Report from working group on collaborative and distributed PCS (Working group 1)
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1. Pre-meeting

In preparation for the meeting the participants were asked to read the following two papers:

1. Johanna Småros: Forecasting collaboration in the European grocery sector: 

Observations and hypotheses, Laboratory of Industrial Management: Working 

papers, Working Paper No 2004/3, Helsinki University of Technology  

(http://www.tuta.hut.fi/logistics/publications/wp_forecasting_collaboration_euro

pean_grocery.pdf)

2. Ton de Kok, Fred Janssen, Jan van Doremalen, “Philips Electronics 

Synchronizes Its Supply Chain to End the Bullwhip Effect”, Interfaces, January–

February 2005, pp. 1–12 (attatched)

Based on the reading of the papers the participants were asked to:

· list the points and issues you found interesting in each paper. Describe why.
· list any ongoing own research related to the example papers. Describe how it is related to the examples.

· list research problems that you would like to work on in WG1. Describe how the research problem is related to the example papers. Alternatively give another example.
The participants were asked to e-mail their response before the meeting to the WG1 coordinator.
2. Meeting

The work group worked in two sessions. On March 10th from 9h30 – 12h00, and from 13h30 to 15h30
The workshop started by presenting the two research examples from within HOPS

· Collaborative planning: From buzzword to daily operations at Philips Electronics (Jan Fransoo)

· Struggling to benefit from CPFR in the grocery supply chain: 4 pilot examples (Jan Holmström)
The work group was started in smaller break-out groups formed around the participants that had give responses to the WG1 coordinator. The groups were asked to identify points of interest, ongoing activities, and research topic proposals based on the examples. Appendix 2 documents the results from one example break-out group.
The results from the first break-out session identified a wide range of topics that were presented to the participants on flap-charts. The different topics were then analyzed in a plenary session. Seven specific topics were selected for further elaboration in the plenary session. 
New break-out groups were formed for each of the identified topics. The groups were asked to define concrete tasks they would be willing to undertake up until the Malta meeting. The results of the work in the second break-out sessions are reported in Appendix 1.

The topics and the results of the elaboration are summarized in the table below. 
	Topic 
	Commitment to work on topic
	Agreed deliverable (Task)
	Timing

	Scheme for analysis of case studies of collaborative planning


	R. von der Weth, 
	
	

	Process for facilitating collaboration building
	J. Kaltung, J. Riedel, H. Günter
	Working paper or conference paper
	Malta (?)

	Bullwhip mitigation in planning


	J. Fransoo, D. Fischer, Z. Molnar
	Working paper
	Malta (?)

	Different logics across businesses
	J. Guinery, M. Berglund, A. Theuma
	Working paper
	Malta

	Collaboration dynamics
	T. Wäfler, J. Meyer
	Working paper
	Malta

	Impact of CP on project management training


	P. Williams, M. Majtan, S. Marsina
	Literature review
	Malta


The result of the meeting can be summed up as finding a number of specific topics that participants are willing to work together on. The first results of this work will be possible to evaluate after the Malta meeting. 
Appendix 1: Identified tasks

The following tasks and persons committed to participating were identified

1. Scheme for analysis of case studies of collaborative planning

Input on this section is promised by Rüdiger von der Weth , Hochschule für Technik und Wirtschaft Dresden 

2. Process for facilitating collaboration building

This section of the report is written by Johann Riedel, Nottingham University

Composition of discussion group:

· Johan Kaltung: School of Engineering, Jönköping University, Dep of Industrial engineering and management, Sweden

· Johann Riedel: Centre for Concurrent Enterprising, Nottingham University Business School, United Kingdom
· Hannus Günter: Institut für Arbeitspsychologie ETH Zürich, Switzerland
The group discussed the title “process for facilitating collaboration building”. In fact this is a meta-process: (1) “process for facilitating”; (2) “collaboration building” 

Another important issue is who is one building collaboration for? Is it individuals or companies?

Furthermore the group discussed how to initiate collaboration. The issue is not how to operate, not how to optimise collaboration – just how to initiate. Triggers for collaboration can be for example: third/external party; changes in the business environment. Attention need to be paid to the factors that aid/ hinder initiating collaboration. The group also found that there is a need to find case examples of collaboration initiation. Perhaps based on such field work it is possible to develop an assessment/ checklist to be used for initiating collaboration.

The different types of collaboration was also discussed: new product development (NPD); supply chain (SC); planning (PSC). There is a need to compare and contrast

Finally assessment for collaboration was discussed. A method for developing the assessment for collaboration in a company or specific situation would be useful.

Agreed Task:

The group decided to continue working together on common working paper or conference paper. 

