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Executive Summary
Introduction and method

This report presents the findings of an evaluation of the Supply Chain Process Improvement and Product Development Process Improvement Programmes (SCPI and PDPI) that was undertaken during February and March 2007.  The assignment was commissioned by the Scottish Enterprise Electronics Team.  

Our methodology comprised three main elements: desk and background research; consultations with SE Account Managers and delivery consultants; survey of sample firms.

The Programmes

Supply Chain Process Improvement

The aim of this project is to improve the supply chain management capability of electronics companies.  This is achieved through applying the Supply Chain Operations Reference (SCOR) benchmark to position firms accurately and using it to build their current and desired supply chain positioning.  SCPI is delivered using a very experienced consulting team.  Programme delivery comprised two phases.  It is the delivery of this second phase (covering the past 18 months) that is being reviewed here.
Product Development Process Improvement 

The aim is to improve the product development management capability of SME companies in the electronics sector in order to increase productivity and competitiveness in global markets.  This is effected through providing coaching and mentoring support to the participants and transferring knowledge of best-practice.  There was also an opportunity for participants to sit the PDMA “New Product Development Professional” exam and thereby gain formal recognition (and a professional qualification) for their competence.

Although our approach covered the parallel review of the two programmes, we consider them separately when structuring our conclusions below.  Although firms positioned both SCPI and PDPI similarly in terms of their strategic positioning, the influence of the consulting inputs from firms was quite different.  The SCPI programme inputs tended to stimulate fundamental change in the business whereas the PDPI programme inputs did not.  

Findings

Promotion

The limited promotion, both within the Network and externally is an issue for both SCPI and PDPI programmes.  Where used by Executives, feedback is very positive.

Product Development Process Improvement

While PDPI has been promoted as being a strategic development programme to firms it does not appear to have had a strategic ‘influence’.  The outputs of the consultants appear to be short term in nature and relatively generic.  Firms suggest that they would have found a more bespoke output valuable.  There appears to be relatively little knowledge transfer that led to breakthrough thinking from the consultant to the firms.  None of the interviewees mentioned the PDMA qualification.

We support SE’s view that it is vital that product development activity is embraced by all firms and especially those in the electronics sector.  

There are three reasons why the PDPI may have underperformed: the relatively low ‘starting point’ of firms’ product development expertise;  the engagement in projects of  ‘technologists’ rather than senior business managers;  the lack of an objective, common, data-sourced benchmark from which both the consultants and firms can build.

We do not recommend that SE continues supporting this initiative. 

Supply Chain Process Improvement

The SCPI programme is recognised by both firms and SE consultees as being a premium business development product.  To date take up has been limited reflecting its ‘niche’ positioning.  Feedback from firms indicates that the programme contributes specifically to key business growth factors.

Network consultees considered SCPI offers considerable potential for application to other sectors.

The design and application of SCPI to date suggests that it potentially overlaps with the Scottish Manufacturing Advisory Service (S-MAS) but to a limited extent.  This reflects the MAS focus on process-specific, operational  interventions – the SCPI intervention is notably more strategic.  Should S-MAS adopt the MAS+ model currently being delivered in England and Wales, overlap with SCPI, as it is currently positioned, is likely to be more significant.  

We recommend that SE broadens SCPI’s sectoral application and identifies how the SCPI programme could be included within the current range of Network Products. Simultaneously, effort should be invested to promote the SCPI programme more widely within the Network.  Thought should be given to its name – ‘Supply Chain’ has strong manufacturing connotations. The SCPI programme is likely to remain as a relatively ‘niche’, strategic product for the foreseeable future that is utilised by firms with a global business perspective.
Chapter One

Introduction

1.1 This document presents the findings of an evaluation of the Supply Chain Process Improvement and Product Development Process Improvement Programmes (SCPI and PDPI) that was undertaken during February and March 2007.  The assignment  was commissioned by Scottish Enterprise Electronics Team.  

Objectives

1.2 The invitation to tender set out headline objectives and desired outputs to be achieved through undertaking the evaluation, namely:

 An overall assessment of the success of the Supply Chain and Product Development Performance Improvement Projects in meeting their principal objectives and targets and the extent to which these objectives are still valid. 

