:
	Suggested topics for future workshops
	53


	APPENDIX
	CONTENTS
	   PAGE

	
	

	D4.10
	Q4.7:
	Overall success of assistance
	54

	APP D5
	Section 5 - Recommendations for the Future; AOB
	55

	D5.1
	
	Q5.1:
	Recommendations for changes to Programme
	55

	D5.2
	
	Q5.2:
	Recommend DMF to another company?
	56

	D5.3
	
	Q5.3
	Alternative assistance of a similar type
	57

	D5.4
	
	Q5.4:
	Suggestions for future similar schemes
	58

	D5.5
	
	Q5.5:
	Additional comments
	60

	
	
	
	
	

	APPENDIX E - COLLATED AND CATEGORISED INTERVIEW RESPONSES - LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME (contained in Volume II)
	61

	
	

	APP E1
	Section 1 - Confirmation of Context for Interview
	61

	E1.1
	Q1.1:
	Confirmation of relevant assistance
	61

	E1.2
	Q1.2:
	When participated in Programme?
	61

	E1.3
	Q1.3:
	Nature of interviewee’s business
	61

	E1.4
	Q1.4:
	Interviewee’s function
	62

	E1.5
	Q1.5:
	How first heard about leadership Development Programme
	63

	APP E2
	Section 2 - Description of Programme and Underlying Purpose
	64

	E2.1
	
	Q2.1:
	Outline of workshop events
	64

	E2.2
	
	Q2.2:
	Outline of 1-to-1 assistance
	65

	E2.3
	
	Q2.3
	Other activities
	66

	E2.4
	
	Q2.4:
	Reasons for deciding to participate
	67

	E2.5
	
	Q2.5:
	Objectives of participation
	68

	E2.6
	
	Q2.6:
	Actions/activities resulting from participation
	69

	E2.7
	
	Q2.7:
	Plans for building on assistance
	72

	APP E3
	Section 3 - Outcomes
	73

	E3.1
	
	Q3.1:
	Overall difference made by assistance so far
	73

	E3.2
	
	Q3.2:
	Overall difference ultimately expected from participation
	74

	E3.3
	
	Q3.3:
	Improvements in sales, turnover or profitability
	75

	E3.4
	
	Q3.4:
	Changes in staff numbers or organisational structure
	76

	E3.5
	
	Q3.5:
	Changes in team performance/behaviour or effectiveness
	77

	E3.6
	
	Q3.6:
	Overall difference made to participants, personally
	79

	E3.7
	
	Q3.7:
	Comparison with expectations when assistance applied for
	81

	E3.8
	
	Q3.8:
	Would differences have happened without the assistance?
	82

	APP E4
	Section 4 - Ratings of Key Aspects of Workshops and 1-to-1 Assistance
	83

	E4.1
	
	Q4.1:
	Rating of relevance of Programme
	83

	E4.2
	
	Q4.2:
	Rating of quality of service
	84

	E4.3
	
	Q4.3:
	Rating of project management and communications
	85

	E4.4
	
	Q4.4:
	Rating of expertise and knowledge of service providers
	85

	E4.5
	Q4.5:
	(1st part): Rating of workshop organisation 
	86

	E4.6
	Q4.5:
	(2nd part): Rating of workshop facilitation
	87

	E4.7
	Q4.5:
	(3rd part): Rating of workshop locations
	87

	E4.8
	Q4.5:
	(4th part): Rating of workshop themes and topics
	88

	E4.9
	Q4.6:
	Suggested topics for future workshops
	89

	E4.10
	Q4.7:
	Overall success of assistance
	90

	APP E5
	Section 5 - Recommendations for the Future; AOB
	91

	E5.1
	
	Q5.1:
	Recommendations for changes to Programme
	91

	E5.2
	
	Q5.2:
	Recommend LDP to another company?
	92

	E5.3
	
	Q5.3
	Alternative assistance of a similar type
	93

	E5.4
	
	Q5.4:
	Suggestions for future similar schemes
	94

	E5.5
	
	Q5.5:
	Additional comments
	96

	
	


	APPENDIX F - NOTES ON MEETINGS WITH KEY STAFF AND SERVICE PROVIDERS (contained in Volume III)
	97

	
	

	APP F1
	Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire (Mr Jim Glover)
	97

	APP F2
	Vivid Red (Mr Gordon Robb and Ms Lesley Imrie)
	99

	APP F3
	Matrix (Mr David McKeran)
	103

	APP F4
	AME Marketing (Ms Lynn Kelly)
	106


	APPENDIX
	CONTENTS
	   PAGE

	
	
	

	APPENDIX G - NOTES ON INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS - DEVELOPING MANAGERS OF THE FUTURE (contained in Volume III)
	107

	
	

	APP
	ORGANISATION
	INTERVIEWEE
	

	
	
	
	

	G1
	Access North Ayr
	Ms Theresa Brough
and 5 colleagues
	107

	G2
	Alex Begg & Co
	Mr Kevin Anderson
	113

	G3
	Allied Distillers Ltd
	Mr John Cook
	118

	G4
	Ayrshire Shop Mobility
	Ms Eileen McFadyen
	123

	G5
	bpi industrial Ardeer
	Mr Stephen Smith
	127

	G6
	Care Partners
	Ms Julie Gibb
	132

	G7
	Datec Technologies Ltd
	Mr Kevin Anderson
	137

	G8
	Diageo Global Supply - Johnnie Walker
	Mr Hugh Good
	142

	G9
	Ex-Services Mental Welfare Society
	Ms Diane Logan
and Mrs Frances Robertson
	147

	G10
	Glengarnock Garments
	Mr Harvie Blackie
	152

	G11
	Hannah Research Park
	Ms Fiona Caldwell
	157

	G12
	Hansel Alliance
	Mr Richard Wilkinson
	162

	G13
	NACCO Materials Handling Group
	Mr Fraser Bain
	167

	G14
	Quality Station Hotel
	Ms Karen Kelly
	173

	G15
	The National Autistic Society
	Ms Eileen Campbell
	178

	G16
	Turnberry Carpet Crafts
	Mr Graeme Miller
	183

	G17
	William Tracey Ltd
	Mr Scott Cairns
	188

	
	
	

	APPENDIX H - NOTES ON INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS - LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME (contained in Volume IV)
	193

	
	

	APP
	ORGANISATION
	INTERVIEWEE
	

	
	
	
	

	H1
	Access North Ayr
	Mr Bill Munsie
and 4 colleagues
	193

	H2
	Art Factory
	Ms Moira Kennedy
	199

	H3
	Atrium Homes
	Mr Stephen Black
	204

	H4
	Barony Universal Products Plc
	Mr John Agnew
	210

	H5
	Community Housing Advocacy Project
	Ms Susan Carson
	215

	H6
	Crawford Henderson Ltd
	Mr Crawford Henderson
	220

	H7
	Goodrich Corporation
	Mr Iain Forrest
	225

	H8
	Kingstone & Mortars Ltd
	Mr John King
	230

	H9
	Plastic Mouldings
	Mr Michael McQueen
	235

	H10
	Robert J Hart & Co
	Ms Lynne Barrie
	239

	H11
	Sirius Concepts Ltd
	Mr Garry Smith
	244

	H12
	The National Autistic Society
	Ms Margaret Moyle
	249


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire (SE Ayrshire) is committed to growing dynamic, competitive and sustainable businesses as a means of maximising the prosperity of Ayrshire and its people.  Support for this commitment is provided through a variety of programmes and funding sources, and a key element of these is a comprehensive business support service to SMEs in the area of management and leadership development.  Two particular programmes under this umbrella are the Leadership Development Programme (LDP) and Developing Managers of the Future (DMF).

To meet evaluation and reporting requirements for European Regional Development Funding (ERDF), and to explore how the programmes should be developed and enhanced, SE Ayrshire decided, in early 2004, that the time was right to evaluate the outcomes and impacts of the assistance given to companies who had participated in its leadership development programmes over the previous two years.  Following a competitive tendering process, an evaluation project was commissioned from Systems Insight.

This document contains Systems Insight’s Final Project Report on our evaluation of SE Ayrshire’s leadership development programmes, covering the period from 2002 to 2004.  The evaluation, which was mainly carried out during February and March 2004, was primarily based on a programme of 19 telephone and 10 face-to-face interviews with organisations and individuals who had participated in one or both of the two relevant programmes.

Overall, the feedback gathered via the evaluation leads us to conclude that both of these programmes have achieved significant success levels (in terms of meeting the needs of the participants), and that DMF has been as successful as could reasonably have been expected.  Notably, however, the impact on an individual level and a team level has been greater than the impact on operational effectiveness of the relevant areas of the participating businesses, or on the business as a whole.  

More specifically, both DMF and LDP have had significant impact on the behaviour and/or effectiveness of relevant teams within the participating businesses.  Added to this, five of the seventeen DMF participants and two of the twelve LDP participants indicated that changes have been made to either staff numbers or organisational structure as a consequence of involvement in these programmes.