Provisional title: Assessment for PSC Collaboration
Abstract: 

How to assess an organisation’s collaboration effectiveness? From multiple perspectives: business, organisational, process, ICT, human, legal, etc. How should the assessment be adapted depending upon the type of collaboration (New Product Development, Supply Chain, Planning Scheduling & Control)? 

What existing approaches to assessing collaboration exist and can they be built on to develop an assessment for collaborative PSC? What method should be used/ developed for developing the assessment? Can an existing methodology be reused?

What is the theoretical model for assessing collaboration: capability, effectiveness, etc. Should a consistent framework/model of assessment be developed (eg. like the EFQM model or the CMM approach) and applied to all assessed topics/areas? This would be a kind of top-down approach to developing the assessment. Or should a bottom-up approach be adopted, where the assessment is built up from the individual questions/issues to be assessed into a whole?

What would be the process for carrying out the assessment: who would carry out the assessment (would it be independently assessed by someone external to the companies or would it be a form of self-assessment?). What kind of preparation/training would such assessors need? Can support for the assessment be provided by IT/software tools?

Is it possible and/or desirable to measure collaboration from an individual company perspective, or from the perspective of the collaboration?

3. Bullwhip mitigation in planning 

This subsection of the report is by Professor Jan C. Fransoo (coordinator), Technische Universiteit Eindhoven, Eindhoven, Netherlands

Composition of discussion group:

· Jan C. Fransoo , Technische Universiteit Eindhoven, Eindhoven, Netherlands

· Dieter Fischer, University of Applied Sciences Aargau, Windisch, Switzerland

· Zdenek Molnar, Czech Technical University, Prague, Czech Republic

· Philip Moscoso, IESE, Madrid, Spain

Agreed Task:

The group discussed a particular paper idea which is based on some theoretical research at Eindhoven (Fransoo). Fischer and Molnar are willing to collect empirical data to fill in that part of the paper. A provisional title and abstract of the paper are included below.

Provisional title: Mitigating the bullwhip: the role of humans in the planning process.

Abstract: 

In supply chain planning, the bullwhip (Forrester) effect describes the amplification of demand variation in the supply chain. It has been argued that the effect is partially caused by independent decision makers making uncoordinated decisions. In vertical planning coordination decisions, it has been demonstrated that a similar effect exists in a theoretical setting, which has been named by some as the planning bullwhip, and by others as lead time inflation. However, there are no empirical studies which have documented the existence of this effect. In this study, we suggest based on empirical data collected in two independent case studies, that the planning bullwhip is in effect mitigated by the human planners. Through coordinating their decisions at certain intervals, they are able to avoid this planning bullwhip. We suggest that an understanding of this mitigation process in vertically distributed decisions can be used to better design collaborative planning approaches in horizontally distributed decisions.

4. Different logics across businesses

This subsection of the report is written by Jane Guinery, Nottingham University Business School 
Composition of discussion group:

· Jane Guinery, Nottingham University Business School, Operations Management Division, Nottingham, UK

· Martina Berglund, Aducta i Linköping AB, Linköping, Sweden

· Anthony Theuma, University of Malta, Malta

Agreed Task:

The group discussed continuing the work on the topic by writing a working paper together. The work will commence in Summer 2005 and a working paper will be provided to the October 2005 HOPS meeting in Malta.
Provisional title: Knowledge Integration Roles: managing the commercial/production interface 
Key words:
Knowledge integration, Production planning, Decision making, Case study, Roles
Abstract:
It has been observed in manufacturing enterprises that decision making that translates and negotiates commercial and production requirements and interests is generally undertaken by people in production planning roles.

This paper sets out to establish the function and characteristics of such roles and to better understand to what extent and in what ways knowledge from different functional areas is integrated to inform and influence their decisions.

To achieve this a comparison of findings from two in-depth empirically based case studies on planners in woodworking and a case study in the steel making industry has been undertaken. These cases focus on decision makers that bridge commercial and production functions, in the former cases the role is performed by individuals, in the latter, where the organisation size is greater and the coordination of planning processes more complex, the equivalent planning role is performed by a cross functional team.

A third case study is provided as a comparison from which to generate novel concepts. It investigates the link roles observed within the pharmaceutical industry that translate a patent to product and vice-versa. Such roles similarly need to translate and negotiate requirements, this time between production and commercial requirements with negotiation between organisations (business and academia for example) in a competitive and often very disparate and disjointed environment. 

It is the intention that through the comparison of knowledge integration roles in cases with differing environments and purposes the nature of such roles can be explored to develop new and relevant theory. This theory, that’s application will be towards the development of improved production planning practice within businesses, may also potentially address collaborative planning practice in agile supply chains.

