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[bookmark: _Toc228533644]Part B: Reflections from Feedback 
This reflection employs Gibbs (1988) Reflective Cycle to reflect on the feedback provided by the tutor and other peers at the end of the Week 6 poster presentation of the A44 Worcester Road Reconstruction project proposal.
Figure 1: Gibbs Reflective Cycle (Dutta et al., 2023)
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc228533645]Description
The poster presentation pitched a project management plan to undertake the reconstruction of the A44 Worcester Road corridor, which is a major freight and passenger road in Worcester, badly affected by the July 2025 West Midlands flooding. The A3 poster conveyed the context, scope, the methodology, the Quad Chart, Gantt Chart, budget allocation, stakeholder analysis, Work Breakdown Structure (WBS), and risk register of the project. The tutor and peer feedback were both constructive and highlighted areas of strength and suggestions on how to improve the final Project Management Plan (Part C).

[bookmark: _Toc228533646]Feelings
It was an intellectual delight yet a fruitful experience, presenting feedback and receiving it. The first impression was one of confidence due to the well-organised and well-poisoned poster layout, but then the peer and tutor review induced, to some extent, a critical self-awareness of their lack of analytical depth. It was especially instructive to notice that the methodology section could have been much more explicitly justified as to why the hybrid PRINCE2-Agile approach has been adopted instead of making assertions, implying over-reliance on assertion as opposed to the scholarly presentation of argument.

[bookmark: _Toc228533647]Evaluation
The graphical presentation of the information, such as the Gantt chart, budget doughnut chart, and Power-Interest stakeholder matrix, was pointed out as a strength of the poster presentation. The scope definition received applause over its clear description of both in-scope and out-of-scope deliverables. Stakeholder engagement strategy, however, needed to be more critical in its interactions with the theoretical literature. The poster presented the stakeholders using the power-interest matrix, but failed to support the engagement strategies with academic references.

[bookmark: _Toc228533648]Analysis
The review feedback points out the conflict between the accessibility of the image and the depth of analysis, which is the problem with the poster type of presentation. The visualisation of all the complex stakeholder dynamics and risk interdependencies into a visual summary, although befitting a pitch format, could also have potentially simplified frameworks that are to be treated with delicate detail in a formal project management plan. Additionally, it was noted that methodology justification would have to interact with contradicting points of view to provide a critical argument.

[bookmark: _Toc228533649]Conclusion
The poster presentation was able to make the project credible and transfer its strategic logic to an audience with mixed interests. The first weakness was the lack of theoretical support in two pillars, namely risk analysis and stakeholder engagement, which, though graphically displayed, did not seem to be exhaustively challenged as level 5 should be. The responses allowed establishing that visual clarity is a needed, although not a sufficient, requirement of academic rigour in the case of project management documentation.

[bookmark: _Toc228533650]Action Plan
Some improvements will be made in the final Project Management Plan (Part C) in reference to the feedback. To start with, risk interdependency analysis and Earned Value Management (EVM) as a real-time monitoring tool will be added to the risk register, based on the works of Elsaid et al. (2025). Second, the stakeholder section will promote the theoretically-based engagement strategy referring to Aaltonen et al. (2024) and Wang et al. (2025). Third, it will present a critical argument about what made the hybrid approach the best choice by directly addressing Mirzaei et al. (2025) and Gemino et al. (2021). 