 An assessment of the project’s impacts on the individual companies assisted 

 The measurement of economic impact of the project to date for the assisted companies 

 In addition to the ‘hard’ objectives outlined in the project approval papers, the evaluation should seek to identify the ‘softer’ changes in the participating companies resulting from their participation in the projects.  Whilst not explicitly outlined in the approval papers, this is an area which has emerged through the project delivery as being very important in improving company performance and has been highlighted as potentially more important than the ‘hard’ project activity. 
1.3 These objectives shaped the design of our methodology.

Method

1.4 Our approach comprised three main elements:

 Desk research into the background of both SCPI and PDPI designs 

 Consultations with SE Account Managers and three of the Consultants delivering the Programme 

 Survey of seven firms.

1.5 All interviews and consultations (bar one) were undertaken face to face.

The Programmes

1.6 Before presenting the findings of the evaluation, we summarise below the key characteristics and an historical context for both initiatives.
Supply Chain Process Improvement

1.7 The aim of this project is to improve the supply chain management capability of electronics companies.  This is achieved through increased awareness, understanding and adoption of Supply Chain best practices and technologies across Scotland and the delivery of tangible business benefits to individual companies. 

1.8 The project aims to generate substantial skills and knowledge transfer in this area in order to contribute directly to improving participating companies’ productivity and global competitiveness.  The project stimulates changes by identifying opportunities that drive supply chain improvements for example through: 

 order fulfilment process performance; 
 product lifecycle management; and 
 relationship management.
1.9 As the original design of the project was effectively ‘sector generic’, the first phase of delivery was piloted to help companies drive measurable improvements in performance through rapid diagnostic and focused implementation support. It tested the applicability of the Supply Chain Operations Reference (SCOR) model for benchmarking SME’s supply chain performance.  SCOR is a recognised best-practice, international framework for benchmarking supply-chain performance.  
1.10 Such benchmarking has two benefits: 
 The first is derived by comparing a firm’s performance to leading market benchmark firms, which helps identify opportunities to drive supply chain improvements

 The second benefit, an internal focus on comparisons, helps different business units, regions or locations identify best performers and underlying practices that can be used across the company.                                            

1.11 An evaluation was successfully completed in the summer of 2004.  The findings indicated that the programme was influential for the firms that participated; these firms had a need to adopt improved supply chain management techniques but were not always clear what to do and were under pressure from key customers to take this action. All of the firms indicated that they had gained new insights and knowledge on what comprised their supply chains, how much they cost to manage and how they might be developed. 
1.12 The second phase of the pilot, approved by the SE Renfrewshire Board in December 2004, enhanced the programme in five important ways:
 Extending the programme to meet the needs of electronics product companies
 Extending the programme to address critical issues in the management of Return/Repair supply chains;
 Refining the delivery of the programme and extending the pool of Supply Chain Counsellors; 
 Developing awareness and communication material focused on CEO-level SCM issues

 Developing the programme into a flexible and extensible Service Platform which can support the ongoing delivery of support through Electronics Scotland and the LECs.
1.13 Specifically the objectives of the second phase of the programme included:

 Further development of the Framework of Practical Support in supply chain management 

 Increase Productivity and Competitiveness via Performance
 Further develop the use of supply chain best practices
 Develop a critical mass of participating companies

 Gain further knowledge of how to tailor the project more specifically for SME’s

 Demonstrate collaboration and sharing of good practice in Supply Chain Management 

 Develop consistent project methodologies, tools, processes and impact metrics. 
 Create case studies which highlight the benefits of utilising best-practice

 Increase Collaborative practices 
 Evaluate how the project could be scaled up in the longer term to assist more companies.

1.14 It is the delivery of this second phase that is being reviewed here.
Product Development Process Improvement 

1.15 The aim of this project is to improve the product development management capability of SME companies in the electronics sector across a number of different areas connected to process adoption, project management, ideas generation and sales and marketing competency.  Substantial skills and knowledge improvement in this area will contribute directly to improving these companies’ productivity and competitiveness in global markets by generating new products which will lead to revenue growth.
1.16 As part of the Electronics Industry Action plan, a feasibility study was undertaken in 2002/03 to examine the issues faced by companies involved in product development and to determine if any intervention by Scottish Enterprise was justified.  

1.17 The objectives of the PDPI pilot programme are as follows:
 Design and develop training materials and knowledge transfer workshops which can be re-used beyond the pilot phase.
 To assess the development requirements of the company by conducting a diagnostic against the benchmarks.
 To transfer knowledge of product development best-practice to the participants either on a one-one or workshop basis as appropriate.

