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AI Acknowledgement - This report used an AI language tool in a limited way during the early idea-development stage of Part 2. It was used to explore possible directions for the proposed innovation and generate alternative suggestions for consideration. Any outputs produced were reviewed critically and not adopted uncritically. The final analysis, evaluation, conclusions and written discussion presented in this report are my own.




Executive Summary

This report examines the challenges facing Seren Coffi, an independent café experiencing operational decline despite continued customer demand. It focuses on the role of creativity and innovation within a capitalist business environment, paying particular attention to the tension between financial sustainability, ethical values and community identity.
The report proposes a Community Experience Programme in which local artists, musicians and regular customers host and run the café's events, while staff provide the space and their normal service. The café has run events before, but they stopped because the founders could not keep delivering them. The proposal therefore changes who delivers the events rather than what the events are. Its viability is tested through Lewin's Force Field Analysis and the Business Model Canvas, which suggest that the idea can work if hosting stays simple and event decisions are made once, through agreed rules.
The second part evaluates how AI was used to test the programme. The AI exposed real ambiguities about opening hours, approval and costs, but several of its recommendations would have added the workload the programme is meant to remove. Its advice also shifted with the framing of each prompt, so only points it held consistently were accepted. Overall, the report concludes that innovation at Seren Coffi should focus less on expansion and more on restoring operational stability while preserving the café’s distinct community value.
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[bookmark: _Toc200715123]Part 1: Innovation Analysis Report
[bookmark: _Toc1949698890]Introduction to the Organisation and the Innovation Issue
Seren Coffi is an independent café near the old docks in Cardiff. It pairs speciality coffee with ethical sourcing and a strong Welsh identity, from bilingual signage to reclaimed chapel pews. Where chains compete on scale, Seren Coffi has competed on atmosphere and authenticity, a form of experience-based differentiation (Pine and Gilmore, 2011).
The café is now struggling. Service is slow, decisions stall in long consensus meetings, the grinder has been broken for weeks and a chain with loyalty apps has opened nearby. The founders are tired, and one has taken a part-time job elsewhere. Demand has not disappeared, which suggests that the core issue lies in operational sustainability and in how the café has approached innovation.
This distinction matters. Seren Coffi does not lack identity or customers. It lacks a way of innovating that its founders can sustain. The brief also sets firm limits. Leadership, governance and suppliers cannot change, and the £2,000 is a tool rather than the answer. A capitalist solution is not assumed to be right either.
This report proposes an innovation that works within those limits, tests its viability and assesses whether the café's climate would support it.
[bookmark: _Toc556429309]Critical Analysis of Creativity and Innovation in Capitalist Business Growth
[bookmark: _Toc975922395]The Strategic Importance of Creativity and Innovation
Creativity produces novel and useful ideas, and innovation turns them into value (Amabile, 1996; Baregheh, Rowley and Sambrook, 2009). The literature treats innovation as important for business development (Trott, 2017), yet assumes spare time, money and staff. Seren Coffi has little of each to spare. The real question is which kind of innovation it can sustain.
Creativity has not been the café's main weakness. In its first summer, it ran poetry readings, language exchanges and pay-what-you-can evenings that drew crowds. A magazine even listed it among the places giving Cardiff its soul back. Those events have now stopped. Tidd and Bessant (2018) treat innovation as a managed process, and this is what the café lacked. The founders rotated shifts and made every decision together after closing. Each new event simply added to their load.
Foss and Saebi (2015) show that innovation can sit in the business model rather than the product. For Seren Coffi this is the more useful lens. Adding activities to the current model would repeat the old pattern. The change needed is in how events are produced.
[bookmark: _Toc812527852]Capitalist Business Models and Innovation Tensions
Capitalist business models tend to reward efficiency, scale and profit. Turner (2020) describes how firms drift towards optimising what already exists. Ideas that cut costs or raise revenue then win over those with social value.
Porter and Kramer (2011) argue that firms can create shared value by meeting social needs profitably. Crane et al. (2014) counter that this still judges social value by whether it pays and hides real trade-offs. For a small café those trade-offs are immediate, since social returns arrive slowly while operating costs are due now.
The case makes the tension concrete. Seren Coffi refuses shrinkflation and explains its price rise on the chalkboard. The hospitality group then offered the capitalist route in its plainest form. It proposed a standard menu, new suppliers and faster decisions by fewer people. The promise was that 'you'd still have your values, just with more reach'. The offer may raise efficiency, but it would remove what customers value and break the brief's rule on suppliers. It rests on bulk purchasing and supply chain efficiency, which Manners-Bell and Lyon (2022) associate with scale. Seren Coffi cannot win on those terms. A capitalist reading sees its values as a cost, whereas this report treats them as the asset to build on.

[bookmark: _Toc205907350]Innovation Barriers for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises

Small businesses face limited capital, thin management capacity and little room to absorb failure (Trott, 2017). Each barrier shows up at Seren Coffi. Its capital is £2,000 of petty cash, and broken equipment slows service before any new idea is tried. Management rests with the founders, whose consensus style turns small questions, such as which bakery to use, into long debates. Tidd and Bessant (2018) link innovation to a culture of experimentation, but experimentation needs spare capacity the café does not have. Any viable idea must therefore cost little, demand little founder time and not depend on one person.
[bookmark: _Toc168113421]Implications for Seren Coffi
These limits rule out a second site, a standard menu or cheaper suppliers. What remains is an innovation built on existing assets: a loyal community, a distinctive space and a reputation for events.
[bookmark: _Toc843833931]Explanation of the Proposed Innovation Concept
[bookmark: _Toc1639096687]Overview of the Proposed Innovation
The Community Experience Programme would bring back exhibitions, live music, readings, language exchanges and small workshops. The events are not new. What changes is who runs them, a new combination of resources the café already holds (Schumpeter, 1934).
Previously, the owners planned and ran each event on top of their shifts. Under the programme, a community host proposes and runs each event. This could be a local artist, a poet or a regular who leads a language exchange. The host sets up, runs the session and clears away. Staff only serve coffee, as on any other evening. Three rules keep this workable.
First, the founders agree once on criteria that every event must meet. It must fit the café's values, the host must run it, and it must need no extra staff, purchases or organising costs. A member of staff checks the sign-up sheets against them each week, so no meeting is needed. The founders keep the final say and can turn down any event, which leaves the café's governance unchanged.
Second, two evening slots a week are listed on the chalkboard and hosts sign up at the counter. Each host takes bookings and keeps numbers within the café's seating capacity. This does not remove the café's normal duty to keep the space safe.
Third, an empty slot means a normal evening. The same applies if a host cancels or fails to appear. Staff do not take an event over. The programme can therefore shrink without extra work. 
The £2,000 has a narrow role. Repairing the grinder comes first, because hosts need a café that works. Basic hanging and sound equipment will follow only if money remains. 
These rules target the reason the poetry nights failed, since the founders no longer run events or debate each one. The design also avoids the problem the case raises with volunteers, who solved some issues but created others. Hosts never work behind the counter. They run their own event in return for a space and an audience. 
The proposal carries its own ethical risk. Unpaid hosts could make it a quieter form of the capitalist logic it criticises, with the café gaining footfall from free labour. The difference lies in who benefits. Hosts gain a free venue, an audience and a place to test their work, while the café earns mainly from coffee and food. If that balance shifted, the programme would exploit the goodwill it depends on.
In Pine and Gilmore's (2011) terms, the café stages experiences without producing them all, and customers co-create the value they consume (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004). Quality will vary, but an uneven programme the community can sustain is better than a polished one that exhausts the café's owners.

[bookmark: _Toc987479393]Application of the 4Ps of Innovation Framework
Tidd and Bessant (2018) classify innovation as product, process, position or paradigm. The framework shows where the novelty lies and what should be measured.
Product Innovation is low. The café has hosted similar events, so claiming more would overstate the idea.
Process Innovation is high and forms the core of the proposal. Delivery moves from founders to hosts and decisions move from repeated debate to fixed criteria.
Damanpour and Aravind (2012) call this managerial innovation: a new way of organising work. Success should therefore be judged by how many events run without founders having to step in, not by attendance alone.
Position Innovation is limited but defensive. The café already holds a community hub position shown by its magazine listing and radio feature. The programme restores that position as it slips, which matters against a chain that competes on discounts.
Paradigm Innovation is possible but secondary. The café already sees itself as a community space. The real shift would be in the founders' mindset. The case shows them returning to the idea of 'doing things properly', and delegation will test whether others can meet that standard. This shift follows from the process change and depends on the founders. Given how much they value control, it is also the likeliest barrier to adoption.
Overall, the proposal is incremental in what the café offers and more significant in how it operates. This fits Foss and Saebi's (2015) view that business model innovation often depends on organisational change.
[bookmark: _Toc1006251017]Application of Business Model Canvas
	Aspects
	Application to Seren Coffi

	Key Partners
	Community hosts (local artists, musicians, poets, regulars); existing ethical suppliers

	Key Activities
	Coffee service; providing the space; keeping the chalkboard calendar; agreeing event criteria once

	Key Resources
	Café space; brand identity; working equipment; host network

	Value Proposition
	Community-made café experience, authentic, ethical, low-cost to run

	Customer Relationships
	Informal and participatory, co-created events with low staff dependency

	Channels
	Chalkboard calendar; counter sign-up sheet; word of mouth; social media.