[bookmark: _Toc228533651]Part C: Project Management Plan
[bookmark: _Toc228533652]1.0 Introduction
The historic winning rains that hit the West Midlands in July of 2025, caused by excessive Atlantic rainfall, revealed inherent weaknesses in England's ageing infrastructure network. The passage of the River Severn over Worcester, Shrewsbury and Kidderminster flooded arterial road networks, hindering supply chains and leaving communities reliant on key services isolated. The thesis proposed in this plan is that successful recovery is not only an engineering issue; it is actually a complex project management endeavour, which requires strict use of scope definition, alignment of the stakeholders, systematic management of risks and a progressive use of resources. In particular, this report argues that a blended project management model, which combines the formal structure of planning with a flexible system of governance, provides the most sustainable and contextually fitting approach to infrastructure reconstruction implementation in a post-disaster setting.
The chosen project is the reconstruction process of the main traffic A44 Worcester Road, which is the main route used both by goods and people who travel between the Worcester city centre and the M5 motorway. According to the Project Management Institute (PMI, 2023), a project is a short-term venture aimed at producing a distinctive product, service, or outcome. The project meets all the criteria of definition: it is time-constrained, resource-constrained, uniqueness of technology and is oriented toward a discrete conclusion. Based on the known frameworks and grounded on PRINCE2, the PMBOK Guide and modern academic sources, this plan offers a systematic roadmap according to which the stakeholders could learn about the scope, risks, resources needed, and governance provisions.

[bookmark: _Toc228533653]2.0 Project Description
The A44 Worcester Road Reconstruction Project seeks to bring a 3.2 kilometre stretch of the A44 between the St. Peter's Roundabout and the Bromwich Road intersection, in Worcester, back to full two-carriageway operation. The structural undermining of the subbase, the collapse of two drainage culverts, the collapse of the flood protective embankments, and the destruction of the utility conduits below the carriageway occurred due to the flooding. The entire project cost is estimated at 14.3 million, and 11 months of project initiation and completion are planned according to the government infrastructure recovery guidelines of emergencies.
The APM (2025) indicates that a project life cycle offers a systematic path, as shown by the initiation up to the planning, execution, monitoring, and close-out, which allows disciplined management of the complex, uncertain endeavours. The project will have five streams: Mobilisation and Site Investigation (Weeks 1-6); Subbase and Drainage Reconstruction (Weeks 7-18); Carriageway Reinstatement (Weeks 19-30); Utility and Infrastructure Reinstatement (Weeks 31-38); and Testing, Commissioning and Handover (Weeks 39-44). This sequencing carries the principle that Moshood et al. (2025) posit, of infrastructure project delivery in complex settings requiring step-by-step elucidation as opposed to comprehensive planning.
A hybrid approach is in place to guide the project. The business-case-based governance and stage-gate controls of PRINCE2 deliver structural rigour (Takagi et al., 2024) and, due to the unpredictability of post-flood subsurface investigations, the responsiveness of each step is supported by Agile-informed iteration (Mirzaei et al., 2025). This aligns with Gemino et al. (2021), who show that hybrid models are more effective than either the traditional or the purely agile models in a technically uncertain infrastructure setting.

[bookmark: _Toc228533654]3.0 Scope
Project scope is the sum of all the work necessary to produce the defined outputs (PMI, 2023). The planning, requirements gathering, definition, the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) development, validation and control are the scope management practices as highlighted by Emblemsvåg (2024). Scrupulous scope definition lays the groundwork to cost and schedule overruns, two of the most recurring failure modes that have ever been noted in the literature on infrastructure project management (Elsaid et al., 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc228533655]3.1 In Scope
The deliverables that fit within the scope of the project include: (i) 3.2 km of A44 dual-carriageway reconstruction (including subbase, base course, binder course and surface course); (ii) replacement of two 1.8-metre diameter box culverts; (iii) replacement (or reconstruction) of 420 metres of flood-retention embankment to
[bookmark: _Toc228533656]3.2 Out of Scope
Items not covered include, but are not limited to, widening of A44 beyond the specified boundary; residential property improvements; purchasing permanent land; and improving M5 motorway junction facilities. The project scope statement records these exclusions so as to avoid the issue of scope creep, which Marsov et al. (2025) list as one of the most acute concerns in the area of politically sensitive infrastructure recovery.
[bookmark: _Toc228533657]3.3 SMART Objectives
Under the premise of the Iron Triangle (cost, time, quality) model suggested by Ibrahim et al. (2024), the project objectives are set as SMART: (S) by the final inspection point on the A44 corridor, the highways should be functionally restored (dual-carriageway); (M) zero structural defects at final inspection (A) with the 14.3 million-budget allocation; (R)

