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Executive Summary

This report examines a departmental reassignment within a large oil refinery, in which an individual was transferred from the Integrity Maintenance Planning team to the Turnaround Planning team. The change introduced a significant increase in responsibility, system complexity and scrutiny coinciding with the preparation and execution of a high-value Turnaround event. The reassignment took place with limited consultation or structured support, presenting challenges in adaptation and performance delivery.
The report begins by defining organisational change and providing contextual background. It then presents an overview of the reassignment, including the scope of responsibilities undertaken, such as planning and managing critical-path mechanical repairs, coordinating external contractors and ensuring compliance with engineering and inspection standards.
Using Lewin’s Forcefield analysis, the report identifies the driving and restraining forces at play. Highlighting organisational needs and operational urgency as key drivers, and limited preparation and communication as the key sources of resistance. Kotter’s 8-Step Change Model is applied to assess the change process, revealing that while operational goals were met, the lack of clear vision, communication, strategy and structured support limited the effectiveness of the transition.
The report further evaluates leadership and management styles using Adair’s Action-Centred Leadership and Path-Goal Theory. It concludes that leadership was predominantly task-focused, with limited emphasis on individual support or team integration. Additionally, employee motivation and support are assessed using Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory and Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. Suggesting that while job security and responsibility were present, recognition and development were not initially met.
The report concludes by acknowledging the resilience and adaptability shown by the individual, while emphasizing that a more structured, employee focused approach to change management could have improved engagement, reduced resistance and enhanced overall outcomes. The case reinforces the importance of aligning operational needs with leadership, communication and employee support to ensure successful change implementation.
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Introduction  

In modern industrial environments, organisational change is a necessary response to evolving operational demands, technological advancements and competitive pressures. Within high-risk, asset-intensive sectors such as the oil and gas industry. The ability to adapt quickly and effectively is vital to sustaining safety, performance and profitability. Change can take many forms, ranging from structural realignments and leadership transitions to process innovations and strategic redeployments, and it often affects not only systems and procedures but also the people responsible for delivering key outcomes.
Engineering professionals frequently experience change at both individual and team levels. Particularly during large-scale, capital-intensive projects such as site Turnarounds. These events, which require meticulous planning, strict compliance and cross-departmental coordination place significant demands on technical staff and the organizations resources.  The management of such change initiatives must therefore be approached with careful consideration of leadership, motivation and employee support to minimize disruption and maximise performance. This report explores a specific example of change in this context, providing insight into how organisational practices influence the success and impact the change implementation.



Main Findings

Defining Organisational Change

Organisational change refers to the process through which an organisation transitions from its current state to a desired future state to improve effectiveness, meet strategic objectives, or respond to internal and external pressures . It may involve changes in structure, technology, people or processes and can range from minor operational adjustments to major strategic shifts.  defines change as “a continuous process of adaptation to internal and external conditions”. This definition highlights the dynamic nature of modern businesses environments, particularly in sectors such as the oil and gas industry where operational flexibility and responsiveness are crucial.
Change can be either planned or emergent. Planned change is structured and often managed using a formal model, such as Lewin’s Three-Step Model or Kotter’s Eight Steps. Where emergent change evolves more organically, often without formal initiation . In all cases, successful change management depends heavily on leadership, communication and employee engagement.



Overview of the Change

The case examined in this report focuses on a departmental reassignment within a large-scale Oil Refinery. The individual was initially employed within the Integrity Maintenance Planning department, where they were responsible for planning reactive repair work using systems such as SAP, Excel and Word Documentation. This role involved detailed collaboration with multiple departments to coordinate labour, materials and third part contractors to execute time-sensitive repairs efficiently and cost-effectively.
However, a top-down decision was made to reassign the individual to the Turnaround Planning team. This transition marked a significant organisation shift, as it involved new systems, increased responsibilities, stricter process checks and a higher level of technical scrutiny from inspection and engineering departments, along with regular management meetings for updates on progression. The role demanded deeper involvement in planning high value, high risk projects associated with a site wide turnaround event costing over millions of US Dollars, not including the production losses incurred during the downtime.
Responsibilities included planning high-risk mechanical repairs in accordance with stringent requirements set by the engineering and inspection departments. This involved the preparation of isometric drawings, the application of pressure test waivers and the completion of QA documentation which was to be issued to the external contractors. During the turnaround event, the individual also served as a coordinator for external mechanical contractors, overseeing the execution of the planned works and managing key high-value projects which were identified as critical path elements essential for the restart of the refinery.
While the change provided valuable learning experiences and skills development, the way it was implemented highlights critical gaps in the organisation management practices. Such as the lack of prior consultation, support mechanisms, or transitional training.
Following the completion of the turnaround event, the individual returned to the Integrity Planning Department with a significantly enhanced understanding of operational execution and interdepartmental collaboration. Exposure to the practical application of work packs, strict QA/QC standards and documentation and high-pressure project coordination deepened their appreciation for the execution phase of refinery operations. This experience reinforced the importance of detailed and well-structured repair plans and developed a more practical approach to planning, improving their ability to anticipate constraints and aligned their planning practices more effectively with operational realities.

