


Sta$ng	
  the	
  obvious:	
  	
  
Roles	
  of	
  Performance	
  Centres	
  ≈	
  Help	
  athletes	
  (and	
  coaches)	
  win	
  medals	
  



Star$ng	
  point:	
  	
  
Roles	
  of	
  Performance	
  Centres	
  ≈	
  Responsibili9es	
  of	
  Centre	
  Managers	
  

First	
  set	
  of	
  driving	
  ques$ons:	
  
	
  

What	
  do	
  centre	
  managers	
  deal	
  
with	
  every	
  day?	
  	
  
	
  

What	
  do	
  we	
  try	
  to	
  deliver	
  at/	
  
through	
  our	
  centres?	
  

Second	
  set	
  of	
  driving	
  ques$on:	
  
	
  

Is	
  there	
  a	
  generic	
  set	
  of	
  
responsibili9es	
  for	
  centre	
  managers?	
  

	
  

Do	
  we	
  try	
  to	
  deliver	
  the	
  same	
  at/	
  
through	
  our	
  centres?	
  



Our	
  challenge	
  in	
  the	
  German	
  
system	
  

Research	
  into	
  the	
  elite	
  sport	
  
success	
  factor	
  training	
  facili9es	
  

Our	
  experiences	
  from	
  
interna9onal	
  exchange	
  

Conclusion	
  
for	
  the	
  ASPC	
  



The	
  German	
  Elite	
  Sport	
  Support	
  System,	
  on	
  paper	
  
	
  

-­‐  A	
  broad	
  &	
  deep	
  support	
  network	
  
•  Several	
  service/	
  research/	
  educa9on	
  specialists	
  (FES/	
  IAT/	
  etc.)	
  
•  Network	
  of	
  19	
  Olympic	
  Training	
  Centre	
  (OTC)	
  	
  

-­‐  OTCs	
  responsibili9es	
  (Training	
  Base	
  Concept,	
  DOSB	
  2013)	
  	
  
•  Look	
  aUer	
  na9onal	
  squad	
  athletes	
  in	
  the	
  region	
  and	
  on	
  camps	
  
•  Deliver	
  scien9fic,	
  medical	
  and	
  lifestyle	
  support	
  	
  
•  “Support”	
  development	
  of	
  (nat.)	
  elite	
  sport	
  in	
  the	
  region	
  

•  Help	
  with	
  development	
  &	
  controlling	
  of	
  regional	
  concepts	
  
•  Coordinate	
  training	
  facili9es	
  &	
  spec.	
  services	
  (school/acco.)	
  
•  Employ	
  coaches	
  for	
  NGBs	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

-­‐  The	
  system	
  has	
  a	
  rela9vely	
  clear	
  management	
  process	
  …	
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The	
  German	
  Elite	
  Sport	
  Support	
  System,	
  in	
  reality	
  
	
  

-­‐  Some	
  considerable	
  differences	
  between	
  OTCs	
  	
  

-­‐  Difference	
  esp.	
  re	
  degree	
  of	
  support	
  development	
  of	
  elite	
  
sport	
  in	
  region	
  

-­‐  Difference	
  due	
  to	
  varying	
  contexts	
  &	
  developments:	
  
-­‐  #	
  of	
  sports	
  (OSP	
  B,	
  20	
  +	
  3	
  priority	
  sports)	
  
-­‐  #	
  athletes	
  (OSP	
  B,	
  450	
  athletes)	
  
-­‐  Reach	
  re	
  athletes	
  &	
  partners	
  (B	
  city	
  state,	
  most	
  athletes	
  

&	
  partners	
  are	
  geographically	
  close)	
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Last	
  but	
  not	
  least	
  for	
  circumstan$al	
  reasons,	
  the	
  OTC	
  Berlin	
  
-­‐  Ac9vely	
  supports/supported	
  a	
  high	
  #	
  of	
  sports/	
  athletes	
  