Despite the various changes in team behaviour and operational effectiveness that were cited by interviewees, none found it possible to express the outcomes of their participation in quantified commercial terms.  Any improvements in sales, turnover or profitability which arise from participation in these programmes will, therefore, be indirect.  From interviewees’ feedback, there however seems little doubt that most of the participating businesses will, in the fullness of time, have benefited operationally and financially from their participation as a long term consequence of improved team and individual effectiveness.  Outcomes that have already resulted from participation in DMF include: increased or improved delegation; improved time management; increased confidence levels; modifying behaviour to take account of different character traits amongst colleagues; ability to address issues or conflicts assertively; and improved change management.  At the same time, outcomes achieved by LDP participants include: increased emphasis on planning; improved chains of delegation; better team communication; and introduction of new systems and procedures.

Interviewees also rated both programmes very highly in relation to overall relevance, quality of service, and project management and communications.  Both programmes again excelled in terms of the expertise and knowledge of the respective service providers - particularly DMF - and the very high ratings continued into the questions regarding the workshops that formed the backbone of the assistance.  Both the organisation and the facilitation of these events, in particular, were unanimously viewed in a positive light.
Apart from a small number of issues that require attention (such as the LDP participants representing too wide a mix of seniority levels), these programmes therefore appear to have been very effective in terms of fulfilling interviewees’ original motivations and objectives for participating.  DMF, in particular, also addresses a clear market failure and has no obvious equivalent available from external sources.  
1.1
Background to Project
Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire (SE Ayrshire), as part of the Scottish Enterprise Network, is committed to growing dynamic, competitive and sustainable businesses as a means of maximising the prosperity of Ayrshire and its people.  Support for this commitment is provided through a variety of programmes and funding sources.


A key element of SE Ayrshire’s Growing Business goal is to provide a comprehensive business support service to SMEs in the area of management and leadership development.  Two particular programmes under this umbrella are focused on development of leadership skills and appropriate behaviours - especially in SMEs.  These are the Leadership Development Programme and Developing Managers of the Future:

(a)
Leadership Development Programme.
The Leadership Development Programme is aimed at directors and senior managers, and to date has been run by Matrix (David McKeran).  The Programme starts with a recruitment event, which is held in the evening, at which Matrix endeavour to sign up participants.  This is followed up by an appraisal of each candidate.


Thereafter, there follows a series of five one-day workshops, two of which are held on consecutive days.  The workshops are backed up with mentoring and associated activity.

(b)
Developing Managers of the Future.

The Developing Managers of the Future programme, which is aimed at people likely to be promoted to management roles within the foreseeable future, is operated by Vivid Red (formerly Catalyst Consulting - Gordon Robb and Lesley Imrie).  This programme is based mainly on eight workshops, backed up with appropriate one-to-one support involving various activities, including a meeting with the MD of each participating company.

The support provided via these Leadership Development Programmes encompasses:

· information on the contribution to organisational success of management and leadership;

· access to tools and techniques to develop management and leadership skills;

· direct support to individuals and organisations through development seminars, workshops and programmes.

Delivery of the Programmes is underpinned by accessing up-to-date research on leadership and management behaviours.

Primarily to meet evaluation and reporting requirements for European Regional Development Funding (ERDF), but also to explore how future programmes in the management/leadership development area should be developed and enhanced, SE Ayrshire decided, in early 2004, that the time was right to evaluate the outcomes and impacts of the assistance given to the companies who had participated in its Leadership Development Programmes over the previous two years.  Following a competitive tendering process, an evaluation project was commissioned from Systems Insight.
1.1
Background to Project
This document contains Systems Insight’s Final Project Report on our evaluation of SE Ayrshire’s Leadership Development Programmes, covering the period from 2002 to 2004.  The evaluation, which was mainly carried out during February and March 2004, was primarily based on a programme of 19 telephone and 10 face-to-face interviews with organisations and individuals who had participated in one or both of the two relevant programmes.
1.2
Guide to Report

Section 2 restates the objectives of the project, while Section 3 describes the approach taken and the activities carried out in order to achieve the objectives.  Sections 4 to 8 present our key findings, conclusions and recommendations from the exercise.


In order to keep the main body of the report as clear and concise as possible, collated (and, where appropriate, categorised) lists of interview responses - in other words, the detailed findings from the Evaluation Interview Programme - are presented separately in Volume II of the Report as Appendices D and E (covering Developing Managers of the Future and the Leadership Development Programme, respectively).

Likewise, copies of notes on the individual interviews have been provided as Appendices G and H within Volumes III and IV, instead of being part of the main report.  In addition, notes on the meetings held with Jim Glover of SE Ayrshire and the various service providers who have had an involvement in these programmes have been incorporated as Appendix F. 

Appendices A and B (also in Volume II) contain blank copies of the interview questionnaires for participants in the two programmes, plus copies of the standard letters used to "warm up" interview targets for each of the programmes.  A complete list of target organisations, highlighting those who were interviewed, forms the basis for Appendix C.
2.1
Overall Project Objectives

Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire’s overall objectives in commissioning an evaluation of its Leadership Development Programmes were to enable it to:

· meet current ERDF requirements in relation to application monitoring, reporting and evaluation;

· assess the effectiveness of the Programmes, in terms of outputs, impacts and achievement of objectives and targets;

· understand and review the impact of the programme on Ayrshire businesses and individuals;

· develop and enhance future programmes in the Management/Leadership Development area for maximum effectiveness and impact.

In view of the fact that the Leadership Development Programmes had now been running for several years, a key requirement of the Evaluation was to determine whether Ayrshire businesses are still deriving sufficient benefit from the Programmes that delivery should continue in future years, or if this particular form of programme has now, to all intents and purposes, run its course.

2.2
Subsidiary Project Objectives

In support of the overall objectives, the survey questionnaires (see Appendix A) were designed to provide feedback within areas including the following:

· to establish, from client companies’ perspective, exactly what assistance had been provided under the Programmes;

· to determine to what extent the participating companies had followed up on the assistance received under the Programmes;

· to explore what difference the interviewees felt the assistance had made to their businesses - both overall, and in respect of aspects such as:

· staff numbers and organisational structure;

· operational effectiveness;

· team performance and behaviour;

· turnover and profitability;

· where possible, to obtain quantitative indications of improvements and benefits gained by the participating businesses;

· to gauge participants’ overall opinion of the Programmes, and to obtain ratings of specific aspects such as:

· relevance of assistance;

· quality of service;

· project management and communications;

· (relevant) expertise and knowledge of service providers;

2.2
Subsidiary Project Objectives (contd)
· to obtain feedback from the two service providers who had been involved in the Leadership Development Programmes, particularly with regard to:

· what assistance had been provided;

· what issues had arisen in delivery of the Programmes;

· what changes should be made in order to maximise the effectiveness of future similar programmes;

· to ascertain companies’ plans for building upon the assistance they had received via the Leadership Development Programmes;
· to seek participants’ suggestions for improvements that might be made to future similar programmes;

· to form a view on whether the Leadership Development Programme and Developing Managers for the Future have continued to address genuine market failure in 2003 to 2004, and to make recommendations accordingly.

2.3
Purpose of This Report

The purpose of this Final Project Report is to provide a retrospective view of the activities undertaken in the course of the Evaluation of SE Ayrshire’s Developing Managers of the Future and Leadership Development Programmes, and to deliver detailed findings, together with Systems Insight’s conclusions and recommendations.

3.1
Overview



The agreed methodology for achieving the objectives outlined in Section 2 was based on a programme of face-to-face and telephone interviews with businesses who had participated in SE Ayrshire’s Developing Managers of the Future and Leadership Development Programmes.  These interviews were supplemented by briefing meetings with Jim Glover of Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire, plus the three relevant service providers (Matrix, Vivid Red and AME Marketing). 


The three activities making up the project process were as outlined below:


ACTIVITY 1:
Project Scoping (see Section 3.3)

· Initial Project Meeting

· Meetings with Service Providers, etc (4)

· Development of Notes on Meetings with Service Providers
· Review of Supporting Documentation


Purpose: to finalise project plan, and agree targeting and information requirements for Evaluation Interview Programme.

ACTIVITY 2: 
Evaluation Interview Programme (see Section 3.4)

· Questionnaire Design

· Prequalification of Target Organisations
· Selection of Targets for Warm-up Mailshot
· Warm-up Mailshot (50 targets)

· Booking of Interviews

· Evaluation Interviews (19 telephone and 10 face-to-face)

· Development of Interview Notes

· Collation and Categorisation of Interview Notes

Purpose: to obtain direct feedback from participants in SE Ayrshire’s Leadership Development Programmes.
ACTIVITY 3: 
Project Review & Reporting (see Section 3.5)

· Review Meeting

· Development of Final Project Report

· Final Project Meeting

Purpose: to achieve overall project objectives; to report back to Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire on our findings, conclusions and recommendations from the Evaluation process; to review the project as a whole.

