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1. Introduction 
Developing individuals in the workplace is a strategic concern rather than simply a training activity. Organisations depend on employees who can adapt to changing client expectations, regulatory requirements, technologies and operational pressures. Senge (1990) argues that organisational learning requires people to improve their capacity collectively, while Garvin (1993) emphasises creating, acquiring and transferring knowledge and modifying behaviour accordingly. This report considers how these principles could operate within Rock Compliance, where the effectiveness of engineers, schedulers, supervisors and trainers is interconnected. This report evaluates how purposeful workplace learning can strengthen operational reliability, employee engagement and succession planning at Rock Compliance. It considers Harrison Burchill, a Level 2 Engineer aspiring to become an Engineer Supervisor and School of Rock Trainer, as a proposed development case. The argument is that promotion readiness requires more than technical competence: it requires safe judgement, communication, coaching, client awareness and evidence of learning transfer. The analysis combines the module’s emphasis on the learning organisation, performance appraisal, fair assessment and continuing professional development with the company’s actual Performance Development Review (PDR) framework. A comparison of the Michigan and Harvard human-resource models finds that the Harvard stakeholder approach provides the stronger foundation for employee-led development, although Michigan-style measurable objectives remain essential in compliance work. A 12-month plan, evidence-based review process and illustrative charts translate this conclusion into a practical approach. The recommendations are proposals rather than claims that Harrison has already completed these activities.
In my role as Operations Scheduling Manager, I manage engineers remotely, including planning engineers’ diaries, coordinating routes, managing urgent work, prioritising service-level agreements (SLAs), communicating with account managers and clients, and responding to unexpected absence or site changes. These responsibilities give me a practical view of how an individual’s capability affects wider service delivery. For example, when an engineer requires support with a technically complex job, that support must be coordinated without jeopardising other confirmed visits. This demonstrates that learning is both an individual and a systems issue.
The case study concerns Harrison Burchill, described for this assignment as a Level 2 Engineer who wishes to progress into engineering supervision and the School of Rock training function. His aspiration is the starting point, not evidence that he is presently ready for either position. A developmental PDR should therefore test competencies fairly, identify gaps and establish realistic milestones. As the supplied Rock PDR is an uncompleted template, the objectives, baselines, ratings and activities in this report are explicitly proposed, subject to validation by Harrison, his line manager, and the training function.
Rock’s PDR describes its strategic ambition to be the Best Place to Work and identifies three business enablers: Best Place to Work, Best National Provider and Most Successful in our Sector (Rock Compliance, n.d.). The company’s culture wheel names five behavioral values: Be Client Focused, Be Engaging, Be Accountable, Be Passionate and Be Curious. Its wider stated purpose is “Making the world’s buildings safer and more sustainable”. These are useful criteria against which to judge not only what Harrison achieves but how he achieves it. The report follows the four module learning outcomes and integrates critical debate with a measurable development plan.
[bookmark: _Toc242456050]1. Critically assessing the organisational benefits of developing individuals
[bookmark: _Toc242456051]1.1 Capability, safety and service quality
Human capital theory views knowledge and skills as investments that may improve productive capacity (Becker, 1964). In Rock’s context, investment in engineering capability could increase first-time quality, strengthen documentation, improve troubleshooting and reduce repeat visits. However, these benefits should not be assumed from attendance at a course. Baldwin and Ford (1988) show that training transfer depends on trainee characteristics, training design and the work environment. A technically knowledgeable engineer may still struggle to apply learning when site conditions differ from classroom exercises. Consequently, supervisor observation, practical demonstration and follow-up checks are necessary.
The practical consequences of competence are visible in scheduling. An incorrectly scoped visit may require another engineer, create a client complaint and force rescheduling across several diaries. In contrast, an engineer who communicates emerging issues promptly gives the scheduling team time to arrange suitable resources. From my experience, rapid communication and accurate site information can be as important to service delivery as the engineer’s technical skill. Development should therefore include reporting, escalation and client communication alongside engineering standards. This is consistent with Rock’s Be Accountable and Be Client Focused values.
[bookmark: _Toc242456052]1.2 Retention, motivation and succession
Employee development may strengthen retention by showing that advancement is possible within the organisation. Social exchange theory suggests that employees may reciprocate perceived organisational support with commitment and constructive behaviour (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Self-determination theory similarly emphasises autonomy, competence and relatedness as important motivational conditions (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Harrison’s desire to supervise and train others presents an opportunity to connect his personal ambitions with organisational requirements. A credible pathway could help retain valuable operational knowledge while reducing dependence on external recruitment.