Assessment of the change process

This section presents a critical analysis of how the organisational change was managed, using relevant change management theories and models. Two key frameworks, Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis and Kotter’s 8-Step Model are applied to assess both the effectiveness of the approach and the areas where the process could have been improved.



Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis

Kurt Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis is a foundational tool used to evaluate the dynamics that either drive or resist organisation change. The model suggests that for change to occur successfully, the driving forces must overcome the restraining forces maintaining the status quo .
In the case under review, the individual was reassigned from the Integrity Planning department to the Turnaround Planning team within a major oil refinery. This move introduced increased responsibility, new systems and strict quality assurance requirements, all under time sensitive and high-stake conditions. 

Driving Forces:
Organisational need for additional planning resources during a high-value turnaround event.
Strategic priority of completing critical path repairs to enable the refinery’s restart.
Opportunity for cross-functional development and skill growth.
Pressure to maintain schedule and mitigate production losses.
Restraining Forces
Lack of training on new planning systems and protocols.
Resistance to leaving a familiar, well-understood role.
Elevated stress and performance expectations without transitional support.
Inadequate communication or explanation for the reassignment.

To improve the success of the transition, management could have focused on reducing the restraining forces. Specifically, by providing early communication, technical training and access to mentoring. This would have helped balance the forcefield in favour of a successful adoption.

Kotter’s 8 Step Model

John Kotter’s 8 Step Model provides a structured approach to managing change by emphasising the importance of urgency, vision, leadership and reinforcement . A retrospective application of this model highlights key gaps in how the change was introduced and managed.

Create a sense of urgency.
The reassignment was urgent from an operation standpoint, but this urgency was not effectively communicated to the individual. This contributed to initial resistance and confusion.
Build a guiding coalition
There is no evidence that a cross-departmental support group or leadership coalition was formed to guide the change process or mentor the individual.

Form a strategic vision and initiatives.
The individual was not informed of the purposed move. This weakened engagement and created a disconnect between the personal effort and the organisational objectives.
Communicate the vision.
Communication was limited and transactional. There was no clear or repeated articulation of why the change was happening or how the individual’s new role would benefit them in the future and align with the refinery’s wider goal.
Empower employees for action.
The lack of preparation, training and support initially inhibited the individual’s ability to perform confidently. Empowerment in this context would have meant proactive training, clearer expectation and access to resource along with highlighting why they were chosen for the role, for example a detailed and meticulous planner with on the job experience both mechanically (hands-on) and from the Integrity planning department.
Generate short-term wins.
Although the individual had prior planning experience, the scale and complexity of the turnaround presented new challenges. Key contributing factors were made early in the role, yet these were not formally acknowledged. Recognising such achievements could have boosted confidence and reinforced engagement with the change process.
Sustain acceleration.
No formal plan existed to build on the experience post-turnaround. The individual returned to their formal role without structured reflection, feedback or application of lessons learnt across departments.
Institute change.
There was no indication that the reassignment experience was integrated into future planning strategies or personal development pathways. This missed an opportunity to institutionalise the gained knowledge and skills.

Leadership and Management Styles

Leadership plays a critical role in the success or failure of organisational change. Effective leadership can reduce resistance, empower employees and ensure alignment with strategic goals. In the case of the assignment to the Turnaround Planning team, several leadership behaviours and management styles can be analysed using established models.

Adair’s Action-Centred Leadership

John Adair’s model focuses on the balance of three core responsibilities: Task Needs, Team needs and Individual Needs . In this scenario, task needs were clearly prioritised, meeting critical deadlines and implementing large scale planning. However, the team and individual needs appeared to be underemphasised. There was limited support in the form of onboarding, mentoring or team integration which created early barriers to confidence and performance.
While the individual ultimately succeeded in fulfilling the required tasks, the lack of attention to the individual development and well-being, key components of Adair’s model, contributed to avoidable stress during the transition. A more balanced approach could have improved engagement and eased the adaptation process.

