1. You investigated the Belbin roles of the team. Give examples of how behaviour on the team confirmed these roles or suggested that other roles would be more of a fit?
Within the team people had to cover a multitude of different roles within the Belbin structure. For example, my responsibilities required me to make decisions by evaluating different options therefore filling the roll of evaluator. As well as this role I had to also manage all the finishing touches and contractors that were involved with the project. This type of work falls under the completer finisher. Other members of the project were mainly involved in a specialist role due to them being brought in to aid with specific parts of the project. Due to this it made it hard and unnecessary for every role to be used and to allocate a specific person to that role. It would be a waste of resources and would delay the process as it would need more planning to schedule meetings with more people. 
As well as this the command structure within the company makes it difficult to make decisions within the group. The group can decide on a number of different options and I can pick the best one and I can voice my opinion to the BUM (business unit manager) who is the next tier up from me as the group leader. But he has the final say as he is the only one with the authority to sign off on purchases for the project. This type of structure doesn’t fit within the Belbin model and makes it hard to draw a direct comparison to the theory. Samples of the theory though can be applied to individuals but I do not agree with the statement of the theory that all roles must be present in a team for it to work effectively. As our team works effectively outside of this model.
Whilst completing the project the plant role was filled by the BUM. He fit this role well as the manager he was responsible for producing the idea for the project he then disperses these ideas to the different engineers that he has available to take on as projects and create their own teams and make the ideas into reality. 
Another example of where the Belbin roles fit well is for the resource investigator role. This role was filled by myself. Throughout the project in multiple phases I had to conduct research and communicate well with contractors and source solutions for problems that were appearing during the course of the project. For example, during the second phase after I had gained approval to go ahead with the project I had to complete a number of tasks such as, calculate a rough timescale, find operational needs such as site access and audits. These tasks required me to use traits that matched with the resource investigator role. 




2. How did the team’s behaviour fit with Tuckman’s theory?
The team did not adhere to the first step of the Tuckman’s theory of ‘Forming’. This was due to the objective of the project being clearly marked down. And the main problem in the forming section of the theory is that objectives are unclear and members ask a lot of questions on the project. This didn’t happen as the members of the team were experienced and had done similar projects in the past and knew what had to be done from the project charter. So, the only discussion at the start was who would be taking on what part of the project. 
In the storming portion of the Tuckman theory it says that there will be a lack of cohesion within the group as members try to assert their position within the group. This did not happen as I consulted with the members of the group individually regarding their areas of expertise as and when needed to keep the project moving smoothly. And as the lead for the project I made the decisions based on the information given to me by the specialist. This kept parties of the group at a distance. This means more footwork for myself but greater control over the project as I only had to communicate with one person at a time. This portion also states that compromises will need to be made in order to move forward, this did happen when contractors weren’t able to complete some of the planned work and had to use alternative methods in order to finish their parts. 
The 3rd stage is named ‘Norming’. This stage is classified by; agreement between the team, clarity about roles and responsibilities, the team may engage in fun and social activities. I found that these classifying characteristics did not happen with our team. In our team the goals were set from the start due to the project scope, also the team did not go through any social or fun activities. That is why I believe that the Tuckman theory is more relevant to sports teams and groups where there is already a ridged hierarchical structure in place from the beginning like in a working environment.                             
The final stage of the Tuckman theory is called the ‘Performing’ stage. This stage is the end goal for the team whilst the work is being done. The team can perform tasks independently once delegated tasks by the leader, there are disagreements but they are resolved positively within the team and process changes can be made. Also increased strategic awareness with a shared vision of the team. This stage of the theory is accurate after phase 1 of the project plan, due to the project being explained to each of the members involved at this point and how the project will affect them.   






3. What do you see as the key problems of leading a team that know each other?
There are several problems when creating a team from a pool of co-workers that know each other. Such as complacency, personality clashes and favouritism. 
The main problem that I found when leading a team of familiar co-workers is that critical analysis can be interpreted personally and as an insult. This can make it challenging when making decisions as it is another aspect to think from in order to keep the group working cohesively. In order not to cause friction it requires you to explain your decisions clearly and the reasons why. Proving your decision with facts and data as not to portray the decisions as favouritism or lack of trust of some members. 
When in a leadership role it can be challenging when working with friends from the out of work environment. This is because it is easy to portray favouritism towards them and it can make the other members of the group resent them. But also, when ordering a colleague who Is also a friend to do a task that they do not want to do it can be awkward. I did not find this to be a problem as I was new to the company at the time of my project but it was awkward to order colleagues to do things as I was the least experience and had not yet earned their professional respect. 
Thirdly, when the team is being formed out of people who are already familiar with each other, they come into the environment with preconceived opinions of each other. For example, there could be personality clashes within the personnel. This would be hard to overcome as Wall Colmonoy is a small company and there are only a handful of employees from each area to make up the team. Also, the if two members are necessary for the project then the scheduling of the meetings in order to keep the two of them apart would be extremely difficult. 
When working with familiar people it is easy to become complacent within the team and not pull your weight. This can become awkward and can produce resentment and tension within the group if members feel that others are freewheeling within the group and not contributing. This can be amplified if the leader then must take aside a member due to this matter and take action in order to combat the lack of effort.
When working with a team that all know each other and all work for the same company, it can be easy to all have the same way of thinking due to the everyone having the same exposure and surroundings. Therefore, it can be easy to run out of ideas and have a divers pool of knowledge to draw from. 
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