 To create case studies which highlight the benefits of utilising best-practice.

 To evaluate how the project could be scaled up in the longer term to assist more companies. 

1.18 The structure of the project is as follows:

 Conduct a diagnostic on up to ten SME companies to assess their improvement and development needs.

 Provide coaching and mentoring support to the participants, transferring knowledge of best-practice.  It is estimated that the diagnostic and coaching will require a total of 10 days support to the company.  

1.19 There is an opportunity for participants to sit the PDMA “New Product Development Professional” exam through which they can gain formal recognition (and a professional qualification) for their competence.
1.20 The following Chapter presents our survey findings.

Chapter 2

Survey & Consultation Findings


Introduction
1.21 Both of the Supply Chain (SC) and Product Development (PD) Performance Improvement Programmes met with favourable responses from the participating companies. Overall they viewed the interventions as being well thought out and supported. All of the companies would rather have the SC and PD programmes available as separate products although there was no strong preference. 

1.22 There is a degree of concern expressed as to how closely they align with business demands and that they were part of a suite of initiatives (not just manufacturing based) that were being promoted through Scottish Enterprise’s Account Management structure. This indicated a degree of initiative fatigue. 

Issue 1 – The Projects 

1.23 There were a variety of reasons for participation in the programmes although a unifying theme was the timeliness of the intervention and its linkage to other business initiatives. Four companies (two SC and two PD) highlighted the need to upgrade or update existing processes as a major motivation and three companies (two SC and one PD) stated that that the projects were linked to internal changes rather than external pressures, 

1.24 The projects could be viewed as short-term interventions with five of the eight projects taking five months or less. One project extended over 14 months and another had a follow-on project initiated after the original intervention. 

1.25 All but two projects (PD) implemented the results of the project. Although, as mentioned later, there has been a limited level of economic impact arising from all the projects. The implementations ranged from new product development processes through to structured, tactical training (Kiazen). One project (SC) used the intervention to drive the company up the value chain and to look at external elements of Supply Chain Management (SCM).
Issue 2 – The Consultants
1.26 In all cases there was no involvement in selection of the consultants. This was not generally perceived as an issue. However, two (PD) firms noted that the consultant who delivered the PDPI was different from the one who ‘sold’ it and in one case this necessitated the firm having to present again issues and information.  They were not impressed by this.  Most consultants met with the companies along with the SE Account Manager and/or the SEN Project Manager. 

1.27 There was a distinct split between the PD and SC programmes in terms of processes and deliverables. All the participants in the SC programme were clear as to the process and deliverables whereas the PD programme process was unclear in all cases and the deliverables not defined in two. There was a similar situation for targets, with the SC being clear on these at the outset. Neither programme had defined performance improvement metrics at the outset. This would tend to suggest that PD is more ad hoc than SC. 

1.28 The consultants in both the SC and PD programmes provided off-line support – the benefit of this in maintaining the SC process momentum was acknowledged by two of the companies.

1.29 The consultant activities and benefits arising were structured as follows

	PD/SC
	Consultant Activity 
	Benefit to business

	PD
	Market segmentation 
	Development of segmentation toolkit

	PD
	Review of company strategy and processes
	Enabled business transformation from start-up to growth company

	PD
	Advice on how to implement best practice
	Enabled business transformation from start-up to growth company

	PD
	Ideas generation techniques
	Generated options for business case

	PD
	Process Checklists
	Process consistency for each new product introduction 

	SC
	Leading internal workshops 
	Skills transfer and project acceleration

	SC
	Identified and communicated key metrics
	Improved operational management

	SC
	Profit ‘leak’ identification 
	Bottom-line benefit

	SC
	Develop quotation system
	Improved ‘time to market’

	SC
	Develop marketing system
	Improved customer response

	SC
	SCOR Model integration into operations
	Performance gap identification

	SC
	Access benchmark data
	Performance gap identification


1.30 The success of these activities was dependent upon the drive and knowledge of the consultant. 

1.31 There were gaps identified in the consultant’s inputs. In the case of PD the commitment to the individual project was unclear, perhaps a reflection of workload. It was also felt that the PD programme focused on learning by discussing rather than doing and in two cases, the firms indicated that the consultants’ output was rather ‘generic’ – the firm needed a more bespoke output that fitted their culture and approach. There were fewer gaps in the SC consultant’s inputs – e.g. the lack of tactical (e.g. KanBan) rather than strategic support and the provision of return on investment/financial benchmark data. 

