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Element 1: Introduction 

The proposed project is the development of a new public park on currently under-utilised brownfield or greenfield land within a local urban or suburban neighbourhood. The park will include landscaped green areas, a children’s playground with inclusive play equipment, accessible walking and cycling paths, seating and rest areas, planting of native trees and wildflowers to support biodiversity, a simple pavilion or shelter for community use, and basic amenities including lighting, waste facilities and, where feasible, drinking-water points. It is designed to increase accessible public open space, support physical and mental wellbeing, enhance local biodiversity and create a lasting focal point for community interaction and informal recreation.
It is now widely accepted that urban green space has multiple, mutually reinforcing co-benefits. Systematic reviews and meta-analyses demonstrate positive associations between access to parks and higher levels of physical activity, improved mental health outcomes (including reduced stress and better mood), stronger social cohesion, and lower all-cause and cardiovascular mortality (Twohig-Bennett and Jones, 2018; Cohen et al., 2022; Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health, 2024). Environmental benefits include urban cooling, improved surface-water management, noise reduction and the creation of habitat for pollinators and other wildlife; In the context of contemporary urban densification, shrinking private garden space, rising rates of sedentary behaviour and local-authority obligations around net-zero carbon, public health and biodiversity net gain, the project is therefore both timely and strategically relevant.
The project also is framed in terms of stakeholder theory and its importance. Freeman (1984, p.46) defined stakeholders as any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of an organisation’s objectives. Later refinements stress that organisations (and hence projects) generate sustainable value only when they serve the interests of multiple stakeholders rather than a single dominant interest (Freeman et al., 2010). A public park is a classic multi-stakeholder asset: its success depends on design that meets diverse needs, ongoing community stewardship and political support for maintenance funding. 
The project would benefit directly at least 6 key stakeholders:

Local residents – get free, safe recreational space that improves everyday quality of life, encourages outdoor activity across age groups and provides informal meeting places that strengthen neighbourhood ties.
Children, young people and families – enjoy dedicated, inclusive play equipment and open space that supports physical development, social skills, less screen time and positive family interaction.
Local authority / council – delivers demonstrable progress on corporate priorities for public health, active travel, biodiversity net gain, climate resilience and community wellbeing, with responsive local governance.
Local businesses (cafés, convenience stores, leisure providers near the site) – experience increased footfall and potential for complementary trade as the park becomes a destination and meeting point. 
Environmental and conservation groups – a new managed habitat that feeds into local biodiversity targets, and provides opportunities for education, citizen science monitoring and volunteering.
Schools and community organisations – access free outdoor learning and event space for curriculum activities, sports, after school clubs and community gatherings.

Emergency services (through improved access and safer design) Secondary beneficiaries include utility providers (coordinated infrastructure works) and future residents or property owners who benefit from enhanced neighbourhood desirability. By delivering tangible benefits across this range of actors, the project creates a foundation for broad-based support and long-term stewardship, consistent with the value-creation logic of stakeholder theory (Freeman et al., 2010). 

Element 2: Application – Strategies for Stakeholder Engagement 
Stakeholder theory is the theoretical basis of the engagement plan. Freeman’s (1984) original formulation and subsequent refinements (Freeman et al., 2010) argue that managers should create value for multiple stakeholders simultaneously rather than prioritising shareholders or a single dominant interest. In project contexts this requires systematic identification and analysis of power and interest, as well as the design of differentiated engagement strategies (Project Management Institute, 2021). The following plan applies these concepts to the new public park.
Power-Interest-Influence Table
Stakeholders were evaluated according to the classic power–interest matrix originally developed by Mendelow (1991) and widely popularised in strategic-management texts (Johnson et al., 2017). An additional influence dimension was added to account for informal networks, social-media reach and potential for organised mobilisation. Ratings are High / Medium / Low. 


