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1 Introduction
This portfolio develops a stakeholder management plan for a proposed new public park in Telford, Shropshire. Acting as a Junior Stakeholder Manager within a consultancy, my role is to identify stakeholders, assess their interests and influence, and propose appropriate engagement methods. The proposal is an academic planning exercise, not a confirmed council development. Its location, funding and detailed design require further investigation. My experience of Telford Town Park provides the personal starting point.
The proposed facilities include inclusive play areas, accessible walking routes, seating, toilets with baby-changing facilities, and quiet spaces. These reflect my preference for improvements across these aspects of the park experience. Telford Town Park already provides play areas and visitor facilities (Telford Town Park, n.d.). My preferences therefore offer questions for consultation rather than evidence that existing provision is inadequate or that residents share my views.
Local evidence supports investigating demand, not assuming a new park is necessary. The Office for National Statistics (ONS, 2023) reports population growth of 11.3% between 2011 and 2021, compared with 6.6% across England. This 4.7-percentage-point difference suggests pressure on provision, but borough-wide data cannot identify a neighbourhood deficit. Natural England’s (2023) accessible greenspace framework would inform a walking-access audit before site selection.
Seven stakeholder groups are identified. Telford & Wrekin Council, as a potential sponsor, could benefit from delivering community priorities. Nearby residents could gain recreational space but experience construction disturbance. Families could benefit from play facilities, while disabled people and representative organisations could help shape accessible amenities. Schools could use outdoor learning opportunities. Environmental organisations could support habitat protection, and businesses might benefit from visits, although economic effects require investigation.
Real local comparators strengthen the proposal. Newdale’s 2021 park consultation sought residents’ views on community improvements (Lawley and Overdale Parish Council, 2021). Separately, the council’s 2025 Newdale pitches announcement allocated 46% of over 80 additional playing hours to women’s and girls’ football (Telford & Wrekin Council, 2025). This illustrates measurable inclusion commitments, although an announcement does not demonstrate achieved outcomes.
The portfolio applies stakeholder analysis, consultation planning and ethical safeguards, then reflects using Gibbs’ cycle (University of Edinburgh, n.d.). It distinguishes documented local projects from this unapproved proposal. A new park should proceed only if local accessibility gaps and benefits justify its lifetime costs relative to upgrading existing facilities.
2 Stakeholder engagement strategies
2.1 Stakeholder assessment
Freeman (2010) places stakeholder relationships at the centre of strategy, broadening attention beyond the sponsoring organisation. For this project, power means formal authority over decisions; influence means shaping choices through expertise or mobilisation; interest means the significance of outcomes. These dimensions guide interaction (Association for Project Management, n.d.), but they cannot alone determine whose needs deserve protection.
Table 1 contains provisional judgements, not consultation findings. High power indicates major decision authority; medium power concerns a limited resource or decision; low power indicates no identified formal control. Influence is assessed separately. The eventual register would separate council sponsor, planning and maintenance functions and add the confirmed landowner, funders and contractor. Their roles cannot responsibly be invented before a site is identified.
Table 1 Stakeholder assessment
	Stakeholder
	Power
	Influence
	Interest
	Reason

	Council
	High
	High
	High
	Potential sponsor controlling resources and upkeep.

	Residents
	Low
	Medium
	High
	Directly affected; collective objections can influence design.

	Families
	Low
	Medium
	High
	Play and amenities affect their use.

	Disabled users and representatives
	Low
	Medium
	High
	Lived experience identifies barriers and legitimate access claims.

	Schools
	Low
	Medium
	Medium
	Learning benefits depend on proximity and intended use.

	Environmental groups
	Low
	Medium
	High
	Ecological expertise informs habitat decisions.

	Businesses
	Low
	Medium
	Medium
	Visitor benefits and disruption depend on site.


Source: author’s proposed assessment and plan.
2.2 Stakeholder map and its limitations
Table 2 maps formal power against interest. Schools and businesses have provisional medium interest, so appear towards the lower-interest side; a nearby school planning regular visits would move upwards. An empty quadrant is retained rather than assigning a stakeholder without evidence. Classifications would be reviewed at design milestones and after organised objections.
Table 2 Power and interest matrix
	Formal power
	Lower interest
	Higher interest

	High
	Keep satisfied
No group currently identified with sufficient evidence.
	Manage closely
Council as potential sponsor.