3.2
Scope

To a large extent, the scope of the Evaluation was defined by the project objectives outlined in Section 2, and was inherent in the core methodology described in Sections 3.3 to 3.5:
(a)
Information requirements


The interview questionnaires (copies of which can be found in Appendix A) were designed explicitly to address the information requirements agreed at the Initial Project Meeting.   These information requirements were, in turn, based on the detailed objectives listed in Section 2.

(b)
Evaluation Interview Targets


Targets for the Evaluation Interview Programme comprised all 54 companies who had accessed either Developing Managers of the Future or the Leadership Development Programme (or both) over the previous two years.  Contact information for these companies was supplied by Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire (Liz Napier) for the purpose of the Evaluation, and the selection of face-to-face targets was based mainly on the number of individuals who had participated from each company.  (As can be seen from the contents listings for Appendices G and H, a number of the companies who had several staff participating in the programmes had multiple interviewees).

On the Developing Managers of the Future Programme, the target individual for each business was the participants’ sponsor (i.e., the person who had decided who should participate in the programme from that company), rather than the participants themselves.  For the Leadership Development Programme, on the other hand, participants were in effect their own sponsors.  Warm-up letters for that programme were therefore simply sent to participants.
By the end of the programme, almost exactly the desired quota of interviews was achieved (29 between the two programmes, compared with the target of 30).  The ultimate allocation of the 29 interviews is shown in the following table:

	NO. OF INTERVIEWS

	PROGRAMME
	SERVICE PROVIDER
	Overall
	Face-to-face

	Developing Managers of the Future
	Vivid Red (Catalyst)
	17
	5

	Leadership Development Programme
	Matrix
	12
	5

	OVERALL
	29
	10


Lists of the interviewees for each of the two programmes can be found in the contents listings for Appendices G and H, while Appendix C provides a complete list of all of the interviewees, highlighting which businesses participated in which programmes.

3.3
ACTIVITY 1: Project Scoping

The project commenced by holding an Initial Project Meeting with Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire (Liz Napier), with the overall objective of finalising and agreeing on the project plan and objectives.  The key topics addressed at this meeting were:

· background information on Developing Managers of the Future and Leadership Development Programme;

· detailed methodology and schedule;

· information requirements for interview programme;

· selection of companies to be targeted, and prioritisation of face-to-face interviews;
· contact information for service providers;
· arrangements for providing contact information on target companies;

· arrangements for compiling, signing and sending warm-up letters.


The Initial Project Meeting was followed by a series of meetings with:

· Jim Glover of Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire, who had run the programmes - either directly or on a delegated basis - up to the end of financial year 2002-2003;

· David McKeran of Matrix, who, up until now, has been the service provider responsible for the Leadership Development Programme;

· Gordon Robb and Lesley Imrie of Vivid Red, who have been service providers (formerly within Catalyst Consulting and latterly as Vivid Red) for Developing Managers of the Future;

· Lynn Kelly of AME Marketing, who, on SE Ayrshire’s behalf, maintains spreadsheet based records of spend and participation for both of the leadership development programmes as the basis for ERDF reporting.
Sets of notes on each of these four meetings can be found in Appendix F.  
While the meeting with Jim Glover largely served to provide context for the evaluation by focusing on the history of the leadership development programmes (and associated issues), and the meeting with AME Marketing simply covered ERDF reporting aspects, the meetings with Matrix and Vivid Red focused primarily on:

· briefing on relevant programmes - content, delivery, etc;
· project management and communications with Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire;
· any issues arising in the course of the programmes;
· suggestions for future re-runs of the programmes.

Following on from the above meetings, the briefing and background information provided by Liz Napier, Catalyst and Vivid Red was reviewed to provide context for the interview programme.
3.4
ACTIVITY 2: Evaluation Interview Programme

Once the scope of the project had been determined and the briefing meetings had taken place, the Evaluation Interview Programme proceeded as follows:


(a)
Questionnaire Design

The interviews were based on a formal questionnaire format, with questions pre-designed to address the detailed information requirements agreed at the Initial Project Meeting (which in turn were based on the project objectives that are listed in Section 2).  The interview questionnaires for the two programmes (copies of which can be found in Appendix A) were approved by Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire before any interviews were undertaken.

(b)
Target Identification and Prequalification


Contact information for the appropriate target organisations and individuals (see Section 3.2) was then obtained by:

· importing the information base supplied by SE Ayrshire into a Project Database, using Microsoft Access;

· telephoning all selected target organisations in order to confirm the name, job title and other contact information for the nominated individuals.



The outcome of the above steps was a complete set of contact information, ready for the warm-up and booking process. 


(c)
Interview Warm-ups and Bookings


In parallel with questionnaire design, a Project Database was developed to track progress with interview bookings, etc.  Additional text fields were also appended to the database in readiness for development of interview notes.  


Meanwhile, “warm-up” letters (one for each of the two programmes - Appendix B contains copies) were developed in order to explain the background to the exercise, indicate that Systems Insight would shortly be in touch to arrange an interview, and ensure maximum co-operation from the individuals concerned.   A warm-up mailshot was then compiled and mailed on Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire letterhead.  

Several days after the warm-up letters were sent, Systems Insight contacted each of the interview targets with a view to arranging interview dates and times (and, where appropriate, venues) at their convenience.  The thinking behind booking telephone interviews in advance was to encourage the co-operation of interview targets by showing consideration for their own work activities and time constraints.  In cases where the target wished to undertake the interview “on the spot”, however, this was respected and the interview was carried out straight away.


By the end of the interview programme, a total of nineteen telephone interviews and ten face-to-face interviews had been successfully carried out.  A full list of these interviewees can be found in the contents pages, and also in Appendix C.  (Appendix C also indicates which of the participants were interviewed face-to-face and which by telephone, as well as those targets who were not ultimately interviewed at all).  

3.4
ACTIVITY 2: Evaluation Interview Programme (contd)


The telephone interviews were typically of between 15 and 30 minutes in duration.
(d)
Interview Results Analysis and Reporting

In parallel with the interview programme, notes on each interview were dictated, entered into the Project Database, and then proof-read to assure accuracy.  Having developed a complete set of interview notes, findings relating to each of the two programmes (Developing Managers of the Future and Leadership Development Programme) were then developed and analysed via the following process:

· For those questions whose results were readily categorisable, standard categorisation headings were developed.

· For each of these questions in turn, each text response was allocated one or more categories.  Appendices D & E (in Volume II), which are structured to reflect the interview questionnaire, list all text responses for those questions, with each response listed under each category to which it was assigned.  Appendices D and E also list all text responses for those questions which were not categorised, but in straightforward alphabetical order rather than categorised lists.  

Note that, in view of the differing situations of the various interviewees, not all questions were responded to by all interviewees. 

Notes on all of the interviews within Developing Managers of the Future and the Leadership Development Programme can be found in Appendix D (within Volume III) and Appendix E (within Volume IV) respectively. 

3.5
ACTIVITY 3: Project Review & Reporting


Building upon the collated and categorised text responses, Systems Insight proceeded to complete the analysis and reporting process, culminating in the development and issue of a Final Project Report (this document!).  Shortly after submission of the report, a Final Project Meeting will be held with Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire (a review meeting already having been held with Liz Napier on Tuesday 27th April).

4.1
Introduction 

Findings from all 19 telephone and 10 face-to-face interviews with programme participants, listed in alphabetical order within each question and categorised where appropriate, are presented in detail in Volume II:

· Developing Managers of the Future in Appendix D;

· Leadership Development Programme in Appendix E.

Both of these appendices are structured to reflect the interview questionnaires, copies of which can be found in Appendix A.  Note also that:

· responses to some of the questions are listed under more than one category heading - in these cases, more than one piece of key information was provided;

· some questions did not apply to all interviewees. 


A complete set of notes on all 29 interviews has been provided in Appendices G and H (covering the seventeen Developing Managers of the Future interviews in Appendix G and the twelve Leadership Development Programme interviews in Appendix H, in Volumes III and IV, respectively).  A complete list of all organisations targeted for interview, highlighting those who participated, those who were interviewed face-to-face rather than by telephone, and those who either declined to participate or were dropped at booking time, can be found in Appendix C, while the four “Staff & Service Provider” interviews - i.e., the interviews with Jim Glover of SE Ayrshire, Lynn Kelly of AME Marketing, David McKeran on Matrix, and Gordon Robb & Lesley Imrie of Vivid Red - are documented in Appendix F.


