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Final Report {cont.)

Introduction

The Dr. Phillips Center for the Performing Arts (heretofore the Center), located in downtown
Orlando, is Central Florida’s preeminent cultural facility. Although it had its origins as far back
as the mid-90s it achieved real traction until about 2003. For the next 11 years, through the
efforts of many people continual progress was made until its current facility was opened in
November of 2014. The design for the new venue was revealed in August of 2008 with
groundbreaking taking place in June of 2011, The facility features a 2,700-seat amplified hall
for Broadway theater-class play events and a 300-seat venue for smaller shows and events. A
third theater, a 1,700-seat acoustic hall for ballet, operas and orchestral performances, will
begin construction in 2016, with a completion date sometime in late 2018. The venue will cost
$514 million, with the completion of this third theater, Two-thirds of the funding comes from
public funds with the other third coming from private donations, including a large grant from
the Dr. P. Phillips Foundation, the philanthropic organization funded through the estate of Dr.
Phillip Phillips, and revenue producing programming.

The challenge for the Center is that its original conception not only had the goal of creating
ready access to cultural engagement for the community but also to be a force for economic
development and enhance the downtown Orlando brand. With these three goals in mind, the
Center’s formulation and construction had to be more sophisticated than most performing arts
centers in the nation. In addition, from the outset it was clear the Center, while chartered as a
501c non-profit enterprise, would need to rely on both earned revenue as well as significant
contributed revenue to sustain itself in a community unaccustomed to a first class cultural
enterprise and perhaps not even sure it was needed.

Several barriers were overcome to create the Center in the first place, not the least of which
were relatively difficult economic conditions at its inception. Add to this the fact that the
building was “delivered” just one week before its formal opening and it is no wonder that
proper hiring and training needed for the opening were huge challenges. For example, many of
the early hires not experienced in the mechanics and dynamics of a start-up organization,
despite their background in the performing arts industry, were not fully prepared for the pace
and demands required to operate quickly and smoothly. Yet, their departures were not well-
received by the community at large as well as some of the Board members. Other positions
have turned over more than normal as well. The quick growth of the Center and the high
expectations around the community for a first class performance arts facility have put
heightened pressure on its Board, the CEO and senior staff to move at a pace often difficult to
manage. Despite these challenges, thus far the Center has performed remarkably well with a
93% customer experience satisfaction evaluation conducted by an independent third party
survey firm.
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Final Report (cont.)

Nonetheless, with a major fund raising campaign on the horizon for the second construction
phase of the Center, the day-to-day operations must operate smoothly so efforts can be
devoted to these fund raising needs. As a result, the CEQ, in agreement with members of the
Executive Committee, thought it would be important to better understand how the Center can
be best structured to meet these needs. Therefore, they asked for a study of the current
structure and leadership of the Center to determine their appropriateness for moving forward.
This report highlights the findings of several interviews with key stakeholders of the
organization and offers recommendations for moving forward.

it will offer its conclusions based on the relatively limited amount of data obtained with the
hope it will provide enough information for the Board to take the necessary action to address
the challenges facing the current and future status of the Center.

The research conducted focused on four “high-level” objectives:

¢ Identify the critical strategic growth drivers of the operation that demand leadership
excellence for its successful achievement.

e Determine the organizational capabilities required to successfully deliver on its short
and long term goals.

¢ Determine the leadership capacity most likely to provide the organization with the
capabilities it needs to achieve its growth plans.

* Recommend alterations and improvements to the organization’s structure and
leadership representing best industry practices that will meet the needs of the Center,

Methodology

In addition to acquiring background information about the Center’s evolution and current
mission, vision and programming, 15 hour-long interviews were conducted with key
stakeholders of the organization. Four of these were with Executive Committee members of the
Board, three with external consultants currently working with the Center, and eight with
current senior staff members including the Center’s CEO.

An interview protocol was created and vetted with both the CEO and VP of People and Culture
to make sure the appropriate questions were asked and to maintain consistency across the
interviews. For the external consultants and Board members, certain questions were purposely
not addressed since they had more to do with the internal workings of the Center, most
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Final Report {cont.)

germane to the staff. The protocol was divided into five sections, each with several questions.
These were: Strategy, Structure/Roles, Mission/Vislon/Values/Culture, Change, and the Future.

Detailed notes were taken by the project lead and interviewer, Dr. Stephen Cohen, and then
consolidated to represent various themes that surfaced. To maintain confidentiality, which was
guaranteed, the results presented below do not identify any specific individuals or represent
specific verbatim phrases or wording that might be readily associated with any of the individual
interviewees.

Organizational Frameworks DA A : ' :

Before discussing observations and results of this project, it is important to clarify some going in
assumptions about how organizations operate, change and grow. Offered below are six overall
frameworks with which to view almost all organizations and their best practices. These served
as lenses through which the subsequent recommendations are made for the Center.