-­‐  Is/	
  was	
  in	
  regular	
  contact	
  with	
  a	
  high	
  #	
  of	
  partners	
  
	
  

	
  Already	
  in	
  pre	
  2013	
  $mes,	
  the	
  OTC	
  Berlin	
  	
  
-­‐  Picked	
  up	
  common	
  issues	
  &	
  challenges	
  across	
  sports	
  	
  
-­‐  Bundled	
  the	
  common	
  challenges	
  for	
  the	
  sport	
  

	
  
	
   	
  Today,	
  the	
  OTC	
  Berlin	
  	
  

-­‐  Became	
  ac9vely	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  coordina9on	
  of	
  elite	
  sport	
  in	
  the	
  region	
  
-­‐  Takes	
  up	
  an	
  ac9ve	
  role	
  re	
  regional	
  concepts,	
  coordina9on	
  and	
  leadership	
  



Overall,	
  it	
  is	
  a	
  challenge	
  to	
  define	
  “the”	
  	
  
role	
  of	
  a	
  performance	
  centre	
  in	
  the	
  German	
  system	
  

	
  
	
  

Difference	
  re	
  understanding	
  of	
  currently	
  set	
  role	
  &	
  responsibili9es	
  
vs.	
  previously	
  given/	
  historically	
  grown/	
  locally	
  required	
  ones	
  

	
  
	
  	
  

Difficult	
  to	
  communicate	
  varying	
  responsibili9es	
  
	
  

Challenge	
  to	
  secure	
  local	
  solu9ons	
  in	
  the	
  (clearly	
  required)	
  	
  
alignment	
  process	
  of	
  the	
  German	
  sport	
  system	
  



Our	
  challenge	
  in	
  the	
  German	
  
system	
  –	
  formal	
  role	
  vs.	
  prac$cal	
  
responsibili$es	
  of	
  different	
  OTCs	
  

Research	
  into	
  the	
  elite	
  sport	
  
success	
  factor	
  training	
  facili9es	
  

Our	
  experiences	
  from	
  
interna9onal	
  exchange	
  

Conclusion	
  
for	
  the	
  ASPC	
  



What	
  can	
  we	
  find	
  in	
  the	
  academic	
  	
  
	
  

elite	
  sport	
  management	
  literature	
  	
  
	
  

concerning	
  the	
  topic	
  
	
  

role	
  of	
  performance	
  centres?	
  



Current	
  elite	
  sport	
  management	
  research	
  
	
  
•  Known	
  WHAT	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  done	
  (since	
  2001)	
  
•  SPLISS	
  current	
  industry	
  standard	
  for	
  comparing	
  systems	
  (since	
  2006)	
  
•  Training	
  facili9es	
  =	
  one	
  (of	
  nine)	
  SPLISS	
  Pillars	
  

•  S9ll	
  lacking:	
  2nd	
  WHAT	
  and	
  HOW	
  research	
  (since	
  2003)	
  
	
  	
  
•  I.e.	
  for	
  training	
  facili9es	
  

•  WHAT	
  do	
  state	
  of	
  the	
  art	
  training	
  facili9es	
  actually	
  look	
  like	
  	
  
•  HOW	
  do	
  you	
  deliver	
  and/	
  or	
  manage	
  them	
  in	
  a	
  given	
  context	
  

	
   	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  	
  (Green	
  &	
  Oakley	
  (2001),	
  Böhlke	
  (2006),	
  de	
  Bosscher	
  et	
  al.	
  (2006),	
  	
  
	
   	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  Houlihan	
  (2013),	
  Andersen	
  &	
  Ronglan	
  (2012),	
  Anderson	
  et	
  al.	
  (2015))	
  



One	
  study	
  focussing	
  on	
  the	
  elite	
  sport	
  success	
  factor	
  “training	
  facili$es“	
  	
  
	
  

Background	
  –	
  SPLISS	
  CH	
  2011:	
  revealed	
  diversity	
  re	
  Pillar	
  Training	
  Facili9es	
  