	Low
	Monitor and offer participation
Schools and businesses, provisionally.
	Keep informed and actively involve
Residents, families, disabled users and representatives, environmental organisations.


Source: author’s proposed assessment and plan.
The council needs close engagement because funding and maintenance determine feasibility. However, following a power–interest grid mechanically could marginalise disabled users. Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) add legitimacy and urgency to power: an access barrier can create a legitimate, time-sensitive claim despite low formal authority. Therefore, accessibility concerns would receive design-review priority rather than merely information.
The models serve different purposes: the matrix schedules attention, whereas salience analysis challenges priorities. Neither removes managerial judgement; perceived urgency can favour vocal campaigners. The stakeholder manager would document reasons, seek missing perspectives and review disputed classifications. Reed (2008) supports context-sensitive participation. Groups also overlap, so a resident who is a parent and business owner must not be counted as three independent respondents.
2.3 Communication plan
Communication would explain what is proposed, what remains undecided and how contributions affect decisions. The Junior Stakeholder Manager would coordinate the schedule in Table 3 with a project lead and relevant specialists. All responsibilities and timings are proposed rather than agreed council commitments.
Table 3 Proposed communication plan
	Stakeholder
	Information and purpose
	Timing and method
	Proposed owner

	Council teams
	Feasibility, costs, risks, findings and decisions.
	Monthly and before decisions; meetings and reports.
	Project lead

	Residents
	Options, impacts, revisions and responses to concerns.
	Before selection and at revisions; letters, drop-ins, email.
	Stakeholder manager

	Families
	Play, toilets, seating and safety priorities.
	Initial consultation and review; paper and online surveys, family sessions.
	Stakeholder manager

	Disabled users and representatives
	Routes, surfaces, toilets and inclusive equipment.
	Before design and at revisions; accessible workshops and plan reviews.
	Design lead

	Schools
	Learning opportunities and access needs.
	Early planning and final review; email and meetings.
	Stakeholder manager

	Environmental groups
	Habitats, planting, impacts and upkeep.
	Before site selection and during design; technical discussion.
	Environmental adviser

	Businesses
	Access, construction and opportunities.
	Early planning and before disruption; meetings and notices.
	Project lead