SWOT Analysis

The initial questions in the interview process, under the Strategy heading, identified people’s
perceptions of the Center’s Strengths, Weaknesses, Threats and Opportunities. This is a
common mode/ for assessing where an organization is currently, i.e. Strengths and Weaknesses,
and what it needs to understand about its future, i.e. Threats and Opportunities. It is important
for highly effective organizations to not only understand these factors but to be relatively
aligned across all stakeholders involved with the business. Alignment is necessary to efficiently
and effectively move forward as a total team, collaborating at every step to optimize and
leverage its collective wisdom.

7-S Approach

While the focus of this initiative was primarily on the overall structure of the Center, it is very
tempting to regard an organization’s structure as if it stood alone uninfluenced by the
environment and culture surrounding it. The dynamics of any organization are interwoven and
integrated so as to work, or not, together. This was the very premise of McKinsey & Company’s,
“7-S” approach to organizational effectiveness introduced in the 1980s and still today used as a
tool to evaluate how organizations operate. The basic premise of the model is there are seven
internal aspects of an organization that need to be aligned if it is to be successful, only one of
which is structure. This framework was introduced to address the critical role of coordination in
organizational effectiveness.

The 7-S model can be used in a wide variety of situations where an alignment perspective is
useful, for example, to help an organization:

. improve its performance;
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Final Report (cont.)

. examine the tikely effects of future changes within a company;
. align departments and processes during a merger or acquisition;
° determine how best to implement a proposed strategy.

The 7-S model can be applied to elements of a team or a project as well, and involves seven
interdependent factors which are categorized as either "hard" or "soft" elements:

Hard Elements

Shared Values

Strategy Skills
Structure Style
Systems Staff

"Hard" elements are easier to define or identify and management can directly influence them.
These are strategy statements, organization charts and reporting lines, formal processes, and IT
systems. "Soft" elements, on the other hand, can be more difficult to describe, and are less
tangible and more influenced by culture, However, these soft elements are as important as the
hard elements if the organization is going to be successful. The model presented in Figure 1

below depicts the interdependency of the elements and indicates how a change in one affects
all the others.

Figure 1. The McKinsey 7S Model

Struclure
Stratagy Systems,
Shared
Values
Skiits ' Style

Stafl

220616, SLO for Phillips Cenlor Page 1 6



Final Report (cont.)

More specifically, these elements are defined in the following way:

e Strategy: the plan devised to maintain and build competitive advantage over the
competition.

¢ Structure: the way the organization is organized and who reports to whom.

o Systems: the daily activities and procedures that staff members engage in to get the job
done.

e Shared Values: called "superordinate goals" when the model was first developed, these
are the core values of the company that are evidenced in the corporate culture and the
general work ethic,

o Style: the style of leadership adopted.

e Staff: the employees and their general capabilities.

o Skills: the actual skills and competencies of the employees working for the company.

Placing Shared Values in the middle of the model emphasizes these values are central to the
development of all the other critical elements. The company's structure, strategy, systems,
style, staff and skills all stem from why the organization was originally created, and what it
stands for. The original vision of any company has typically been formed from the values of its
creators. As the values change, so do all the other elements. The 7-S framework is referenced to
simply illustrate the complexity of organizations and that today, more than ever, structure alone
doesn’t define organizational effectiveness, no matter how well it is orchestrated.

Growth Curve

In 1973 philosopher and scientist George Ainsworth-Land wrote a Pulitzer prize nominated
book entitled Grow or Die. In it, he posed the “theory of transformation” which has become a
cornerstone in the strategic planning and organizational transformation efforts of companies
throughout the world. The underpinning belief proposed is that growth is the most basic and
universal of all drives, whether biological, psychological, chemical, physical or cultural.
Furthermore, it has been a long standing intrinsic drive of our ancestors. Without getting into
the theory’s details, however intriguing, Ainsworth-Land suggests the application of this theory
to the growth of organizations which, like nature, grow through a process of de- and re-
construction of all its components in a pattern of formation, self-imitation, success, and then
renewal by repeating this process. If renewal doesn’t take place the organism simply dies. It is
at this point that he addresses how change occurs as a series of interlocking Sigmoid curves (S-
curves) each with two or three points when the rules of survival change if the entity is to
continue growing. The Phases, depicted in the Figure below, are: 1, Formative 2. Normative;
and 3. Transformative. Phase 1 is characterized by experimentation during which the
organization attempts to find a connection with its environment. In the Center’s case it was,
and to some extent still is, trying to determine if there is a connection between its offer and the
marketplace. Some organizations can die at this point before finding that connection, true of
many start-ups that never quite make it to market.
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At this point, assuming this first phase is navigated successfully, the rules change requiring
replication and creation of normative patterns responsible for how the business needs to
conduct itself to be sustainably successful. Organizations successful in Phase 2 will continue on
a path of continued growth limited only by the resources available to support it. But eventually
these resources for success get consumed or become irrelevant for continued success as the
market conditions change and/or get more demanding. Sometimes, this is caused by the “fat
and happy” syndrome. Why change when everything else is going well? If it ain’t broke, don’t
break it! But, in order to progress, keep pace, and jump over any resource barriers, something
has to break. This is where innovation or reinvention and integration/transformation enter the
picture and where some significant change must take place to avoid yet a fourth phase,
Decline/Dying. Ainsworth-Land calls this a bifurcation, or division of something into two
branches or parts. At the top of the S-Curve the business either moves forward through a
plateau characterized by stagnant performance and then begins to decline rapidly, or gets re-
invented and starts Phase 1 again, repeating the transition to Phase 2, and eventually
bifurcating again before ever getting to true Decline. And, a new S-Curve is born.