	Stakeholder
	Power
	Interest
	Influence
	Overall Priority

	Local Authority / Council
	High
	High
	High
	Manage Closely

	Local Councillors / Ward Members
	High
	High
	High
	Manage Closely

	Local Residents (general)
	Medium
	High
	Medium
	Keep Satisfied / Manage Closely

	Children, Families & Youth Groups
	Low
	High
	Medium
	Keep Informed

	Local Businesses
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium
	Keep Informed

	Environmental / Conservation NGOs
	Low–Medium
	High
	Medium
	Keep Informed / Manage Closely

	Schools & Community Organisations
	Low
	High
	Medium
	Keep Informed

	Media / Local Press
	Medium
	Medium
	High
	Monitor / Keep Satisfied


Figure 2 Stakeholder map and rationale
The matrix generates four classic quadrants; each implies a different management approach (Mendelow, 1991; Johnson et al., 2017):

-High Power / High Interest (Manage Closely) 
This quadrant is occupied by local authority officers, elected ward councillors and any major landowners or external funders. The actors have control of planning permission, capital and revenue budgets and political capital. Their backing – or lack of it – can be the determining factor as to whether the project ever gets off the ground at all. Continuous two-way engagement, including formal progress reports, risk briefings and early involvement in key design decisions, is therefore essential. Literature on major infrastructure projects confirms that a common source of delay and cost overrun is failure to manage high-power stakeholders closely (Doloi, 2020).
-High Power / Low Interest (Manage Satisfactory)
Parties who may be affected by construction works but have little day to day interest in the park's recreational design include utility companies, statutory consultees or regional transport authorities. The strategy is to deliver clear, timely technical information, minimise disruption and avoid over-engagement that wastes their limited attention. If problems come up they won't go into active opposition if they are kept happy.
-Low Power / High Interest (Monitor)
This quadrant is occupied by residents, families with children, schools, community organisations and environmental NGOs. They have no formal decision-making power but their collective voice, local knowledge, social-media reach and capacity for organised support or protest make them critically important. Frequent, accessible, and transparent communication builds legitimacy and has the potential to turn latent interest into active advocacy. Regeneration of community greenspace research indicates that multi-stakeholder collaboration that authentically includes these groups provides more long-term benefits than top-down approaches (Wang, 2024).
-Low Power / Low Interest (Observe)
Occasional users outside the immediate catchment or remote supply-chain firms need only light-touch monitoring unless their position shifts.

The map is alive. A very vocal residents’ association or a surprise media campaign can move a group from “Keep Informed” to “Manage Closely.” Thus, the engagement plan includes regular re-assessment, in line with the Project Management Institute’s (2021) focus on ongoing stakeholder monitoring.
Simple Communication Plan and Consultation Approach
Goals
Raise awareness of the project vision, collect meaningful design input, manage expectations regarding construction impacts and secure ongoing community support through transparent, two-way communication.
Key audiences, frequency and media, core messages:
-Local authorities, officers and councillors
Messages: program progress, budget status, risk register, alignment with corporate priorities (public health, biodiversity, net zero).
Frequency: monthly formal written reports + ad-hoc briefings at key decision gates.
Medium: secure email, formal committee documents, face-to-face or online meetings, shared dashboard.
Justification: high-power stakeholders require an auditable trail and senior level contact (Mendelow, 1991).
-Families and residents in the area
Messages: project timeline, design options, expected impacts of construction (noise, access, temporary closures), opportunities to comment and influence the final design.
Frequency: project launch, concept-design stage, detailed-design stage, construction commencement, practical completion and opening.
Medium: letter drop to neighbouring properties, community newsletter, dedicated project web page, social-media posts, physical noticeboards in libraries and schools, two public drop-in exhibitions (one daytime, one evening).
Justification: high-interest groups need accessible, repeated channels to ensure information reaches people with varying levels of digital literacy and free time (Arnstein, 1969; IAP2, n.d.).
-Community organisations and schools
Messages: possible educational and community use of the park, booking arrangements, safety and safeguarding features, opportunities for curriculum links or events.
Frequency: termly updates and specific workshops during design phases.
Medium: direct email to headteachers and leaders of organisations, short presentations at school assemblies or PTA meetings, site visits.
-The local businesses
Messages: construction traffic management plans, anticipated increase in footfall when the park opens, potential sponsorship or café concessions.
Frequency: quarterly
Medium: email and short face to face meetings.
Environmental and conservation organisations
Messages: biodiversity baseline and net-gain proposals, planting schedule, long term monitoring commitments, volunteering opportunities.
Frequency: at each major design stage, and annually thereafter.
Medium: Joint site walkovers, collaborative workshops, email.

Consultation strategy consistent with existing participation frameworks
The strategy deliberately moves beyond one-way information provision to higher levels of the IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation (Inform → Consult → Involve → Collaborate) and seeks to avoid the lower, tokenistic rungs of Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder of Citizen Participation.

