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Appendix 3

Management Issues, Principles And Structures 

The study does not propose a detailed management structure.  These specifications require further consideration, as part of a Business Plan.  Nevertheless, some general suggestions can be put forward.  

First, some generic issues of ethos and method, as a basis for thinking through subsequent steps:   

· How to cater to the size and geo-cultural diversity of the hemisphere?  Cultural realities are sub-regional and although there is a range of generic needs – that are in fact global – the different sub-regional and linguistic groupings will require a management system that caters to diverse demands and capacities while keeping the administrative burden as light as possible. 
· How to maintain the involvement of stakeholders?   This issue would arise beyond the initial stage, during which a consultation process will have systematically obtained the views and perceptions of all actors concerning their expectations and contributions.  Continuity needs to be incorporated into the management structure and methods of operation in order to imbue these stakeholders with a continued sense of responsibility and participation.

· How to build a team and develop partnerships?  These will be essential to the health of the observatory, all the more so because of the wide geographical spread of collaborators and the fact that they will not by have a routine of daily office work together to develop bonds and team dynamics. Developing partnerships that will last long enough to ensure collaboration on tasks depends on the success of the team building.  This will in turn depend on the following issues.  

· How to make clear responsibilities and stakes? Inevitably, because of its geographical scope and the nature of its content, the structure of the observatory will be something of an octopus -- with sub-regional, national, advisory or thematic focal points or groups of different sorts. For this reason, the management structure must reflect the responsibilities of the individuals and institutions and the stakes involved. The responsibilities will need to be reasserted regularly despite the fact that they will not be able to develop and negotiate this regularly on a face to face level. The stakes can be made more tangible if a structure clearly shows the inputs to the observatory and its outputs (benefits to stakeholders). Also because of this octopus-like structure each element will need to be given the room to work creatively and according to the nature of its focus while working in collusion towards shared goals.

· How to optimize internal communication? A system for communicating aims, plans, progress and prospects within the observatory  will be essential.  It should be organized on the basis of what ‘must’, ‘should’, or ‘could’ be known so as not to saturate staff with information. Good communication is essential to building mutual trust and partnership and to ensuring these without regular face to face meetings. So the structure of the observatory should make clear who is communicating what information to whom and the channels available for feedback and response.

As regards the core function of information and knowledge management, which will require people with the requisite skills, there will be technical requirements related to the use of information technology. An expert will need to assess these technical requirements and recommend the hardware and software needed.  These requirements should take into account not only the observatory’s objectives but also the technological resources of  its partners and beneficiaries.  The imperatives of quality and performance will need to be reconciled with the means and conditions available.
In a nutshell, the management structure should be as simple as possible yet do justice to many distinct demands and issues. Particularly in the pilot phase, such a stance would help test links, communication channels, and feasibility and allow the structure to be molded by emerging needs rather than impose a structure that sets out to meet predetermined needs.  The following general principles may therefore be set out. These have been especially envisaged so as to help test links, communication channels, and feasibility and allow the management structure that is adopted to be molded by emerging needs.   The management of the observatory would have to:   
· Be flat and flexible. The structure must be malleable, also adapting to needs and challenges as they emerge. This in turn requires a flat structure. The diversity of stakeholders and its geographical scope will require communication links to be short and direct so that changes can be made quickly and priorities consulted and communicated. 

· Have clearly defined functional and content communication paths. Participating institutions and individuals need to have communication channels with the laboratory according to functional needs and content. Since the initial priority of the laboratory will be related to the management of information, responsibilities and communication mechanisms around this function have to be very clearly defined.

· Foster multitasking and specialization, staffed by individuals who are polyvalent and multilingual, able to perform research as well as action functions.

· Be effectively decentralized as regards information, reflection and dissemination, with short and responsive chains of command.  

On the basis of these general considerations, the two models may be put forward.  

Management Structure Model A


The diagram shows a Coordination Team in a single office/seat and an Implementation Team (not necessarily located in one place), supervised by an Advisory Board (which would of course be outside the management team, i.e. not constitute the staff of the entity).  A fourth, more informal grouping, here termed Information Resources, could be organized  either according to content (i.e. artists’ rights, cultural industries, development, etc)  or types of sources (i.e. governmental, research, NGO, etc.). This would allow for all the participating individuals to integrate a range of content and communication responsibilities that the observatory will have to assume.  

The Coordination Team would focus on the functioning of the different groups of actors (that they meet when they have to, meet deadlines, produce quality work, are paid according to contracts).  It would and maintain and develop relationships with the Information Resources (that these are kept up to date about the work of the observatory, that they are given a channel to communicate activities that they would like to carry out along the lines of the observatory’s objectives). This team should be composed of an Executive Director or Coordinator supported by 3 persons, 1 responsible for the Advisory Board and the Implementation Team, 1 responsible for the Information Resources, and 1 administrative assistant, who would also take charge of outgoing communications.  If and when necessary this team can be temporarily enhanced with technical experts in web design and communication or archiving and database creation.

The Advisory Board would be the content steering committee.   In order to respect the principles of decentralization, flatness and flexibility and keep chains of communication short, members should have direct relationships with members of the Implementation Team. The rationale is that they could put their knowledge and experience to use best by directly advising the persons collecting information and reporting and help to open doors when necessary. These relationships could be established according to geographical or thematic lines depending on how the observatory decides to focus its information gathering.

The Implementation Team would do the ‘leg work’, with each team member responsible for a sub-region or theme and working to access information and create channels for information sharing. These individuals would then also be in a position to report periodically on their specific situations and progress to both the Coordination Team and the Advisory Board.   While team members might be expected to be physically located in the same office (or at least the same city) as the Coordination Team, it is probably preferable in this case to see them geographically dispersed in the different sub-regions, provided that strong communications ties are established internally and with the other players.  Team members could be researchers, consultants, or graduates but even if they are not ‘salaried’ workers it is important to create a sense of some security and permanence in the team.