The conclusion drawn from Ainsworth-Land’s theory is that growth is not only required for long
term success, but must be considered realistic or it will die in all its temporary glory. The truth
of the matter is growth can also be painful in so many ways if not managed effectively. While
growth appears to be most desirable given the alternative, there is always the chance that
highly accelerated and successful growth can come with downsides. That is, a business can be
so successful and grow so fast that it hasn’t adequately prepared itself to deal with its growth
pace and thus falls into that black hole of what is known as a “success-disaster.” The irony of
success potentially breeding failure, or the success-disaster paradigm, makes building and
sustaining a business a long and hard process, and not for those of faint heart. Sounds like one
of those problems every business would like to address, but it will be a problem when the
wherewithal, bandwidth or tools to manage the growth are not readily available. The result is
as fast a fall from the top of the hill as the rise to it. The lesson is: growth needs to be managed

Page | 8
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Final Report (cont.)

and planned just as any strategy might be laid out for the next year or so. Not doing so will
likely result in the failure of success.

Leadership Style

Perhaps the single most paramount factor to successfully operating any organization and ultimately
successfully growing, assuming its offer has found an attractive and responsive market, is the
leadership of the business. There is little question the buck stops with the top of the house, i.e. the
Boards and their CEOs. Since CEOs report to Boards they should reflect the long term strategy of the
Board and be the primary person for communicating that strategy to the organization and ultimately
overseeing how it gets effectively executed. As has been concluded from considerable research on
organizational leadership, the way an organization operates and its success is almost always a one-
to-one relationship with how the top leader thinks, acts and interacts. Therefore, the organization’s
culture and behavior is typically a direct mirror reflection of its CEQ. To the extent these aren’t
aligned, the organization will become relatively dysfunctional.

We won't take the time to review the literature on leadership theory and practice other than to say
it is relatively conclusive on a number of points: 1) there are recognized styles and approaches to
how people lead; 2) these vary on a continuum of task-focused to relationship-focused; 3) ideal
leadership combines elements of both styles that are situationally appropriate for not only each
individual direct report but for the organization as a whole; 4) both visionary leadership and
operational capability are simultaneously required to drive sustainable success; 5) some leaders are
more effective at certain stages of an organization’s growth than others; and 6) the most effective
leaders, as measured by continually increasing stakeholder value, demonstrate expert listening skills,
decisiveness, vulnerability and humility.

Talent Management

Itis common knowledge today that people are an organization’s most important asset. No matter
what the vision, mission, values or strategy, an organization’s human resources are responsible for
executing on each, and in so doing behaving in a way consistent with achieving these. This is even
more important for community-based non-profit organizations who by definition represent the face
of the community.

There are many models on how to most effectively manage talent to optimize its capabilities. Clearly
people must possess the necessary experience, expertise and competency to deliver on an
organization’s promise. This starts at the top of the organization and trickles down to every
employee. To the extent they are all competent in their particular areas, an organization will run
smoothly. But, talent management is a complicated endeavor as it involves many pieces of an
integrated puzzle to achieve performance excellence. It, of course, all starts with a clear definition of
on-job performance roles and expectations. Once these are clarified, they become the foundation
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for selecting, appraising, developing and retaining talent within the organization. The more
specialized the business, the more difficult it will be to find, develop and retain the right people at
the right time for the right price. Without the systems in place to effectively and efficiently execute
these phases of talent management, any organization is likely to fail both in the short and long term.
In brief, people matter. They form the culture that either creates a high performing organization or
readily undermines it. And, as management guru Peter Drucker once said: “culture eats strategy for
breakfast.”

Board Governance

Any assessment of the inner workings of an organization is likely to be complex because of the
myriad of viewpoints from different types of stakeholders. This is particularly the case with
relatively large Boards of some 25+ people, many of whom may not be very active participants.
In general, it is typical that a significantly smaller sized Executive Committee runs the Board
even though many other Board members provide active input. The common challenge often
emerging, particularly with non-profit Boards, is the level of detail in which they operate.
Boards, by definition, are assembled to help guide their organization’s strategic future. But
there is always the tendency for Board members to be drawn to engage in the day-to-day
operations even though they aren’t often privy to the details of these operations. Some defend
these actions as justified by the very invitation to be on the Board in the first place, particularly
for those who have made significant financial contributions. There is a fine balance between
guiding at a high strategic level and working on the operations, but in general Boards should
conduct themselves with a strategic rather than tactical mindset.

Leading corporate Board consultant Ram Charan and his colleagues have identified three
overall Board responsibilities in their book Boards That Lead (Harvard Business School
Publishing Corporation, Boston, MA, 2014): The Duty of Care, The Duty of Loyalty and The Duty
of Leadership, defined below

* The Duty of Care: requiring directors to exercise reasonable caution in executing Board
responsibilities that could harm others if not performed well.