1.Phase of early awareness (Inform / early Consult)
Leaflet and social media campaign to explain the vision and to invite initial ideas. Paper copies and Easy-Read versions are available in libraries and community centres.
2.Design input stage (Consult/Involve)
Two public exhibitions, an online survey with an interactive map and paper questionnaires. Targeted focus groups or walk and talk sessions with under-represented groups (older residents, disabled people, ethnic-minority communities, young people). Where possible independent facilitation used to reduce perceived bias.
3.Feedback phase response
Publication of a clear “You Said, We Did” summary within six weeks of each major consultation round, outlining which comments influenced the design and why others could not be accommodated (technical, budgetary or safety constraints).
4.Construction and delivery period
Noticeboard and e-mail list to give weekly site updates. Community involvement – planting days Formal opening event to be hosted jointly with schools and local groups.

Front-loading engagement extends the period of time when design is still flexible, and influence is greatest. Different formats and channels are used to overcome digital exclusion and to cater for different communication preferences thereby increasing reach and increasing perceived legitimacy. Evidence from infrastructure and greenspace projects suggests that such iterative, multi-channel approaches increase social value and reduce later conflict (Doloi, 2020; Wang, 2024).

3. Ethical considerations in Stakeholders Consultation, Participation and Feedback 

Consultation needs to be done effectively and ethically if the plan is to be seen as legitimate and if the park is to enjoy long-term stewardship by the community. Four interrelated issues are discussed: selection of the consultation method, ethics of data collection, reduction of bias and embedding of Diversity, Equity and Inclusion (DEI).
Consultation method
The study is based on a mixed-methods approach that combines quantitative tools (structured online and paper surveys, interactive mapping) with qualitative methods (public exhibitions, focus groups, facilitated walk-and-talk site visits). Multiple formats reduce participation barriers: digital channels appeal to time-poor working residents; paper and face-to-face options cater to older people or those with limited digital access. Consultation is intended to be iterative rather than a one-off event – initial broad invitation followed by deeper, targeted sessions with groups that are typically under-represented. This approach is deliberately consistent with the middle-to-upper levels of the IAP2 Spectrum (Consult, Involve, Collaborate) and aims to go beyond the lower, non-participatory or tokenistic rungs of Arnstein’s (1969) Ladder (manipulation, therapy, informing, placation). The point is to really change the decisions that are made in design, not just create the illusion of being heard.”
Ethics in data collection
All personal data are collected with a clear privacy notice in plain language, explaining the purpose for the collection, retention period, who will have access and the rights of data subjects under applicable data-protection legislation. Participation is voluntary. No inducements are offered that could be construed as undue influence or coercion. If someone makes a comment anonymously we will only report it if they agree to be named. Views from children and young people are collected only with parental or guardian consent and through age-appropriate methods (drawings, simple facilitated discussions, school-based activities) led by trained staff. All physical events are risk assessed for access, personal safety and safeguarding.
Bias
A number of biases are actively challenged. Selection bias is mitigated by outreach beyond self-selecting online respondents: door-to-door leafleting in streets with lower digital engagement, partnerships with community centres and faith groups, and provision of interpreters or translated materials. Use of independent facilitators for workshops and the requirement to publish both supportive and critical comments in the feedback summary counter the project team’s confirmation bias. Framing bias is minimised by using neutral language when presenting design options and by avoiding leading questions in surveys. We monitor geographic and demographic response rates, and if any significant group is under-represented, we trigger additional targeted outreach before locking in design decisions.
Diversity, Equality and Inclusion
DEI is in the design from the ground up, not an afterthought. We produce engagement materials in the main community languages spoken locally and in large-print and Easy-Read formats. All venues used for exhibitions or workshops are step free, include quiet spaces and have hearing loops where possible. Event times are day and evening sessions, avoiding major religious festivals. Specific sessions are co-designed with local organisations representing young people, older adults, disabled residents and ethnic-minority communities so the agenda and methods reflect their priorities and do not impose a standard format. Equity of outcome is monitored: if feedback from any demographic group is still disproportionately low after reasonable outreach, the consultation timetable is adjusted. The technical design brief for the park itself includes explicit requirements for inclusive play equipment, accessible path gradients, seating at regular intervals and sensory planting, so that the physical asset embodies the same DEI principles applied during consultation (Simon Fraser University Morris J. Wosk Centre for Dialogue, 2020).
Gathering and analysing feedback
All feedback – whether it comes in the form of survey responses, comments on exhibitions, emails or workshop notes – is entered into a central searchable database and coded by theme, stakeholder group and geography. Statistical patterns will be sought in the quantitative data. Qualitative comments will be thematically coded by two independent reviewers to enhance inter-coder reliability. The synthesised findings are considered by a cross-departmental review panel (planning, parks/leisure, community development and equalities) who record a formal decision against each major theme as to whether the comment led to a design change, a partial accommodation or a reasoned rejection. The resulting “You Said, We Did” report is published within an agreed timescale, and is open for further comment. This closed-loop process demonstrates accountability, reduces the risk of tokenism and develops the trust that is essential for long-term community stewardship of the park (Arnstein, 1969; IAP2, n.d.).
Together, these ethical safeguards ensure that consultation is not merely a procedural requirement but a genuine contribution to project quality, social legitimacy and intergenerational fairness.

