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[bookmark: _Toc227102572]Reflection on feedback

Receiving constructive feedback is one of the most valuable parts of project management. After reviewing the comments on my project plan, I recognise several clear strengths and, more importantly, specific areas for improvement. This reflection will focus on what I did well, what I missed, and how I will adjust my approach going forward.
What I Did Well
Firstly, the reviewer acknowledged that my project description and scope were "nice and tight." For a short-term, two-month project focused on clearing damage and making a road usable again, clarity and conciseness are critical. I successfully demonstrated that I understood the brief: no long-term frills, just rapid functionality. That was reassuring.
Secondly, my benefits identification (economic recovery, resident mobility) was accepted, though the reviewer rightly questioned how I defined "increased resilience of infrastructure." I need to justify that claim more concretely.
Critical Gaps to Address
However, several significant gaps emerged:
1. Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) – Too Basic
I listed only high-level phases. The reviewer pointed out that between Damage Assessment and Road Restoration, at least one major work package is missing. Upon reflection, that missing piece is likely Debris Clearance & Hazard Mitigation – removing fallen trees, stabilising slopes, and dealing with contaminated materials before any restoration can begin. I will add this immediately.
2. Stakeholder Analysis – Not Just Involvement
I made the classic mistake of listing stakeholders without analysing them. The reviewer stressed the need for a Mendelow Matrix (power/interest grid). Not all stakeholders are equal: the local mayor and emergency services have high power, whereas some residents may only need periodic updates. I must plot each stakeholder and define who to manage closely, keep satisfied, keep informed, or monitor with less effort.
3. Risk Analysis – Missing Likelihood & Contingencies
I identified risks (e.g., additional rain) but omitted likelihood and, more critically, specific contingency plans. Saying "monitor the weather" is not enough. The reviewer liked my verbal explanation about working in "quiet gaps" between heavy rain and reallocating resources, but that detail was missing from my written plan. I will now add likelihood ratings (e.g., High/Medium/Low) and explicit action plans for each risk.
4. Budget Limitations – Not a Risk
I listed the fixed budget as a risk. The reviewer correctly noted that a fixed budget is a constraint, not a risk. Instead, I should state: "We have set aside a 10% contingency reserve for unforeseen works." That is specific and actionable.
5. Community Disruption – Wrong Section
This belongs in stakeholder analysis, not risk analysis. I will move it.
6. Missing RACI Matrix
I completely omitted the RACI chart (Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, Informed). For a fast-paced project, clarity on who decides, who does, and who simply needs to know is essential. I will add this.
Conclusion
The feedback was firm but fair. I am proud of my clear scope and understanding of the brief, but I now see that a good project manager does not stop there. Detailed WBS, proper stakeholder analysis, quantified risks with real contingencies, and a RACI matrix are not optional extras – they are the backbone of a professional plan. I will implement every change before the next review.
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 Reopening of the A456 Highway (Kidderminster to Bewdley Section) Following Catastrophic Flooding – July 2025

[bookmark: _Toc227102574]1. Introduction

The July 2025 floods in the West Midlands caused unprecedented damage to regional transport infrastructure. The River Severn breached its defences, submerging key highways and isolating communities (Environment Agency, 2025). This project management plan addresses the reopening of the A456 corridor between Kidderminster and Bewdley – a principal route for goods and people. The project is short-term (two months) and focuses on making the road usable, not long-term reconstruction. The plan applies core project management methodologies, including PRINCE2 principles (AXELOS, 2017) and PMBOK® Guide (Project Management Institute, 2021).
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	Element
	Detail

	Project name
	Emergency Reopening of A456 (Kidderminster–Bewdley)

	Objective
	Within two months, assess flood damage, clear debris, stabilize the road surface, and restore single-lane traffic in each direction.

	Success criteria
	Road usable for emergency vehicles, residents, and light goods traffic; no fatalities during works; completion within £1.2M budget.