	Customer Segments
	Residents; students; creatives; ethically aware customers

	Cost Structure
	Rent; utilities; wages; equipment repairs; no extra staffing for events

	Revenue Streams
	Coffee and food sales on quiet evenings; longer dwell time; possible pay-what-you-can contributions (untested)


Table 1: Business Model Canvas for the Community Experience Programme
The canvas shows how the changes fit together (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010).
Three links explain the value created.
First, shifting delivery to key partners changes the cost structure. Each event used to cost staff hours and founder time. An event still adds energy use, cleaning and a busier room. It reduces the founder time required for event organisation, a resource the café can least afford to lose.
Second, events fill the weakest trading hours. Since the chain opened, several evenings have seen staff outnumber customers. Events could turn those paid but empty hours into sales of coffee and food. Busier evenings would not guarantee higher income, so the evaluation tests sales directly.
Third, the value proposition and channels reinforce each other. Verhoef et al. (2009) show that other customers and the social setting shape the experience. A chain could copy the events, but not the local relationship behind them. Revenue is the weak point. Pay-what-you-can income is uncertain, and the case offers no evidence that events alone would close the gap between cost and income. The programme restores footfall and identity cheaply, but it is not a full financial recovery.
[bookmark: _Toc290528937]Creativity Process Used to Develop the Innovation
The idea came from one observation: the events the café was praised for were the events it could not sustain. Design thinking provided the method. Brown (2008) describes it as moving through inspiration, ideation and implementation, starting from empathy with the people affected. Here the inspiration stage drew on evidence from the case, not on interviews, and it pointed to two user groups. Past events showed strong demand, though current interest still needs testing. The founders, who would oversee any new system, were exhausted. This reframed the problem from 'how can the café offer more events?' to 'how can events happen without the founders?' Options were then judged against that definition. An events coordinator was rejected because hiring had been deferred repeatedly. Growth through the hospitality group was rejected because it meant new suppliers. Of the options considered, only a host-led model fitted. Implementation would begin with a one-month trial of two slots a week, with a review before going further. This trial applies Brown's (2008) emphasis on using prototypes to test ideas and learn from feedback. Open innovation shapes delivery. Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke and West (2014) describe it as the purposive use of knowledge flows across a firm's boundary.
Seren Coffi lacks internal capacity, so creative input and delivery come from outside.
West and Bogers (2014) show that obtaining outside ideas is only the first step. Integrating them is a separate challenge, hence the fixed slots and criteria. The volunteers show what happens without such rules. Hargadon and Bechky (2006) add that new ideas emerge when different people build on each other's work. Many hosts should keep the programme fresh.
[bookmark: _Toc1336194225]Innovation Viability: Lewin’s Force Field Analysis
Force Field Analysis compares the forces driving and restraining a change (Lewin, 1951; Burnes, 2004). Here, each force is scored from 1 to 5 using evidence from the case. The scores are estimated based on the case and could differ in practice, but they make reasoning visible. A score of five marks a force that could decide the outcome on its own.
[bookmark: _Toc2098949064] Driving Forces Supporting Innovation
Proven demand and community goodwill are the strongest drivers. Both come from the café’s own history, which makes them more reliable than market trends. The wider shift towards experiences matters less, since the nearby chain can respond to it too.
Table 2: Driving forces (1 = weak, 5 = strong)
	Driving force
	Evidence from the case
	Score

	Proven demand for events
	Events drew crowds; magazine listing; radio feature
	5

	Community willingness to contribute
	Volunteers offered help; links with local makers
	4

	Distinctive identity
	Welsh signage, chapel pews; chain competes on price
	3

	Demand for experiences
	Students and retirees linger; experience economy
	3

	Low cost and reversible
	No new staff; no host means no event
	3

	Total
	
	18




[bookmark: _Toc1180622601]Restraining Forces Limiting Innovation
Under the old model the restraining forces equalled the driving forces, which may explain why the earlier events began well and then faded. Table 3 shows the effect of the redesign. Founder fatigue scores 5 because it is the only force that has already stopped the café’s events once. It falls to 2, not 1, as the founders still set the criteria and oversee the programme.
Table 3: Restraining forces before and after the redesign
	Restraining force
	Old model
	New model
	How the design reduces it

	Founder fatigue and lack of time
	5
	2
	Hosts deliver events; staff only serve

	Slow consensus decisions
	4
	2
	Criteria agreed once replace meetings

	Impact of unreliable hosts
	3
	2
	An empty slot costs nothing; the evening runs as normal

	Service problems (grinder, queues)
	3
	2
	Part of the £2,000 restores equipment

	Founders’ reluctance to share control
	3
	3
	Not removed; addressed through a trial

	Total
	18
	11
	





[bookmark: _Toc1400989518]Evaluation
After the redesign, the driving forces (18) outweigh the restraining forces (11). This shows the idea is worth testing, not that it will succeed. The gain comes from weakening resistance, which Lewin saw as more effective than adding pressure (Burnes, 2004). The weakest point is the one force the design leaves untouched, the founders' attachment to control. Their acceptance of the trial is the first condition of success, though not the only one. The trial needs measures that match the problem. The first is the number of events that run without a founder having to organise or rescue them. The second is coffee and food sales on event evenings compared with similar evenings before the trial. The third is whether hosts come back.
A programme that attracts participants but continues to rely heavily on the founders cannot be considered fully successful, regardless of attendance. In capitalist terms, the idea is modest, as it promises neither growth nor scale. The brief allows such ideas to be justified through value creation instead. Here the value is shared. Hosts gain a platform, customers gain a reason to return, and the café gains a programme it can afford to run.

[bookmark: _Toc1085924429]Organisational Climate and Innovation Support
The work environment can support or constrain creativity and innovation (Anderson, Potočnik and Zhou, 2014). At Seren Coffi its strengths and weaknesses share a source.
The founders share a clear purpose, and new ideas get a hearing. Edmondson and Lei (2014) define psychological safety as feeling able to speak up without fear, and they link it to experimentation. Some of that safety appears to exist among the founders, who discuss most questions openly. Open discussion alone does not prove it, however. A small firm can also move quickly once it decides (Bessant and Tidd, 2015).
Yet the same openness has become delay. Meetings run late, topics return and the hiring question keeps being deferred. Feeling safe to speak does not guarantee a decision. Safety might also be weakening. One founder now misses meetings, and 'no one made a fuss', although this could equally reflect fatigue or quiet disengagement.
Edmondson (1999) found that teams learn when members raise problems openly, so this silence is a warning sign either way. The criteria take many decisions off the table, but they cannot repair the founders' relationships. The trial may still help by giving them a shared, low-risk decision.
Argyris and Schön (1996) separate single-loop learning, which fixes errors within existing assumptions, from double-loop learning, which questions them. Extending opening hours when the chain arrived was a single-loop response. The programme challenges a deeper assumption, that the founders must deliver everything. A short monthly review of which events ran, which slots stayed empty and what hosts said would help that learning last. External networks could also support this learning process by providing access to resources that the café could not develop independently (Powell and Grodal, 2005). The council’s interest in civic events suggests a potential opportunity for such collaboration.
Overall, the climate supports innovation in its values, but not in its decision making.
Christensen (1997) shows that established firms struggle with innovations that do not fit their usual ways of working. The programme fits Seren Coffi's values but requires the founders to delegate responsibilities, which may conflict with their established habits. The trial and the criteria matter because they make that delegation gradual and reversible.


[bookmark: _Toc1064038891]Part 2: Applying AI to Develop the Innovation

[bookmark: _Toc217625196]Introduction to AI Use in Innovation Development
Part 1 developed the Community Experience Programme before any AI tool was involved. I then gave the AI the full case study and a summary of the programme and asked whether it could be improved (Figures 1 to 6). The aim was not to find a new idea. It was to test a process innovation built on community hosts, rules set by the founders and a one-month trial against the case's constraints. The conversation used four prompts listed in the Appendix. The first two invited evaluation and improvement. The third challenged the AI's own advice and the fourth asked for a final judgement. Raisch and Krakowski (2021) argue that automation and augmentation cannot be cleanly separated and that leaning too far towards either carries risks. I therefore treated the AI as a reviewer whose suggestions needed testing, not as an authority. 