Nevertheless, training does not guarantee loyalty. More transferable qualifications may improve external employability, and disappointed expectations can reduce engagement. De Vos et al. (2011) identifies the importance of developmental opportunities in career-related outcomes, but career discussions must be realistic. I would avoid telling Harrison that successful completion of a plan automatically guarantees promotion. Instead, I would distinguish becoming eligible for consideration from an actual appointment, which depends on vacancies, business requirements and selection processes. This is both fairer and more viable.
[bookmark: _Toc242456053]1.3 Learning culture and organisational resilience
Senge’s (1990) five disciplines—personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, team learning and systems thinking—offer a wider perspective. Personal mastery corresponds with Harrison’s aspiration; team learning would arise when he coaches colleagues; and systems thinking would require him to understand how engineering decisions affect planning, client relationships and compliance reporting. Argyris and Schön (1978) distinguish single-loop learning, which corrects errors within existing rules, from double-loop learning, which questions underlying assumptions. Rock could benefit from both: correcting an incomplete site report is useful but investigating why the reporting process routinely creates omissions may prevent recurrence.
A further benefit is succession planning. Internal candidates who understand systems, clients and safety expectations may transition more smoothly into supervisory work. Yet promoting an excellent technician does not necessarily produce an effective people manager. Leadership requires giving feedback, resolving disagreement, managing fairness and supporting performance. Without these skills, promotion can harm morale or quality. The business case should therefore assess both future supervisory potential and training capability, not merely current technical output.
[bookmark: _Toc242456054]1.4 Costs, opportunity costs and fair access
Development requires protected time, assessor availability, supervision and sometimes formal qualifications. For an Operations Scheduling Manager, releasing an engineer for training reduces available capacity and can increase travel or overtime pressures. I would therefore plan learning around workload forecasts, avoid critical SLA periods and communicate early with account managers. Where feasible, supervised work-based tasks provide evidence while delivering service, although high-risk activities must never be used as unsupervised practice.
Access also matters. If the most visible or geographically convenient engineers receive all development opportunities, organisational capability may become uneven. Colquitt et al. (2001) demonstrates the importance of organisational justice perceptions. Transparent criteria, consistent assessment and documented decisions are needed to avoid favouritism. Development effectiveness should be evaluated through quality, safety, retention and behaviour, not simply course-completion figures. The proposed dashboard later in this report balances these measures.
[bookmark: _Toc242456055]1.5 Critical academic debate: Michigan versus Harvard models
[bookmark: _Toc242456056]1.5.1 Michigan model: strategic control and alignment
The Michigan model, associated with Fombrun et al. (1984), emphasises matching selection, appraisal, rewards and development with business strategy. Its principal strength for Rock is clarity: engineer development should contribute to safe delivery, service quality and operational performance. Defined competency standards and measurable milestones can make selection for supervisory positions more defensible. This approach is particularly useful where inadequate performance can affect client safety or compliance. However, an excessively instrumental interpretation may treat employees primarily as resources to be deployed, overlooking their aspirations, voice and wider wellbeing.
[bookmark: _Toc242456057]1.5.2 Harvard model: stakeholders and commitment
The Harvard model presented by Beer et al. (1984) gives greater emphasis to employee influence, stakeholder interests, human-resource flows, rewards and work systems. Its strength is recognition that organisational effectiveness depends on commitment, competence, congruence and cost effectiveness rather than narrow output alone. Applied to Harrison, it supports an open career conversation, negotiated learning opportunities and attention to motivation. Its weakness is that stakeholder interests can conflict Harrison may want accelerated promotion while managers must protect service capacity and equitable access. The model also offers less immediate operational precision than a competency-based scorecard.
[bookmark: _Toc242456058]1.5.3 Reasoned judgement
My understanding of learning and development aligns more closely with the Harvard model because I see effective development as a partnership between employee, manager and organisation. In scheduling, outcomes improve when engineers can raise concerns, share information and influence practical decisions rather than simply follow instructions. The same principle should apply to a PDR: Harrison should actively shape his objectives and understand why each activity matters. Nevertheless, Harvard should not be interpreted as avoiding accountability. Rock needs Michigan-style standards for mandatory learning, safe practice and measurable readiness. The most convincing solution is therefore a Harvard-led developmental relationship supported by Michigan-style performance controls.
This judgement is reinforced by Senge (1990), who regards shared vision and team learning as central to organisational capability, and by Edmondson (1999), whose research associates psychological safety with team learning behaviour. Harrison is more likely to admit uncertainty and request coaching where development conversations are safe and constructive. Yet openness cannot replace competency sign-off. A supervisor must demonstrate that learning has transferred to safe decisions under realistic conditions. The proposed PDR deliberately combines employee voice with evidence-based assessment.