	Sponsor
	Worcestershire County Council Highways Department

	Project manager
	Holder (author)



The project does not include full resurfacing, bridge replacement, or long-term drainage improvements – those fall under future capital works.
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In scope:
- Damage assessment (structural & geotechnical)
- Debris clearance and hazardous material removal
- Temporary road stabilisation (gravel, compacted aggregate)
- Single-lane reopening with traffic management
- Community communication plan

Out of scope:
- Permanent asphalt resurfacing
- Repair of private driveways or commercial access roads
- Flood defence construction

Acceptance criteria The highway can be used at 30 mph by vehicles up to 7.5 tonnes; emergency access guaranteed.
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The WBS has been expanded following feedback to include a missing critical work package: Site Preparation & Hazard Mitigation.

Level 1 – Project phases:

1. Project initiation (0.5 week)  
   – Stakeholder identification  
   – Permits and approvals  
   – RACI matrix finalisation
2. Damage assessment (1.5 weeks)  
   – Structural engineering inspection  
   – Geotechnical survey (embankments)  
   – Utility mapping (gas, water, electricity)

3. Site preparation & hazard mitigation (2 weeks) – newly added  
   – Removal of fallen trees and submerged vehicles  
   – Safe disposal of flood-contaminated materials  
   – Pumping standing water from low-lying sections  
   – Erosion control (sandbags, temporary drainage)

4. Road restoration (temporary) (3 weeks)  
   – Placement of geotextile and compacted stone  
   – Grading and rolling  
   – Installation of temporary signage and barriers

5. Traffic management & reopening (1 week)  
   – Traffic light systems at single-lane sections  
   – Speed reduction measures  
   – Final safety inspection

6. Project closure (0.5 week)  
   – Handover to council  
   – Lessons learned report

Total duration: 8.5 weeks (rounded to 2 months).
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	Goal
	Objectives

	Reopen A456 within 2 months to restore connectivity
	1. Assess damage by day 10
2. Clear debris by day 21
3. Temporary surface by day 45
4. Traffic flowing by day 56

	Success criteria
	Key risks

	– Budget ≤ £1.2M
– Zero fatalities
– Emergency access guaranteed
	– Additional rain (likelihood: High)
– Unexpected ground instability (Medium)
– Community disruption (Low)



The quad chart confirms the project’s tight focus: short-term usability, not long-term resilience – though “increased resilience” is not claimed here.

[bookmark: _Toc227102579]6. Gantt Chart (summary)
 
	Task
	Weeks 1–2
	3–4
	5–6
	7–8

	Initiation
	██
	
	
	

	Damage assessment
	██
	
	
	

	Site prep & hazard mitigation
	
	██
	
	

	Road restoration (temporary)
	
	██
	██
	

	Traffic management & reopening
	
	
	██
	██

	Closure
	
	
	
	| █ |



(Detailed Gantt available in appendix – not included in word count.)
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Following feedback, a power/interest grid (Mendelow, 1991) replaces a simple list of stakeholders.
Mendelow Matrix:
	High power / Low interest
Keep satisfied
	High power / High interest
Manage closely

	Worcestershire County Council (budget approval)
Environment Agency (regulatory)
	Local residents (affected directly)
Emergency services (fire, police, ambulance)
Project sponsor

	Low power / Low interest
Monitor (minimal effort)
	Low power / High interest
Keep informed

	National media (unless major incident)
	Local businesses (supply chain)
Community groups (flood action groups)
Local MP



Communication plan derived from matrix:
- Manage closely: Weekly face-to-face meetings with residents and emergency services.
- Keep satisfied: Fortnightly written updates to Council and Environment Agency.
- Keep informed: Daily email bulletins to local businesses during active works.
- Monitor: No active communication unless triggered.

[bookmark: _Toc227102581]8. Allocation of Resources
RACI Matrix (Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, Informed) – added following feedback.
	Activity
	Project Manager
	Site Engineer
	Council
	Community Liaison
	Contractor

	Damage assessment
	A
	R
	C
	I
	C

	Hazard mitigation
	A
	R
	I
	C
	R

	Temporary road restoration
	A
	I
	I
	I
	R

	Community updates
	R
	I
	C
	A
	I

	Safety sign-off
	A
	R
	C
	I
	R



Physical resources:
- 2 excavators, 4 dump trucks, 1 road grader
- 500 tonnes of compacted aggregate
- Geotextile fabric (2,000 m²)
- Traffic lights (4 units)

Human resources:
- Project manager (1)
- Site engineer (1)
- Civil works crew (8)
- H&S officer (1)
- Community liaison (1)

Budget summary:
- Labour: £450,000
- Materials: £400,000
- Plant hire: £200,000
- Contingency (10%): £115,000
- Other (permits, communications): £35,000
- Total: £1,200,000

The 10% contingency directly addresses the “budget limitation not a risk” feedback – it is a specific provision.
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Following feedback, each risk now includes likelihood (High/Medium/Low), impact, mitigation, and specific contingency plan.