The main purpose of incorporating detailed interview findings as separately bound Appendices, rather than within this main body of the report, was to ensure that the main volume is as user friendly and uncluttered as possible.  The remainder of Sections 4 to 7 is therefore restricted to a synopsis of our overall findings and conclusions.  Throughout these sections, it should be noted that:

· “Developing Managers of the Future” has been abbreviated to “DMF”;

· “Leadership Development Programme has been contracted to “LDP”;

· the word “interviewee” sometimes refers to a group of participants from the same organisation, interviewed together.
4.2
Background to Participation

Interviewees’ feedback suggested that participants in both of the leadership development programmes represent a broad spectrum of Ayrshire businesses.   As well as a mix of manufacturing/process and service companies, there has also been strong representation from “third sector” organisations. 

With nine businesses who participated in 2002 to 2003, seven from 2003 to 2004, and one who had sent participants in both years, the DMF interviewees represented a good balance of the two relevant financial years.  LDP, on the other hand, was strongly biased towards 2003 to 2004 (with nine businesses who had participated in that year, compared with only two in 2002 to 2003).  As with DMF, one of the businesses interviewed in relation to LDP had sent participants in both 2002 to 3003 and 2003 to 2004.  Overall, therefore, the results of this evaluation exercise cover both years, but with a significant bias towards the most recent financial year in the case of LDP findings.

4.2
Background to Participation (contd)

Our briefings from Matrix and Vivid Red had led us to expect that the participants in LDP would typically be at very senior level within their respective organisations, and that the DMF participants would be more junior (and not necessarily even in management or supervision roles).  Interviewees’ descriptions of their roles in fact matched these expectations quite closely - e.g.:

· all 12 of the LDP participants were directors, organisational heads or senior managers;

· 16 of the 17 DMF participants were either managers or supervisors.

Something that these job outlines did not, however, reflect was the indication, by both Matrix and several of the interviewees, that the LDP participants covered too wide a mix of seniority levels - e.g.:    

“At one level, I was a bit disappointed with some aspects of how the course developed. 
This mainly related to the mix of people on the course:
 someone from Matrix mentioned to me that 
the mix of participants was different from previous runs of the course, 

and I observed that only four of the participants were at director level. 
The consequence of this was that they didn’t quite ‘get firing’ at a strategic level.”
Perhaps this can best be explained by observing that there is more to seniority than a job title - and that LDP participants in truth represented a mix of experience, maturity and attitudes, rather than simply a mix of seniority levels.  One way or another, the targeting of the 2004 to 2005 Programme must be clearly defined (e.g., does this programme cater for chief executives and organisation heads only?).  This targeting must also be reflected in the process of recruiting participants.  Most importantly, the relevant service providers must be satisfied that the recruits within a given group both reflect the true focus of the programme, and represent a compatible mix in terms of their experience and needs, etc.

5.1
Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire (Jim Glover)
The issues highlighted by Jim Glover mainly related to:

· recruitment of participants to these programmes;

· an assertion that the Leadership Development Programme no longer addresses a gap in the market;

· the question of whether participants would be as happy with equivalent assistance if it was provided by a college or an independent consultant;

· the difficulty that anyone other than the incumbent service provider faces in attempting to win the contract for one of these programmes while they are renewed on an annual basis.
In more detail, Jim made the following observations:

· Recruitment is a hard sell - particularly when a programme has been running for a number of years.  The two programmes are promoted quite differently, with Matrix liaising more closely with SE Ayrshire, and Catalyst taking a more direct approach.

· Whereas Developing Managers of the Future definitely addresses a gap in the market, it is harder to argue that there is still a gap in the market for the Leadership Development Programme.  (Various commercial companies offer “public” courses focusing on leadership development, however there is no-one offering leadership development specifically for people who have yet to move into a management role).

· It has been debated that Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire should simply pay for people to go on public courses.  The main disadvantage of this solution is that Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire would have less control than when they commission their own programmes.  If, for example, SE Ayrshire would like feedback from the company and/or the participants at the start or end of the programme - or if they would like the programme to be tailored towards particular needs of a group of companies - this would ordinarily not be possible.  One useful form of compromise could, however, be for SE Ayrshire to negotiate with the service provider to tailor or add certain aspects to the programme in return for an agreed contribution towards programme costs.

· In future, there is likely to be less money available for bespoke leadership development assistance.  This is because this strand of leadership development activities uses the same source of funding as national leadership development products (such as “Lean Management”).

· After doing a Growing Business Review, the action plan that companies develop should encompass leadership.  

· There is not much fall-off from either of these programmes - there is a high retention of participants throughout the programme.  In addition, the feedback that Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire has had has been almost universally positive.  One question is: “Would the feedback have been so positive with a college or an independent consultant?”.

5.1
Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire (Jim Glover) (contd)

· One anomaly in tendering for these programmes is that, if the incumbent service provider is one of several companies putting in a proposal for a programme that it has run for several consecutive years, it is very difficult for any other company to win the contract. Because the programme and associated materials are owned by Matrix, anyone else trying to win the contract would either have to develop an equivalent programme free of charge, or already have a suitable (and proven) programme available.  Even if a service provider were able to offer either of these alternatives, it would still be risky to use a company/programme that was previously untested by Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire.  
Asked whether, given that not putting the contract out to competitive tender is not an option, a two or three year contract might provide a fairer basis for competitive tendering - while, in the long term, being beneficial to all parties - Jim agreed that a longer contract could certainly be a more attractive solution to this issue.  Not only could the service provider and Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire plan together for the longer term evolution and management of the programme, but there might then be an opportunity for a service provider to - for example - develop the programme and write it off as a “loss leader” for Year 1, knowing that the financial rewards would follow in Year 2 and Year 3.

5.2
Vivid Red (Lesley Imrie and Gordon Robb)   

The issues and suggestions highlighted by Lesley Imrie and Gordon Robb of Vivid Red (formerly Catalyst) mainly related to: 

· recruitment of participants;

· communications between SE Ayrshire and Vivid Red;

· the timing of the programme relative to the financial year;

· dedication of more time to individual sponsors and participants.

More specifically:

· Catalyst have always to tried to be very focused in their recruitment of participants to this programme.  When they first delivered the programme, the starting point was Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire’s companies database, which was apparently not particularly “clean” or up to date at that time.  As a result, Catalyst have evolved the information substantially through the years.
· Lesley and Gordon feel that their targeting of potential participants is effective as well as focused.  In 2003 to 2004, for example, they recruited around 40 people from 20 companies as a result of sending out only 213 letters.

· The relationship between Catalyst and Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire has tended to vary according to the individual styles of the person handling the project within SE Ayrshire.  (Some like to attend at least one event, for example, while others have spoken at events.  Some prefer to adopt a lower profile).
· Any feedback on the programme which has been less positive has been from companies that were less supportive towards the staff who participated.  This type of situation often arises, for example, in companies who are looking for a simple panacea, rather than having a real commitment to developing the management skills of their staff.
5.2
Vivid Red (Lesley Imrie and Gordon Robb) (contd)  

· The biggest issue is the timing of the programme.  To avoid the Summer holiday period and Christmas, etc, the best time to run the programme is either February to March or September to October.  In practice, however, the characteristics of the Scottish Enterprise budget year mean that the cycle is not ideal.  

In this context, Gordon expressed the view that a more effective way to manage programmes like this would be to award two year, instead of one year, contracts.
Asked what they would change in future re-runs of the programme, Gordon and Lesley made the following suggestions:

· More time should be devoted to helping the individual sponsoring managers support their delegates to get the maximum out of the programme.

· Related to the above, the provison of 1-to-1 assistance for individual companies and participants at the start and the end of the project would extend the benefits of participation.

· The sourcing of personality questionnaires should be reviewed (Vivid Red have already started investigating this).  The current questionnaires can apparently produce confusing outputs, and it is Gordon and Lesley’s view that it would be better to drop the personality profiling altogether than continue with these.

To the above, Gordon and Lesley added that they would not change the basic content and structure of the programme.  They find that the current format - based on eight ½-day sessions in the morning - works very well.
5.3
Matrix (David McKeran)

The issues and suggestions highlighted by David McKeran of Matrix mainly related to: 

· dissemination of knowledge from participants to other staff within  their companies; 

· recruitment of participants;

· formalisation of in-company sessions;

· the mix of seniority levels of participants.

Referring to Matrix’s own internal evaluation of the Programme, David reported that:

· It is evident that the participants actively make changes in their business that can be directly attributable to participating in the Programme.  This is largely because of Matrix’s focus on in-company developmental projects, which participants carry out between sessions.

· There is also strong evidence of the participants achieving a greater understanding of their existing leadership approaches, as well as their strengths and weaknesses in this context.

· The impact of the group sessions referred to above has led to approximately 30 additional managers being exposed to new leadership thinking.  (These are in addition to the 20 who have participated in the Programme in the same year).

5.3
Matrix (David McKeran) (contd)
David also indicated that:

· Each company has 2½ days to allocate in a flexible way.  In the current year of the Programme, most of the participants have used this allocation to help them disseminate their knowledge to relevant colleagues via in-company group sessions.  (Experience shows that the knowledge gained from the Programme is much more easily filtered through the company in this way, rather than the knowledge-sharing onus being purely on the participant). 