Activities and timescales

The authors will undertake the following work:

· Provide an initial outline of their own case study (approach and description categories for comparison – to be discussed)

· Undertake a comparative analysis that looks at the characteristics of the roles and establishes similarities and differences and potential causes

· Theory build from the information generated from the above analysis

· Identify relevant literature that challenges and/or supports theory/findings
5. Collaboration dynamics

This subsection is written by Jelka Meyer, TU Dresden.
Composition of discussion group:

· Toni Wäfler, University of Applied Sciences, Switzerland
· Jelka Meyer, TU Dresden, Institut für Arbeits- & Organisationspsychologie, Dresden, Germany
Agreed Task

The group decided to write together a paper outlining. The paper will be prepared for the meeting in Malta and provide a model of dynamics in collaborative planning as well as a suggestion for a semi-structured interview with planners.
Provisional title: Dynamics in collaborative planning

Abstract:

Collaborative planning in the case of supply chain management (SCM) is characterized by an exchange of sensitive information (e.g. details about production processes and costs) and hence requires a trustful co-operation between all partners. The process of planning itself and the people who are involved in it can be influenced by environmental and human factors. Due to changes in and of these factors dynamics in the process of collaborative planning may arise.

Dynamics in collaborative planning may result from change of the intensity of collaboration or quality of the relationship over a period of time. This development has different kinds of sources:

· •
Task

· (e.g. unclear task definition, change of product, additional information, complexity of tasks, uncertainty of development)

· •
Socio-technical structure

· (e.g. change of co-operation partners, tools for collaborative planning) 

· •
Human factors (planning team and contact persons at the companies)

· (e.g. dominance of one partner, fluctuation, priority of collaborative planning at the companies)

Changes of tasks, organizational structure or membership of planning team may lead to positive or negative consequences. Positive consequences could be trust in the partners and some kind of common ground for successful planning and innovative ideas. Lack of trust and engagement or destructive ways of working are likely negative consequences of dynamics in collaborative planning. Influences on the success of the collaborative planning process are expected.

6. Impact of CP on project management training

This subsection is written by Peter Williams, University of Limerick, Limerick, Ireland
Composition of discussion group:

· Peter Williams, University of Limerick, Limerick, Ireland

· Miroslav Majtan, University of Economics, Bratislava, Slovakia

· Stefan Marsina, University of Economics, Bratislava, Slovakia

Goal of discussion: 

To advance one/more aspects relating to the content of training provision, at whatever level, to develop skills appropriate to PSC, especially in context of collaborative planning, scheduling and control.

Summary: 

It emerged that the team had a special interest to focus on project management training/education. It was decided to do so in order to generate a concrete deliverable, rather than explore a broader range of issues. Based on their experiences in project management education, a set of knowledge items was set out, and a position for specialist knowledge/skills was identified.

Broad Issues

Target audience: 

Q: Short course for practitioners? - explore further. Prof Molnar (correct?) earlier provided a list of management techniques - mainly based on Toyota Production System - eg 6-σ, jidoka etc etc. Not explored more in this report.  

Q: Bachelor’s BSc level?  - no, candidates do not have the experience - suggests experience is a pre-requisite for the training in mind.

Q: Masters-level - eg MBA-level.

People strong in technical know-how or managerial power, but with little formal education in HOPS insights.

Specific Issues

· Change management - cultural differences - pressure on collaboration-building (raises need for)

· What skills/knowledge at what stages of team development (- forming/ norming/ storming/ performing/ adjourning)

· Cost committal  - proj mgt activities and benefits from improved PSC understanding, needed earlier in cycle. Need to focus on the constituency of people who are likely to be contributing at that point.

· Benefits from improved knowledge/understanding

· reduced errors - explicit design re-work, installed-system failures, consequent business losses

· better use of opportunities presented for target project (installed-system) success (exploration of alternatives-space)

· all within constraints of time, cost, output/quality specification

Schema:
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Suggested content

The content is general project management combined with PCS material produced by the other tasks in the working group. 
1st phase (Basics - students move to “think like a manager”)

· Introduction to Management Theory (Basics)

· Management Functions - planning, organising, staffing, controlling ...

· Systems approach to managerial work

· Strategic aspects of management work

· Costs and accounting 

· Financial management

· Personnel management (including communication, motivation and leadership)

· Time management

· Risk management

2nd Phase (MBA Level)

· Project management constraints
· Strategic aspects

· Cost and accounting in projects           in more detail than phase 1

· Financial management in projects

· Team building (in context of collaborative development projects)

· Time management

· Organizational behavior
· Project management techniques methods and procedures used in/on (?) the project extend with advanced engineering economy / systems engineering topics - process analysis, benefits estimation / systems modeling, marginal Benefit/Cost, cost-effectiveness, decision analysis under risk/uncertainty (emv/decision trees/options)

· After graduating from the 2nd phase, a candidate can apply for an EU certificate, graded as follows: 

· “D”
without practice; capable to work as a specialist in the project team

· “C”
3-5 years practice; capable to work as a project manager on simple projects 

· “B”
5 years of practice on complex projects. capable to be a project manager on a complex project.