* The Duty of Loyalty: requiring directors to exercise good fiduciary judgment on behalf of the
stockholders/stakeholders.

* The Duty of Leadership: requiring directors to facilitate transformation by building on market
trends and pioneering advances in other companies.

Within this framework, these authors offer advice on when and how the most effective Boards
conduct themselves,

* When to Take Charge
v" Central idea
v Selection of CEO
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v’ Board competence, architecture and modus operandi
v’ Ethics and integrity
v Compensation architecture

*  When to Partner

Strategy, capital allocation

Financial goals, shareholder value, stakeholder balance
Risk appetite

Resource allocation

Talent development

Culture of decisiveness

AN N NN YA

*  When to Stay Out of the Way
Execution

Operations

Areas of delegated authority
Non-strategic decisions
Excluded by Board charter

AN NI NN

As is readily noted, the recommendation for Boards is clearly to stay at a high strategic versus a low
tactical level in conducting their business.

What follows are the observations, and subsequent recommendations, based on these six
frameworks, each of which is particularly relevant to the long term success of the Center.

SWOT Analysis

The good news is that despite the three different constituency groups interviewed (i.e. Board
members, internal staff and external consultants), there was significant strategic alignment on
the Center’s current strengths, weaknesses, threats and opportunities. Below is a brief synopsis
of the common themes that emerged.

Strengths

Clearly the Center’s physical facility is perhaps the strongest point. It appears little expense was
spared and it is extremely attractive with multi-use capability. Customers thus far have been
very satisfied with not only the facility but the programming as well, as demonstrated by the
.consistently high attendance since its opening. All in all, the customer experience is a significant
strength of the Center. Furthermore, the community has embraced the Center and the good
will it has provided. It is certainly a strong pride point in a community that has many other
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' competitive entertainment options, but the Center appears to be successfully complementing
the Amway Center and the variety of local theme park industry stalwarts, even though none of
them are performance arts centers, per se.

There is also a feeling a huge amount of top talent and expertise exists amongst the staff, most
of whom have a strong passion for the arts and as a result are employed at the Center because
they want to be there, and have a “can do” attitude believing they can make the Center a
nationally competitive place for the arts. Finally, the vision for the Center has been achieved at
least in this first phase and fundraising has been a very successful venture.

Weaknesses

k_gecause of the heightened community expectations and the fast-paced nature required of the
Center to meet theseéit shouldn’t be surprising that the workplace environment feels reactive
and chaotic without the benefit of much planning, resulting in frequent and quick changes
making it difficult to maintain accountability. As a result, people may be losing focus as they are
asked to move on to new tasks before fully completing ones they have already been assigned.
Many people realize this is a consequence of the Center’s fast-paced growth but have been
willing to live with it as a fact of life, despite the fact it can be particularly frustrating to work in
such an environment,

Leading in such an environment is challenging to say the least. Job roles aren’t always clear and
the absence of formal talent management processes such as performance reviews make it
difficult to manage the business. These factors have contributed to some sense of internal
strife that has been difficult to manage out, despite the fact the organization is still relatively
young and learning. Some people logically prefer not to work in such an environment which
may be the reason for relatively high senior management turnover. Lastly, as noted, the Board
hasn’t yet fully figured out its strategic versus tactical role.

Threats

Amongst the most mentioned threats to the Center’s future was of course financial risk and
sustainability. Associated with this is the challenging community relations and media scrutiny.
The concern is the potential impact on fundraising efforts and the ability to complete the next
building phase. In addition, some concerns were voiced about the threat inherent in the fact
that at some point the “newness” of the Center will wear off and the potential impact this will
have on its future.

As noted above as a weakness, internal turmoil and strife is an obvious threat to the long term
sustainability of the organization. This involves people’s willingness to be and work as a team,
clarity of job roles, better planning, and more effective leadership all of which will impact to
overall stability of the business.
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Opportunities

Finally, the opportunities for the future of the Center included words like “endless,” “all
upside,” and “raising the arts bar,” but only if the leadership is in position, a healthy work
environment is established, people work collaboratively, proper contingency planning take
place, and people are rewarded, promoted and motivated. Once the organization gets better
settled in opportunities such as the community education and arts program, an increased
commitment to food and beverage service, and the successful completion of Phase 2 will
continue to serve the community and region well.

7-S Framework

The three most relevant elements of the 7-S Framework for this initiative are “shared values,”
“structure,” and “style,” representing culture/work ethic, reporting relationships, and
leadership, respectively, Which influences or causes the other is less important than the fact
they are very interdependent. In the case of the Center, however, it appears these three
elements are intricately intertwined and in fact may be interfering with optimizing any of them
individually. For example, there is a very strong work ethic at the Center largely centered
around an incredibly strong commitment to the arts and to bringing them to a community
relatively starving for such, but for whom the Center has become a major pride point for the
city and region.

The employees interviewed all said they fully understood their roles and had enough resources
to carry these out effectively. Most of the senior staff has some, if not a lot, of experience in the
arts and entertainment industry and have been attracted to the Center for its vision of “arts for
every life.” Since its opening the Center has received national kudos and accolades and more
recently was included in a group of three other internationally recognized performing arts
establishments: Lincoln Center, Kennedy Center and L.A. Music Center, to host a National
Dance Day sponsored by the Dizzy Feet Foundation.