· Recruitment of participants is essentially achieved by means of a broad mailshot to Ayrshire companies, with telephone follow-up.  As participation is strictly limited to 20 places, the programme quota is not difficult to fulfil - although, in David’s view, this is not the ideal recruitment method for this type of programme.  Commenting that there is not enough liaison with account/client managers in this respect, he further speculated that the allocation of 20 places could probably be filled purely via the Growing Business Reviews.  He also feels that, if recruitment onto the programme were driven by the client/account managers, the programme would become more focused.

For the future, David would like to formalise the in-company sessions, in order to strengthen the diffusion of leadership skills as a standard element of the Programme.  An important focus of these in-company sessions will be the particular situations and challenges of the individual companies.  (In contrast, the main programme sessions are necessarily based on generic leadership issues).

Other issues highlighted by David McKeran were as follows:
· In the past, there have been a small number of companies who, after the Chief Executive has participated in the programme, have subsequently arranged for other,  more junior, managers to participate.  Matrix’s experience is that, if there are - say - four or five people on the programme who operate at a significantly lower level than the others, this can detract from the programme.  Group discussion can, for example, branch along tangents which are at too basic a level for most of the participants.

· This year, there has been much more emphasis on the participants developing an action plan for their businesses.  David firmly believes that this element should be retained for future re-runs of the programme.

· One other development which David feels should be retained in future years is that, in April to May, Matrix plan to do a re-run of the 360º profiling.   In Matrix’s experience, this is a useful way to measure changes in leadership behaviour.
6.1
Outcomes of Assistance  

The overall conclusion that can be drawn from the various questions regarding the difference that DMF and LDP have made to the participating businesses is that the impact on an individual level and a team level has been greater than the impact on operational effectiveness of the relevant areas of the participating businesses or on the business as a whole.  Although none of the interviewees found it possible to express the outcomes of their participation in quantified commercial terms, there however seems little doubt that most of the participating businesses will, in the fullness of time, have benefited operationally and financially from their participation as a long term consequence of improved team and individual effectiveness.

When asked what (if any) formal objectives had been agreed for their participation, the majority of interviewees (from both programmes) indicated that objectives had been clearly defined.  For LDP, these objectives typically took one of two forms:

· to  make the transition from being a manager to being a leader;

· to review or develop his/her own role within his/her organisation.

“At the introductory session, everyone had to stand up and share their objectives.

Throughout the programme, we were to assess the impact of each issue within our objectives.”

DMF interviewees’ objectives were more diverse, although no less clear - typically taking one of the following forms:

· to obtain management skills;

· to improve communication with colleagues;

· to increase confidence;

· for professional development;

· to reduce stress levels.

Interviewees’ feedback on the overall difference that participation in these programmes has so far made to their respective organisations suggest that the outcomes have been as clear as the objectives:

· For DMF, by far the main differences have been in terms of improved team management and/or team working, although a number of the interviewees cited increased levels of confidence.

· As might have been expected, the main outcomes from participation in LDP have been  at a more strategic level, typically taking the form of an increased emphasis on planning, and/or a clearer view of the structure and/or roles within the organisation.

While the above undoubtedly represent the main outcomes of the two programmes, it is also worth summarising some of the diverse outcomes that were cited by individual participants.  These included:

· a more relaxed operational style;

· a new insight into how the actions of an individual manager can cause reactions;

· improved team work;

· saving time for the manager, simultaneous with developing the individuals within the team;
6.1
Outcomes of Assistance (contd) 
· helping to assess not only the different characteristics of different staff, but also the different client types that have to be dealt with;

· the ability for the management team to discuss issues using a common language;

· a feeling that the management team can leave the building without the organisation falling apart.

The first of the following illustrations of the differences that participation has made relates to DMF, and the second and third to LDP:

“There are obvious improvements in areas such as delegation. 
In this new role I have had to delegate, 
as there wasn’t enough time for me to do everything myself. 
I have noticed that I am saving time whilst developing others, through putting my trust in them.”

“The main difference that I have noticed is as a result of the Insights test. 
This allowed me to value different types of person,
and to recognise the type of person required to fill gaps in my team.
“Ironically, in this type of business, it has also helped me to assess the different client types 
that I have to deal with. This was a surprisingly helpful aspect of the programme.”

“The thought processes I am bringing back into the company are broader than before. 
There is also a reinforcement of my own actions, 
giving me the confidence that I am more or less doing the right things for my type of organisation.”

Apart from indicating that, in general terms, they would continue to use the tools and knowledge learned on these programmes, and that any changes already gained would continue into the future, interviewees’ responses regarding the difference that participation in DMF or LDP would ultimately make to their businesses were diverse, and therefore not readily categorisable.  The following illustrations hopefully, however, provide a flavour:

· the company becoming more open;

· consolidation of the interviewee’s appointment as a manager;

· providing the individual with increased confidence;

· helping senior management to make more effective use of their time;

· making the management team more efficient and happier in their work;

· providing the organisation with a more strategic orientation;

· making all staff aware that they have a role to play - both individually, and as part of a team;

· quicker customer response;

· increased productivity.

In addition, a number of the interviewees indicated that the impact of the programmes will mainly be felt by the individuals and the teams within which they work, rather than by the company as a whole.

The questions regarding the differences that DMF and LDP had made (or would make) overall were followed by a further set of questions focusing on specific aspects of business performance.  The key findings from these questions were as follows:

6.1
Outcomes of Assistance  (contd)
· Both DMF and LDP have had significant impact on the behaviour and/or effectiveness of relevant teams within the participating businesses.  The main changes due to DMF in this context have been:

· improved communication and other behaviour within teams;

· increased levels of respect for the participating managers/supervisors;

· improved people skills on the part of the participants;

· improved ability to cope with change.

“People seem to be more willing to help work towards my ends. 
I believe this is partly due to my learning more about the best way to deal with different learning styles.
My manager has also mentioned that I am more likely to consider my actions, 
whereas previously, I would have jumped in and acted on impulse.”

Similarly, the main changes in this context due to LDP have been:

· improved communications within teams;

· more effective team working;

· happier and more motivated staff.

 “I have noticed changes within both of the teams.
The maintenance team are starting to plan their work better, 
and they are taking more account of the children and of the individual residential houses.

Catering are now more aware of food wastage and special diets. 
Their performance is improving through awareness of other people's needs, and through improved communication.”

· Five of the seventeen DMF participants and two of the LDP participants indicated that changes have been made to either staff numbers or organisational structure as a consequence of participating in these programmes.  In this context, three LDP interviewees also indicated that changes of this nature would happen in the future as a result of their participation, while two others felt that changes had been managed better as a result of the programme.

The first two of the following illustrations come from DMF, and the second two from LDP:

“I attended the programme as a result of a change in the structure of the organisation, 
but this transition has been achieved far more smoothly by attending the programme.”

“Having attended this programme, I developed a Group Work Programme. 
As a result, a post has been created to manage this.”

“We have made significant changes to the structure of the organisation. 
The different product teams now have more ownership of their own production areas.”

“The staff changes happened before I attended the programme. 
It was as a result of this that I participated.”
6.1
Outcomes of Assistance  (contd)
· Five of the seventeen DMF interviewees indicated that their ability to manage change has improved.

· Despite the various changes in team behaviour and operational effectiveness that were cited in the above and earlier questions, any improvements in sales, turnover or profitability which arise from participation in these programmes will, however, be indirect.  As illustrated by the following quotes (from DMF, then LDP), none of the interviewees from either programme therefore felt able to quantify improvements of a commercial nature:

“Any improvements in sales performance or profitability will be indirect.
 It is, however, important to note that helping to develop any manager will indirectly contribute to sales.”

“The improvements in sales performance and turnover will be achieved 
through our quicker response and productivity.”

The conclusion that the direct impacts from participation in DMF or LDP were more at an individual and team level, rather than on the level of the business as a whole, were reinforced by responses to the question regarding what difference the interviewees felt that their participation had made to them personally.  Nine of the seventeen DMF interviewees and four of the twelve LDP interviewees, for example, cited increased confidence as a key benefit of participation.  In addition:

· four DMF and two LDP interviewees highlighted improved delegation skills;

· five DMF and three LDP interviewees referred to an increased awareness of different personality traits.  (The LDP interviewees also indicated that they had been provided with the tools to deal with these traits);

· six DMF interviewees cited an improved ability to address issues or conflicts;

· two DMF interviewees said that their recognition of their own sphere of influence had improved;

· two referred to a reduction in their stress levels, and two to improved time management;

· two mentioned improved “connection” with others within the organisation;

· three of the LDP interviewees said that their participation had helped them to assess their personal management styles;

· three indicated that the programme had provided the opportunity to step back and view issues holistically.
The first of the following illustrations comes from DMF, and the second from LDP:

“Attending the programme has given both of us a greater level of self confidence. 
We are now clearer on our place in the scheme of things, and tolerate less bad behaviour.