Follow	
  up	
  study	
  2013/14:	
  “What	
  makes	
  up	
  a	
  world	
  class	
  training	
  centre?“	
  	
  

Published	
  2015:	
  	
  
(i)  Term	
  training	
  environment	
  (TE)	
  vs.	
  bricks	
  &	
  mortar	
  terminology	
  
(ii)  5	
  dimensions	
  &	
  33	
  elements	
  making	
  up	
  such	
  a	
  TE	
  

(Böhlke	
  &	
  Neuenschwander	
  2015)	
  



From	
  sport	
  management	
  literature	
  
	
  	
  

Training	
  environment	
  (TE)	
  >	
  facili9es	
  for	
  sports	
  to	
  succeed	
  
	
  

List	
  of	
  33	
  elements	
  is	
  available	
  	
  
	
  

Fair	
  to	
  assume,	
  ASPC	
  members	
  find	
  list	
  reasonably	
  complete	
  
	
  

Open:	
  who	
  to	
  quality	
  control	
  the	
  TE	
  -­‐	
  	
  sport	
  or	
  centre	
  managers	
  
	
  

Doubt:	
  list	
  =	
  generic	
  set	
  of	
  responsibili9es	
  for	
  centre	
  managers	
  



Our	
  challenge	
  in	
  the	
  German	
  
system	
  –	
  formal	
  role	
  vs.	
  prac$cal	
  
responsibili$es	
  of	
  different	
  OTCs	
  

Research	
  into	
  the	
  elite	
  sport	
  
success	
  factor	
  training	
  facili9es	
  –	
  	
  
+	
  list	
  of	
  elements	
  defining	
  a	
  TE,	
  

?	
  	
  a	
  generic	
  set	
  of	
  responsibili$es	
  
for	
  centre	
  managers	
  

Our	
  experiences	
  from	
  
interna9onal	
  exchange	
  

Conclusion	
  
for	
  the	
  ASPC	
  



When	
  ”cha\ng“	
  to	
  (interna$onal)	
  colleagues	
  
	
  

•  Experienced	
  centre	
  managers	
  share	
  vision	
  re	
  what	
  a	
  sport	
  programme	
  requires	
  (i.e.	
  list	
  of	
  TE)	
  

•  “Perceived“	
  responsibili$es	
  re	
  the	
  delivery	
  of	
  different	
  elements	
  varies	
  (i.e.	
  situa9on	
  in	
  GER)	
  
	
  
Poten$ally	
  results	
  in	
  …	
  
⇒ Misunderstanding	
  of	
  what	
  colleagues	
  talk	
  about	
  
⇒ Wrong	
  (e)	
  valua9on	
  of	
  what	
  colleague	
  do	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  do	
  	
  
⇒  Poten9al	
  conflicts	
  when	
  exchanging	
  ideas,	
  experiences	
  &	
  prac9ces	
  





The	
  survey,	
  	
  three	
  disclaimers	
  

“Research	
  is	
  Me-­‐search”	
  
	
  
Can	
  we	
  make	
  our	
  
experiences	
  more	
  
tangible?	
  



The	
  survey,	
  its	
  idea	
  &	
  design	
  
	
  

•  Star9ng	
  point:	
  list	
  of	
  elements	
  (22	
  elements,	
  4	
  Dimensions)	
  of	
  a	
  training	
  environment	
  
	
  

•  Idea:	
  let’s	
  profile	
  how	
  different	
  ASPC	
  members	
  posi9on	
  themselves	
  concerning	
  these	
  elements	
  

•  Ques9on:	
  looking	
  at	
  each	
  element	
  as	
  a	
  centre	
  manager,	
  do	
  you	
  consider	
  them	
  to	
  be	
  …	
  ?	
  



Us/	
  DIY	
  
	
  

This	
  is	
  our	
  
job,	
  our	
  

responsibility,	
  
all	
  under	
  our	
  
control!	
  