1.32 Did your participation on the project lead to you taking actions or making decisions which influenced the direction or operation of your business? In four of the PD interventions there were new product development processes implemented but their adoption was limited in two of these cases. In all three SC cases a number of operational improvement processes were implemented (capacity planning, lead time validation, operational marketing planning). 

Issue 3 – Economic Impact
1.33 In all cases it was felt too early to judge the full economic impact of the programmes and in one case the company had ceased to trade. However the programme intervention had brought forward “change timescales”. These ranged from between three to six months in the PD programme and six to 12 months in terms of the SC programme.

1.34 The PD programme was responsible for the recruitment of one new procurement specialist and in the SC programme the initiative led to two temporary posts being converted to two full time posts.
1.35 None of the PD cases made reference to the “New Product Development Professional” (PDMA) qualification.
1.36 One of the SC projects related to a new distribution business and since participation the new business unit had increased turnover from £25k to £50k per month – the SC had an effect but it would be wrong to attribute this change solely to it. 

1.37 The impact of the PD programme (Table 2.1) in relation to the importance to the firms is listed below: The success of the interventions are grouped around marketing and product launch issues

	Table 2.1 Product Development Process Improvement  Benefits
	Importance to your firm

[1= none

3= full]
	Impact of support

[1=none

3 = full]

	A. Market information to develop business case
	3
	3

	B. Identifying & selecting suitable product ideas
	3
	3

	C. Product launch expertise internal
	2
	2

	D. Product quality testing infrastructure
	3
	2

	E. Infrastructure for planning and design 
	3
	3

	F. Ownership of decision making
	3
	3

	G. Product technology access
	3
	2


1.38 The impact of the SC programme (Table 2.2) in relation to the importance to the firms is listed below. Most of the issues were related to internal processes rather than the more strategic Supply Chain Management.

	Table 2.2 Supply Chain Process Improvement Benefits
	Importance to your firm

[1= none

3= full]
	Impact of support

[1=none

3 = full]

	A. Developing collaborative links with other firms
	3
	3

	B. Communication to your customers/suppliers
	3
	3

	C. Introduction of new supply systems
	3
	3

	D. Improvements in their benchmarks
	3
	3

	E. Understanding the new business


	3
	3



Issue 4 – Business Organisation and Performance Benefits
1.39 Perhaps surprisingly there were few other related business improvement programmes identified by the interviewees. In terms of the PD programme:

  one firm was using the KTP programme to assist in product development 

 one firm had been involved in the pilot Innovation Actions Programme initiative run by 2in10
 One had used SMART/SCIS extensively. 
1.40 The equivalent programmes for SC were an in-house lean manufacturing initiatives and an awareness of the Society of British Aircraft Companies (SBAC) manufacturing programme. 

Relative Positioning

1.41 When interviewing participating firms, we asked them to identify the positioning of SC and PD programmes relative to other forms of support they receive.  In doing so, we asked them to differentiate where the programmes are currently positioned and where they think they should be positioned in the future.
1.42 Figures 2.1 and 2.2 present a graphic summary of their feedback. Both SC and PD are seen to be mixtures of strategic and tactical interventions.  For PD, this is felt to be optimal but there is a need to take a more strategic approach in the future for SC. The timing is seen as being short term in both cases. Longer term support would be useful for the future – however this is more of a case of post SC implementation assistance with implanting SC project outputs rather than a longer term SC project. 
1.43 For PD, the only programme (2 in 10 Channel Marketing) that was viewed to ‘compete’ with it was seen as being too theoretical and lacked the action orientation of the PD programme.  That said, firms saw PD as being equally ‘tactical’ and ‘strategic’ in nature although we understand from the background research, and to an extent though our interviews, that product development is a strategic issue for firms.  Thus the positioning of the PD project is likely to be heavily influenced by the nature of the consultants’ inputs and we feel that this is a potential weakness.  
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Issue 5 – Other Comments 
1.44 All the interviewees would recommend the SC programme to other firms.  Firms gave qualified support for PD, indicating that its introduction needed to be carefully planned and mapped out in advance if the implementation was to be successful. 