· “A”
5 years of practice on a large international, multi-cultural project as a team member. Capable of being a project director or program manager.

· B, C, D levels are suitable for PSC (collaboration development)

· Primarily focus on “ordinary project manager, class C”

Question:

· Should we view project managers as becoming design experts, or hirers-in of design experts. If the latter, then an appreciation of the issues is required; if the former, then maybe they need to do another degree! (is this a valid point?) 

Not specified at this point:

1. Details of HOPS-specific issues

2. How to refine/distil them for a project management audience

3. Entry-level qualifications (assume already a graduate of something); value to experience, qualifications, EU-generality, Bologna?.

4. Address balance of orientation to business-management, engineering and social-science (see discussions under WG3/A Shared Terminology/Concepts - “HOPSOPAEDIA”; and also WG1/phase one/A - bridging world views).

Detailed work to do

1. address “not specified at this point” points

2. develop learning outcomes (learning objectives) and how to achieve them (means) - or at least guidelines for the balance of levels - eg as between “appreciation” and “application” competencies.
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Agreed Tasks:

1. Identification of specific questions to work on:  

(I). In training educating project managers, what learning outcomes, HOPS-centred, should project managers possess, in addition to basic grounding in general project management, in order to make the most of the opportunities prevented and to avoid major errors of the past, and how should they be provided in a formal course.

The focus is more on once-off projects, rather than on-going operations management.

(II). At the other end of the training/education spectrum, if training/re-training in a company context, how can HOPS-based insights best be promoted? As a point of reference, consider ground-level improvement methods such as six-sigma, lean, quality-function deployment in which a human-centred approach is taken to raising and resolving quality, resource-use efficiency problems, product effectiveness problems. This raises the issue of how to design short courses and specify qualification levels, and how to integrate with company strategy.
2. Deliverables:

A literature review paper on the subject for the Malta event, referring to course content.

Appendix 2: Report of break-out group discussion
By Craig Shepherd
Stimulated by the two articles (de Kok et al., 2005; Smaros 2004) a variety of general observations and potential ideas for future research were discussed by the group.  The first 3 items were singled out as priorities.  The others are catalogued here for completeness, and to provide a repository of ideas:

1. Outsourcing, CP tools and SCP were all mentioned in the 2 articles discussed in the working group.  Recent research into modern manufacturing practices has highlighted the need for ‘bundling’ of manufacturing practices, or greater appreciation of the need for synergy between them (Wood et al., 2004; MacDuffie 1995).  The implication is that a more holistic approach that examines the combined effect of these practices is required, rather than examining them in isolation.

2. Developing models for understanding and building collaborations was identified as a priority by the group.  Such models would focus on understanding how the different/common needs and agendas influence the process of planning and forecasting. 

3. Developing contingency models for understanding the dynamic relationships between collaborators was highlighted as a priority.  Such models would recognise that there is no ‘one best way’ for managing supply chain relationships.
4. The integration between ERP systems and collaborative planning tools was mooted as a potential avenue for future research in light of the ubiquity of ERP systems in large companies.  For example, 70% of FTSE 1000 companies have implemented them in some form (Yin et al., 2002).

5. The general observation was made (with reference to the article by de Kok et al., 2005) whether cost was being taken into account by Phillips during the design of the electrical components they produce?

6. The participants agreed that it would have been interesting to hear more about the micro politics of implementing the new advanced planning and scheduling system within Phillips (de Kok et al., 2005)

7. The role of power and politics in collaborative scheduling and planning activities was thought to be deserving of greater recognition

8. The timeframe of collaborations was highlighted as an issue.  Building trust between supply chain partners is a time and resource intensive process. It was observed that these collaborations are never indefinite, and that in dynamic environments they may be relatively short term.  Therefore, the issue raised was that how can trusting relationships be developed in such a dynamic environment?

9. The question was raised whether there can be collaborative planning beyond dyads?

10. Formal agreements (contracts) play a role in collaboration, as they build in accountability and trust

11. The role of planning teams in promoting the efficiency of the planning process was offered as a potential avenue for future research

12. The issue was raised whether forecasting was always possible due to high turnover of new products in some industries and very short product lifecycles

13. It was questioned whether developing generic collaborative planning forecasting models was realistic given the vastly differing contexts of different market sectors

14. For SME’s with limited resources implementing some planning techniques and forecasting tools would simply not be pragmatic.  The social and technical costs of collaborations were highlighted as a major issue for SME’s.

15. Whilst simulation studies and case studies are established methods in the CBFR domain, it was pointed out that there may be the potential for a benchmarking survey to look at the uptake and effectiveness of CBFR initiatives internationally.
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