On the surface, at least, there appears to be significant shared values. Having said this, there
also appears to be considerable discord within the senior leadership ranks on how to execute
against this vision and complementary mission “to provide an inspirational, creative place to
love to be and where people love to work.” Unfortunately, almost everyone interviewed agreed
that the Center was definitely a place where people, i.e. customers, loved to be, but not
necessarily where people liked to work, particularly because of its initial state of chaos. And
while the culture at the Center was often characterized as “inspirational,” “fun,” “determined,”
“challenging/not monotonous”, it was also described as “chaotic,” and “reactive.” Descriptions
included frustrating, and lack of planning and documentation requiring re-work.

When asked what values the Center espoused the most frequently mentioned word was
“kindness.” But, not everyone felt the Center was living this value as well as it could; perhaps
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. another sign of growing pains. Another word often mentioned was “accountability” as a value
that also wasn’t felt to be as present as it could be. The gogd news is employees value
customer centricity and feel everyone has good intentions{ Most, if not everyone, agreed the
Center would never be where it is today without the foresight, vision, brilliance and tenacity of
its CEQ. She has taken a vision of the city from 13 years ago and converted into a first class
facility that is attracting national recognition. And, customer satisfaction evaluations are
bearing this out along with attendance records. The community couldn’t be more pleased with
the offer. So what is the root cause of such g generally uncontained chaos defined by significant
turnover since the Center opened its doors? Pne explanation is the turnover may have been
due to an initial poor selection process forcéd to fill slots with highly experienced people in the
performing arts industry, who were unfortunately unaccustomed to the fast-paced nature of a
brand new, but fast growing operation. Or, due to a chaotic, change as you go environment,
and the inability for people to adapt, or want to adapt, as needed. Rather than point blame at
any one person or group of people, we should instead look at both the leadership and
organizational dynamics responsible for this ever revolving door. To the extent people and/or
structure are largely at the center of the problem, they should be identified and helped through
the situation.

Growth Curve

There has been some discussion of whether the Center is a “start-up” organization or not with
the implication that this situation is largely responsible for the issues and challenges the Center
is facing. But this is a relatively moot point since it is what it is, and must be evaluated as such.
We can’t simply dismiss these issues and challenges by classifying the Center as a new or
mature enterprise. Having said this, understanding where an organization lies in its journey
does provide additional context for these observations. Historically, the Center was conceived
in 2003 and employed five people seven years later, and 30 just three or four years ago. So,
literally, it can’t be really considered a start-up at this point in its evolution. However, the
Center opened its doors less than two years ago and as such feels very much like a start-up
given the facility is what was needed to fulfill its mission. Now, with about 100+ full time
employees, 500 volunteers and a nearly 30 million-dollar budget just a few years later, it is
clearly in full mode of operation. So, “early stage” yes, “start-up” not necessarily, even though it
may very well feel like the latter. This is why the Growth Curve illustrated earlier is so important
in truly understanding where the organization is in its own growth cycle of maturity. This
categorization can explain a lot of the growing pains witnessed by the business although
doesn’t necessarily offer any immediate solutions. But, it is important to have a meeting of the
minds on the evolution of the organization in order to be able to offer some suggestions for
successfully moving it forward.
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. It appears the Center is in a unique and awkward stage of its development. Usually,
organizations evolve in a relatively linear pattern from Phase 1 through Phase 2 (not to be
confused with the Phase Il construction of the Steinmetz Hall) and ultimately to Phase 3 of the
Growth Curve, often learning as they mature. With many lessons gained along the way, they
are enabled to correct inadvertent mistakes in the course of this growth. It appears, however,
the Center is experiencing all three Phases simultaneously, and indeed this is causing significant
strife and struggle in the business which may threaten its ultimate long term success when the
luster of the new bright shiny community object wears off, which it will at some point unless
the Center continues to transform itself.

Regarding Phase 1, the Center is still in the process of forming many of the back and front of
the house operations. In fact, procedures and processes are changing quite frequently as the
newness of the facility settles in. At the same time, senior staff and their respective
departments are trying to establish some repeatable processes and systems to rely on as they
build their groups to meet the needs of the ever demanding public for not only attendance but
quality of programming and delivery. Indeed, one could argue if these processes do not get
installed in a relatively short time, the Center will find itself right in the middle of its own
“success-disaster.” That is, it will become so overwhelmed by the community’s extraordinary
positive reaction to the offer that it crumbles under the weight of these demands in an effort to
effectively respond but with inadequate systems in place to do so.