Partnership	
  
	
  

We	
  are	
  involved	
  in	
  
&	
  jointly	
  responsi-­‐
ble	
  for	
  the	
  delivery	
  
but	
  do	
  it	
  together	
  
with	
  someone	
  else	
  

Coordina$on	
  
	
  

We	
  are	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  
ini9a9on,	
  organisa9on,	
  

coordina9on	
  of	
  the	
  delivery	
  
but	
  are	
  not	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  

actual	
  deliver	
  itself.	
  

Others	
  
	
  

Someone	
  
else	
  is	
  

delivering	
  
this	
  

N/A	
  
	
  

Not	
  
relevant	
  
for	
  our	
  
centre	
  

Responsibility	
  &	
  control	
  	
  
with	
  centre	
  management	
  
	
  

Effort	
  to	
  coordinate	
  &	
  manage	
  
partners/	
  stakeholders	
  

The	
  survey,	
  its	
  idea	
  &	
  design	
  
	
  

•  Star9ng	
  point:	
  list	
  of	
  elements	
  (22	
  elements,	
  4	
  Dimensions)	
  of	
  a	
  training	
  environment	
  
	
  

•  Idea:	
  let’s	
  profile	
  how	
  different	
  ASPC	
  members	
  posi9on	
  themselves	
  concerning	
  these	
  elements	
  

•  Ques9on:	
  looking	
  at	
  each	
  element	
  as	
  a	
  centre	
  manager,	
  do	
  you	
  consider	
  them	
  to	
  be	
  …	
  ?	
  



The	
  survey,	
  an	
  overview	
  of	
  the	
  respondents	
  
	
  

An	
  interna9onal	
  picture:	
  	
  
•  26	
  complete	
  responses	
  (incl.	
  pilot	
  data)	
  
•  From	
  15	
  countries	
  (6	
  AUS,	
  3	
  CAN	
  &	
  NLD,	
  2	
  Spain)	
  	
  
•  23	
  answers	
  from	
  actual	
  centre	
  managers	
  
	
  

Same	
  structures:	
  
•  Mul9-­‐sport	
  set	
  ups,	
  no	
  "hard"	
  priori9za9on	
  	
  
•  Majority	
  (65%)	
  have	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  priority	
  sports	
  but	
  remain	
  open	
  for	
  others	
  
•  The	
  “prior9sers"	
  focus	
  in	
  average	
  on	
  15	
  sports	
  (big	
  spread:	
  6	
  to	
  30)	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  



The	
  survey,	
  an	
  overview	
  of	
  the	
  respondents	
  (cntd.)	
  
	
  	
  
	
  

Similar	
  focus:	
  	
  
All	
  focus	
  (to	
  some	
  extend)	
  on	
  podium	
  performance	
  (4	
  -­‐	
  12	
  years	
  from	
  podium)	
  	
  
	
  
Varying	
  scales	
  of	
  opera9ons,	
  similar	
  athlete/	
  FTE	
  ra9o:	
  	
  
•  Centres	
  are	
  of	
  different	
  sizes	
  (big	
  spread,	
  4	
  to	
  350	
  FTEs)	
  
•  However,	
  ra9o	
  #	
  athletes	
  vs.	
  #	
  all	
  FTEs	
  appears	
  to	
  converge	
  (6	
  resp.	
  9)	
  	
  
•  With	
  only	
  2	
  “outliers”	
  (>30)	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  



The	
  survey,	
  an	
  overview	
  of	
  the	
  respondents	
  (cntd.)	
  