[bookmark: _Toc1150922007]AI-Generated Recommendations for the Innovation
The first response was more useful than expected. Its opening criticism was that bringing back events is not by itself the innovation, because the café had run them before (Figure 7). The AI placed the novelty where Part 1 now places it, in the transfer of organisation to community hosts. Its recommendations fell into three groups.
On operations, it asked whether the evening slots would extend opening hours, a move the case shows had already failed. It also questioned whether every booking would still need founder approval (Figures 8 and 9). On finance, it called the promise of no additional organisational cost too absolute, since checking bookings and cleaning still take time (Figure 9). On evaluation, it argued that attendance matters only if it supports trading (Figure 8). It also proposed a wider set of pilot measures (Figures 10 and 11). Not all of this was new. Hosts' responsibilities, the cancellation rule, the grinder repair and the pilot were already in my proposal. The AI later listed them as strengths (Figure 27). Its contribution was to expose ambiguity, not to supply the mechanism. When asked for further improvements, it went much further (Figures 13 to 21). It added a proposal form, booking checks, a host recruitment stage, more measures and decision rules for each pilot outcome. Each idea was defensible on its own. Together they read like a management template rather than advice for a café with exhausted founders. Doshi and Hauser (2024) found reduced diversity across AI-assisted short stories. Although their study concerned creative writing, it raises a relevant concern about the similarity of AI-supported outputs.
[bookmark: _Toc688368839]Critical Evaluation of AI Recommendations

I judged these additions against Part 1, not on their own terms. The Force Field Analysis showed that the programme works by weakening two restraining forces, founder fatigue and slow consensus decisions. The proposal form, exception reviews and new monitoring records would push both back up. They add tasks for staff and a new question for the founders to debate, repeating the same pattern that ended the poetry nights. The climate analysis points the same way, since founders who debate which bakery to use are unlikely to process forms quickly. I therefore challenged the AI to justify adding procedures without recreating the café's problems. I also asked it to critique its recommendations instead of defending them (Figures 21 and 22). It conceded that it had 'expanded the proposal in ways that could undermine its central purpose' (Figure 22). It then withdrew the form, the weekly delivery target, most of the monitoring and the wide range of formats. In their place, it proposed a much smaller first trial (Figures 23 to 25). Its revised test was useful: an arrangement is worth keeping only if it removes more work or uncertainty than it creates (Figure 22).
This concession does not prove that my criticism was correct. A model that reverses its advice when challenged may be responding to the framing of the question rather than to new evidence. My fourth prompt sharpened the problem. It stated that I preferred to keep the original proposal (Figure 26), and the final answer supported that preference.
To avoid relying on agreement, I looked for points the AI held across all four responses, whatever the prompt asked. Four survived. Success cannot be shown without trading data (Figures 6, 13, 22 and 26). Routine bookings must not need fresh founder decisions (Figures 9, 16, 23 and 28). Event slots must not extend opening hours (Figures 8, 15, 23 and 28). Claims of no extra cost need qualifying (Figures 9, 22 and 28). Its views on host incentives, the number of slots and monitoring shifted with each prompt, so I treated them as optional.
The stable points led to decisions. Slots will sit only within hours the café already keeps. The cost criterion in Part 1 is a design limit to be checked during the trial, not a guarantee. One further point was accepted. A founder serving coffee during an event is not a failure (Figure 11). The first pilot measure in Part 1 therefore counts events that run without a founder having to organise or rescue them. 
[bookmark: _Toc579357206]Challenges and Successes When Using AI
The clearest success was speed. Within minutes, the AI produced a structured review that would have taken far longer by hand. This matches Noy and Zhang’s (2023) finding that AI reduces task time while improving output quality in professional writing tasks. It also gave an outside view. Haefner et al. (2021) argue that AI can ease the limits of human information processing in innovation work. Here, it highlighted opening hours and approval routes that I had not stated clearly. It was also candid about its own limits, noting more than once that the case contains no sales, margin or attendance data (Figure 6).
The challenges were more instructive. Output quality depends heavily on the prompt. A request for thorough improvements produces elaborate procedures, while a sceptical prompt produces restraint. Bouschery, Blazevic and Piller (2023) see language models as tools that widen the range of problems and solutions a team can explore. People still choose among them. That matched my experience. The AI generated options well but could not judge which ones a struggling café could afford to run. Fluency was a second challenge. Ji et al. (2023) show that language models can produce confident text that is not supported by their source, and Dwivedi et al. (2023) warn that AI's plausible output needs human verification. I found no factual errors about the case. The risk lay elsewhere, in recommendations that sounded sensible but drew on management practice built for larger firms. Dwivedi et al. (2021) note that AI systems lack the contextual understanding organisational decisions require, and this was the gap I had to fill. 
Finally, the AI underestimated the practical cost of its own recommendations. It proposed new records and checks without weighing who would keep them, and that judgement required knowledge of the founders that only Part 1 supplied.




[bookmark: _Toc1301752316]Reflection on the Use of AI
The AI did not change the Community Experience Programme, and that was a useful outcome rather than a failed exercise. Its value lay in testing the idea. It exposed ambiguities in hours, approval and costs and pushed me to define the innovation precisely. Even the suggestions I rejected clarified what the programme must avoid. Cockburn, Henderson and Stern (2018) present AI as a general method of invention, but in this small firm its role was closer to critical review. Jarrahi (2018) argues that AI suits analytical work while people contribute context and intuition. The conversation showed both. The AI analysed systematically. Yet only the case knowledge from Part 1 could show that apparently reasonable procedures would revive the bottleneck behind the earlier failures.
Wilson and Daugherty (2018) describe collaboration in which people train, explain and check machine output, and my third prompt was that kind of check. McAfee and Brynjolfsson (2017) similarly caution against handing judgement to machines where context matters. Davenport and Ronanki (2018) recommend starting with modest, well-defined use of AI, and a focused review of one proposal was such a use. Nambisan et al. (2017) note that digital tools spread innovation agency beyond the firm. Part of the evaluation moved to the AI, but the decision stayed with me.
Three conclusions follow. The programme remains a plausible answer to the operational problem identified in Part 1. Several AI recommendations would weaken it by adding the administrative load it exists to remove. Keeping the original proposal does not make it risk-free, and the one-month trial is a test of validated learning in Ries’s (2011) sense. The AI's final approval adds no evidence to that test because my own stated preference partially shaped it.

[bookmark: _Toc1710313841]Main Findings

The analysis of Seren Coffi has revealed that the business is not failing due to a lack of customer demand but due to internal operational inefficiencies and resource constraints. Despite strong community engagement and ethical positioning, the café is now struggling with slow decision making, staff fatigue and difficulties in sustaining previously implemented initiatives such as social programmes and events. 
The evaluation of creativity and innovation shows that innovation activities were introduced, but they were not operationally sustainable, which indicates the issue lies in the execution. Also, there was tension between maintaining ethical values and achieving financial stability, which created a challenge within a capitalist business environment.
Assessment of the proposed innovation suggests that future strategies must prioritise simplicity and sustainability, focusing on the reduction of staff workload. The Force Field Analysis identifies both strong drivers of innovation and internal barriers.
Finally, the evaluation of the AI suggestions indicates that while AI can support idea generation, the recommendations may lack contextual awareness and therefore require critical evaluation. 
[bookmark: _Toc1913535464]Overall Conclusion

Seren Coffi needs a way of innovating that its founders can sustain, not more ideas.
The proposed programme changes who delivers the café's community events while leaving leadership, governance and suppliers untouched, as the brief requires. Its justification rests on value creation rather than growth, and its financial effect remains unproven until the trial reports. AI strengthens the proposal by exposing weak points, but the choice of which advice to accept depends on human judgement grounded in the case. For a small café under strain, a modest and testable change is more realistic than an ambitious plan it cannot run.
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[bookmark: _Toc1290412610]List of Prompts

AI system used: ChatGPT (OpenAI), shown in the screenshots as GPT-6.1 Sol. The prompts below are quoted as written. Figure numbers refer to the screenshots that follow.