Senge’s five disciplines applied to Rock Compliance
	Discipline
	Application to Harrison and Rock

	Systems thinking
	Connect field quality, scheduling, client outcomes and compliance

	Personal mastery
	Build Harrison’s technical and leadership competence

	Mental models
	Challenge assumptions about how engineers learn and progress

	Shared vision
	Align career ambition with Rock’s service and people priorities

	Team learning
	Share technical knowledge through School of Rock sessions


Table adapted from Senge (1990), The Fifth Discipline. Source: https://books.google.com/books/about/The_Fifth_Discipline.html?id=bVZqAAAAMAAJ
The five disciplines provide an organisational perspective rather than a guarantee of improved performance. For Rock, Harrison’s individual development would only become organisational learning if knowledge is shared and embedded in everyday engineering practice (Senge, 1990).






Comparison of the Harvard and Michigan HRM approaches
	Harvard model (commitment)
	Michigan model (strategic fit)

	Employee and stakeholder interests
	Selection, appraisal, rewards and development

	Development, involvement and long-term outcomes
	Alignment with business objectives and measured outputs

	Suitable for mentoring and sustainable progression
	Suitable for defining standards and monitoring readiness



Comparative table based on Beer et al. (1984) and Fombrun et al. (1984); model concepts also discussed in BMSK5010 Sessions 1–2.
The Harvard approach is more persuasive for supporting Harrison’s aspirations because it considers employee expectations and participation; Michigan-style performance measures nevertheless remain useful for objectively assessing supervisory and trainer readiness.

















[bookmark: _Toc242456059]2. Managing Harrison’s personal development expectations
[bookmark: _Toc242456060]2.1 Establishing a credible development agreement
Expectations should be explored through a two-way PDR conversation rather than imposed targets. Locke and Latham (2002) argue that specific, challenging goals can improve performance when employees have commitment, ability and feedback. Harrison should be asked what attracts him to supervision and training, which responsibilities he already understands and what support he believes he needs. His line manager should then clarify the actual role requirements with operational leadership and School of Rock representatives. An initial capability assessment would include technical assurance, safety leadership, coaching, presentation, conflict handling, record accuracy and decision-making.
The psychological contract is particularly relevant. Rousseau (1995) explains how employees form beliefs about reciprocal obligations beyond formal contracts. A casual promise of progression could be interpreted as an entitlement to promotion. I would instead document a development opportunity, not a guaranteed job outcome. At each review, the manager should communicate what evidence has been achieved, which gaps remain and whether business circumstances have changed. Harrison should have the opportunity to challenge evidence and contribute to adjustments.
[bookmark: _Toc242456061]2.2 Feedback, fairness and confidentiality
Rock’s actual PDR requires monthly one-to-one check-ins, more detailed mid-year and year-end reviews, SMART objectives, values-related behaviours and a five-point performance scale (Rock Compliance, n.d.). A rating of 3 means the desired result has been achieved, while 4 and 5 represent performance exceeding requirements; 1 and 2 reflect underperformance or inconsistency. The PDR also contains a fixed mandatory eLearning objective. It is important that developmental discussions do not obscure compliance obligations.
Kluger and DeNisi (1996) caution that feedback does not uniformly improve performance; poorly framed feedback can divert attention from the task. I would recommend describing observable behaviours rather than personality labels. For instance, “the engineer gave the client a clear explanation and escalated the issue before leaving site” is more useful than “good communicator”. Multi-source feedback can add perspective, but client comments, scheduler observations and supervisor assessments should be triangulated because each source sees different parts of the work. Assessment records must be stored in authorised systems, discussed privately and limited to those with a legitimate role in the review.
The module sessions on conflict also highlight how disagreements can emerge from role ambiguity, competing priorities and communication barriers. As an Operations Scheduling Manager managing engineers remotely, I have experienced the tension between urgent reactive work and pre-arranged commitments. If Harrison becomes a supervisor, he will need to explain decisions fairly when engineers disagree over workloads or changes. Training in listening, de-escalation and escalation pathways should therefore be treated as a core requirement, not an optional interpersonal extra.
[bookmark: _Toc242456062]2.3 Aligning individual and business expectations
A practical development agreement should connect three interests: Harrison’s career ambition, Rock’s future capability and the immediate needs of clients. For example, a supervised toolbox talk could allow Harrison to practice teaching, help colleagues understand a technical procedure and provide a documented assessment opportunity. A shadowing placement could develop leadership judgement without transferring authority prematurely. Where work pressures prevent a planned activity, the manager should reschedule it and explain the reason rather than allowing the development plan to lapse without discussion.
The five Rock values can be converted into observable evidence. Be Client Focused involves clear site updates and professional communication; Be Engaging includes inclusive toolbox talks; Be Accountable involves accurate reporting and owning corrective actions; Be Passionate means taking pride in safe, high-quality work; and Be Curious involves asking questions, reflecting on incidents and seeking improvements. Behavioural evidence should complement, rather than substitute for, technical competence.