	Risk
	Likelihood
	Impact
	Mitigation
	Contingency (specific action)

	Additional heavy rain
	High
	High (delays)
	Monitor Met Office alerts (Met Office, 2025)
	Work in “quiet gaps” between downpours; reallocate extra crew and machinery during dry windows. Pre-purchase 500m² of temporary ground sheeting.

	Unexpected ground instability
	Medium
	High (safety)
	Geotechnical survey before works
	Have 200 tons of additional stone on standby; deploy rapid-set geotextile within 6 hours.

	Community disruption (noise, access)
	Low
	Medium
	Daily notifications, designated access windows
	Move noisy works to 10am–2pm only; provide alternative pedestrian route. (Also in stakeholder analysis.)

	Supply chain delay (aggregate)
	Medium
	Medium
	Order materials 2 weeks in advance
	Secondary supplier pre-contracted (Breedon Group) at +5% cost – contingency budget covers this.

	Utility strike (gas/water)
	Low
	High
	Scan utility maps before digging
	Emergency utility cut-off plan; liaise with Severn Trent Water pre-work.



Risk not included: “Budget limitation” – this is a constraint, not a risk, as per feedback.

[bookmark: _Toc227102583]10. Conclusion
This project management plan presents a detailed, realistic, and actionable approach to reopening the A456 corridor between Kidderminster and Bewdley within a two-month timeframe following the catastrophic July 2025 floods. The plan directly responds to the urgent operational brief: assess the damage, clear the damage, and make the road usable for emergency services, residents, and light goods traffic. No claim is made regarding long-term resilience or permanent reconstruction; those objectives belong to future capital programmers. Instead, this plan focuses exclusively on short-term usability, which is precisely what the local authority and affected communities require in the immediate aftermath of a major flood event.
The plan has been substantially strengthened by incorporating critical feedback received during the poster presentation session. First, the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) has been expanded beyond the original basic outline. A dedicated site preparation and hazard mitigation phase now sits between damage assessment and road restoration. This missing work package includes debris removal, pumping standing water, safe disposal of contaminated materials, and temporary erosion control – all essential tasks that were previously omitted.
Second, stakeholder management has moved beyond a simple list of names. A Mendelow matrix (power/interest grid) has been applied to prioritize communication efforts. Local residents and emergency services are correctly identified as high power, high interest stakeholders requiring close management, while national media are placed in the low power, low interest quadrant, requiring only minimal monitoring. This ensures that limited project management attention is directed where it matters most.
Third, a RACI matrix has been introduced to eliminate ambiguity over roles and responsibilities. Every key activity now clearly designates who is Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, and Informed. This is particularly critical in a fast-paced, high-pressure environment where confusion over decision-making authority could cause fatal delays.
Fourth, the risk register has been completely overhauled. Each risk now includes a likelihood rating (High, Medium, or Low) alongside its impact, mitigation strategy, and – most importantly – a specific contingency action. For example, the risk of additional heavy rain is mitigated not by vague “weather monitoring” but by a concrete plan: work during quiet weather gaps, reallocate extra crews and machinery, and pre-purchase temporary ground sheeting. Budget limitations are no longer treated as a risk; instead, a 10% budget contingency has been explicitly set aside for unforeseen works, which is a constraint management technique, not a risk item.
Finally, the plan is explicitly aligned with PRINCE2 principles, particularly continued business justification (AXELOS, 2017). Every activity directly supports the single objective of short-term reopening. No work is included that does not serve that goal. Upon project closure, a lessons-learned report will be submitted to Worcestershire County Council to inform future flood recovery planning. In summary, the plan is feasible, safe, well-governed, and fit for purpose.
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