	
  	
  
	
  

Dominant	
  “business	
  model”,	
  tax	
  payer	
  funded:	
  	
  
•  90%	
  are	
  (somewhat)	
  government	
  funded	
  
•  For	
  these,	
  government	
  money	
  makes	
  up	
  80%	
  of	
  budget	
  	
  
•  S9ll:	
  2	
  not	
  government	
  funded	
  

Similar	
  stakeholders,	
  government	
  being	
  a	
  key	
  “partner”:	
  	
  
•  60%	
  see	
  government	
  as	
  key	
  stakeholder	
  
•  70%	
  high	
  performance	
  sport	
  partners	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  



The	
  survey,	
  what	
  sets	
  of	
  responsibili$es	
  were	
  reported	
  
	
  
Quick	
  reminder	
  
-­‐  Based	
  on	
  the	
  training	
  environment	
  study,	
  we	
  provided	
  22	
  elements,	
  structured	
  in	
  4	
  dimensions	
  
-­‐  We	
  offered	
  a	
  7	
  +	
  1	
  point	
  scale,	
  then	
  analysed	
  data	
  in	
  a	
  4	
  +	
  1	
  scale	
  matrix	
  

Us	
  
	
  

This	
  is	
  our	
  
job,	
  our	
  

responsibility,	
  
all	
  under	
  our	
  
control!	
  

Partnership	
  
	
  

We	
  are	
  involved	
  in	
  
&	
  jointly	
  responsi-­‐
ble	
  for	
  the	
  delivery	
  
but	
  do	
  it	
  together	
  
with	
  someone	
  else	
  

Coordina$on	
  
	
  

We	
  are	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  
ini9a9on,	
  organisa9on,	
  

coordina9on	
  of	
  the	
  delivery	
  
but	
  are	
  not	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  

actual	
  deliver	
  itself.	
  

Others	
  
	
  

Someone	
  
else	
  is	
  

delivering	
  
this	
  

N/A	
  
	
  

Not	
  
relevant	
  
for	
  our	
  
centre	
  



Element	
  x	
  …	
  

Element	
  y	
  …	
  

Element	
  z	
  …	
  

Dimension	
  A	
  

…	
  	
  

b	
  %	
  

…	
  

e	
  %	
  c	
  %	
   d	
  %	
  a	
  %	
  



Dim	
  1	
  

Essen$als:	
  train	
  &	
  rest	
  -­‐	
  done	
  
oUen	
  “in	
  house”	
  

Also	
  essen$als:	
  eat	
  &	
  sleep	
  –	
  
variety	
  of	
  solu9ons	
  



Dim	
  2	
  

Classic	
  partnership	
  jobs	
  
–	
  Medical	
  ER	
  and	
  R&D	
  

Classic	
  in	
  house	
  jobs	
  –	
  
SS/SM	
  support	
  services	
  

Key	
  success	
  factor,	
  big	
  spread	
  
–	
  the	
  wholly	
  grail,	
  managing	
  
who	
  needs	
  what	
  to	
  perform	
  



Dim	
  3	
  &	
  4	
  
Core	
  challenges	
  –	
  	
  high	
  %	
  not	
  

under	
  direct	
  control	
  

Possible	
  explana$on	
  -­‐	
  are	
  coaches	
  
employed	
  by	
  centres?	
  

-­‐  13	
  centres	
  do,	
  10	
  do	
  not	
  employ	
  
	
  

?	
  Open:	
  Employ	
  vs.	
  management	
  



Findings	
  
	
  

•  Some	
  strong	
  similari9es	
  (>60%):	
  
•  Classic	
  in	
  house	
  job:	
  Providing	
  training	
  facili9es,	
  recovery	
  solu9ons,	
  SS/SM	
  
•  Classic	
  partnership	
  job:	
  Providing	
  Medical	
  ER	
  and	
  R&D	
  

•  Some	
  considerable	
  diversity:	
  
•  Across	
  specific	
  elements	
  (e.g.	
  dining	
  and	
  accommoda9on)	
  
•  But	
  esp.	
  re	
  specific	
  dimensions	
  (performance	
  coaching	
  &	
  culture)	
  
	
  



Findings	
  (cntd.)	
  