	No.
	Prompt wording
	Figures

	1
	Full Seren Coffi case study text (Figures 1 to 3), followed by: 'The above text, it's a study case, and I have come up with the following innovations:' and a summary of my proposal under the headings Innovative Solution Identified and Overall Innovation Strategy (Figures 3 to 6). The prompt ended: 'Do you think that you can make it better? I need you to be thorough and also tell me exactly What do you think, and if you believe that you can improve it?'
	1 to 6

	2
	'Can you give me improvements? I need you to give me thorough answers.'
	13

	3
	'You have suggested several improvements to my Community Experience Programme, but I am concerned that some of your recommendations could make the proposal more complicated rather than more practical. Seren Coffi is already struggling with slow decision-making, staff fatigue and operational pressure. How can you justify introducing additional procedures, responsibilities and monitoring activities without recreating the same problems that contributed to the café's difficulties? Please critically evaluate your own recommendations rather than simply defending them.'
	21 and 22

	4
	'Overall, do you genuinely believe my original Community Experience Programme is strong and realistic enough without further changes? I would prefer to keep my original proposal, but I don't want you to simply agree with me. Please critically explain what works well, what limitations remain, and whether your suggested improvements are genuinely necessary or just optional.'
	26






[bookmark: _Toc1068093990]AI Conversation Screenshots

Complete, unedited screenshots of the conversation follow in order (Figures 1 to 30)
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Seren Coffi — Case Study

Seren Coffi opened on a damp February morning in Cardiff, the kind of
morning where the sea mist drifts far enough inland to blur the edges of
buildings. The shop occupied a narrow unit near the old docks, previously
a betting office, then briefly a vape store.

The founders liked to mention this history — it gave the place a sense of
continuity, of reuse rather than replacement. From the start, Seren Coffi
insisted it wasn't “just another coffee shop.” The chalkboard by the door
listed not only the day’s beans but their origins, shipping methods, and
the cooperatives involved.

Welsh was given equal prominence on signage, even when suppliers
warned it might confuse tourists. The furniture was mismatched but
intentional: reclaimed chapel pews, tables built by a local carpenter whose
name was printed discreetly on the menu.

The opening week went well, local press described Seren Coffi as
thoughtful, principled, and in demand. The flat whites were good — not
exceptional, but good enough — and the atmosphere invited lingering,
students brought laptops and retirees read papers. Conversations
stretched longer than the average transaction, for a while, this felt like
validation. The founders rotated shifts behind the counter and decisions

were made together, usually after closing, sitting with coffees that had
gone cold. Whether to stock pastries from a larger regional bakery or wait
for the smaller one outside Aberystwyth to scale up, whether to raise
prices slightly in response to energy costs or absorb the difference? Each
question was discussed thoroughly, often returning to the same phrases:
fairness, community, doing things properly, the customers noticed —
some praised the care while others asked why the queue moved so slowly.
By the summer, S¢ |~ Coffi had become a fixture. It hosted poetry
readings, informal language exchanges, and a monthly “pay-what-you-
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readings, informal language exchanges, and a monthly “pay-what-you-
can” evening that drew crowds and goodwill in equal measure. Photos
circulated online and a lifestyle magazine listed it among “Places Giving
Cardiff Its Soul Back.” That attention brought interest, a small hospitality
group reached out about “exploring possibilities” — they talked about a
second location and concepts like brand consistency and bulk purchasing.
One email mentioned that Seren Coffi's story would “travel well” — the
founders discussed it for weeks, carefully although no one said no
outright. Around this time the price of coffee beans spiked, it wasn't
unexpected — news outlets had been running stories about climate
pressures, shipping disruptions and consolidation in the supply chain.
Seren Coffi's importer sent apologetic updates while other cafés adjusted
quietly with new prices, smaller cups and shrinkflation strategies, Seren
Coffi updated the chalkboard to explain the increase, some customers
appreciated the transparency others stopped coming as often.

Winter was harder than anticipated as the energy bills climbed as the
building’s insulation while charmingly original leaked heat relentlessly. The
espresso machine needed servicing; the technician warned that parts
were harder to source these days.

One founder suggested switching to a more common model. Another
worried about the ethics of the manufacturer. Meetings ran later and the
same topics returned now edged with fatigue. The question of hiring extra
staff was raised and deferred repeatedly, volunteers offered to help during
events and this did solve some problems but on the other hand created
others. A nearby chain café opened in November, all glass and loyalty
apps, their opening discounts were generous and Seren Coffi responded
by extending opening hours, though the footfall rarely justified it. On
several nights, staff outnumbered customers, still, there were moments
that hinted at renewal, A feature on a national radio programme brought a
brief surge and a local council officer floated the idea of Seren Coffi
supplying coffee f. - vic events, the hospitality group returned with a
revised proposal this time more concrete, more urgent. The numbers were
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revised proposal this time more concrete, more urgent. The numbers were
laid out plainly certain suppliers would need to change. The menu would
have to standardise. Some decisions would move faster, with fewer people
involved. “You'd still have your values,” they assured, “just with more
reach” The founders asked for time, in the meantime, a small but telling
shift occurred, one of the founders took a part-time job elsewhere, “just to
steady things” another began missing evening meetings, no one made a
fuss they all understood.

It is now January 2026 and the outlook is bleak but they remain open, still
loved, but increasingly brittle. A broken grinder has gone unreplaced for
weeks, the poetry nights have stopped, the chalkboard grows less
detailed and is no longer being updated daily. When the decision finally
comes to close the doors it will be a sad day, but today is not that day!
There is still £2,000 left in the petty cash which can be used to turn it all
around..

The product is in demand, the business model is sound but the business
is failing. It is your task to offer a detailed creative solution which will turn
around this business.

The rules are that neither the leadership the current source of governance
or suppliers cannot be changed, engage lateral thinking and remember a
capitalist solution is not always a good solution be mindful | am not
seeking a costings breakdown of how the £2000 will be used but is simply
a tool that is available.

The above text, it's a study case, and | have come up with the following
innovations:

Innovative Solution Identified
The main innovatit \ lution | proposed is the Community Experience
Programme, an incremental process innovation that changes how Seren

GPT-6.1Sol Light ~ @ o

& Share





image5.png
Assess Proposal Improvement

& Share 8=

n | proposed is the Community Experience.
Programme, an incremental process innovation that changes how Seren
Coffi's community events are organised and delivered. The programme
would bring back exhibitions, live music, poetry readings, language
exchanges and small workshops, with local artists, musicians, poets and
regular customers organising and hosting their own activities. This would
reduce dependence on the founders while maintaining the café's
community identity, existing governance structure and ethical values.

To support this programme, | proposed introducing a simplified event
approval process based on clear criteria agreed upon by the founders.
Community proposals would need to reflect the café's values, be
organised by the hosts themselves and require no additional staffing,
purchases or organisational costs. Staff would check proposals against
these criteria, reducing the need for repeated meetings while allowing the
founders to ret: n-making authority.

1 also proposed using a simple community booking system consisting of a
chalkboard calendar and a sign-up sheet at the counter. Two evening slots
would be available each week, allowing local hosts to register their
activities and coordinate the use of the space without requiring expensive

al decit

digital systems.
Another supporting measure | suggested is giving community hosts
responsibility for organising their activities, managing participant
bookings, setting up the space and clearing away afterwards. Café staff
would continue providing their normal service, while the café would retain
its existing responsibilities for maintaining a safe environment. This would
distribute event-related work without adding further responsibilities to the
founders.

I further proposed a flexible approach to event delivery. If a community
host cancelled or s \ 4 to attend, the café would operate normally rather
than requiring staff or founders to take over the event. This would limit
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| further proposed a flexible approach to event delivery. If a community
host cancelled or failed to attend, the café would operate normally rather
than requiring staff or founders to take over the event. This would limit
additional workload and help prevent the programme from repeating the
operational difficulties experienced previously.

Alongside these arrangements, | suggested prioritising essential
equipment repairs. The available £2,000 budget would primarily support
repairing the café's broken coffee grinder to restore reliable service. Basic
equipment for community events, such as hanging or sound equipment,
would only be purchased if sufficient funds remained.

Finally, | proposed testing the Community Experience Programme through
a one-month pilot, with two potential event slots each week. Its
effectiveness would be assessed by recording how many events were
delivered without founder involvement, comparing coffee and food sales
with similar evenings before the trial, and evaluating whether community
hosts were willing to participate again.

Overall Innovation Strategy

Overall, my innovation strategy focuses on one main innovation, the
Community Experience Programme, supported by six operational
measures. These measures provide the practical arrangements needed to
implement the programme rather than representing separate innovations.
I based this strategy on transferring responsibility for community events
from the founders to local hosts. Simplified approval, a basic booking
system, clearly allocated responsibilities and flexible event delivery would
support this change, while essential equipment repairs would protect
normal café service. The one-month pilot would allow the programme to
be evaluated before any longer-term commitment.