Attending the programme has helped us to prioritise on the important things, 
and has given us more confidence in our decisions.”

 “The main difference has been in developing my own confidence. 
It was interesting to see that some of the larger businesses faced the same problems. 
This type of programme allows you to step back to see the wood from the trees. 
Funding for the new company was an issue. 
Through additional work, and being more focused on profitability - rather than creeping perfectionism - 
we are starting to earn enough to invest in the new company.”

6.2
Follow-on Activities

Interviewees from both programmes were asked what actions or activities had already resulted from their participation.  DMF interviewees generally responded to this question along the following lines:

· Six out of the twelve referred to increased or improved delegation.

· Five indicated that their stress levels had been reduced through improved time management.

· Six cited improved communications.

· Four said that they were now equipped to take account of different character traits amongst their colleagues.

· Five indicated that they had learned how to address issues or conflicts assertively.

· Four said that they had implemented staff development exercises.

· One referred to improved change management.

“I now find that if I have a job that can be done quickly, I do it immediately, 
rather than leaving it in a pile to be forgotten. 
I became aware that this style could be confrontational, but I am now more laid-back. 
It is difficult to describe what actions have been put in place, 
but I feel I am listening more and taking on-board other people's suggestions more readily.”


The main actions and activities that LDP participants indicated they had gained from participation can be summarised as follows:

· increased emphasis on planning (six interviewees);

· improved chains of delegation (five);

· better team communication (three);

· introduction of new systems and procedures (four).

“I have developed business plans for both companies, 
as well as researching the market for the new company. 
We have developed prototypes and the ball is definitely rolling. 
By attending the programme, I was given time to look at various aspects of running the company, 
as there is no time to think when you are in the office.”

“The management team are now more focused on their own time,
 and are not so easily diverted into less important areas. 
We are trying to be more ruthless. 
In addition, we have had lengthy discussions on the skills mix within the management team.”


Asked, subsequently, about their plans for building upon this assistance in the future, the interviewees from both programmes generally said that they would continue with the activities and plans that were already in place.  Added to this:

· around half of the DMF interviewees said that they were likely to continue to use the tools and knowledge that they had obtained via this programme;

· roughly half of the LDP interviewees cited specific plans (such as encouraging more team building exercises off-campus, restructuring management systems, or launching a new company).

6.2
Follow-on Activities (contd)
The following quote relates to DMF:

“This has broadened my information base, 
and has allowed me to have a better understanding of different communication skills.
 It has also developed my presentation abilities, 
and has opened my eyes to how psychometric testing can be applied.”

7.1
Motivation behind decision to participate   
Interviewees’ feedback on why they had participated in SE Ayrshire’s leadership development programmes varied according to whether this participation had been in DMF or LDP:

· DMF participants were predominantly motivated by a basic need for formal management training - and, in some cases, also by a desire to improve confidence when working with other staff.  Some, also, simply wished to freshen their outlook, and/or to reduce stress levels.  

· LDP participants, on the other hand, had predominantly joined the programme in order to help their businesses through a period of change, or to build upon previous training.

One valid question to ask in this context is whether the various sources of motivation, in themselves, suggest that DMF and LDP address a fundamental failure of the market.  At face value, the answer to this question appears to be a clear “No”.  This simplistic view does not, however, take account of other factors, such as whether there exist other sources of formal management training for people in supervisory and junior management positions.  Nor does it address whether there are other means of preparing senior managers to facilitate change in quite the same way that LDP prepares them.

The first two of the following illustrative quotes come from DMF, and the last two from LDP:

“As I had no formal management training,

I lacked confidence and was sometimes intimidated.

Therefore a training programme was necessary.”

“By participating in the programme, my staff would develop further in their management styles.

My team had been a little static,

and exposure to modern training and other areas of work outside the organisation was limited.”

 “I wanted to move the company onto bigger things.

To do this, I required different and stronger leadership.”

“I have been in management for many years.

All of the "theory" was, however, at the front end of my career,

and I haven’t been on a management training course in eight to ten years.

Basically, my motivation was for personal development, to strengthen my management skills.”

The fundamental determinant of market failure is, of course, whether other initiatives or services exist which fulfil the same (or a very similar) function to DMF and LDP, and for the same constituencies within the business community.  Interviewees’ feedback on this suggested that, while DMF may have no obvious equivalent available from external sources, many potential alternatives to LDP exist in the form of other management development courses which have a leadership orientation.  Several of the LDP interviewees, however, made comments along the lines of the following quote:

“These courses are offered by other bodies,

however you need to have the time to look for them.”

7.1
Motivation behind decision to participate (contd)  
Alternative courses/programmes which were suggested by interviewees were as follows:

· DMF interviewes: a day release course at Ayrshire Management Centre; a course at Kilmarnock College that is geared towards the ILM Level 3 certificate.

· LDP interviews: a programme run by Strathclyde University; courses from service providers such as The Industrial Society.

When asked how they had first come to hear about the relevant programme, interviewees generally responded as one might have expected.  Around half of the DMF interviewees, for example, indicated that they had been pointed towards the programme by senior management within their own organisations, while most of the other responses (for both programmes) reflected a mixture of mailshotting activities and direct communications with individuals within SE Ayrshire.

The first of the following quotes from this question comes from DMF, and the second from LDP:

“I heard about the programme through my General Manager.

I believe that the General Manager heard about it through Lesley Imrie of Vivid Red”

“The organisation has been involved with Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire for some time, 
and has an Account Manager. We have also used Matrix previously.”

7.2
Nature of Assistance


As illustrated by the following quotes, the majority of DMF participants, when asked for an outline of the workshop events, provided responses very much in line with our briefing from Vivid Red.  In other words, the workshops were essentially based on a combination of presentations and group activities:

“Each of the workshops tended to start with a talk,
 followed by breaking into groups to carry out agreed actions. 
We would then all get back together again, to discuss the outcomes. 
In addition, we were given formal notes, and were set work to do out-of-hours”.

“The workshop events enabled you to recognise the type of individual you are, 
and how to recognise the type of individuals you are working with. 
Once you are aware of different personality types, you are better able to deal with them. 
This was illustrated to us through role play, 
and through sessions where we were encouraged to think ‘outside of the box.’”


When the LDP interviewees were asked the same question, they tended to respond in terms of either the topics covered, or a description of the workshop format - e.g.:

“A variety of events looking at different aspects of being a leader, rather than a manager. 
They covered many topics, including a Highest and Best performance session, 
as well as an Insights session which looks at different management styles.”

7.2
Nature of Assistance (contd)
The question regarding what one-to-one assistance had been received was only relevant to the LDP interviewees.  Of those:

· five had used the one-to-one assistance to develop personal plans;

· four had used the assistance to help apply the topics that had been covered in the workshop modules to their own situations;

· the other three had used this assistance for a company based group session.

“There were four meetings. In each of these, a nominated individual came out to the company 
for 1½ to 2 hours following on from one of the individual workshops. 
The focus of the visit was how the themes of the workshops related to himself and his business.”

“I was visited by Matrix to discuss my personal plan. 
Having considered this, they then discussed how to implement it. 
At my one-to-one session, I agreed with Matrix 
that the company would benefit from a group session also.”


Asked what other activities, besides the workshops and the one-to-one assistance, they had received under the programme, the DMF interviewees generally indicated that, after each workshop, they had been set an assignment based on the module presented on that day - e.g.:

“We had to write reports "offline” on the different subjects discussed at the workshops. 
An example of this was to look at individuals' strengths and weaknesses, 
and write how we, personally, would tackle them.”


When the LDP interviewees were asked about other activities, the responses predominantly referred to the facilitation of in-house sessions.  The following response was typical of these:

“A decision was made to use the one-to-one sessions for the organisation as a whole, 
rather than for me individually. 
Matrix ran three sessions, working with my senior management team 
to help them to understand how they could take more responsibility away from me. 
My senior management team are very young, and require assistance
 in identifying operational areas where they could take more responsibility. 
This would enable me more time to develop a more strategic role.”
7.3
Ratings of Key Aspects of Programme
  
Looking purely at the extent to which the participants believe these two programmes have addressed their business needs, DMF appears to have been the more successful.  14 of the 17 DMF interviewees, for example, indicated that their needs had been fully (or extensively) addressed, while only 3 out of the 12 LDP participants indicated that their needs had been addressed substantially.  

One particular issue that was raised in this context was the question of coherency between the two programmes.  More specifically, one of the interviewees remarked that some of the concepts introduced via DMF had been overruled by senior managers who had attended LDP and adopted different concepts.

“I was 100% satisfied with Developing Managers of the Future.  
It gave me what I required, which was to boost my confidence.  
I am noticing continual improvements.”