	
  	
  

	
  

•  The	
  boyom	
  line,	
  across	
  all	
  elements	
  

•  39%	
  of	
  elements	
  provided	
  “in	
  house”	
  (++	
  control,	
  no	
  externals	
  involvement)	
  

•  >	
  60%	
  not	
  exclusively	
  provided	
  by	
  centres	
  (?	
  control,	
  !	
  stakeholder/	
  partners)	
  

•  >	
  20%	
  not	
  even	
  in	
  partnership	
  (	
  ?/-­‐	
  control,	
  !!	
  stakeholder/	
  partners)	
  



Partnership	
  coordina$on	
  &	
  stakeholder	
  management	
  =>	
  PR	
  Ac$vi$es?	
  
	
  
•  Only	
  65%	
  of	
  centres	
  HAVE	
  to	
  do	
  some	
  sort	
  of	
  PR	
  

•  But	
  96%	
  of	
  centres	
  actually	
  DO	
  some	
  sort	
  of	
  PR	
  

=>	
  Only	
  ONE	
  respondent	
  does	
  not	
  seem	
  to	
  get	
  involved	
  in	
  PR	
  …	
  
	
  



36%	
  of	
  elements	
  provided	
  in	
  
partnership	
  (ER,	
  R&D	
  but	
  also	
  dual	
  
carrier	
  and	
  competence	
  of	
  coaches)	
  

	
  	
  
At	
  the	
  same	
  9me,	
  no	
  PR	
  ac9vi9es	
  

reported	
  	
  	
  
	
  

Q:	
  How	
  do	
  you	
  find,	
  engage	
  and	
  
keep	
  your	
  partners	
  without	
  talking	
  

about	
  yourself	
  &	
  your	
  work?	
  



Keeping	
  the	
  focus	
  on	
  the	
  centres	
  as	
  independent	
  
variables	
  …	
  



It	
  appears	
  there	
  are	
  different	
  “types	
  of	
  centres“	
  
	
  

•  DIY	
  
•  Partnership	
  
•  Coordinator	
  
•  Specialiser	
  

Would	
  be	
  interes$ng	
  to	
  know	
  from	
  centres	
  …	
  
⇒  Is	
  this	
  is	
  a	
  surprise?	
  Would	
  you	
  agree?	
  
⇒ Why	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  this	
  profile	
  today?	
  By	
  decision/	
  

evolu9on?	
  
⇒ What	
  is	
  your	
  key	
  strength/	
  weakness	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  due	
  to	
  this	
  profile?	
  



A	
  “coordinator	
  centre“	
  –	
  	
  
	
  
⇒  Is	
  this	
  is	
  a	
  surprise?	
  Would	
  you	
  agree?	
  
⇒ Why	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  this	
  profile	
  today?	
  By	
  decision/	
  

evolu9on?	
  
⇒ What	
  is	
  your	
  key	
  strength/	
  weakness	
  due	
  to	
  this	
  

profile?	
  



A	
  “do	
  it	
  yourself	
  centre“	
  –	
  	
  
	
  
⇒  Is	
  this	
  is	
  a	
  surprise?	
  Would	
  you	
  agree?	
  
⇒ Why	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  this	
  profile	
  today?	
  By	
  decision/	
  

evolu9on?	
  
⇒ What	
  is	
  your	
  key	
  strength/	
  weakness	
  due	
  to	
  this	
  

profile?	
  



A	
  “partnership	
  centre“	
  –	
  	
  
	
  
⇒  Is	
  this	
  is	
  a	
  surprise?	
  Would	
  you	
  agree?	
  
⇒ Why	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  this	
  profile	
  today?	
  By	
  decision/	
  

evolu9on?	
  
⇒ What	
  is	
  your	
  key	
  strength/	
  weakness	
  due	
  to	
  this	
  

profile?	
  



A	
  “specialiser“	
  –	
  	
  
	
  
⇒  Is	
  this	
  is	
  a	
  surprise?	
  Would	
  you	
  agree?	
  
⇒ Why	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  this	
  profile	
  today?	
  By	
  decision/	
  

evolu9on?	
  
⇒ What	
  is	
  your	
  key	
  strength/	
  weakness	
  due	
  to	
  this	
  

profile?	
  



