Assignment 2

Project Overview
The project in question is one that has arisen over the last year in the division. In October 2021, Carmarthenshire County Council recommissioned one of its care services, using a new model of delivery. In the time since then, the demand on these services have far exceeded the capacity of its providers, leaving long waiting lists and many people without the care they need. This was in large part because of a sharp increase in demand over the 12 months preceding this project. However, before the project in question was undertaken, it was unclear exactly why the providers had not been able to keep up with this rising demand. It may have been due to:
1. The service underperforming
2. The rising demand exceeding the maximum capabilities of the service, even when performing at full capacity
3. The model that had been commissioned was ineffective
4. The model commissioned was effective, but did not factor in a rise in demand as sharp as the one that occurred
The end goal of this project was to produce a paper that would identify why the services currently in place are not meeting demand and to make recommendations for improvement. This paper would then be presented to the Director of Communities within the authority, as well as other Heads of Service. For this, a small team of two people were brought together. One being myself: Lead Officer for Projects & Strategic Planning, and a colleague: Lead officer for Contracts, both in the Commissioning Division.
Scope Management
Firstly, before planning the scope of the project, a project team was assembled. As mentioned above, the team was made up of two members, along with the senior manager, who would be manging this project. The project team was kept small for one main reasons. This was that it was an attempt to keep the amount of work needed to reach the end goal as small as possible, in an attempt to ensure the project was as efficient as possible. It was felt that the addition of more people would create more work and would potentially prolong the length of the project (Dunston, 2000). It was also felt that due to the small size of the team, that it was important to achieve a good balance of experience and knowledge within the team. This is because, it was thought that it would be beneficial to have one team member who had limited experience of the service in question (myself) to encourage a more impartial view on the project and therefore mitigate some risk of bias within the final paper. However, this needed to be balanced with someone with plenty of experience in dealing with the service in question (my colleague) in order to provide additional knowledge to the team that could provide context around some key findings.
To initially collect requirements for this project, a meeting between the Commissioning Division’s Senior Manager and the project team was scheduled. In this meeting, some background information was provided on the division’s initial intensions when the service was originally commissioned, the issues that have presented themselves since then, as well as the steps that needed to be taken (deliverables) going forward (detailed above). From this, an outline for the overall scope of the project was formed.
The scope of this project can be broken down into three key parts (detailed below), as well as an additional preparatory part for myself. This was to familiarise myself with the service i.e., its aims, the service it provides and its effect on service users. This part was not necessary to my colleague due to her having already worked closely with the service for the past 12 months. This would include familiarising myself with the contract between the service and the authority, speaking to other colleagues about their experience with the service, begin to familiarise myself with the data submitted by the service and what it indicates.
1. Data gathering
2. Data analysing
3. Drawing conclusions and recommendations from data
Any changes to the scope of the project were fed down from the Senior Manager into the project group during a monthly meeting, or via email if the requirement was urgent. Some changes were also identified by the project team and communicated during a weekly project meeting.
Schedule Management
Firstly, when considering the schedule for this project, it was important to consider that, for both project officers, the work would be done in addition to our daily workloads. This, as well as a short timescale of 2 months to produce the final paper, emphasised the criticality of efficiency and not allowing for time to be wasted.
After the scope of the project was initially agreed upon, a meeting was held between both project officers aiming to design a schedule. To do this, keeping efficiency in mind, we used a design principle from Lean Project Management. This was to list all tasks that needed to be done between the project start and end. Then, we listed the tasks and made not of any work that needed to be done before a task could be started. This allowed us to create a timeline for which tasks needed to be completed and in what order. This allowed us to delegate tasks more effectively, due to us being able to ensure that no one of us was waiting for the other to complete a task before work on a separate task could be started. It also allowed us to identify tasks that were unnecessary, tasks that could be simplified and completed very quickly, and tasks that had already been partially or fully completed by someone else. This was very effective in saving time for the project team, and ensuring that all effort was being placed in tasks that would most efficiently allow us to reach our final objective (Ballard, 2003). 
Another principle taken from Lean Project Management that I adopted was to start working in multiple directions before deciding on a final direction later in the project. This was due to my lack of familiarity with the service in question, meaning that for myself, starting to work in the wrong direction would be a likely possibility. It was also for this reason that my colleague did not adopt this strategy, as she had already worked closely with the service and was confident in her ability to move in the correct direction from project start. This, despite initially creating more work for myself in the short term, likely reduced the amount of work in the project overall as it reduced the risk of moving a long way in the wrong direction (Ballard, 2003).