The strategy aims to improve Seren Coffi’s operational sustainability by
reorganising existing resources and responsibilities. It would help reduce
pressure on the founders, make better use of quieter trading periods and
strengthen commi \  relationships while preserving the café's ethical
values, Welsh identity and community purpose.
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strengthen community relationships while preserving the café’s ethical
values, Welsh identity and community purpose.

Do you think that you can make it better? | need you to be thorough and
also tell me exactly What do you think, and if you believe that you can
improve it?

Show less ~

Yes, I believe it can be improved. Your proposal has a credible core, but it currently explains how to restart
community events more convincingly than how those events would turn around the café. The strongest
improvement would be to make the connection between community participation, reduced founder workload and
sustainable café trading much clearer.

This assessment is based on the case study and your proposal. The case provides no sales figures, margins or
attendance data, 50 | cannot confirm that the programme would rescue the business. You can, however, make it a
stronger and more testable response.

What already works well
You have respected the constraints. The proposal keeps the founders, governance and suppliers in place. It also
protects the café's ethical values and Welsh identity, rather than treating them as obstacles to remove.

You have iden

d an organisational problem. The case describes repeated meetings, deferred decisions,
fatigue and declining participation by the founders. Your response recognises that another founder-led initiative
could add pressure to an already exhausted team.

You are buil

ing on something the café has already demonstrated. Poetry readings and language exchanges
previously attracted interest. The programme therefore develops an existing activity rather than introducing an
unrelated business.

The cancellation arrangement is particularly sensible. Saying that staff will not take over a cancelled event
establishes a practical boundary. It prevents the comm \V ; programme from quietly becoming another
obligation for the founders.
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The cancellation arrangement is particularly sensible. Saying that staff will not take over a cancelled event
establishes a practical boundary. It prevents the community programme from quietly becoming another
obligation for the founders.

You distinguish the innovation from its supporting measures. That gives the proposal a coherent centre: a
change in how community activities are organised, supported by practical arrangements.

Where it needs strengthening

1. Bringing back events is not, by itself, the innovation
The café already hosted community events. Therefore, exhibitions, music and poetry cannot carry the claim to

novelty.

the transfer of event organisation to community hosts within boundaries set by the

existing founders.

You should state this explicitly. For example:

The innovation is not the reintroduction of community events, which Seren Coffi previously offered, but a
change from founder-organised activities to a community-hosted programme operating within founder-
approved boundaries.

That sentence makes the difference between the previous arrangement and your proposed arrangement

immediately visible.

Describing it as an incremental process innovation is defensible as an interpretation, provided your academic
definition supports that classification. The proposal changes an existing way of working rather than introducing a
new coffee product.

2. The case shows that popularity did not prevent failure

This is the main weakness to address.

Seren Coffi already attracted crowds, goodwill, press attention and customer affection. Those benefits did not

prevent the deterioration described in the case. Conse <l 1tly, the proposal needs to explain why this
programme would produce a different result.
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Seren Coffi already attracted crowds, goodwill, press attention and customer affection. Those benefits did not
prevent the deterioration described in the case. Consequently, the proposal needs to explain why this
programme would produce a different result.

The intended mechanism should be:
Community hosts bring and organise participants; activities take place within suitable existing trading hours;

participants can purchase the café's existing products; and event administration no longer depends on the
founders.

Each connection matters. An event could be well attended while generating little café income, occupying seats
for long periods or creating additional work.

Your proposal should therefore recognise that attendance is useful only when it supports the café's operation
and financial contribution. Community value remains important, but the programme must also help keep the
doors open.

3. Two evening slots could repeat an existing mistake

The case specifically says that extended opening hours rarely justified the footfall. Your proposal currently

introduces two evening slots without explaining whether the café would already be open.

I would change this to:

Up to two host-led activities each week, scheduled within existing opening hours and selected according to
available space, staffing and previous trading patterns.

Evenings can still be used where appropriate. The important point is that the programme should not
automatically require longer hours

Likewise, the slots should be available opportunities, not a target that staff must fill. An empty calendar slot
should create no additional work.

4. "No additional organisational costs” is too absolute

A host-led event can still require staff time for cneckungfl’opasals, explaining arrangements, monitoring the
space and resolving problems. There may also be cleaning, energy or other costs.
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4. “No additional organisational costs" is too absolute

A host-led event can still require staff time for checking proposals, explaining arrangements, monitoring the
space and resolving problems. There may also be cleaning, energy or other costs.

You can design the programme to minimise these demands, but you cannot confidently promise that they
disappear.

A more credible condition would be:

Activities would use existing space and resources, require no additional paid staffing or routine extension of
opening hours, and remain within an agreed limit for staff administration.

This is both more realistic and easier to evaluate.

5. Approval and founder authority need a clearer relationship

You currently say that staff would check proposals while founders retain final decision-making authority. That
leaves an unresolved question: does every proposal still need a founder's approval?

If it does, the meeting bottleneck may remain. If staff independently approve everything, the reader may question
whether governance has changed.

The stronger arrangement is for founders to approve the programme’s rules and permitted activity categories in
advance. Staff then administer bookings that clearly fit those rules, while exceptions go back to the founders.

For example:

The founders would retain authority over the programme’s rules and any exceptions. Staff would administer
routine bookings within those pre-approved boundaries, without requiring a new collective discussion for
every activity.

This preserves governance while changing the administrative process. Whether the founders would accept that
arrangement is an implementation assumption you should acknowledge.

6. The proposal relies on community hosts without e: |, “ning their incentive

Local artists and customers may participate, but willingness cannot be assumed. The case already shows that
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6. The proposal relies on community hosts without explaining their incentive
Local artists and customers may participate, but willingness cannot be assumed. The case already shows that

volunteer involvement created complications.

Explain what hosts receive in return: access to an established community venue, an opportunity to share their
work, contact with potential audiences and promotion through channels the café already uses.

In return, hosts organise and promote their activity, manage participants and restore the space afterwards.
This makes the programme a reciprocal arrangement, with benefits and responsibilities on both sides. Hosts
should organise their own activities rather than fill gaps in normal café staffing.

Before launching a full calendar, | would also suggest obtaining a small number of firm host commitments. That
tests whether the programme has practical support.

7. The pilot needs stronger measures of success

Your existing measures are a good starting point. However, sales alone could give a misleading impression if
additional costs or workload rise.

Area What to record Why it matters

Café trading Sales during the activity compared with Indicates whether the activity supports
reasonably similar sessions. trading

Financial contribution Additional sales, allowing for associated  Helps distinguish extra revenue from
product and event costs financial benefit

Workload Founder and staff time spent arranging Tests whether the programme reduces.
and supporting activities organisational pressure

Delivery Activities completed, cancellations and Tests reliability

operational problems

Hosts willing to return and £ < ipant Tests whether participation can continue
feedback

Community parti

©
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Community participation Hosts willing to return and participant Tests whether participation can continue
feedback

You do not need an elaborate accounting system or a breakdown of the £2,000. A short session record would be
enough to support an initial judgement.

Also, avoid making “no founder involvement" the sole workload standard. A founder may be serving coffee
during an event as part of their ordinary shift. The relevant question is whether they had to organise, rescue or
manage the activity.

A one-month pilot can test initial feasibility. It cannot establish long-term sustainability, especially because the
case describes seasonal pressures.

How | would improve the actual design
I would keep your concept and make five targeted changes.
1. Define the change precisely: move from founder-organised events to community-hosted activities under
existing governance.
2. Make the exchange explicit: hosts receive space and an audience opportunity; the café receives organised
activity and potential custom; participants receive community experiences.
3. Protect normal service: use suitable existing opening hours, manageable group sizes and formats
compatible with the space.
4. Test host commitment before expan
promising a full programme immediately.
Use a clear continuation decision: continue, adapt or stop particular activities according to trading
contribution, workload and community value.

g: begin with confirmed hosts and manageable activities rather than

L

For the first pilot, | would favour activities that can use existing resources and require limited setup. Language
exchanges or small poetry sessions may fit that intention better than performances requiring sound equipment,
although suitability would need checking in the actual café.

What | would change in your wording
Several phrases currently promise more than the propc g san establish:

Current wording Stronger wording

+ GPT-6.1Sol Light ~ & °
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Current wording

“This would reduce dependence on the founders”

“require no additional... organisational costs"

“without adding further responsibilities to the founders”

“two evening slots”

“events... delivered without founder involvement”

Stronger wording

“This is intended to reduce dependence on the founders for
event organisation”

“use existing resources and keep additional adm
within agreed limits”

“without requiring the founders to organise or take over
activities”

“Up to two suitable slots within existing opening hours”

“events delivered without founder-led organisation or
intervention”

These changes do not weaken the idea. They make its claims more precise and credible.