Element 4: Summary and Reflection 

The Stakeholder Management Plan developed in this portfolio shows that systematic identification, analysis and engagement of stakeholders is not an optional extra but a core determinant of both project success and long term sustainability. Choosing a new public park as the case study, the plan has demonstrated how a relatively modest piece of local infrastructure can generate wide-ranging health, social, environmental and economic benefits, while at the same time illustrating the practical complexity of balancing competing interests.
Applying stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984; Freeman et al., 2010), Mendelow’s power–interest matrix (Mendelow, 1991; Johnson et al., 2017), and established public-participation frameworks (Arnstein, 1969; IAP2, n.d.) results in a differentiated engagement strategy: high-power decision-makers get formal, frequent contact, while high-interest communities get accessible, iterative channels that allow genuine influence on design. It also guarantees that participation is inclusive and that feedback is demonstrably used. The literature on infrastructure and community greenspace projects confirms that early, genuine engagement increases social value, reduces conflict and supports the voluntary stewardship that keeps parks viable after capital funding ends (Doloi, 2020; Wang, 2024; Cohen et al., 2022). Without these elements even a well-thought-out park is at risk of under-use, vandalism or political controversy; with them the project can become a lasting community asset.
Reflective Essay
In the process of doing this assignment as Junior Stakeholder Manager some professional insights have been confirmed. The first step, identifying stakeholders, is deceptively difficult. The “obvious” groups – residents and the local authority – are easy to list, but less visible actors such as schools, small local businesses and environmental volunteers often hold the practical keys to day-to-day success and long-term care of the asset. Mapping power and interest necessitated a disciplined prioritisation that avoids both under-engagement of critical actors and wasteful over-communication with peripheral ones.
Second, the exercise underscored the persistent tension between efficiency and inclusivity. Online surveys are cheap and quick but invariably miss older, less well off or digitally excluded residents. Designing multiple channels, and outreach, is more resource intensive, but the ethical and political costs of exclusion are higher still. The “You Said, We Did” mechanism proved to be a particularly potent practical tool: it turns consultation from a one-way information exercise into a visible demonstration of responsiveness and therefore builds the trust on which project legitimacy depends.
Third, the sustainability aspect was more in evidence. A park co-designed with the community is more likely to be used, valued and protected. Once the local people have invested their time and ideas in the design process it is easier to get volunteer litter-picks, friends-of-the-park groups and school adoption schemes going. Effective stakeholder engagement is therefore not just a risk-management activity; it is an investment in the social capital that sustains the asset long after the capital budget has been spent.
Ultimately the role is very relational as well as technical. Tables, matrices and communication plans provide necessary structure, but the real work lies in listening carefully, translating between technical and everyday language, managing expectations honestly and, on occasion, mediating conflict. Completing this portfolio has reinforced my belief that junior practitioners who combine analytical tools with the human skills of engagement will be better placed to deliver projects that are completed on time and budget and more importantly are welcomed, used and sustained by the communities they are intended to serve.
Finally, the public-park project proposed here, supported by the theoretically grounded and ethically informed stakeholder management approach described above, provides a practical example of how rigorous, inclusive engagement can turn a physical infrastructure investment into a lasting social and environmental asset.
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