Finally, at the same time the Center is experiencing parts of Phases 1 and 2, winning at some
and losing at others, it is in the process of a Phase 3 transformation of building a significant
addition with the Steinmetz Hall which will in effect change the overall nature of the offer and
its subsequent face to the community. This project alone will have a major impact on all the
aspects of the unfinished elements of Phases 1 and 2 since according to the evolution of the
Growth Curve, a new Phase 1 followed by another Phase 2 will be on the horizon. It is no
wonder the current state of affairs is deemed as unplanned, chaotic, and frustrating. This is the
point of an organization’s maturity where the major solution lies in the Board’s and senior
leadership’s capability to navigate and stabilize these turbulent waters. Unfortunately, some of
the Vice Presidents do not appear to have the full array of experience and background to
accomplish the totality of their roles. However, this is not for lack of interest or determination
or even performance, but rather because of the way the organization has so rapidly evolved.

Leadership Style

The above offers a nice transition to the day-to-day leadership of the Center, largely falling to
the current CEO and her senior leadership team. Where is her style working and where could
there be improvements? To understand the dynamics here we first have to understand the
personality of the CEO. On the positive side, as alluded to previously, she is considered
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extremely smart, very relentless, on purpose, committed to and passionate about the cause of
the Center, and a visionary for this project. Her determination to make the Center the very best
in the country has resulted in an almost unrelenting work ethic with expectations for perfection
difficult for almost anyone else to emulate. Her confidence in how and where she wants to
bring the Center has resulted in a perceived “headstrong” approach, suggesting she doesn’t
listen to and accept others’ ideas very well. Whether she is right or not isn’t the question;
indeed in most cases she may be. But this approach has resulted in a relatively un-empowered
group of direct reports who don’t tend to speak out to defend their points of view. Though it is
reasonably clear the CEO is very well-intentioned to bring the very best art services to the
public with the highest standards possible, This approach has resulted, inadvertently or not, in a
relatively control-and-command micro-management style. This is a style with which some
people she interacts with may not be comfortable, especially those who have vast experience in
the performing arts and entertainment industry. Furthermore, while she definitely has her eye
on the ultimate prize, she is perceived as frequently changing her mind even to the point of
initially approving actions and then subsequently undoing them when they are executed.

Talent Management

It is clear that until a year or so ago, the Center did not have a viable talent management system in
place, even to the extent that the very basics of written job descriptions were not available, for
example, believing just hiring people who professed to have the requisite skills, experience and
knowledge would address any performance demands. Unfortunately, this has not been the case and
is the reason a VP of People and Culture was hired, given her extensive experience in both human
resources and the performing arts industry. Having said this, these systems don’t just happen
overnight and putting them in place once the train has left the station is not a simple process. It
requires backing up, chugging forward, and probably backing up again until all the needed pieces fit
together. The good news is this process has begun. In the past, however, enough hiring mistakes
were made that it has been difficult to recover quickly enough given the fast-paced growth of the
Center. It appears, for example, that early senior Vice President hires were relatively ill-equipped to
effectively perform at the Center. Perhaps they were the wrong fit, but also the Center must take
responsibility for trying to quickly put people in their organizational boxes without strong due
diligence or more likely total understanding of what was needed in these roles. Similarly, in order to
cover all bases, current staff have had their roles expanded into areas for which they have relatively
little experience or expertise. As a result, some of these people are naturally struggling. In other
words, there are a number of square pegs trying to fit into round holes within the organization, both
at the senior and junior levels. This situation has created considerable havoc and can simply be
traced to not having an effective talent management system in place to accurately select the right
people in the first place and then develop them to take on expanded roles.
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Another element of talent management is team development. Collaboration was talked about but
there didn’t appear to be that much outright evidence of it in operation. While the VPs are talking
more to each other, they are still pressed for time and faced with constant change. As a result, they
are unable to get everyorie’s needed input in a timely fashion, therefore inadvertently sub-
optimizing each other’s performance. In many ways, though, this is a direct result of the inability of
the CEO to bring her VPs together into alignment with one voice. Finally, the CEO must recognize her
role and responsibility in initiating, supporting and protecting the creation of a sound talent
management system for the Center.

Board Governance

Currently the Board is relatively large with some 40 people, although most are not active
participants. In general, its Executive Committee of some eight or so people run the Board.
Having said this, many other Board members do provide active input. The challenge that seems
to have emerged, not uncommon for many Boards particularly those for non-profit
organizations, is the level of detail in which it operates.

Observations of the Board’s inner workings were not specifically a part of this research effort.
Nonetheless, the topic surfaced frequently enough that it warrants some brief discussion. Four
Board members were interviewed as was the CEO of the Center. In addition, all VPs were
interviewed and they do sit in on every Board and Executive Committee meeting to provide periodic
status reports on their functions. It is clear from the interview reports there are some differences on
the Board in at least two main areas, First, not unlike many non-profit Boards, Board member
participation varies considerably from those not very involved at all to extremely active members.
However, those not particularly involved do have a say and often provide input. On the other hand,
there are some extremely engaged Board members, particularly those on the Executive Committee,
who are enthusiastically passionate about the future of the Center. What has been somewhat
troublesome, however, is that some Board members don’t appear to understand the boundaries of
their role and have tended to inadvertently interfere in the Center’s day-to-day operations, rather
than maintain a more strategic approach. For example, in the past they have proactively engaged
staff members in fact-finding conversations by going around the CEO, and they have not only
suggested but insisted on certain senior staff hires. Obviously, this is an untenable situation which
should be remedied by becoming clearer on the expectations of Board members’ contributions,
taking the time to develop valuable, yet relative inexperienced Board members, and removing those
who are not acting in a productive manner. At the end of the day, Board alignment is critical if it is to
fulfill its main purpose of strategically guiding the Center,