Source: author’s proposed assessment and plan.
Shin, Woo and Choi (2022) studied engagement for a long-term park project in Seoul and identified a need for hybrid methods to reach different age groups. This supports combining digital and face-to-face opportunities here, although their large urban redevelopment context cannot establish which channels Telford residents prefer. A pilot would test local preferences before wider recruitment.
For an initial pilot, an illustrative engagement budget is £900: 20 staff hours at £20 (£400), two venue sessions at £75 (£150), communication support (£200), printing (£100) and travel (£50). These are planning assumptions, not quotations or council funding. Support requirements would be checked before approval; if insufficient, reduce event scope or seek resources rather than exclude participants.
2.4 Consultation and competing priorities
IAP2’s spectrum clarifies whether participants are informed, consulted, involved, collaborating or empowered (IAP2 Australasia, n.d.). Arnstein (1969) challenges consultation that leaves power unchanged. Together, they suggest that inviting comments is insufficient: participants need visible influence. This proposal offers involvement in option development and a published response, while retaining accountable approval by authorised decision-makers. Calling it empowerment would overstate the public’s authority.
A proposed eight-week sequence allocates weeks 1–2 to stakeholder recruitment and piloting, weeks 3–6 to consultation, and weeks 7–8 to analysis and a response report. These are indicative, not statutory deadlines. Paper and online questionnaires would establish priorities; workshops would test trade-offs. Combining them provides breadth and discussion, although additional staff time is required.
Three options require comparison: minimum maintenance, targeted upgrades and a new park. Minimum maintenance preserves resources but may leave access barriers; upgrades use existing infrastructure but face site constraints; new provision offers design flexibility but requires land and sustained funding. Accessibility and safety should be minimum conditions, followed by comparison of community benefit, biodiversity and lifetime cost. Without site evidence or costings, selecting the new park as best value would be premature.
Willis and Gupta (2023) found improved nature awareness following school activities in a Plymouth park. This supports piloting supervised environmental participation, not assuming lasting stewardship. Smith, Osborn and Vodicka (2024) also show that programming affects inclusion. Separate active and quiet areas could address competing uses, but design workshops must test whether spatial separation is feasible.
2.5 Feedback evaluation and responsibility
A decision log would link each feedback theme to an owner, action and reason. Conflicts between play, tranquillity and habitat protection would be assessed openly against agreed criteria. Unresolved access or safety concerns would reach the project lead before design approval; popularity alone would not settle them.
Proposed indicators are participation opportunities offered to all seven stakeholder groups, acknowledgement within five working days, and a published response to every substantive theme by week eight. At week four, missing groups would trigger targeted outreach. After opening, accessibility complaints and maintenance performance would be reviewed at three and twelve months. These are proposed targets, not reported achievements.
Corporate social responsibility requires the consultancy to align inclusion and environmental promises with delivery (Freeman, 2010). Any sponsorship would disclose conditions and preserve public access. Volunteer stewardship could supplement maintenance but should not replace funded responsibilities. This approach measures success through usable, sustainable provision rather than favourable publicity.
3 Ethical considerations
3.1 Ethical consultation
Consultation should provide influence before decisions become fixed. The OECD (2022) emphasises transparency, inclusion and accountability. Participants would receive accessible information about alternatives, costs still unknown and decisions open to change. Arnstein’s (1969) critique warns against collecting views solely to legitimise a preferred design; the response report must demonstrate how evidence affected choices.
Participation would be voluntary, with critical and supportive comments treated respectfully. Facilitators would explain that contributions cannot guarantee a particular outcome, but decisions will be accompanied by reasons. No participant should be pressured to endorse the park to obtain access to future activities. Any relationship between facilitators and potential suppliers would be disclosed so that commercial interests do not silently shape consultation.
3.2 Data protection
The Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO, n.d.a) identifies fairness, transparency, purpose limitation and security among the principles governing personal data. Before collection, the responsible organisation would identify the controller, document an appropriate lawful basis and provide privacy information. Voluntary participation does not automatically mean consent is the correct legal basis for every processing activity.
Forms would avoid names, full addresses or medical details unless necessary for a defined purpose. Contact details for updates would be separated from responses where practicable. This reflects data minimisation (ICO, n.d.b). Participants could describe access requirements without giving diagnoses. Any necessary sensitive information would require specialist review of applicable conditions and safeguards before collection.
Electronic records would have restricted access, and paper forms would be secured. Published reports would exclude identifying information. A justified retention schedule would provide for deletion or anonymisation when identification is no longer necessary (ICO, n.d.c). Participants would be told how to raise privacy concerns. Truly anonymous responses could not subsequently be located for individual withdrawal, and this limitation would be explained.
3.3 Bias and fair representation
Self-selection may overrepresent committed supporters and opponents. Recruitment would combine open invitations with targeted contacts, while monitoring coverage by stakeholder group and broad age band. The ONS (2023) reports a rise in the local median age from 38 to 39 between censuses; this supports checking older residents’ representation, not assuming their preferences. Demographic questions would be optional and proportionate.
Neutral questions would ask respondents to compare alternatives and explain barriers. A pilot would identify leading wording or missing options. Independent written responses before workshop discussion would reduce conformity, while facilitators would manage dominant speakers. My preference for improving all facilities creates confirmation-bias risk; a second reviewer would challenge coding and preserve dissenting comments.