[bookmark: _Toc228533658]4.0 Work Breakdown Structure
A hierarchical breakdown of the overall work into manageable, estimable, and assignable work packages of a project is known as the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) (PMI, 2023). The organisation of a WBS can be based on a phase, organisational unit, or product, with each level becoming more specific as highlighted by PMI (2023). This project will have a primary structure of phases, in line with advice on the use of civil engineering recovery projects (Garcés et al., 2025), complemented by product-based decomposition at Level 3. The four-level WBS of the A44 Reconstruction Project is shown in Appendix 1.
The WBS (see Appendix 1) is based on Rumane et al.’s (2025) view, highlighting that a task must be definable, independent, estimable, measurable, and adaptable (DIEMA). Work Package 1.1 provides that project management activities (reporting, communication and risk reviews) are clearly budgeted and resourced, often an overlooked aspect that drives cost overruns in publicly-financed projects (Brunet and Choiniere, 2025).

[bookmark: _Toc228533659]5.0 Quad Chart
The Quad Chart offers a one-page strategic summary of the project and is organised into four quadrants: purpose (why/what), stakeholders (who), desired outcomes (goals), and measures of success (how success is evaluated). The Quad Chart of the A44 Reconstruction project is depicted in Appendix 2. The Quad Chart can also be useful in organising a concept or an idea into manageable bits so that you can define what you do before you start, and it is especially useful in conveying to non-specialist stakeholders and project sponsors.
The Quad Chart (see Appendix 2) explicitly clarifies the compatibility between project mission and quantifiable results, a quality essential to avoiding scope creep and establishing stakeholder expectations based on the realities of deliverable results. Incorporating the Iron Triangle (time, cost, quality), the bottom-right quadrant (measures of success) transforms the abstract goals into measurable ones, which is in line with the principles of earned value management promoted by Elsaid et al. (2025).

[bookmark: _Toc228533660]6.0 Gantt Chart
The Gantt chart is a classic means of time planning in project management, which illustrates the sequence of tasks, timeframes, dependencies, and milestones visually (Straw, 2015). Although Gantt charts give the impression of some kind of assurance to a project that is very unpredictable, as Levin and Levin (2019) warn, they are still necessary to convey the logic of the schedule to various parties. Figure 1 shows a summary-level Gantt chart over 44 weeks, organised based on five project phases. The project baseline schedule has detailed sub-activity scheduling that is updated bi-weekly.
Figure 1: Summary Gantt Chart (44 Weeks)
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Phases 3 and 4 intentionally overlap (Weeks 24 through 30) to allow parallel working between the construction of the carriageways and the restoration of utilities, where operationally safe to do so. This schedule effect saves four weeks on the programme. Phase completion gates are marked by milestone markers (◆), and, in line with PRINCE2 governance principles, formal reviews of stage-gates must be carried out (Takagi et al., 2024). Essentially, two weeks of float reserves have been introduced in Phases 2 and 3 to account for the contingency of the ground conditions that should be recognised during the site investigation period. 

[bookmark: _Toc228533661]7.0 Stakeholders' Involvement
One of the most radical aspects of project governance involves stakeholder management, especially in the situation of recovery of public infrastructure when legitimacy, trust and political capital are as vital elements as technical delivery (Aaltonen et al., 2024). Li et al. (2025) define a stakeholder as any person who is affected or impacted by a project. Leveraging the power-interest matrix framework in prioritising engagement strategies, evidenced by Zhu et al. (2024), this section provides a formal stakeholder analysis of the A44 project, which is organised in pairs with the two-step process of stakeholder analysis.
According to Aaltonen et al. (2024), stakeholder engagement has to be theoretically premised, methodologically sound, and dynamically handled throughout the project life cycle, which is beyond the mechanical response of register compiling into an ongoing trust-building discourse. The principles outlined in this project are operationalised using a tiered engagement plan that is responsive to the power-interest profile of each stakeholder (see Appendix 3).
The Environment Agency exists in a dual foreground in its capacity as both technical partner and regulator, which Wang et al. (2025) identify as a typical feature of interorganisational project networks, in the sense that there is a dissemination of governance authority across organisations with different institutional mandates. Structured governance procedures need to be followed by the project management team to move around this two-sidedness between technical meetings on coordinating and formal meetings on submitting regulations (Xue and Xue, 2025). Local businesses, however, may be considered as a low-power group, but their discontent may become an organised opposition force that could create the kind of political interference that may cause the failure of the plan in question. The strategic importance of open, proactive interaction with this segment is thus beyond its obvious power/interest description.