Inter-relationships

How are these observations and their explanations related? First, research on leadership styles
suggests some leaders are more effective than others depending on the presenting
organization situation. Indeed, a more command-and-control approach focused less on
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relationships and more on accomplishing the task at hand is often needed in the formative
stages of an organization’s development where clear vision and direction to achieve it need to
be well communicated. In the very early stages of Phase 1, a leader can take on more
responsibility since there are less people to delegate to. However, as an organization matures
and grows, getting more and more complicated and requiring a settling in of sorts, i.e. Phase 2,
leaders can get overwhelmed with what needs to be done and thus must be willing and able to
delegate to their direct reports, trust them to deliver, provide oversight and feedback, and
refrain from over managing. This is the phase in an organization’s growth cycle when
eémpowerment is most required by a leader and when letting go is a necessity. Ironically, it is
also the stage when visionary and dominant CEOs find it most difficult to let go and entrust the
future of the business to others, regardless of either their own or others’ experience and
expertise,

As Phase 3 enters the cycle, the leader must once again set the vision for the new business, give
clear direction and perhaps learning lessons from the past, begin the delegation process faster.
Of course, unless the leader has the utmost confidence in her people to carry through without
intervention, this process won’t work. Once again, leaders must not only set goals and
objectives, i.e. the what that needs to be done, but they also must establish very clear
expectations for performance, i.e. the how it needs to be done, Unfortunately, the latter often
8o unstated. Leaders who want things done a specific way and/or have extremely high
standards for performance, often become disappointed since they thought everything would be
done to their satisfaction.

Overseeing these inter-relationships is the province of the Board. It needs to fully understand
the complex dynamics taking place and not contribute to the complexity by operating too
tactically, The Board must instead recognize its responsibility to ensuring the Center achieves
its stated strategic goals and fulfills its vision and mission.

Based on the above observations and analysis, we believe the Center is at a crucial juncture in
its existence. This is quite unusual for a relatively young business although one could argue this
situation is likely to be more frequent the younger and faster growing the business, The reason
for this conclusion is the Center needs to organize itself so it can effectively react to the
proverbial metaphor of “changing the tires while the car is speeding along.” It does not have
the luxury of doing, or being, one or the other. This is not an either/or situation but rather one
characterized by both/and. That is, the Center must get its current house in order while
preparing to literally build another one. To do this, it will need the right leadership; a style and
practice that can cater to both by operating effectively while looking ahead. It will take strong
leadership with the experience and capability to successfully move the Center ahead to these
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two goals simultaneously. Based on this analysis, several recommendations are provided below,
each with its pros and cons and in their order of most to least recommended. Given there are a
number of factors yet to be mentioned that must be taken into account in selecting one versus
the other, not the least of which are: the associated costs, the community nature of the
organization, the necessity for considerable continued fund raising, and the external
community affairs that still need to be effectively managed, it may be somewhat presumptuous
to suggest which one is “best.” Having said this, we feel there appears to be one option that, at
least for now, is most appropriate given the current status of the Center.

Option # 1 - Add an Executive Vice President of Operations:

This option has been most discussed by the CEO and several executive committee membersto
this point and would take advantage of a number of issues and challenges. First and foremost, it
would relieve the CEO of operational activities for which she isn’t either inclined or well-suited.
The EVP of Operations would take on the heavy administrative duties largely associated with
the day-to-day operations of the organization. This could include those activities associated
with: food and beverage, non-ticketing event management, guest operations, facilities,
production, security, construction administration, building and system integration, and,
perhaps even information systems to the extent it impacts these activities. It would leave such
functions as finance, production/content development, earned and contributed income, human
resources, marketing and branding, to the CEQ to oversee. The advantage of this approach is it
would allow the CEO to focus more on those duties that take advantage of her many strengths,
and give her more time to manage the strategic parts of the business. However, this option can
only work if the CEO truly empowers the EVP to manage his/her part of the organization.

Option # 2 - Add Two Executive Vice Presidents:

Another perhaps not as desirable and expensive, but still palatable option, is hiring two EVPs
who would split up the front and back of the house duties. The front of the house duties would
remain the same as delineated above for one EVP. Then, most of the back of the house duties
mentioned above would fall to the second EVP, other than perhaps those involving branding
and philanthropy. This would leave the CEO with even more time to raise funds for the new
building as well as oversee the annual fund needed to keep the current building operating,
although these activities could come under the philanthropy function which could report to
her. She would be the face of the Center to the community and continue to work with the
leaders of the City and County to obtain their appropriate involvement. Once again, the CEO
would have to commit to empowering the EVPs and not interfering with how they are running
their respective functions, other than to collaboratively set their objectives and expectations for
performance, monitor and track them and of course give constructive feedback.

@ 2016, SLC for Phillips Center Page | L9



Final Report (cont.)