CPD cycle translated into Harrison’s development journey
	Stage
	Example activity

	Identify → Plan
	PDR gap analysis and agreed SMART milestones

	Act → Reflect
	Shadow supervisors; record learning and feedback

	Apply → Share
	Lead a supervised briefing; deliver a trial training session

	Impact → Reassess
	Review competency evidence and revise the next PDR objectives


Adaptation of CIPD, getting started with your CPD (n.d.), https://www.cipd.org/uk/learning/cpd/cycle/.
This cycle supports a flexible development plan: Harrison can demonstrate learning through supervised work and reflection rather than relying solely on attendance at courses (CIPD, n.d.).










[bookmark: _Toc242456063]3. Critically evaluating development vehicles
No single learning vehicle will adequately prepare Harrison for both supervisory and trainer responsibilities. Kolb (1984) proposes learning through experience, reflection, conceptualisation and experimentation, whereas Bandura (1977) emphasises observation and modelling. These perspectives support a blended programme rather than relying solely on classroom teaching. They should not be reduced to fixed “learning styles”: Pashler et al. (2008) found insufficient evidence to justify matching instruction to purported individual learning-style categories.
	Vehicle
	Potential benefit
	Limitation / control

	Supervisor shadowing
	Exposure to decisions, prioritisation and client escalation
	Observer role can be passive; require reflective log and debrief

	Coaching and mentoring
	Individualised feedback and confidence
	Quality depends on mentor; agree boundaries and check-ins

	Technical refresher / eLearning
	Consistent knowledge and mandatory compliance
	Completion alone does not demonstrate competence

	Stretch assignment
	Tests coordination and problem-solving in context
	Avoid unsafe delegation; appoint accountable supervisor

	Train-the-trainer workshop
	Facilitation, lesson planning and assessment
	Requires observed delivery and learner feedback

	Peer toolbox talks
	Practice communication and knowledge sharing
	Use standardised technical content and supervisor review

	Reflective CPD journal
	Supports insight and improvement
	Can become superficial without evidence and feedback