1.45 The benefits of participation were seen as being: 
 PD

 a short, focused programme, 
 increase the uptake of new NPI/D processes, 
 fresh view on the businesses, 
 independent and impartial project ownership, 
 ability to draw on experienced resource. 
 SC

 ability to benchmark own performance and understand process gaps

 development of new toolsets, 
 access to external expertise, 
 production of improvement plans (maturity model), 
 flexible approach and 
 ability to deliver a positive return on investment. 

1.46 In both programmes, it was felt to be useful if post-project implementation support were to be accessible (potential for S-MAS link).

1.47 There was some concern expressed regarding ‘project push’ rather than company pull for the interventions and that some of the firms were approaching an ‘initiative threshold’. 

1.48 One of the larger firms felt that the SC programme may put too great a burden on smaller firms. This comment was tested with Professor Bititci of Competitive Scotland. He felt that success is not a function of the businesses size but of the company management team maturity. 
Key Issues from Consultations

1.49 The SCPI programme was conceived in the early part of this decade.  It was aimed at being cross sectoral and following submission to SE, electronics was the first sectoral application.  It has remained an ‘electronics’ programme since then.

1.50 SCPI is considered to be a strategic programme that can be used by all organisational types (manufacturing, non-manufacturing, service) that operate within a supply chain.  Its potential scope for application is very broad.  Its name tends to infer a ‘manufacturing’ application.

1.51 From an SE Network viewpoint, SCPI is a sophisticated, premium level business support tool. The quality of the SCPI counsellors differentiates it from other initiatives.  Its application has been limited to date as take-up and understanding by Account Managers has been mixed.  The financial constraints at the start of the 2006/07 Financial Year delayed its implementation this year.  This, coupled with its perceived electronics manufacturing focus, means it is not on the radar for many managers in the Network.

1.52 Our Network consultees gave a similar view of the PDPI, although they recognised the difference between the programmes’ design.  Both were considered to be strategic Growing Business products.  The relative novelty of PDPI and its image as being for physical product development in electronics has compounded the lack of apparent interest by the Network.

1.53 Regardless of the outcome of this review, this indicates there is value in marketing and promoting the initiatives formally should they continued to be supported.

1.54 The key change that has taken place over the past 18 months has been the adoption and implementation of MAS in Scotland.  We provide an historical context to MAS below in order to position its proposed future operation north of the Border.

The Manufacturing Advisory Service (MAS)
England and Wales
1.55 The MAS has operated in England and Wales since 2001 and was introduced to help raise the productivity of UK manufacturers. The MAS provides practical hands-on assistance from experts that helps firms adopt new methods and technologies.  This process is deemed to be essential if these manufacturers are to compete effectively against low wage developing countries. 

1.56 In England and Wales, the MAS uses a network of Regional Centres for Manufacturing Excellence (RCME) in each of the English Regions and Wales that are responsible for the regional delivery of the service and who provide practical hands-on advice. A second component of the MAS is the National Network of Centres of Expertise in Manufacturing (CEMs) who specialise in areas of manufacturing support. These Centres are nodes on the national network and are accessible through the MAS website, thus reinforcing the Regional Centres' ability to reach out to business. The RCME is the ‘front end’ and usually the organisation with whom the firm has the first point of contact.  They are structured to act as both a specialist provider and as a conduit to the specialist CEMs.

1.57 The MAS advises companies on a wide range of technology, operational and manufacturing best practice issues and is delivered by the Regional Centres working in co-operation with Business Links.  The core offerings include:

 Lean Manufacturing

 5-S

 6-Sigma

 Plant and facility layout.

1.58 A large scale evaluation of MAS was undertaken in 2006 and is due to be published imminently.

Service Structure: 2001 - 2006

1.59 In terms of service structure, until last year there were five main levels of interaction with firms:
 Telephone/website/email advice (Level 1)

 One-day diagnostic healthcheck (free of charge and termed Level 2)

 Group Events and seminars (Level 3)

 7-10 day interventions (termed Level 4 and chargeable in selected regions)

 Referrals to other organisations (Level 5).

Service Structure: 2006 –

1.60 During 2006, a major review of MAS was undertaken and its strategic positioning relative to other initiatives was assessed.  In October 2006, the nine RDAs and the Welsh Assembly Government participated in a strategic review meeting to redesign the MAS Offer.  We understand that there will be an announcement towards the end of March 2006/early April 2007 to launch MAS-Plus.  The MAS-Plus offer will be:

 More strategic and consider business strategy within the context of manufacturing

 Product development will be included in the core offering along with the traditional elements of Lean etc

 The fixed differentiation of Level 2 and Level 4 inputs (and their associated contractual days) will be removed.