The Information Resources could be organized according to geographic or thematic sub-groupings and depending on the feedback and relations that are established in the first phases of the observatory’s activities these groupings can be more or less formal. The idea behind the division is to clarify responsibilities and priorities for the other two groups and avoid overlap.  

Benefits and detriments

The benefits of this structure are its flatness, strong team building potential, short communication chains. 

The detriments are that individuals are dispersed, a great deal hinges on the work of the Implementation Team and formal structures are not set up at the national or sub-regional levels.

Management Structure Model B (more ambitious)

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



In this configuration there would be an overarching Coordination Team, working with an Advisory Board and a localized Information Management Team. The Regional or Thematic Committees would organize their information collection and feed in their results to the central body. 

The Coordination Team in this case would have permeable divisions with sub-teams. It would ensure that the recommendations of the Advisory Board are communicated to them together with objectives and priorities, and that the information gathered meets the desired criteria and deadlines. As such it would act as a liaison between the Advisory Board and the Committees. It could be made up of an Executive Director or General Coordinator and at least 2 other specialists, with 1 person handling liaison with the Committees, and 1 administrative assistant. 

The Information Management Team would be in charge of organizing, collecting and distributing the information fed to it by the Committees. The Information Management Team would require 3 persons, 2 for data collection, organization and archiving (perhaps some assessment) and 1 person in charge of outgoing communication of information.                   

The Regional or Thematic Committees would have to be structured according to cultural sector sub-fields or according to sub-regions, depending on the make-up of the Advisory Board in part and of the possible utilization of existing resources. A sub-regional sub division seems the most straightforward as it would permit the development of partnerships and collaborations between institutions and stakeholders. This approach might avoid, but should not ignore, the pitfalls of definitional divergences. On the other hand a thematic sub-division would directly address this issue… These Committees could be housed in existing sub-regional or national observatories or like institutions. Each Committee should be composed of at least two persons including 1 focal point, they should share tasks of coordinating stakeholders and information gathering in their area, relay this and report to the Coordinating Team.  The coordination of stakeholders would include developing relations with these and identifying information sources. As a variant, the Committees could rotate within the sub-regions so that each year a different institution in the region houses the focal point.  This would also enhance the sense of participation and responsibility of the host institution, particularly if they are asked to provide and equipped office and contribute to the cost of maintaining the Committee.  

Benefits and detriments

The benefits of this structure are that information is centralized while at the same time creating the possibility for the creation of sub-regional information center structures and involving local, national and sub-regional institutions.

The possible detriments are the risk of the ‘silo’ phenomenon as regards the sub-themes or fields.  Communication between the Advisory Board and the implementation side of activities would not be direct.  The creation of structures at a sub-regional level might lead to feelings of competition amongst countries and/or institutions.  The use of sub-regional structures both strengthens links with local and regional institutions and decentralizes the formal structure; this would also lead to a multiplied need for human and material resources… 

For the pilot phase

Staffing 

The full complement of staff envisaged in the two proposals does not necessarily have to be attained during the pilot phase.  The pilot phase staff could be reduced to 5-6 people if enough voluntary contribution in kind is be mustered from national ministries, cultural institutions such as museums, universities, existing observatories and similar bodies, etc. This would be a version of Proposal A, which provides for the most direct communication channels and flexibility.  Two variants are possible:

A.  Basic Core  (5-6 core staff + consultancies)

The Coordination and Implementation Teams would be combined into:  a Coordination Team of 2 (Executive Director and Administrative Assistant) working with 3-4 regional/thematic officers collecting, organizing, analyzing and disseminating information. Advisors on technical, political, theoretical or other subjects could then be brought in periodically on a needs basis.  

The benefits would be low staffing costs, very direct communication and a tight knit group.  The detriments would arise from the difficulty of tapping regional, local, institutional realities without spending some time working within and with them directly.  

B.
Basic Core decentralized + Advisory Board (6-7 people)

Coordination Team of 3 (Executive Director and 2 Administrative Assistants)

In this format, the Advisory Board would volunteer work (time) of the kind that would have been expected of the Implementation Team.  But it would have to be served by an administrative assistant responsible for co-ordination.  Board members would have to build a relationship with their corresponding implementation team member.

An Implementation Team of 3-4 people would be crucial here in scouting, testing, evaluating the available resources and the possible communication and cooperation channels. They could work like satellites in their respective sub-regions or themes and maintain regular communication with the advisory team, occasionally with other Implementation Team members and send their information reports and evaluations to the Coordination Team. 

This option would require less expense in terms of consultancy contracts, probably more for travel expenses and about the same for staff.

Costs (for the minimal variant A) 

Hub Salaries (Coordination Team)

Executive Director

$50,000 + benefits

Administrative Assistant
$25,000 + benefits

Rent



   
    6,000  (@ $500/mo)  

Utilities


  
    4,000   


Internet/portal maintenance
 
    3,000  

Office supplies



    1,500

Postage



    1,500

Car rental


  
    6,000

Travel

6 trips/yr @ $800/trip

      
   4,800

Lodging @ $500/trip

      
   3,000

Meals @ $200/trip

      
   1,200



Sub-total                      106,000 +

Regional Officer Salaries $25,000 x 5 = 105,000 + benefits 

2 trips+lodging+meals @$1500x5=
      7,500

Cable for internet @$100/mo x5=
      6,000

Telephone @$50/mo x5=

      3,000

Postage @ $200/yr x5 =

      1,000



Sub-total

 122,500 +

GRAND TOTAL
                        250,000 + (approx.)

NB.  First year set up costs in addition:  office set-up, computer+software, portal  = $15,500
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