[bookmark: _Toc228533662]8.0 Resource Management
Resource planning is the definition of scope and schedule commitments in terms of actual organisational capacity. Resources, as highlighted by Plattfaut (2022) include individuals, equipment, expert knowledge and financial provision and are all accompanied by costs that should be efficiently estimated and managed. Bentahar and Belhadi (2025) argue that, in the case of infrastructure post-disaster resilience, the supply chain should be integrated into resource planning since there is volatility in resource availability and labour markets due to disruption.
Appendix 4 illustrates the resource allocation at the five project phases, key humans, equipment and approximate costs. The project budget of £14.3 million will be divided as follows: civil engineering works (63), utility reinstatement (17), project management and professional fees (8), traffic management and community engagement (5) and contingency (7).
Elnabwy et al. (2025) show that resource adequacy is a key success factor in the construction project delivery. The lack of adequate resources during the initial stages, especially site exploration, will always create downstream implications of time and costs. It maintains a reserve of 7% (7) (£1.0 million) of management reserve, which is in line with the accepted quantity-surveying practice and is also in line with the PMBOK4 guidance on cost baseline management. Between Phases 3 and 4 (the overlap period), resource levelling will be implemented to ensure that resources are not over-allocated and operative fatigue in a busy construction setting is controlled.

[bookmark: _Toc228533663]9.0 Risk Analysis
According to PMI (2023), risk management implies the following steps: planning, identification, qualitative and quantitative analysis, response planning, implementation, and monitoring. Buganova and Simickova (2019) show that the risk frameworks needed by infrastructure projects in complex, unpredictable environments (as is the case with post-flood reconstruction) are particularly resilient as the interdependences between the technical and environmental risks are not well defined in the beginning.
The standard matrix formula: Risk Score = Impact × Likelihood is used to assess a risk, where both of the dimensions include a 1 to 5 scale (see Appendix 5).
Risk 01 (further flooding) and Risk 03 (supply chain disruption) are potentially the most consequential threats to the viability of the project and tenets of systemic vulnerability of post-disaster reconstruction settings. Risk management in construction portfolios, Ghanbari et al. (2025) assert, needs to go beyond static registers to dynamic, real-time documenting, which, here, is operationalised by a daily process of risk review that is part of the project governance process. Risk 06 (cost overrun) is addressed by the Earned Value Management (EVM), which allows the project team to identify schedule and cost performance variation at the initial stage of its occurrence and rectify it before it starts to run out of control, according to Elsaid et al. (2025). Risk ownership is placed in particular positions of the project organisation with individual responsibility to monitor risks and escalate responses.