3.4 Diversity equity and inclusion
Diversity concerns whose perspectives are present; equity concerns addressing unequal barriers; inclusion concerns meaningful participation. Paper forms, telephone responses and accessible venues would supplement online options. Sessions at different times would accommodate work and caring responsibilities. Plain language, large print and communication support would be planned according to identified requirements, with resources allocated before recruitment.
Children’s views could be gathered through age-appropriate activities with schools, appropriate permissions and safeguarding arrangements. Adults should not automatically be assumed to represent their preferences. Smith, Osborn and Vodicka (2024) show why inclusion also concerns activities and how spaces are used. Consultation should therefore explore affordable opportunities to participate after opening, alongside physical access to facilities.
3.5 Reviewing feedback
Closed questions would be reported as counts and percentages with denominators; missing answers would be stated. Written comments would be coded into themes, with ambiguous cases reviewed by a second person. Frequency indicates how often an issue was raised, not its ethical importance. Minority access concerns would remain visible, and reports would avoid claiming population representativeness.
A report would connect feedback to decisions and explain resource constraints. Stakeholders could identify inaccuracies in the summary through an accessible correction channel. This closes the feedback loop and allows participants to judge whether their views were understood (OECD, 2022). The ethical aim is informed, fair consideration, rather than manufacturing agreement with the consultancy’s preferred outcome.
4 Conclusion and reflection
4.1 Conclusion
The strongest conclusion is conditional: a new Telford park merits investigation, but population growth and personal preferences do not establish its location or value. Evidence from Newdale demonstrates relevant local engagement and inclusion commitments; it does not provide approval for this proposal. The plan therefore combines practical engagement with a test of whether new provision is preferable to upgrading existing facilities.
First, the project lead should commission a local access and provision audit before site selection. Second, the stakeholder manager should pilot and deliver the eight-week consultation, checking participation gaps at week four. Third, the sponsor should compare options using access, biodiversity and lifetime-cost criteria, publishing reasons before committing resources. Design approval should require identified maintenance responsibility and resolution of significant accessibility concerns.
Combining power–interest mapping with salience analysis protects against prioritising authority over legitimate need (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997). The IAP2 spectrum defines the participation promise, while Arnstein (1969) provides a test against tokenism. Together, these approaches support transparent decisions rather than assuming that consultation guarantees consensus. Long-term success requires follow-up on use and upkeep, not simply completion of construction.
4.2 Reflection using Gibbs cycle
This account uses Gibbs’ six stages, as explained by the University of Edinburgh (n.d.), to reflect on preparing a plan. It does not describe completed public consultation. The model structures consideration of the experience, its limitations and future action.
Description
My starting point was Telford Town Park. When asked what I would improve, I selected all five areas: play, benches, toilets, pushchair access and quiet spaces. This is a genuine personal preference, not a recorded inspection or consultation result. Developing the portfolio required translating that broad wish into questions about whose needs count, competing priorities and limited resources.
Thoughts and feelings
Initially, practical facilities were easier for me to discuss than decision-making processes. Wanting improvements everywhere avoided a difficult choice about priorities. The budget and option comparison expose that limitation: I cannot assume that every desirable feature is affordable or that others agree. I would need to remain open to residents preferring improvements to an existing park rather than a new development.
Evaluation
Connecting the proposal to a familiar place made the task concrete. However, the early approach relied too heavily on general benefits and my preferences. Adding census evidence and documented local comparators makes the reasoning more defensible, while also showing its limits. Borough-wide growth cannot identify a specific site, and published consultation announcements do not prove that residents influenced the outcome.
Analysis
The comparison of models changes how I would allocate attention. A power–interest grid initially appears sufficient, but it could leave low-power users receiving information about decisions already made. Mitchell, Agle and Wood’s (1997) legitimacy and urgency dimensions provide a reason to involve disabled users before design choices close. My practical response would be to record access concerns as decisions requiring action, not simply comments.
Arnstein’s (1969) distinction between consultation and meaningful power also challenges my assumption that asking questions is enough. A survey can collect views without changing anything. I would therefore evaluate whether decisions can be traced back to feedback, including explanations for rejection. This develops my critical judgement: process activity and beneficial outcomes are different measures, and neither should be claimed without evidence.
Learning conclusion
The main lesson is to separate personal preference, secondary evidence and a justified recommendation. I can now identify the questions a stakeholder manager must address, but this planning exercise does not demonstrate proven facilitation skills. Gibbs’ cycle helps connect evaluation with future action (University of Edinburgh, n.d.); its limitation here is that reflection concerns preparation, not a completed community project.
Action plan
Within two weeks, I would ask my tutor to confirm project scope and review a five-question draft for neutrality. Before any authorised consultation, I would pilot it with three willing adults, record misunderstandings and revise it. After each future session, I would complete a brief Gibbs reflection and seek feedback on listening and clarity. Progress would be evidenced by revisions, participation gaps addressed and decisions justified, rather than confidence alone.
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