My overall judgement

I would retain the Community Experience Programme and strengthen i

rather than replace it. It fits the café's

identity and responds directly to founder fatigue and slow coordination.

Its current limitation is that it treats the return of community activity as the likely route to recovery without
sufficiently testing the relationship between activity and business benefit. The case itself gives you the reason to
be critical: Seren Coffi has already been loved and busy while remaining vulnerable.

The strongest version of your proposal would therefore argue:

Seren Coffi should test a community-hosted programme that uses existing trading hours and resources,
transfers event organisation to willing hosts, and preserves founder authority through pre-approved rules. Its

continuation would depend on evidence that it supports café trading and community participation

ithout

recreating the workload that undermined earlier acti' | °s.

That preserves your original idea while giving it a clearer mechanism, more realistic boundaries and a stronger
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That preserves your original idea while giving it a clearer mechanism, more realistic boundaries and a stronger
basis for evaluation.

ea » o

Can you give me improvements?
I need you to give me thorough answers.

Yes. | would improve your existing proposal by making the community programme more focused, giving hosts
a clear reason to participate, and showing exactly how it could support the café without recreating the
founders' workload.

The strongest direction is already present in your idea: Seren Coffi has community relationships and an
established identity, but its founders no longer have the capacity to organise everything themselves. Your
innovation can connect those two conditions.

The following are proposed improvements based on the case study. Their benefits would need testing; the case
does not provide enough financial or operational information to confirm that they would turn the business around.

1. Make the central innovation more precise

Your current description begins with bringing back exhibitions, music, poetry, language exchanges and
workshops. Because Seren Coffi previously offered community activities, this can initially sound like a return to
an old approach.

Put the change in responsibility first.

Describe the programme as a move from founder-organised events to community-hosted activities. The founders
would continue setting the boundaries, but local hosts would organise the individual sessions.

The distinction matters because the case gives evidence that community events were popular, while the people
and processes supporting them became exhausted. Your proposal should therefore change how those activities
operate. N

A stranaer exnlanation would estal

h three elements:
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A stronger explanation would establish three elements:

+ What stays: the café's identity, founders, governance and suppliers.

+ What changes: responsibility for organising individual community activities.

+ Whatis being tested: whether that change can support trading and community participation with
manageable demands on the café.

This gives the reader a clear account of the innovation before you explain its supporting measures.

2. Build a reciprocal arrangement with community hosts
At present, your proposal gives hosts several responsibilities: organising activities, managing participants,
setting up and clearing away. It needs an equally clear explanation of what they receive.

The programme should offer a fair exchange that hosts have a reason to accept.

For example, a host could receive access to an agreed space during an existing trading session, a place on the
café's calendar and an opportunity to introduce their activity to the café’s customers. In return, the host would
bring and manage their activity, promote it to their own contacts and restore the space afterwards.

Participant Proposed benefit Proposed responsibility e
Community host Access to a community venue and an Organise, promote and manage the activity

opportunity to reach participants

Café Potential custom and community activity Provide the agreed space and normal café
requiring less founder administration service

Participants Access to a local activity and social Follow the booking and venue arrangements
connection

Founders A way to maintain community activity with Set boundaries and review whether the
less direct organisation programme is working

This arrangement would need agreement from prospec \, hosts. You should not assume that people will accept
it simply because they value the café.
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This arrangement would need agreement from prospective hosts. You should not assume that people will accept
it simply because they value the café.

It also addresses a problem in the case: volunteers previously “solved some problems” but created others. Your
proposal becomes stronger when it explains how specific, agreed responsibil
of help.

ies would replace informal offers

3. Confirm host interest before announcing a programme

Your proposal currently moves directly from the concept to two weekly slots. A useful intermediate step would be
to establish whether anyone is willing and able to host.

Start with a few confirmed activities rather than a calendar that the founders must work to fill.

The café could invite expressions of interest from existing contacts, such as previous poetry participants,
language-exchange organisers, local artists and regular customers. Each interested host would identify:

« The activity they could deliver.

+ The audience they would invite.
« The resources they already have.
« Their preferred time.

« Their willingness to accept the programme’s responsibil
Only confirmed, suitable activities would enter the pilot.

This tests a central assumption early: whether community interest can become reliable participation. If there are
no suitable hosts, the founders would learn that before committing money or additional opening hours.

4. Use existing opening hours and protect ordinary trading
The case explicitly states that extending opet
should show that it has learned from this.

19 hours often failed to attract sufficient footfall. Your proposal

Replace fixed evening commitments with suitable slots inside existing opening hours.

Two slots a week can remain the maximum available car~=ity, but they should not become a delivery obligation.

The café would not need to arrange an activity simply t..i the calendar.
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Two slots a week can remain the maximum available capacity, but they should not become a delivery obligation.
The café would not need to arrange an activity simply to fill the calendar.

The choice of time should also consider more than whether a period is quiet. An activity needs a reasonable
prospect of attracting participants at that time and must it the café's staffing and service.

For example, a small language exchange might work around a designated table while ordinary customers
continue using the café. An activity requiring the whole room might need a different assessment.

Before accepting a session, staff would check:

« Whether the café would already be open.
« Whether normal service could continue.

= Whether the group would fit the available space.

« Whether setup and clearing away could occur within the agreed time.
« Whether the activity would require additional staff or purchases.

This makes better use of existing resources while recognising that space and staff attention have limits.

5. Make approval simple without changing governance
Your existing approval proposal is promising, but it needs a clearer distinction between setting policy and
administering bookings.

The founders could approve the programme’s rules and permitted activity types together. Staff could then
administer straightforward bookings under those rules. Anything outside them would return to the founders.

A short proposal form could ask for:

Information Purpose
Host's name and contact details Establish responsibility
Activity description Check suitability

Proposed date, duration and group size  Sheck practical fit

Space and equipment needed Identify demands on the café
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Space and equipment needed Identify demands on the café

How participants will be invited or booked Clarify the host's organisation
Confirmation of setup and clearing responsibilities Prevent uncertainty

Any unusual requirements Identify matters requiring further review

Staff should not have to interpret broad ethical questions afresh for every booking. The founders’ criteria
need to be practical enough to apply.

For example, “reflects our values" is less usable on its own than an agreed list of acceptable formats and clear
reasons for referring a proposal back.

This arrangement depends on the founders agreeing to routine administration within their approved boundaries.
Your proposal should make that agreement an explicit implementation step.

6. Begin with activities that are easy to deliver

Your current list includes activities with substantially different demands. Live music, exhibitions, workshops and
language exchanges should not automatically be treated as equally simple.

For the pilot, prioritise formats that fit the café’s existing resources and require limited setup.

Possible examples include:

« Ahost-led Welsh conversation table.

- A small poetry-sharing session.

« A drawing or craft gathering where participants bring their own materials.

« Adiscussion group organised by an existing community group.
These are illustrations, not confirmed suitable activities. Actual suitability would depend on the premises, the
hosts and the café's existing arrangements.

Live music could remain a later option if its practical rer "~ements can be met. There is little benefit in spending

scarce funds on sound equipment before establishing t.". suitable hosts and participants want to use it.
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Live music could remain a later option if its practical requirements can be met. There is little benefit in spending
scarce funds on sound equipment before establishing that suitable hosts and participants want to use it.

Exhibitions also need clear arrangements for installation, removal and responsibility for displayed work. Your
programme will appear more credible if it recognises that different activities require different checks.

7. Connect participation to café trading without imposing pressure
Your programme needs an explicit explanation of how community activity could help the café financially.
However, that does not require turning every activity into a sales campaign or introducing compulsory purchases.

A reasonable approach would be for hosts to explain in advance that activities take place in a working café where
normal food and drink service remains available. Participants could see the existing menu when registering or
arriving.

Hosts would manage their activity, leaving café staff able to serve customers.

The intended benefit is an opportunity for additional café purchases during existing trading hours. It is not a
guaranteed outcome.

Avoid assuming that every participant will buy something or that a crowded session will be financially worthwhile.
The pilot should establish what actually happens.

You could also invite existing community groups to use suitable sessions. An established group may already have
an organiser and participants, reducing the amount of audience-building required. Whether those groups are
interested would still need checking.

This is a useful development of your idea because it makes the host’s existing relationships part of the
programme'’s practical resources.