[bookmark: _Toc228533664]10. Conclusion
This Project Management Plan reveals that the reconstruction of the A44 Worcester Road is not only an engineering but a complex, theoretically based project governance approach that is able to handle technical complexity, plurality of stakeholders and systemic uncertainty at the same time. The Project Management Plan reveals that the hybrid approach that incorporates the rigour of PRINCE2 governance and the flexibility of the adaptive, iterative delivery system is the best approach to building infrastructure following a disaster.
According to the plan, the phased stage-gate model offers accountability and transparency to both the client and regulatory stakeholders, but it may cause delays in the schedule due to a lack of proactive consent processes that would run parallel with the construction processes. Similarly, the Power-interest matrix of stakeholder management, although analytically attractive, does not reveal the dynamic, politically specific nature of stakeholder relationships in a high-visibility public project.
The practical application of this plan has implications that are not just restricted to the immediate project. With climate forecasting suggesting that more extreme rainfall events will take place across the UK (Environment Agency, 2025), the reconstruction projects of this nature require daily attention. The project management structures need to be adjusted accordingly to include climate-adaptive design requirements, real-time sensor addition and resilience-by-default procurement requirements as a standard part of scope definition, rather than an optional augmentation. This plan provides a template that can be duplicated to achieve such integration.
Ultimately, the A44 Worcester Road Reconstruction Project, which shall be governed by this plan, is placed to provide a structurally superior and flood-resistant transportation corridor within the cost and schedule limits as long as the risk mitigation strategies, stakeholder engagement protocols and the governance mechanisms proposed herein are followed with a consistent rigour. The plan reveals that intellectual honesty about uncertainty cannot exist without a high grade in project management, and that the greatest project manager is not the one who avoids risk, but the one who manages it well.
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[bookmark: _Toc228533667]Appendix 1: Work Breakdown Structure 
	WBS Code
	Level 1: Work Package
	Level 2: Activity
	Level 3: Task

	1.0
	A44 Worcester Road Reconstruction
	
	

	1.1
	Project Management
	
	

	1.1.1
	
	Project Initiation and Charter
	

	1.1.1.1
	
	
	Develop Project Charter

	1.1.1.2
	
	
	Identify and Register Stakeholders

	1.1.2
	
	Monitoring, Reporting and Communication
	

	1.1.2.1
	
	
	Establish Reporting Protocols

	1.1.2.2
	
	
	Monthly Stakeholder Updates

	1.2
	Site Investigation and Mobilisation
	
	

	1.2.1
	
	Geotechnical Site Surveys
	

	1.2.1.1
	
	
	Conduct Ground Penetrating Radar Survey

	1.2.1.2
	
	
	Prepare Geotechnical Report

	1.2.2
	
	Traffic Management Setup
	

	1.3
	Subbase and Drainage Reconstruction
	
	

	1.3.1
	
	Culvert Replacement
	

	1.3.1.1
	
	
	Excavate and Remove Failed Culverts

	1.3.1.2
	
	
	Install Box Culverts to EA Specification

	1.3.2
	
	Embankment Reconstruction
	

	1.3.3
	
	Subbase Layer Construction
	

	1.4
	Carriageway Reinstatement
	
	

	1.4.1
	
	Base and Binder Course Laying
	

	1.4.2
	
	Surface Course Application
	

	1.4.3
	
	Road Markings and Signage
	

	1.5
	Utility Reinstatement
	
	

	1.5.1
	
	Gas and Water Main Relay
	

	1.5.2
	
	Electrical and Fibre Ducting
	

	1.6
	Commissioning and Handover
	
	

	1.6.1
	
	Structural Load Testing
	

	1.6.2
	
	Client Acceptance and Sign-Off
	




[bookmark: _Toc228533668]Appendix 2: Quad Chart 
	PURPOSE (WHY / WHAT)
•  Restore full dual-carriageway function on A44 Worcester Road
•  Reconnect Worcester to M5 motorway network
•  Rebuild flood-resilient drainage and embankment infrastructure
•  Enable resumption of freight logistics and emergency access
•  Comply with EA flood-resilience and Highways England standards

	STAKEHOLDERS (WHO)
•  Worcestershire County Council (client/sponsor)
•  Environment Agency (regulatory/technical partner)
•  National Highways (statutory consultee)
•  Utility providers: Severn Trent, Western Power, BT Openreach
•  Local businesses and haulage operators
•  Worcester residents and commuters
•  Main contractor and sub-contractors


	DESIRED OUTCOMES (GOALS)
•  Structurally sound carriageway meeting BD 29/17 standards
•  Two box culverts compliant with EA flood specification
•  420m flood-retention embankment reinstated
•  All buried utilities operational and future-proofed
•  Zero lane restrictions at practical completion
•  Community disruption minimised through phased works