Formal training is suitable for technical updates, health and safety and structured teaching methods, but the evidence of transfer must come from application. Coaching is valuable for managing difficult conversations and providing individual feedback, although an untrained coach can reinforce poor habits. Shadowing gives insight into supervisory judgement, but Harrison must progressively undertake appropriately authorised tasks to demonstrate independent capability. Temporary stretch assignments can reveal potential, provided the designated supervisor retains accountability for decisions and the organisation has assessed risk.
For the School of Rock ambition, training design should include identifying learning outcomes, preparing a short session, checking learner understanding and adapting communication to different experience levels. Kirkpatrick and Kirkpatrick (2006) distinguish reaction, learning, behaviour and results as evaluation levels. A positive workshop survey is therefore insufficient. Harrison should demonstrate improved delivery in observed sessions and evidence that participants can apply the material safely. The School of Rock function should validate any proposed trainer criteria before final approval.
The module’s CPD cycle—identify, plan, act, reflect, apply, share and impact—offers a useful structure. Harrison could identify a capability gap, complete supervised practice, reflect on feedback, deliver a toolbox talk and assess its effect on colleagues. Schön (1983) emphasises reflection in professional practice; Gibbs (1988) provides a more structured reflection cycle. I would use brief reflective entries after meaningful incidents rather than demanding excessive paperwork that competes with engineering delivery.























[bookmark: _Toc242456064]4. Detailed development plan and performance management
Harrison Burchill’s Rock Compliance Performance Development Review (PDR) is reproduced in Appendix A. It documents development objectives, training requirements, SMART targets and review arrangements supporting his progression towards Engineer Supervisor and School of Rock Trainer. The review should be interpreted alongside the performance-management discussion in Task 4.
The following PDR adapts the headings and intent of the supplied Rock template. All entries are illustrative development proposals for agreement, not a completed or authenticated employee appraisal. Review period: November 2026–October 2027. Role: Level 2 Engineer. Development aspirations: Engineer Supervisor and School of Rock Trainer. Line manager: to be confirmed. Initial baseline: to be established through competency review, not presumed.
[bookmark: _Toc242456065]4.1 Business, values and personal objectives

	PDR area / SMART objective
	Evidence of success
	Support / deadline

	Business: complete all assigned mandatory eLearning by each individual due date
	Portal shows no overdue mandatory modules; manager verifies
	Protected learning time; ongoing

	Business: demonstrate safe technical and reporting standards on 4 observed assignments
	Supervisor checklist meets agreed standard on all 4; corrective actions closed
	Competent assessor; by month 6

	Values: lead 3 clear client or team handovers and record feedback
	Three observed handovers, evidence of accountability and client focus
	Supervisor and scheduler feedback; by month 6

	Personal: develop supervisory skills through shadowing and two controlled coordination tasks
	Two shadow shifts, two debriefed tasks, risk and escalation evidence
	Supervisor mentor; by month 9

	Personal: design and deliver 2 observed technical learning sessions
	Approved materials, two observations and feedback review
	School of Rock mentor; by month 12


Above table is an example competency planning chart, created for this report. The displayed values are illustrative targets, not Harrison’s measured scores; a genuine baseline and assessor rubric are required before any gap can be calculated.

The distinction between business, values and personal objectives reflects the Rock form. Success measures should be agreed with Harrison and may need adjusting after the initial skills audit. The mandatory eLearning requirement remains non-negotiable. The aspirational objective is to be ready to apply for suitable opportunities, not to be appointed automatically. The company’s PDR also requests monthly check-ins and formal mid-year and year-end ratings, which should be completed by the authorised manager.
[bookmark: _Toc242456066]4.2 Capability gap assessment
At month 1, Harrison and the assessor should jointly rate current evidence against an agreed 1–5 competency rubric. The figure below is a planning illustration only; the baseline values are hypothetical and must be replaced after the actual assessment. It illustrates how a gap analysis could identify development priorities rather than claiming measured performance.
[bookmark: _Toc242456067]4.3 Twelve-month implementation and review schedule
	Period
	Development activity
	Evidence / review gate

	Months 1–2
	PDR conversation; skills audit; mandatory learning review; mentor allocated
	Signed goals; role criteria; baseline assessment

	Months 3–4
	Shadow supervisor; practice handovers; keep CPD notes
	Observation and reflection; monthly 1:1

	Months 5–6
	Complete four supervised technical observations; first toolbox talk
	Mid-year PDR, evidence review and rating

	Months 7–8
	Lead controlled coordination tasks; undertake conflict/feedback coaching
	Supervisor debrief and risk review

	Months 9–10
	Train-the-trainer learning; design approved lesson materials
	Training plan and rehearsal observation

	Months 11–12
	Deliver two observed sessions; final capability review
	Year-end PDR; readiness decision and next steps