Option # 3 - Create Two Organizations with Co-CEO/Presidents:

This is a possible “out-of-the-box” option but may be reasonably feasible given the current
situation. In this scenario, two separate operating organizations would be established. One
would focus entirely on operating the Center as it now exists and be led by a CEO. The other
would be focused entirely on bringing the new building into reality including all necessary fund
raising, construction, design and opening. Both CEOs would report independently to the Board
but be expected to work collaboratively in doing so. In this case, it would be more likely that the
current CEO take on the new building activities since she is infinitely adept at this type of work
having successfully done so for the first phase of the Center.

Option # 4 — Stay the Course, But with Significant Improvements:

This option would involve keeping the same structure in place but with one major alteration.
The CEO would have to make significant strides to change her leadership style to be more
accommodating of her senior staff, truly empower them to do their jobs and let go of the
attention to detail. She will have to establish very clear expectations for performance and hold
her people accountable for achieving them. And, she will have to act more like a coach to her
direct reports than has taken place in the past. Likewise, her direct reports will have to accept
responsibility and total accountability for their roles and actions, frequently stand up for their
decisions confidently, and enable their respective staffs to effectively conduct their work. The
VPs will also have to collaborate more and more as a team since they will be working more
interdependently than ever before. This is by no means an easy task but there are CEOs wha
can effectively manage this type of role despite the complexity of the situation. It is not unusual
for CEOs to have this many direct reports without an intermediary operating head. However, if
this option is chosen it will require growth and personal development on the part of the current
CEO and her senior staff direct reports. As such, it is suggested external professional personal
leadership coaching (different from business coaching), often very effective in this kind of
scenario, be employed for both the CEQ and her senior staff.

It may be questioned why replacing the CEO isn’t provided as a viable option at this time. After
careful study of the Center’s history and existing conditions, we feel such an option would be ill-
advised and thus not at all appropriate. Given the value she has brought to the Center and her
understanding of its operations and future needs, a replacement option would be a relatively
draconian choice. We feel the CEO has extraordinary skills and experience that would be
difficult to replace. A reallocation of duties, as noted above, that takes into account her relative
strengths and weaknesses would be a much more prudent option.
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The Strategic Leadership Collaborative is pteased to be able to offer this report and
recommendations based on the research it has conducted. It fully understands it can in no way
comprehend the total complexity of the inter-workings and current and past relationships that
have brought the Center to this place. It offers only one-external viewpoint based on this
limited research opportunity, plus its institutional knowledge and expertise on organizational
effectiveness. Among other recommendations, we suggest this information be circulated to the
appropriate stakeholders for discussion and validation before taking any action. As noted
abave, this is a very unusual and complex situation generating a wide range of reactions
because of the many factors at play. Having said this, there appear to be a few important
conclusions that can be drawn.

1) The Center is at a critical juncture in laying its path for the future. While it has
successfully completed and operated the first phase of its plan, its going forward
strategy must be carefully considered as it embarks on the building of its second phase
facility.

2) There is little doubt that without the CEQ's involvement, the first phase might never
have been completed and furthermore, she is most critical to doing the same for the
final building project of the Steinmetz Hall.

3) At many levels, the CEO has a staggering workload for which she has been made
responsible but for which she neither has the time nor total capacity to oversee. She
could be relieved of many of the operational imperatives to focus on fund raising,
construction and opening for the new building, as well as perhaps for the annual costs
associated with keeping the entire complex running. The addition of one or two senior
level people with extensive operational experience in the arts and/or entertainment

industries would well serve the Center’s future.

4) The Center would benefit significantly from a senior staff team building intervention
g trust and collaboration between the VPs themselves and with the

focused on ins
CEO.

5) On the one hand, the CEO is tenacious, determined and brilliant. On the other, she is
sometimes seen as a micro-managing perfectionist. While there is no question she is a
passionate and irreplaceable well-meaning advocate for the Center, becoming more
inclusive and empowering would create a more productive work environment.
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6) The Center is a community jewel, a large and colorful feather in the cap of all those who
have brought it to fruition. However, when the luster of newness wears off, and it wil
the Center will need to be operationally stabilized much more than currently is the case.

7

The local media has been critical of the CEO, perhaps unfairly. Nonetheless, better
public relations must be obtained if the Center is going to remain the crown jewel in the
Orlando and surrounding area.

8) The Board needs to better understand its most critical role as strategic advisors and
refrain from getting involved in the day-to-day tactical operations of the Center. The
Board must understand this role and how it can collectively assist the Center with its
strategic imperatives. It would benefit from some Board “training” on how to operate
most effectively for the mutual benefit of the Center.

Itis hoped the information collected and presented in this report will inform the Board, CEQ
and organization as it makes a decision on how to more effectively manage the short and long
term sustainability of the Dr. Phillips Center. No pretense is made that the information herein is
complete or even totally accurate, but rather are best representations of what was discovered
during the interview process. Undoubtedly, the more data collected and vetted, the more
appropriate the current and future recommendations will be for the Center’s growth. Any
additional questions about this research effort may be addressed to Dr. Stephen L. Cohen,
Founder and Principal of the Strategic Leadership Collaborative, Inc.