8. Protect the café from hidden work

Your cancellation rule is strong. | would extend the same principle to other foreseeable situations.
For example:

* Hosts communicate changes to their own particip:
« Hosts manage their own waiting lists or participant enquiries.
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« Hosts manage their own waiting lists or participant enquiries.
« Activities finish at the agreed time
« Hosts do not promise equipment or services that the café has not agreed to provide.
« Staff can pause an activity if it disrupts normal service or breaches the agreed arrangements.
The café would still retain its own responsibilities for the premises and service. Allocating tasks to hosts does not

remove those responsibilities.

The aim is to prevent event administration from gradually returning to the founders through small, unplanned

tasks.

A short checklist after each activity could record what staff actually had to do. That would reveal whether the
apparent transfer of responsibility is working in practice.

9. Keep equipment spending tied to a demonstrated need
Prioritising the broken grinder is sensible because the case identifies it as an unresolved service problem.
However, neither the repair cost nor its repairability is provided.

I would therefore make the sequence:

1. Obtain a diagnosis and repair quotation.
2. Assess what is needed to restore dependable normal service.

3. Protect the remaining funds while testing activities using existing resources.

4. Consider event purchases only where the pilot demonstrates a clear need
Do not treat the £2,000 as an amount that has to be spent. lts availability provides flexibility; it does not justify
buying equipment before the programme has been tested.

This also follows the brief's instruction that the money is a tool rather than the focus of a detailed cost
breakdown.

10. Give the pilot clear decision rules
Your one-month pilot is appropriate for testing initial feasibility, but its evaluation should lead to a decision.

Before starting, the founders should agree what would < fy continuing, changing or stopping an activity. The
case does not provide a basis for inventing numerical targets, so these should be set using the café’s own trading
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ling, changing or stopping an activity. The
case does not provide a basis for inventing numerical targets, so these should be set using the café's own trading
and workload information.

Finding during the pilot Possible response

Participants attend, purchases support trading and Continue and review over a longer period
administration remains manageable

Community participation is strong but café purchases Adjust timing or format and test again

are limited

Sales increase but staff workload disrupts service Reduce group size, simplify the activity or change the
arrangements

Hosts repeatedly cancel or require founders to take over  Pause those bookings and review host suitability

Activities displace ordinary customers or reduce the Change the use of space or stop the unsuitable format
session's contribution

Comparison with previous sessions should be cautious. Weather, seasonal demand and other differences can
affect sales, so a short pilot cannot establish that every change was caused by the programme.

The most useful measures would be:

« Sales compared with reasonably similar trading sessions.
« Associated product costs and any additional event costs.
« Founder and staff time spent on activity administration.
« Disruption to normal service.

« Host reliability and willingness to return.

« Participant feedback

This is more convincing than counting events or attendance alone.

N
How these improvements strengthen your overan argument
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How these improvements strengthen your overall argument

Your revised proposal would have a clearer sequence:

First, restore reliable normal service and agree the programme's boundaries.

Second, recruit willing hosts who understand the exchange and their responsil

ies within e;

Third, trial manageable act ting opening hours.

n without excessive administrative

Fourth, assess whether they support trading and community participa
demands.

Finally, continue only the arrangements that show promise, adapting or stopping those that do not.

1 would keep your “one main innovation supported by operational measures” approach. You do not need to
present every improvement as a separate innovation. The core remains a change in how the café and its
community organise activities together.

My strongest recommendation is to make that reciprocal arrangement the centre of your proposal. It gives a
clearer reason for hosts to participate, explains where organisational capacity would come from, and connects
the café's community purpose to a practical attempt at recovery. It remains a hypothesis to test, but it would be a
substantially better developed and more credible proposal.

& d T G

You have suggested several improvements to my Community Experience
Programme, but | am concerned that some of your recommendations
could make the proposal more complicated rather than more practical.
Seren Coffi is already struggling with slow decision-making, staff fatigue
and operational pressure. How can you justify introducing additional
procedures, responsibilities and monitoring activities without recreating
ul

s? Please

the same problems that contributed to the café's di
ns rather than simply

L
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critically evaluate your own recommendations rather than simply

defending them.

Your criticism is justified. | expanded the proposal in ways that could undermine its central purpose: reducing
the organisational burden on an exhausted café. Some recommendations clarify necessary boundaries, but

others risk turning a small community initiative into another programme that the founders have to administer.

My earlier answer did not sufficiently distinguish between information useful for analysing the proposal and
procedures the café would actually need to operate it. A thorough academic evaluation can consider many risks;
implementation does not require a separate form, rule or measurement for every one.

Based on the case, the appropriate test is: does each proposed arrangement remove more work or uncertainty
than it creates? | cannot establish that balance without testing it, but | can identify where my recommendations
were excessive.

1. 1 overstated how much responsibility could be transferred

Giving hosts responsibility for promotion, participant enquiries, setup and clearing away could reduce some
event-related work. However, recruiting hosts, explaining expectations and responding when arrangements fail
would still require café time.

Therefore, “transferring responsibility” should not imply that work disappears. Some tasks move to hosts, while
coordination remains with the café.

There is also a parti
people the programme depends on. My suggestion of a reciprocal arrangement helps explain why someone
might participate, but it does not establish that they would accept all those duties.

pation problem: making the host's role too demanding could discourage precisely the

Revision: begin with hosts who already have a manageable activity and can organise their own participants.
Agree only the responsibilities relevant to that activity. If substantial coaching or supervision is necessary, that

activity is unsuitable for the initial trial.

2. A proposal form could reproduce the approval bot < :ck

My ciinnactad farm wiac intandad ta nravant iincartaint hut it ~anld crasta annlicatinne ta raview inramnlate
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2. A proposal form could reproduce the approval bottieneck

My suggested form was intended to prevent uncertainty, but it could create applications to review, incomplete
information to chase and exceptions to debate.

The case describes founders who already discuss decisions extensively. A new approval process would not
automatically change that behaviour. Broad criteria such as “consistent with our values” could become another
reason for prolonged discussion.

Revision: replace a formal application process with a brief booking conversation and one shared calendar entry
recording the host, activity, time and contact details. The founders would first need to agree a narrow range of
acceptable activities. Staff would then confirm whether a booking fits those agreed arrangements.

This still requires an initial decision. If the founders cannot accept routine bookings proceeding within
boundaries they have already approved, | should not claim that the programme resolves slow decision-
making. That is a condition of feasibility, not something a checklist can guarantee.

3. Two weekly slots could create an unnecessary obligation

Even when described as a maximum, two slots each week could encourage staff to recruit hosts, fill gaps and
maintain an appearance of momentum. That would turn available space into another target.

It could also repeat the earlier mistake of committing operating time before establishing demand.

Revision: start with one confirmed activity during existing opening hours. Offer another only when a suitable host
comes forward and the first experience suggests that the arrangement is manageable. There should be no
requirement to maintain a full calendar.

This reduces the initial scope and the amount that must be coordinated.
4. My monitoring recommendations were too extensive for the first trial

| proposed examining sales, financial contribution, staff time, disruption, cancellations, host reliability and
participant feedback. Each measure has a defensible purpose, but collecting them together could become
disproportionate.

N

There is also a problem with precision. Staff may struggle to attribute purchases to an activity, and comparisons
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There is also a problem with precision. Staff may struggle to attribute purchases to an activity, and comparisons
between a handful of sessions cannot reliably separate the programme's effect from weather, ordinary
fluctuations or other influences.

Revision: use existing sales records where available and add only a brief note after the session:

« Did the host deliver the activity as agreed?
- Did it create additional work or disrupt normal service?
« Did the session show enough trading and community benefit to justify trying it again?

These questions provide an initial decision, not proof of profitabilty. If the programme continues or expands,
closer financial assessment may become necessary. Reducing monitoring also means accepting greater
uncertainty; | should make that trade-off explicit.

5. lintroduced too many possible activity formats

Suggesting language exchanges, poetry, crafts, discussion groups, exhibitions and music made the programme
sound flexible, but each format can bring different requirements. Variety could increase the number of decisions
the café must make.

Revision: trial one activity that fits the existing space and resources. Broader variety should follow demonstrated
capacity, rather than form part of the launch commitment.

For example, an existing group with its own organiser might require less coordination than an event assembled
from individual volunteers. That is a possibility to assess, not a guaranteed advantage.

6. Some arrangements remain necessary, but they should be proportionate

Removing every procedure would also be a mistake. Unclear expectations could leave staff handling late arrivals,
rearranging furniture or rescuing an activity.

The useful distinction is between a small agreement that prevents predictable work and an elaborate process
that attempts to anticipate every eventuality.