After agreeing on a task list and a timeline for their completion, we decided to implement Prince 2 style gateways between the different phases of the project. This was done for two reasons, firstly because whilst initiating the project, the three separate phases of work were obvious and evident, therefore implementing gateways was a simple exercise. More importantly however, we felt that implementing gateways was an effective way of facilitating teamwork between myself and my colleague. Despite it not being essential to have these gateways in order to finish the project, we felt that it would be beneficial for the both of us to be working on the same phase at the same time. We felt that this allowed us to provide feedback more effectively on each other’s work if we had just been completing similar tasks ourselves. It also helped us build on each other’s ideas and overall allowed for more productive project meetings (Sargeant et al, 2010).  
When planning the schedule of the project, an additional important consideration was the fact that the project was in addition to the daily workload of the officers. This further emphasised the importance of efficiency, not only in completing the project in time, but in ensuring that myself and my colleague still had plenty of time during workdays to work on other business as usual tasks. This further supported the use of the principles from Lean project management, and also influenced our decision making as to how we would be communicating throughout the duration of the project.
Communication
Due to my inexperience with the source material for this project, we decided that we would meet fairly frequently, as we foresaw that I was going to need to be supported to ensure that I was continually growing my understanding of the service in question and its challenges. It was therefore decided that that we meet twice weekly, in addition to our bi-weekly meetings to feedback to the Senior Manager. We therefore decided that these twice weekly project meetings would need to be short in duration to avoid taking away too much time from our regular workloads. With the aim of keeping these meetings as short as possible, we decided to organise our tasks using a Kanban board. This would allow us to see which tasks the other was working on, what problems were arising, and what had been completed. We therefore had no need to discuss these matters during our meetings, and therefore could primarily focus on the quality management of the project (Fernandez, 2008)(Damij, 2021).
Quality Management
As mentioned, the twice weekly project meetings were centred around the quality of the work being produced. This involved working to ensure that several key aspects of quality management were being addressed continuously. Firstly, we understood that a high-quality project should be customer focused. In our sector, this means that any new service should be centred around its users. The Social Services Wellbeing Act (2014) confirms this and states that individuals are experts in their own lives and services should be shaped around that fact. This led us to evaluate the outcomes that the service users were achieving, and how any of our recommendations/conclusions would affect these outcomes. 
Secondly, we approached these meetings with the approach that the project should be continually improving. This meant that we would be continually challenging each other and questioning each other’s findings. This allowed us both to grow a deeper understanding of the problem at hand, and therefore allowed us to come to more robust conclusions. 
Thirdly, the style of leadership during the project we found to be very beneficial. The Senior Manager took a Laissez Faire approach to leading the project. This was affective due to the personalities of my self and my colleague. We are both individuals who work well under pressure and enjoy a challenge. Therefore, we found a more hands off and trusting approach to be very motivating. She would also avoid being prescriptive in her feedback and would primarily challenge our findings with the aim of deepening our understanding of all the challenges at hand. 
These three elements were our primary strategies in managing what we felt was the biggest risk to the project, that being the risk of the quality of work decreasing due to the speed that which we were working at. This was the driving force in our decision making when we were deciding how our meetings would be structured. Another risk concerning the quality of work was, again due to time constraints, that we wouldn’t be able to collect feedback from key stakeholders (service users, service employees & management structure) quickly enough to inform our conclusions and therefore stick to the agreed timescales. It was therefore agreed that feedback from these stakeholders would be collected using e-forms, which we felt would be the most efficient way of collecting their views as opposed to scheduling meetings or creating questionnaires on a word document. We also decided that the Senior Manager would be responsible for sending these e-forms out to providers, which we hoped would generate a sense of urgency. These two factors together helped us gather these key stakeholders’ views at the earliest point possible in the project, meaning we would not be waiting for their feedback before being able to start certain other tasks. 
Stakeholder Management
The way we dealt with the key stakeholders outlined in the previous section was one part of a wider stakeholder management strategy. This strategy involved firstly identifying all stakeholders, and mapping when and how each of which should be informed of our findings. Due to the nature of the project, it was decided that the Senior Manager would be the only individual that would need to be continually informed of our findings. All other stakeholders would be informed of our findings at the completion date of the project, and when the project team were happy with the final report. These stakeholders would then be engaged again in later projects related to the one in question. Stakeholder engagement was also a primary way of controlling the overall quality of the project. This is because at project closure, the director of community services would receive and assess the quality of our paper.
Project Conclusion
The project was delivered on time and approved by the project manager, however the report has not reached the Director yet and we await his feedback.
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