Are	
  types	
  of	
  centres	
  a	
  na$on-­‐specific	
  solu$on?	
  	
  
It	
  does	
  not	
  seem	
  like	
  it	
  …	
  
	
  
⇒  Is	
  this	
  is	
  a	
  surprise?	
  Would	
  you	
  agree?	
  
⇒ Why	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  this	
  diversity?	
  By	
  decision/	
  

evolu9on?	
  
⇒ What	
  is	
  your	
  key	
  strength/	
  weakness	
  due	
  to	
  this	
  

profile?	
  



Our	
  challenge	
  in	
  the	
  German	
  
system	
  –	
  formal	
  role	
  vs.	
  prac$cal	
  
responsibili$es	
  of	
  different	
  OTCs	
  

Research	
  into	
  the	
  elite	
  sport	
  
success	
  factor	
  training	
  facili9es	
  –	
  	
  
+	
  list	
  of	
  elements	
  defining	
  a	
  TE,	
  

?	
  	
  A	
  generic	
  set	
  of	
  responsibili$es	
  
for	
  centre	
  managers	
  

Our	
  experiences	
  from	
  	
  
interna9onal	
  exchange	
  –	
  survey	
  
suggests	
  variety	
  in	
  responsibili$es;	
  
partner/	
  stakeholder	
  management	
  
as	
  common	
  challenge	
  

Conclusion	
  
for	
  the	
  ASPC	
  



Overall	
  aim	
  was	
  to	
  highlight	
  diversity	
  
•  Aim	
  was	
  not	
  to	
  look	
  for	
  a	
  “right	
  way”	
  or	
  “best	
  prac9ce”	
  
•  Survey	
  was	
  not	
  rocket	
  science	
  	
  
	
  

Going	
  forward,	
  consider	
  when	
  talking	
  to	
  fellow	
  ASPC	
  members	
  
•  We	
  probably	
  share	
  a	
  vision	
  for	
  a	
  TE	
  
•  Fellow	
  members	
  might	
  have	
  different	
  responsibili9es	
  re	
  delivering	
  its	
  elements	
  

	
  
Going	
  forward,	
  consider	
  when	
  planning	
  CPD	
  for	
  ASPC	
  
•  Partner	
  &	
  stakeholder	
  management	
  seems	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  big	
  common	
  responsibility	
  
•  Can	
  we	
  find	
  good	
  lessons	
  in	
  other	
  public/	
  private	
  sector	
  management	
  areas?	
  





Why	
  bother	
  with	
  the	
  addi$onal	
  responsibili$es	
  and	
  crea$ng	
  conflicts	
  in	
  the	
  system	
  …	
  
	
  
…	
  because	
  we	
  experienced	
  the	
  following	
  story	
  too	
  oUen:	
  
	
  
There	
  was	
  an	
  important	
  job	
  to	
  be	
  done	
  and	
  Everybody	
  was	
  sure	
  that	
  Somebody	
  would	
  do	
  it.	
  
Anybody	
  could	
  have	
  done	
  it,	
  but	
  Nobody	
  did	
  it.	
  Somebody	
  got	
  angry	
  about	
  that,	
  because	
  it	
  was	
  
Everybody's	
  job.	
  Everybody	
  thought	
  Anybody	
  could	
  do	
  it,	
  but	
  Nobody	
  realized	
  that	
  Everybody	
  
wouldn't	
  do	
  it.	
  It	
  ended	
  up	
  that	
  Everybody	
  blamed	
  Somebody	
  when	
  Nobody	
  did	
  what	
  Anybody	
  
could	
  have	
  done.	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  



Q:	
  Top	
  5	
  development	
  needs	
  

•  2	
  being	
  currently	
  under	
  
direct	
  control	
  of	
  centres	
  

•  2	
  being	
  mainly	
  delivered	
  
in	
  partnership	
  

•  1	
  under	
  liyle	
  direct	
  
control	
  of	
  centre	
  
management	
  