Proposed cumulative milestones over 12 months, created for this report. This is a planned schedule, not actual progress data.
Operational scheduling is integral to implementation. I would agree learning dates with the relevant manager in advance, flag resource requirements, consider geographical clustering of work and avoid releasing multiple critical engineers at once. When reactive work interrupts a planned observation, the activity should be rescheduled promptly. This preserves client service while demonstrating that development is an operational commitment rather than an informal extra.
[bookmark: _Toc242456068]4.4 Monitoring, evaluation and performance management
Performance management should be continuous rather than restricted to a year-end meeting. Aguinis (2019) describes performance management as an ongoing process linking individual contributions with organisational goals. Rock’s monthly 1:1 format supports this approach. Each meeting should capture completed activity, evidence, barriers, support required, actions and the next review date. At mid-year, the manager should assess progress against each agreed objective and use the actual PDR rating definitions; at year-end, a documented decision should distinguish competent current-role performance from readiness for expanded responsibilities.
To ensure Harrison’s development is monitored consistently, a structured PDR Review and Development Monitoring Form has been developed to support monthly one-to-one meetings, mid-year assessments and annual performance reviews. The form enables progress against SMART objectives to be recorded, identifies additional training requirements and provides evidence of performance improvements. It also supports accountability and continuous feedback within my role as Operations Scheduling Manager, managing engineers remotely. The structured review form is provided in Appendix B.
Evaluation should be multi-level. Immediate learning evidence could include a knowledge check or lesson observation; behavioural evidence might include accurate handovers, confident escalation and constructive coaching; operational results might include fewer avoidable re-visits or more consistent records. However, attributing a change in service metrics solely to Harrison would be inappropriate because scheduling, client access and job complexity also influence outcomes. Before-and-after comparisons should therefore use comparable tasks and explain confounding factors.
A balanced scorecard prevents a narrow focus on quantity. The following indicators are proposed for the programme: mandatory learning completed on time; observed technical standards; quality of handovers; demonstrated supervisory behaviours; learner feedback and application of training. A target should be treated as an agreed threshold, not as a fabricated achievement.








	Indicator
	Proposed threshold
	Evidence owner

	Mandatory learning
	100% completed by assigned due dates
	Learning portal / manager