7.3
Ratings of Key Aspects of Programme
 (contd)

A more evenly matched (and very positive) picture of the success of these two programmes however emerged from the question regarding the extent to which interviewees’ initial expectations had been met.  This question revealed that:

· 7 of the 17 DMF interviewees’ expectations had been fully met, while 4 participants had had their expectations exceeded;

· 5 out of the 12 LDP participants had had their expectations met fully (or extensively), while expectations had been exceeded for 3 out of the 12.

“I hoped that I would see a personal development. 
What I didn't expect
 was the dramatic impact that attending the programme would have on other members of staff.”

Yet another meaure of the success of DMF and LDP is whether the differences made to participating businesses would have happened without these programmes.  Both were once again shown in a positive light by responses to these questions, with most interviewees indicating that these changes would either not have taken place at all, or would have happened later, or to a lesser extent.  Once again, however, responses on DMF were significantly more positive than responses on LDP.  10 out of the 17 DMF interviewees, compared with 4 out of the 12 LDP interviewees, for example, felt, that the relevant differences would not have happened otherwise.  Overall, however, it seems only reasonable to conclude that both of these programmes have both achieved significant success levels, and that DMF (to which the first of the following quotes relates) has been as successful as could reasonably have been expected.

“I would probably have struggled on the people side.

I would have found difficulty in dealing with the different natures within my team.

It is unlikely that I would have taken this call had I not attended the programme.”

“I am sure that a lot of this would have happened in time, as nothing suggested was revolutionary. 
Whether or not the changes would have been as structured, 
or have been implemented in sufficient time to sustain the organisation, is unlikely.”

Interviewees similarly rated both programmes very highly in relation to the following factors:

(a) 
Overall relevance 

Feedback on this is illustrated by the following quotes on DMF: (e.g. 14 out 17 DMF and 7 out of 12 LDP interviewees indicated “Very relevant”):

“I rate the relevance quite highly. 
Although I have no management position currently, I can see areas where changes could be made.”
“Ten out of ten.”

7.3
Ratings of Key Aspects of Programme
 (contd) 
(b) 
Quality of service
Interviewees’ responses on this are illustrated by the following two quotes from DMF and one from LDP (e.g. with a “very good” or “excellent” rating from 13 out of 17 DMF and 8 out of 12 LDP interviewees):

“Fantastic.”
“The service was first class.”

“This was very good - Matrix were very attuned and attentive. 
They are quite a decent bunch of people, and they know their stuff. 
They also kept people very busy on the programme.”
(c)
Project management and communications
Feedback on this is illustrated by the following two DMF quotes and one LDP quote (almost unanimously positive for both programmes).

“There were two different programme managers. They had different styles, but were both very good.”

“I would rate this very highly. 

We had plenty of warning of every aspect of the programme, and were never in the dark.”

“The presenters' communications were fine - everything was well organised.”

Both programmes also excelled in terms of the expertise and knowledge of the respective service providers - particularly (again) DMF, with 16 out of the 17 interviewees rating Vivid Red as “Very good” or “excellent”.  (The rating of the 17th interviewee was a mere “good”!).  

“High. The presenters were able to provide not only the theory,
 but were able to put it into context using real life examples.”

The superlative assessment of Vivid Red’s expertise and knowledge represents a perhaps unfair reference point for Matrix, who gained positive (or very positive) ratings from 9 out of the 12 interviewees - e.g.: 

“They were quite knowledgeable and quite experienced, and also interacted quite well. 
They were also thought provoking, and tended to come at things from unusual angles.”

In this context, it is worth highlighting two of the LDP responses to this question which can best be described as “mixed”:

“It was good, but I would not say excellent.  The people involved were, by and large, good.  

One minor point I felt was that in some situations, Matrix themselves didn’t have the answers 

to some of the questions they posed.  This therefore makes my rating good and not excellent.”
“The one-to-one sessions were a little haphazard, and I didn’t feel I got much out of these. It was a case of ‘What do you want to do?’, unlike the structured approach to the rest of the programme.”

7.3
Ratings of Key Aspects of Programme
 (contd) 
The very high ratings of both programmes continued into the questions regarding the workshops.  Both the organisation and the facilitation of these events, in particular, were unanimously viewed in a positive light.  The locations of the workshops, on the other hand, would have been rated highly by all of the interviewees had it not been for various shortcomings of the Marine Highland Hotel in Troon:

“They were at Auchincruive, which was first class.  
The rooms were definitely fit for purpose.”

“For syndicate work, the Marine was not great. 
The food was quite good, but there was a sameness about it.

The venue was tatty. My bedroom was over the kitchen, and smelled a bit.”

Feedback on the final aspect of the DMF and LDP workshops that interviewees were probed about - themes and topics - was again very positive overall, but with more qualification than the ratings of other aspects.  In particular:

· Two of the DMF interviewees indicated that, although the workshop themes were ultimately relevant, this was not always obvious during the workshops themselves.

· Three of the LDP interviewees felt that there was scope for more depth in the workshops.

The following quotes (the first two from DMF, the third from LDP) relate to workshop organisation:

“Very slick.”

“Fine, everything that was needed was there.”

“This was well structured, and well organised overall. 
Lunch was good, and the breakout sessions were managed well.”


The following illustrations (first from DMF, then LDP) relate to workshop facilitation:

 “There was a lot of information crammed in, however you never felt pushed.  
It was well structured and not pressurised.”

“Very good. It is very difficult to make some topics interesting, but Matrix managed it.”

7.4
Advice for SE Ayrshire and Other Companies
 

Asked whether they would recommend the relevant programme to another company if it was thinking of participating, the strong majority of interviewees responded positively.  In addition to recommending participation, several also, however, added provisos:

· Three of the LDP and one of the DMF interviewees felt that more than one person from each organisation should attend.

· Reflecting the issue highlighted elsewhere regarding the mix of seniority level, three of the LDP interviewees stressed the importance of the participant being the correct person within the organisation (i.e., someone genuinely at senior management level).

7.4
Advice for SE Ayrshire and Other Companies (contd) 
The first of the following quotes comes from DMF, and the second and third from LDP.

“There is not a shadow of a doubt that this is a useful programme.  
I would recommend the company to send as many as possible.  
If it was a larger company, it might be useful to do an in-house version, for a more focused service.”

“In hindsight, I would probably not have attended myself, 
but would have suggested that some of my senior management team attended. 
I have been a senior manager for some time, and was already aware of the tools that were discussed. 
The programme might be geared more to newer managers.”

“I would recommend attending the course, but it is best to do it with one of your colleagues. 
Then you are more likely to be able to put more of the actions in place.”


Interviewees were also asked what additional topics they would suggest for future workshops.  Besides a number of indications (for both programmes) that the programme schedule is too short to enable further topics to be added, the responses to this question - particularly for DMF - indicated that any additional topics which had not been planned initially had subsequently been highlighted and then covered as part of the programme.  For this reason, only one additional topic (finance and attracting finance) was suggested in relation to LDP, while no additional topics were suggested by DMF interviewees.  (Two of the DMF interviewees, however, said that they would have preferred more depth of coverage in the areas of presentation skills and how to deal with staff).

“It wouldn’t be feasible to add any further topics within this timescale. 
This was only a foundation course.”
7.5
Specific Suggestions Relating to DMF

DMF interviewees’ suggestions for changes to the programme, and for future similar schemes, can be summarised as follows:

· Encourage communication between the service providers and the attendees’ sponsors, in order to obtain feedback on individuals’ progress.

· In preparation for the “flipchart day”, organise a one-to-one practice session, to help those participants who are less experienced and therefore more nervous in doing presentations.

· Augment the workshop notes with a few of the “real life” examples which were given by the workshop facilitators.

· Present the initial assessment as an introductory session, rather than as an assessment, in order not to intimidate the participants unduly.

· Take account of the fact that some of the attendees are not yet in managerial positions, which makes it difficult for them to show evidence of putting what they have learned into practice.

· Provide a clearer understanding of what is generally available through SE Ayrshire.

7.5
Specific Suggestions Relating to DMF (contd)
· Consider new programmes focusing on:

· risk assessment;

· report writing;

· employment law;

· the Care Managers SVQ.

Note that the above suggestions were made by one interviewee each.  As many as five of the interviewees, however, commented that some form of follow-up to the Developing Managers of the Future programme would be useful.   In addition, one of the interviewees suggested also organising a refresher event.

“It might be useful, at the end of the programme, for the organisers to speak directly to the sponsor 
to give feedback on individuals' progress.  
I am also interested in a next stage course, if one is available.”

“It would be useful if there was a follow-up.  
I am aware of another course, but apparently this is for larger companies.  
In addition to a follow-up, it might be useful to attend a refresher event.”

7.6
Specific Suggestions Relating to LDP 
Regarding what changes SE Ayrshire should make for future re-runs of LDP, interviewees once again stressed:

· the need to improve the mix of participants on the programme;

· the benefits of more than one person attending from each organisation.