Retain L mPlify or remove

A named host responsible for the activity A detailed host application
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Retain Simplify or remove
A named host responsible for the activity A detailed host application

An agreed start and finish time A fixed weekly delivery target

Clear setup and clearing arrangements Separate checklists for every stage

Existing opening hours and normal café service New equipment bought in anticipation
Founder-approved boundaries Repeated founder approval of routine bookings

A brief review using available information Multiple new monitoring records.

The café’s own responsibilities for its premises and service would remain. A simpler arrangement cannot assume
that hosts take those over.
What the revised proposal would actually involve

| would now recommend a much smaller initial experiment:

1. Con
2. Agreea st ing resources.
3. Record the booking in one place, with the host's contact details and essential responsibilities.

m one g host with an activity they can already organise.

able session within existing opening hours, using exi

4. Let the café operate normally. If the host cancels, staff do not replace the activity.
5. Make a brief continuation decision based on trading information already available and whether the activity
added manageable or excessive work
Essential equipment repair should be considered separately as a requirement of normal café service. The
programme should not become a reason to spend the remaining money on additional equipment.

My revised judgement is more cautious than my earlier recommendation. A community-hosted programme
could reduce the founders' involvement in organising particular activities, but it would still require some
coordination. Its value depends on whether that remaini~~ work is small enough and the resulting benefit
sufficient. v
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My revised judgement is more cautious than my earlier recommendation. A community-hosted programme
could reduce the founders' involvement in organising particular activities, but it would still require some
coordination. Its value depends on whether that remaining work is small enough and the resulting benefit
sufficient.

If even this limited trial requires repeated meetings, persistent host recruitment or staff intervention, the
appropriate response is to pause it. Adding further procedures to keep it functioning would contradict the reason
for proposing it in the first place.

& » o

Overall, do you genuinely believe my original Community Experience
Programme is strong and realistic enough without further changes? |
would prefer to keep my original proposal, but | don't want you to simply
agree with me. Please critically explain what works well, what limitations
remain, and whether your suggested improvements are genuinely
necessary or just optional.

(=}

My assessment is that your original Community Experience Programme is credible enough to retain as the
core proposal and realistic enough to test. However, it is not sufficiently evidenced to claim that it would, by
itself, turn Seren Coffi around. You do not need to incorporate my additional procedures or redesign the
programme. A few practical ambiguities still need resolving, even if you keep the original text largely intact.

That judgement comes from the case study and your proposal as provided here. It is an assessment of their
internal logic, rather than evidence of actual business performance.

What already works well

Your proposal addresses a problem clearly illustrated in the case: the café's community activities depend on
founders whose capacity is declining. Meetings run late, decisions are deferred, one founder takes another job,
and another misses meetings. Moving the organisation | “dividual activities to community hosts is therefore a
relevant response to the circumstances.
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Your proposal addresses a problem clearly illustrated in the case: the café’s community activities depend on
founders whose capacity is declining. Meetings run late, decisions are deferred, one founder takes another job,
and another misses meetings. Moving the organisation of individual activities to community hosts is therefore a
relevant response to the circumstances.

The important innovation is already present in your original proposal. You are changing who organises and
delivers the activities. Although poetry readings and language exchanges existed before, community hosts
taking responsibility for bookings, setup and clearing away would change their delivery. My earlier
recommendation to make this distinction clearer was about explaining your idea, rather than supplying a missing
idea.

Your proposal also respects the restrictions. It does not replace the leadership, governance or suppliers. The
founders retain authority, and the programme uses the café's community identity rather than abandoning it. That
a coherent response to the brief's invitation to think beyond conventional expansion or supplier

ution.

Several supporting arrangements are appropriately simple:

- The chalkboard and sign-up sheet avoid introducing a separate digital system.

« Host responsibilities establish boundaries around event organisation.

« The cancellation arrangement prevents staff from becoming automatic replacement organisers.
- Prioritising the grinder recognises that normal coffee service still matters.

« The pilot creates an opportunity to assess the idea before committing indefinitely.

These are substantial strengths. Your original proposal already contains implementation arrangements and
evaluation; it is more developed than a general suggestion to “hold more events."

What limitations remain

The most significant limitation is the connection between community activity and business recovery. The case
shows that Seren Coffi previously attracted crowds, goodwill and publicity while becoming increasingly fragile.
Renewed activity therefore cannot be treated as evidence of recovery.

Your programme has a plausible mechanism: hosts org- | “e activities, participants may make purchases, and
founders spend less time coordinating events. But each art remains conditional. Hosts may need assistance;
nants mav snend little: activities mav occuny snace without oroducina sufficient benefit
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founders spend less time coordinating events. But each part remains conditional. Hosts may need assistance;
participants may spend little; activities may occupy space without producing sufficient benefit.

Your proposed sales comparison recognises this uncertainty. It does not eliminate it, and higher sales alone
would not establish higher profit if associated costs also increased. This limits the strength of the outcome you
can cl does not invalidate the experiment.

A second limitation concerns approval. Your original text says staff check proposals while founders retain final
decision-making authority. That is compatible with preserving governance, but it leaves unclear whether every
activity still requires a collective founder decision. If it does, the original bottleneck could remain. Clear criteria
help only if the founders are willing to let routine administration proceed under them.

Third, the promise of “no additional organisational costs” is too absolute. Even a simple booking involves some
communication and checking. Likewise, hosts taking responsibility cannot guarantee that founders will never
need to intervene. These are reasonable objectives, but uncertain outcomes.

Fourth, the two evening slots need context. The case specifically identifies poorly attended extended hours. If
your slots fall within existing opening hours, the concern is reduced. If they require the café to stay open longer,
they could repeat an existing problem.

Finally, host willingness and reliability are unconfirmed. Previous community engagement gives you a reason to
explore participation, but it does not establish that enough people will accept responsibility. Your pilot is a
reasonable way to investigate this. A one-month trial can reveal initial practical difficulties, although it cannot
establish long-term sustainability.

Which improvements are necessary, and which are optional?
1 would distinguish essential clarification from additional programme design.
Issue My judgement

Whether evening act

ies require longer opening hours  Needs resolving before implementation, because it

directly affects workload and operating demands

Whether routine bookings require repeated founder V ceds resolving before implementation, because your
decisions workload argument depends on it
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Whether evening activities require longer opening hours

Whether routine bookings require repeated founder
decisions

Claims of no additional costs or responsibilities

Whether success is certain

Detailed host application forms

Formal host incentive arrangements.

Starting with one activity rather than two available slots

Multiple monitoring records and exten:
collection

Replacing your main concept or adding separate
innovations

& Share

Needs resolving before implementation, because it

directly affects workload and operating demands

Needs resolving before implementation, because your
workload argument depends on it

Need qualification if presented as guarantees

Must remain conditional; the available information cannot

support a guaranteed turnaround

Optional and probably excessive initially

Optional; hosts need a reason to participate, but this can be
established through ordinary agreement

Optional; two potential slots are not inherently unrealistic if
there is no obligation to fill them

Optional and potentially counterproduc

Unnecessary on the evidence provided

I should also correct the emphasis of my earlier responses. | presented some sensible possibilities as though

they were required improvements. Your original programme already allocates responsibilities, limits the

consequences of cancellation and proposes a pilot. Adding more documentation would not automatically
strengthen those arrangements and could make them harder to operate.

My final position is that you can keep your original programme without adopting my expanded

recommendations. Its strengths justify retaining it as a practical, constrained innovation proposal. Its unresolved
points justify modest clarification and cautious claims. b
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Detailed host application forms Optional and probably excessive initially

Formal host incentive arrangements Optional; hosts need a reason to participate, but this can be
established through ordinary agreement

Starting with one activity rather than two available slots  Optional; two potential slots are not inherently unrealistic if
there is no obligation to fill them

Multiple monitoring records and extensive feedback Optional and potentially counterproductive
collection

Replacing your main concept or adding separate Unnecessary on the evidence provided
innovations

I should also correct the emphasis of my earlier responses. | presented some sensible possibilities as though
they were required improvements. Your original programme already allocates responsibilities, limits the
consequences of cancellation and proposes a pilot. Adding more documentation would not automatically
strengthen those arrangements and could make them harder to operate.

My final position is that you can keep your original programme without adopting my expanded
recommendations. Its strengths justify retaining it as a practical, constrained innovation proposal. Its unresolved
points justify modest clarification and cautious claims.

If “without further changes” means preserving the concept and its existing supporting measures, my answer is
yes. If it means treating every operational detail as settled and claiming the programme is sufficient to rescue the
café, my answer is no. The defensible position is that it offers a plausible route to reducing event-related
pressure and supporting trading, with the pilot determining whether those benefits actually materialise.
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