	Technical observations
	4 satisfactory assessed tasks
	Technical assessor

	Observed handovers
	3 satisfactory examples
	Supervisor / scheduler

	Supervisory practice
	2 controlled tasks with debriefs
	Supervisor mentor

	Trainer practice
	2 observed sessions
	School of Rock assessor

	PDR rhythm
	Monthly 1:1; mid-year and year-end reviews
	Line manager



Continuous performance management and review cycle
	Stage
	Rock PDR application

	Set expectations
	Agree SMART objectives, values and required standards

	Observe and support
	Gather job evidence, coaching notes and client feedback

	Review and discuss
	Monthly one-to-ones and mid-year review

	Adjust and evaluate
	Update development actions; assess readiness at year end


Adaptation of CIPD (2026), Performance management: An introduction, https://www.cipd.org/en/knowledge/factsheets/performance-factsheet/; aligned to Rock’s supplied PDR form.
Regular evidence-led reviews allow the Operations Scheduling Manager and line manager to identify support needs early, while avoiding the mistaken assumption that completing training automatically qualifies Harrison for promotion (CIPD, 2026).
[bookmark: _Toc242456069]4.5 Risks, ethics and contingency arrangements
The main risks are insufficient release time, inconsistent mentoring, premature delegation, subjective ratings and the possibility of no vacancy after development. Mitigations include protected learning slots, a named mentor, documented assessment criteria, role-based authorisation and clear communication about opportunities. Technical and safety competency must be signed off by an authorised assessor, not inferred from confidence or enthusiasm. Feedback from colleagues must be used proportionately and handled confidentially. Harrison should be able to raise concerns or request a second review if he disputes an assessment.
If progress is slower than expected, the plan should be revised collaboratively. An employee may need more supervised practice, a different coach or a longer timescale. Failure to meet one milestone should not automatically become a punitive judgement. Conversely, where mandatory learning or safety requirements are unmet, the organisation must respond promptly through its established processes. The balance of support and accountability reflects the hybrid Harvard–Michigan approach argued for earlier.
[bookmark: _Toc242456070]4.6 Personal reflection and recommendations
My scheduling experience has shaped my understanding that development must work in real operational conditions. A theoretical programme may look effective on paper but fail when engineers are repeatedly moved to urgent client sites. I have learned that early communication, realistic journey planning and awareness of SLAs help avoid unnecessary disruption. I have also contributed ideas to improve scheduling practice, including a dinnertime planning function and locking confirmed sites during route optimisation. These experiences reinforce my view that learning becomes valuable when employees are encouraged to question existing processes and test practical improvements.
I also recognise a limitation in my own perspective: as an Operations Scheduling Manager managing engineers remotely, I can observe communication, reliability and operational coordination, but I cannot independently judge all technical competencies or trainer qualifications. For this reason, Harrison’s PDR should combine my operational observations with the expertise of engineering supervisors and School of Rock assessors. This avoids confusing familiarity with objective competence. I would personally favour constructive monthly conversations over relying exclusively on a final rating, while retaining formal evidence to protect fairness.
Three recommendations follow. First, Rock should maintain consistent development pathways for engineers who wish to move into supervision or training, with published competency criteria and realistic access to mentors. Second, the PDR should explicitly link technical evidence, values-based behaviour and career aspirations, so employees understand how their learning supports the business enablers. Third, development should be evaluated through observed workplace behaviour and relevant service outcomes rather than course attendance alone. These recommendations could improve both the employee experience and the reliability of succession decisions.









[bookmark: _Toc242456071]5. Conclusion
Developing individuals can improve Rock Compliance’s technical capability, succession planning, employee engagement and client service, but the benefits are conditional on effective training transfer, fair assessment and operational support. Harrison Burchill’s proposed progression from Level 2 Engineer to potential Engineer Supervisor and School of Rock Trainer illustrates why a development plan must combine technical assurance with coaching, communication, judgement and reflective practice. The Harvard model most closely matches my understanding of collaborative employee development, while the Michigan model contributes useful discipline through strategic alignment and measurable standards. A blended approach, embedded within Rock’s actual PDR, values and monthly review cycle, provides a credible pathway without making unrealistic promises about promotion. The proposed 12-month programme offers an evidence-based basis for a future readiness decision, subject to confirmation of Harrison’s actual baseline, role criteria and organisational opportunities.
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ROCK COMPLIANCE | Performance Development Review
Name: Harrison Burchill Review date: 30/09/2026

Job title: Level 2 Engineer Line manager: Nicola Powell, Operations Scheduling Manager

ROCK CULTURE WHEEL

Why is our performance review process important?

A robust performance review process supports Rock's ambition to be the Best Place to Work by encouraging continuous feedback,
professional development, accountability and high-quality client service. This review identifies development priorities, required support
and the evidence needed to evaluate progress.

WHAT has been delivered? Monthly check-in

The following discussion areas provide a starting point for regular one-to-one meetings. Existing performance achievements and previous
ratings should be confirmed with supporting evidence during the review process.

ow i it going and what support is needed?

Objectives met / on track Objectives requiring focus

Continued emphasis on safe engineering delivery, Development in team leadership, coaching colleagues, Nicola Powell to hold monthly remote one-to-one meetings and
accurate service records, client communication and managing operational issues and delivering structured coordinate sitable supervisor shadowing, trainer observation and
mandatory learing. Evidence of past achievement is to be  technical training. These capabiliies require supervised protected learning time, subject to operational needs.

reviewed with Harrison. opportunities and feedback.

HOW objectives are delivered: Rock Values and Culture Wheel

Rock Compliance | Performance Development Review Page 1
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The following behavioural expectations connect Harrison’s current engineering responsibilities with the skills required for progression. They are intended to be discussed and
evidenced during regular reviews.

®® BE N
Senavioural xpectations

Be Client Focused Prioritise site safety, reliable attendance and clear updates to clients. Explain delays or access issues promptly, escalate concerns through the appropriate
channels, and ensure service documentation and recommendations are understandable and accurate.

Be Engaging Communicate respectfully with engineers, schedulers and clients. Invite questions and listen to feedback. Develop confidence in delivering short briefings,
explaining technical procedures and supporting less experienced colleagues without taking over their responsibilties.