	MEASURES OF SUCCESS (HOW)
•  Practical completion by Week 44 (on-time delivery)
•  Final cost within ±5% of £14.3m budget
•  Zero structural defects at independent inspection
•  Flood resilience rating: 1-in-100-year event
•  Stakeholder satisfaction score ≥ 8/10 (post-project survey)
•  Post-construction road condition index ≥ 85
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	Stakeholder
	Power
	Interest
	Strategy
	Engagement Action

	Worcestershire County Council
	High
	High
	Manage Closely
	Weekly progress briefings; stage-gate approvals; formal change control

	Environment Agency
	High
	High
	Manage Closely
	Technical review at culvert/embankment milestones; regulatory sign-off

	National Highways
	High
	Medium
	Keep Satisfied
	Formal statutory consultation; written progress updates monthly

	Severn Trent / Western Power / BT
	Medium
	High
	Keep Informed
	Utility diversions coordination; bi-weekly site meetings

	Worcester City Council
	Medium
	High
	Keep Informed
	Community liaison updates; traffic management consultation

	Local businesses & haulage operators
	Low
	High
	Keep Informed
	Monthly newsletters; dedicated project enquiry hotline

	Residents and commuters
	Low
	Medium
	Monitor
	Project website; social media updates; local press releases

	Main contractor
	High
	High
	Manage Closely
	Daily site management; formal weekly contract review meetings



[bookmark: _Toc228533670]Appendix 4: Resource Allocation Plan 
	Phase
	Human Resources
	Equipment
	Est. Cost
	Key Output

	Phase 1
	Project Manager, Lead Engineer, Geo-technician (×2)
	Ground Penetrating Radar unit, survey vehicles
	£420,000
	Geotechnical report, traffic management plan

	Phase 2
	Civils foreman, drainage engineers (×4), plant operators (×6)
	Excavators (×3), compactors (×2), concrete mixers
	£4,100,000
	Culverts installed, embankment complete, subbase laid

	Phase 3
	Road surfacing team (×8), quality inspector
	Paving machines (×2), rollers (×2), asphalt plant access
	£3,900,000
	Carriageway surface complete

	Phase 4
	Utility engineers (per provider), trench teams (×4)
	Mini-excavators (×4), cable-pulling equipment
	£2,400,000
	All utilities operational

	Phase 5
	Project Manager, structural engineer, client rep
	Load testing equipment, inspection vehicles
	£380,000
	Client sign-off, handover documentation

	PM & Contingency
	Project Manager, QS, PM support staff
	Office, IT, reporting infrastructure
	£1,100,000
	Ongoing governance outputs
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	Ref
	Risk Description
	Category
	Prob (1-5)
	Impact (1-5)
	Score
	Mitigation Response

	R01
	Further flooding during construction
	Environmental
	4
	4
	16 – High
	Seasonal construction scheduling; temporary flood barriers; EA early-warning protocols

	R02
	Unforeseen subsurface contamination
	Technical
	3
	4
	12 – High
	Phase 1 ground investigation; provisional sum allowance; specialist contractor standby

	R03
	Supply chain disruption (bitumen, aggregate)
	Commercial
	3
	4
	12 – High
	Early procurement; dual-source supply agreements; 4-week materials buffer on-site

	R04
	Utility strikes during excavation
	Operational
	3
	3
	9 – Medium
	Comprehensive service survey; Cat & Genny scanning; permit-to-dig protocols

	R05
	Public opposition to traffic management
	Stakeholder
	2
	3
	6 – Medium
	Proactive community engagement; alternative route signage; business liaison officer

	R06
	Cost overrun exceeding contingency
	Financial
	2
	5
	10 – High
	Monthly EVM tracking; quantity surveyor oversight; formal change-control process

	R07
	Key staff unavailability (Project Manager)
	HR
	2
	4
	8 – Medium
	Deputy PM designated; succession plan documented in project charter

	R08
	Regulatory delay – EA consenting
	Legislative
	2
	4
	8 – Medium
	Pre-application meetings with EA; parallel processing of consents; early submission
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