1.61 In summary, MAS-Plus has developed into a strategic development programme for firms who happen to be manufacturers. 

MAS in Scotland – S-MAS

1.62 Historically, MAS has not been offered in Scotland.  A team is presently being assembled with a target complement of 15 staff who will be organised geographically (North, East, West).  The North Team will cover the HIE area.

1.63 The S-MAS will be built around the ‘old style’ MAS offer in England and Wales (2002-2006) and will focus on assisting firms with targeted support.  It is likely that this will include a focus on Lean Manufacturing, 5-S and 6-Sigma.

1.64 We understand that S-MAS has given a commitment to consider the adoption of the MAS-Plus offer in due course.  

1.65 A specific difference between the operation in Scotland and that in England and Wales is that the S-MAS team does not plan to engage specialist contractors to deliver its Level 4 equivalent inputs – all of this service is to be delivered by the S-MAS in-house team.

1.66 Our S-MAS consultee emphasised the focused nature of their inputs and suggested that if SCPI was to come under its remit, it would be very likely that the Team would refine the elements it would make available to clients.  Regardless, the S-MAS team would deliver the service.  There was considered to be a degree of overlap between SCPI and S-MAS, especially at the ‘diagnostic’ stage of the process.

1.67 The PDPI was viewed as being a separate Programme.  It was less clear where it might fit with S-MAS.  This suggests that the short-medium term delivery of S-MAS would not necessarily overlap with SCPI or PDPI but should the MAS+ approach be adopted in Scotland, the overlap is likely to be more significant.

1.68 Separately, our Network consultees and firms noted that the quality of the SC consultants’ experience and skills was a specific strength of the SC programme.  

1.69 Our S-MAS consultee observed the similarity and potential overlap between the SC21
 Supply Chain development initiative being applied in the Aerospace cluster.  This is likely to merit further consideration by SE.

Chapter 3

Conclusions & Recommendations
Introduction
1.70 Although our approach covered the parallel review of the two programmes, we consider them separately when structuring our conclusions below.  Although firms positioned both SC and PD similarly in terms of their strategic positioning, the influence of the consulting inputs from firms was quite different.  The SC programme inputs tended to stimulate fundamental change in the business whereas the PD programme inputs did not.  
Product Development Process Improvement
1.71 The implementation of PDPI to date has focused on assisting firms develop and implement NPD processes.  It is promoted as being a strategic development programme to firms but does not appear to have had a strategic ‘influence’.  The outputs of the consultants appear to be short term in nature and relatively generic.  They appear to take the form of templates and checklists for firms.  While these are useful, the influence of the consultants’ input appears to have been limited.
1.72 Feedback from firms suggests that they would have found a more bespoke output, tailored to their needs and existing processes, to be more valuable.  There appears to be relatively little knowledge transfer that led to breakthrough thinking from the consultant to the firms.

1.73 We support SE’s view that it is vital that product development activity is embraced by all firms and especially those in the electronics sector.  However, we feel that the PD programme needs further development and more intensive delivery that stretches firms thinking for it to achieve its real potential.
1.74 We have reflected on why PD has not been as influential as we anticipated it would have been.  First, there was a notable difference in the influence of the PDPI and SCPI inputs – the SCPI produced better results.  It is quite possible that this is due to the relatively low ‘starting point’ for firms whose product development expertise is low.  As they tended to be experienced sub-contract manufacturers, their understanding of supplier relationships and associated supply issues tended to be much better developed.  This may go some way to explaining the limited progress made by firms that we observed when undertaking interviews.    

1.75 Second, the PDPI input tended to engage ‘technologists’ within the firms while SCPI tended to engage the senior management team. This is more likely to lead to PD being isolated from core business decisions and this may explain its limited influence.   Third, SC is grounded in the SCOR which gives an objective, common, data-sourced benchmark from which both the consultants and firms can build their future strategy.  This is lacking from the PD approach.
1.76 These issues may go some way to explaining why the apparent progress of the PD programme was less than anticipated.