Be Accountable Take ownership of allocated tasks and follow safe systems of work. Record findings accurately, identify risks early and follow through on agreed actions.
Use monthly reviews to examine issues constructively, identify causes and demonstrate improvement through evidence.

Be Passionate Demonstrate commitment to compliant, high-quality engineering. Prepare thoroughly for shadowing and supervised leadership activities. Share practical
knowledge, support consistent standards across sites and seek feedback to improve the quality of technical explanations.

Be Curious Ask questions about supervisory decisions and effective training methods. Observe School of Rock trainers, keep a leaming log, test new approaches
during supervised activities and reflect on how learning can improve team performance.

Performance Development Review | Mid-year and year-end

Mid-year and year-end reviews should consider objective progress, evidence, behaviour against Rock values and support needs. Formal ratings are recorded only when the
relevant assessment has taken place.

Mid-year review

Review supervisor shadowing, briefing practice, School of Rock observation, mandatory eLearning, client communications and the development evidence log. Agree any
necessary adjustments to timescales and support.

Evidence / discussion: To be completed at mid-year review.
Agreed actions: To be completed at mid-year review.
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End-of-year review

Evaluate readiness for further supervisory responsibilities and assessed trainer delivery using observed practice, completed objectives and documented feedback. Discuss
progression options without assuming an automatic appointment.

Evidence / discussion: To be completed at year-end review.

Agreed next steps: To be completed at year-end review.

Objectives for the next 12 months

Objectives should be SMART and aligned to Rock’s business enablers: Best Place to Work, Best National Provider and Most Successful in our Sector. Review progress at each
monthly one-to-one meeting.

What will | achieve? Success measures How will  achieve it / support needed? Deadline Review comments Mid-ye Year-e

ar nd
rating | rating

Complete all mandatory Rock No overdue or expired modules; Plan protected learning time and escalate Each assigned Review monthly: evidence | — —
eLearning by assigned deadiines.  leaming portal checked. scheduling conflicts to line manager. due date. pending.
Maintain safe, accurate Monthly sample reviews of Apply safe systems and SOPs; obtain senior Monthly Review monthly; evidence | — —
client-facing records and imely ~ documentation and communication;  engineer feedback; discuss examples during throughout 12 pending.
escalation baseline and targets agreed at first monthly check-ins. months.

review.
Lead two supervised team Two completed activities with written |~ Shadow supervisor, prepare agendas, practise By 30/09/2027. Review monthly: evidence | — —
briefings or coordination supervisor observations and reflective | briefings and incorporate feedback. pending.
activities. notes.
Observe two School of Rock Two observation records, one Arrange observation, plan learning segmentand By 30/09/2027. Review monthly: evidence | — —
sessions and co-deliver one supervised delivery and trainer practise under trainer guidance. pending.
training segment. feedback.
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Values and personal development objectives

What will | achieve? Success measures How will  achieve it / support needed? Deadline Review comments Mid-ye Year-e

ar nd
rating | rating

Values: Be Engaging —support | Positive observed communication Shadow a supervisor, practise concise briefings  Throughout 12 Review monthly: evidence | — —
peers and communicate clearly.  and constructive feedback from and record leamning in a reflection log. months. pending.
supervisor or colleagues.

Personal: build readiness for Two observed briefings, two trainer Mentoring, shadowing, supervised practiceand By 30/09/2027. Development does not — —
Engineer Supervisor and School | observations, one co-delivery and structured trainer coaching. guarantee appointment.
of Rock Trainer. documented competence feedback.

Agreeing your performance rating (mid-year and year-end only)

m — "

5 Significantly exceeded: sustained evidence of role-model behaviour and results well beyond expectations.
4 Exceeded: elements of performance and behaviours frequently exceed requirements.

3 Achieved: objectives and behaviours fully meet the required standard.

2 Partially achieved: results or required behaviours are inconsistent or below expectations.

1 Not achieved: significant shortfall against objectives o required behaviours.

Agreed performance rating: Not yet assessed. Formal ratings to be agreed at the relevant review.

Manager comments and sign-off

Development support and scheduling arrangements to be agreed with Harrison. Progress will be reviewed through monthly remote meetings, evidence from observed practice and
feedback from supervisors and School of Rock trainers.

Employee signature: Date: Manager signature: Date:
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