Path-Goal Theory

Path-Goal Theory suggests that effective leaders adjust their style based on the needs of their employees and the work environment . Four key leadership styles are identified.

Directive – Clear guidance and structure.
Supportive – Focus on well-being.
Participative – Involving employees in decision making.
Achievement Oriented – Setting high goals and confidence in abilities.

In this case, the leadership approach most closely resembled the directive style, focused heavily on the completion of tasks and deadlines. This was necessary given the time frame and the high-risk environment, but it was not accompanied by supportive behaviours such as training or reassurance, which would have enhanced employee confidence and sped up the planning phase of the Turnaround.
A combined approach, blending directive and supportive roles could have helped the individual transition more smoothly. Particularly given the new systems, pressures and stakeholder expectations involved.

McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y

McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y describe two contrasting views of employee motivation and management .

Theory X – Assumes employees dislike work and require control.
Theory Y – Assumes employees are self-motivated and thrive on responsibility.

The management style observed in this case reflects elements of Theory X. With limited autonomy or involvement in the change decision the individual was moved without consultation and with minimal support. However, as the project progressed the individual demonstrated Theory Y characteristics. Self-direction, adaptability and motivation highlighting a misalignment between management assumptions and employee capability.
A more Theory Y orientated approach from the outset could have empowered the individual and increase moral, recognising their potential to contribute meaningfully with the right support in place.
Summary Evaluation

The leadership and management practices during the transition priorities performance under pressure but overlooked key aspects of employee support and empowerment. Applying models like Adair’s and Path-Goal Theories reveals that while task delivery was achieved, a more supportive and participative approach could have reduced resistance, improved morale and enhanced long-term outcomes.

Employee Motivation and Support

Motivation plays a vital role in how employees respond to organisational change. A lack of appropriate support can result in resistance, disengagement or reduced performance. In this case, while the reassignment to the Turnaround Planning team provided the individual with opportunities for development, the motivational environment surrounding the change was limited.

Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory

Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory categorizes workplace factors into two groups:

Hygiene Factors - Salary, working conditions, job security.
Motivators – Recognition, responsibility, achievement.

According to , hygiene factors prevent dissatisfaction but do not necessarily lead to satisfaction, whereas motivators directly contribute to job satisfaction and engagement.
In this case, hygiene factors such as job security and salary remained constant. However, the absence of support mechanisms such as structured onboarding, recognition and communication about the possible change led to initial stress and uncertainty. While the individual eventually took on substantial responsibility and achieved success in the planning and coordination of critical path projects and repairs to infrastructure, these motivators were not strategically reinforced by leadership through feedback, praise or performance acknowledgment.
Had management formally recognised early contributions or provided ongoing feedback, this could have strengthened intrinsic motivation and enhanced engagement during a high-pressure period. Furthermore, opportunities for training and profession development were delayed or absent at the start reducing confidence and increasing friction during the transition.

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs

If viewed through Maslow’s Hierarchy, the individual’s physiological and safety needs were met, where a safe work environment was given with a fair wage and adequate breaks along with job security during the Turnaround event. However, needs such as belonging, esteem and self-actualization were not initially supported. This was due to the sudden transfer, lack of integration to the new Turnaround team and the absence of early recognition limited progression beyond the lower tiers of motivation.

Summary Evaluation

The case highlights a missed opportunity to enhance employee motivation by proactively addressing higher order needs such as recognition, growth and self-actualization. Factors that are particularly critical during periods of organisational transition. While the individual demonstrated resilience and achieved positive outcomes, the change process could have been significantly improved through more structured feedback, formal recognition and targeted professional development.


Conclusion

This report has examined a departmental reassignment within a large-scale oil refinery, evaluating how the change was managed and experienced from an organisational and employee perspective. The transition to the Turnaround Planning team represented a significant personal operational shift, requiring adaptation to new systems, processes and responsibilities under high-pressure conditions.
Using Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis, the report identified key driving and resisting forces, while Kotter’s 8-Step Model revealed several missed opportunities for improved communication, empowerment and structured support. Leadership and management practices were task-focused with limited attention given to employees integration and development as highlighted in Adair’s Action-Centred Leadership Model and Path-Goal Theory. Furthermore, motivation theory, particularly Herzberg’s Two-Factor Model suggested that higher-order needs were not effectively supported during the transition.
While the individual ultimately demonstrated adaptability and delivered successful outcomes, the change could have been more effective with earlier engagement, structured support and recognition. The experience reinforces the importance of balanced leadership, proactive change management and employee-focused practices in ensuring sustainable organisational performance.
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