Supply Chain Process Improvement
1.77 The SC programme is recognised by both firms and SE consultees as being a premium business development product.  It has scope to be applied in other sectors and in one instance a LEC is presently in the process of engaging a firm in the Oil & Gas sector.

1.78 To date take up has been limited.  We feel that to a significant extent this is the result of: 

 its limited promotion to date and budget constraints within SE in the last financial year
 its targeted application at electronics firms

 a perception within the Network that it is a product that is only suited to ‘manufacturing’ – the term supply chain seems to reinforce this image.

1.79 Feedback from firms indicates that the SC programme contributes specifically to:

 Enhancing communication with suppliers and customers

 Developing collaborative links with other firms

 Introducing new supply systems

 Improving benchmarks

 Understanding new business opportunities.

1.80 It will be clear that enhanced communications figure highly in the above assessment.
1.81 For Network consultees who have engaged actively in the programme to date, it offers considerable potential for wider application but that an education programme will be required to educate Network Executives on its potential.

1.82 The design and application of SC to date suggests that it potentially overlaps with S-MAS.  However, our consultation with S-MAS identified that the team was focusing on providing interventions that were process-specific and designed to give firms an immediate and tangible improvement in their manufacturing activities.  Our understanding is that S-MAS intends to focus on specific interventions for firms.  In contrast, the SC Programme have stimulated a more fundamental consideration by firms of their overall strategy and positioning in the value chain.  

1.83 Therefore, it is understandable at this stage that S-MAS consider that aspects of the SC programme could be applied valuably by their Advisors but that taking responsibility for delivery of the SC programme as it is currently designed is likely to be less attractive.  

1.84 One critical difference between S-MAS and the SC approach is that the S-MAS team provide all of the consulting inputs whereas SC uses external specialists.  Building on this point, should S-MAS take responsibility for the SC programme, it would identify the elements that the team could usefully deliver and would concentrate on integrating these within the core S-MAS offer.
1.85 We present below our perspective on the overlap between the two initiatives (Figure 3.1).
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Promotion

1.86 Promotion, both within the Network and externally is an issue for both SC and PD programmes. Specifically, promotion has been limited to date.  Those executives who have engaged most actively to date have either had a manufacturing background and/or been working closely with a group of electronic manufacturers.

1.87 Should it be decided to continue support to SCPI, we feel there is scope to promote the SC project within the Network more actively at two levels:
 First, aim to broaden awareness of the potential strategic development benefits that might be gained

 Second, consider expanding the scope of the SC programme to cover sectors other than electronics.
1.88 We look at each of these proposals in more detail below under our recommendations heading. 

Recommendations

Product Development Process Improvement

1.89 The PDPI programme could continue to be supported but at present does not appear to be notably differentiated from other forms of support on offer nor does it stimulate the type of cultural change within organisations that is expected of it.  In terms of action, we suggest therefore that SE does not continue to support the PDPI Programme in its current form.

1.90 Product Development Management is supported as a cross cutting theme by SE and it will therefore continue to be a priority for the Network
1.91 Separately, we understand that there are strategic discussions underway at present on the creation of a National innovation Agency.  It is likely that new product development will be a thrust of such an Agency and it would therefore be appropriate to consider how this issue fits with its proposed activities.

Supply Chain Process Improvement 
1.92 We recommend that SE builds on the positive feedback from Executives who have actively used the SC programme to date and broadens its sectoral application.. In terms of Network positioning, we suggest that SE identifies how the SC programme could be included within the current range of Network Products. Simultaneously, effort should be invested to promote the SC programme more widely within the Network.  In doing so, it will be necessary both to identify how it complements Account and Client Management support and other strategic development initiatives. The SC programme is unique in that:
 It enhances firms’ understanding of their position in the value-chain

 It opens a strategic conversation between firms, their suppliers and their customers

 It facilitates the identification of new business opportunities that take advantage of changes in a firm’s operation conditions

 It provides access to professionals who are very experienced in business re-engineering and who understand the SC methodology.
1.93 The expanded delivery could be implemented on a pilot basis.  We recommend the Network selects sectors/industries where the concept of the value chain is well understood by firms and also where firms have a global perspective. Simultaneously, thought should be given to its name – ‘Supply Chain’ has strong manufacturing connotations.  The SC programme is likely to remain as a relatively ‘niche’, strategic product for the foreseeable future.



























































































































� Experience of this initiative was critical in influencing the change in National redesign of MAS in England and Wales in 2006  
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