“One change I would suggest is to the mix of attendees. 
They should separate people like myself, who have the power 
to make the sort of changes that were discussed, from people who are moving into management roles. 
They have to distinguish between managers and leaders.”

One interviewee in particular suggested that the difficulty in achieving the right mix of participants might best be addressed by sending a consultant into the participating organisation in advance, in order to assess the business’s priorities in participating in the programme, and helping to decide who would be best to attend.  This consultant could also consider the mix of businesses who could potentially be participating together.

7.6
Specific Suggestions Relating to LDP  (contd)
Other suggestions made in this context (each by a single interviewee) were to:

· introduce a structured pricing system (e.g. “buy one, get one free”);

· link LDP to a bigger programme, perhaps leading towards a qualification;

· concentrate on the workshops, rather than the one-to-one assistance;

· reconsider the schedule of the programme - perhaps running it over six days rather than eight;

· use less commercial jargon (bearing in mind that a proportion of the participants are from third sector organisations);

· make the programme as a whole more in-depth.

In addition to the above suggestions, interviewees also suggested improving the integration between DMF and LDP (so that one becomes a natural progression from the other), and also linking these programmes in with company audits.

Other suggestions interviewees made for future similar schemes included:

· A “fly on the wall” programme, where participants were given access to how another company worked.

· Mentoring (provided that the mentor is of the right calibre, has a “gritty” background, and has knowledge of the company’s specific requirements).

· Looking at how an outstanding figure from the past has managed their success (e.g. examining what skills Alexander the Great possessed that could be put into context in the present day).

· Making the courses more challenging, both physically and mentally - e.g. using an “Outward Bound” type of approach.

On a final note, the following set of illustrative suggestions all came from the same LDP interview:

 “We would like to see a link made between this programme and the DMF programme. 
It seems like a natural progression to move from DMF to LDP, 
as they are both managed by Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire.

“A follow-up using the same group would be useful.

This would show how they had been able to use the tools provided.

Is there a further stage taking us from LDP into the future?
Back in the days of the Regional Council, they had considered a link 
between council in-house training and programmes run by Strathclyde University.

By making this link, the participants can aim to achieve accreditation.
“It would be an idea to link these programmes in with company audits. 
This would ensure that the right people attended the correct training.”

8.1
Our main recommendation is that, subject to budget considerations, these successful programmes should continue to have a place in SE Ayrshire’s portfolio of business assistance in the current financial year.  Both LDP and DMF are demonstrably making a tangible difference to participating Ayrshire businesses. Provided that the knowledge gained by the relevant individuals can be applied and percolated through those companies, should therefore make a fundamental contribution to these companies’ management and growth for some time to come.

Another factor behind this recommendation is that there is evidence from both the service providers and the participants that these programmes have far from run their course, and that there still exists a broader unfulfilled need in Ayrshire.

8.2
The above recommendation contains two qualifiers.  One concerns the availability of adequate budget, and this is addressed in 8.4.  The other is that the Ayrshire economy will only benefit if the knowledge gained is applied within the participating businesses in a sustained manner.

On the evidence of this evaluation, many of the participants are indeed applying what they have gained from LDP or DMF, and their companies have already started reaping benefit.  Other cases depend on participants being promoted from being “managers of the future” to being “managers of the present”.  In this respect, some of the suggestions made by interviewees regarding follow-up assistance are worthy of serious consideration - particularly:

· helping LDP participants filter the knowledge gained through the rest of the management team, without them necessarily having to attend the programme themselves;

· helping DMF sponsors and participants work together to ensure that participants have maximum opportunity and support to apply what they have acquired;

· making support available for refresher training where required (e.g. if a DMF participant is promoted to a management position more than - say - 9 months after completing the programme).

8.3
Another aspect of post-programme follow-up is ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the outcomes of participation.  In this context, it should be no surprise that hardly any of the interviewees were able to cite quantitative improvements.  After all, these programmes were focused primarily on the development of human resources rather than directly on - for example - production performance or sales and marketing effectiveness, both of which might have been expected to start yielding “bottom line” improvements in SMEs within a few months of participation.

It might be argued that a simple quantitative monitoring system should be adopted, in which participating businesses were provided with a structured framework for recording key performance measurements at periodic intervals.  We would not recommend this approach, as we are doubtful that, even through time, it would be easy to attribute performance improvements and growth steps to participation in DMF or LDP.  Experience also suggests that companies will view this sort of monitoring as an unwelcome burden.

Instead we would suggest informal periodic monitoring - ideally in conjunction with any implementation assistance, or by account/client managers where appropriate.  A simple approach would be to ask a selection of the “What difference…?” questions from the questionnaires used for this evaluation at periodic intervals (say, 4 or 6 months).  This approach would have the added spin-off benefit of identifying strong material for case studies.

8.4
If insufficient budget is available to continue to fund both DMF and LDP, then of the two programmes, DMF is the obvious candidate to take priority.  DMF’s market failure case is more clear cut than LDP’s; and from Systems Insight’s experience of working with LECs in general, and evaluation work in particular, DMF must surely rank amongst the most successful programmes run by the Scottish Enterprise Network.

8.5
Regardless of budget availability, the issue raised by Jim Glover regarding whether to continue funding LDP as a bespoke programme, considering that there are other alternative leadership development options available, must be satisfactorily addressed before proceeding with re-runs of LDP.  This issue is, however, not as straightforward as it might appear.  It was pointed out, for example, that senior people often find themselves too busy to make the time to plan their own management development.  This may be a rather rudimentary form of market failure, but it still means that, in practice, the fact that SE Ayrshire makes LDP available proactively is actually making a significant difference.

The pragmatic solution to this dilemma would be to concentrate any available budget on assessing the needs of suitable individuals/businesses, and to signpost them towards suitable leadership development options.  This approach relies, of course, on knowledge of what options are available, which implies a need for research of publicly available leadership development training.  Hopefully, much of this information is readily accessible within the enterprise development network - e.g. via Business Gateway and learndirectscotland.

Naturally, there will be some individuals whose needs are so specific that they cannot easily be met by off-the-shelf training/development packages.  For these people, bespoke coaching/mentoring should obviously be available as a last resort.

8.6
If the budget for leadership development in this financial year is so limited as to preclude “full blown” availability of either of the two programmes, then the compromise approach suggested above for LDP could also be applied to DMF (recognising that alternative options are more limited within this particular management development niche).

Of course, as Vivid Red is an Ayrshire company, there may be more creative (and still perfectly legitimate) ways of skinning this particular cat!

8.7
It is a measure of the success of LDP and DMF that very few issues were highlighted regarding the delivery of the programmes, the abilities of the service providers, or the organisation and facilitation of the workshop sessions.  We therefore have no significant recommendations in this respect, except to observe that, if both programmes are to be re-run in 2004 to 2005, a degree of integration would be beneficial.  The comment (from a company which had sent participants on both DMF and LDP) regarding different jargon, and use of different management principles, in particular, merits a closer look.  At the very least, this issue could be addressed by simple liaison between the relevant service providers regarding companies who are participating (or will have participated) in both programmes.
8.8
We believe that there is also scope for integrating the promotional and recruitment aspects of the two programmes.  LDP, for example, could perhaps benefit from the more focused approach adopted by Vivid Red for DMF.   There could also be benefit in considering the leadership development needs of the management team (both “of the present” and “of the future”) as a whole, rather than handling the two programmes separately.

One advantage of a more integrated approach to promotion and recruitment would be that this could substantially address the issue of the seniority mix on LDP courses (as highlighted by both Matrix and LDP participants).  An “integrated” needs assessment at the start of the process would be designed to take specific account of those situations where the MD (or equivalent) had already participated in LDP and now wished to send other members of his/her management team.  In conjunction with getting the group mix right for a particular workshop cycle, the needs and background of that group (notably with regard to depth of management experience) would be reflected in the facilitation (if not the content and materials) of the relevant workshops.  The ultimate aim, of course, would be a more relevant and fulfilling experience for all participants.

8.9
Also worthy of consideration (although perhaps not an allowable option within the framework in which SE Ayrshire currently operates) is the point made by Vivid Red (in Section 5.2) and Jim Glover (in 5.1) regarding the benefits of introducing a 2 or 3 year contract cycle.  The issues and principles are clear, and SE Ayrshire would surely benefit from both the improved continuity of delivery and the more genuinely open choice of service providers that a longer contract cycle would be likely to yield.

8.10
Finally, we would strongly encourage SE Ayrshire to capitalise on the evident success of the Leadership Development Programme and Developing Managers of the Future:

· On a simple promotional level, the Evaluation Interview Programme generated many positive quotes which can be used (obviously with interviewees’ permission) for future re-runs of these programmes - and, indeed, for general raising of companies’ awareness of the support that is available from SE Ayrshire.

· More broadly, the feedback from programme participants contains the foundations for a variety of potential case studies and PR stories.
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