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QUESTION 1: You defined yourself as Belbin role, Implementor. Give examples of how your behaviour on the team confirmed these roles or suggested that other roles would be more of a fit?

[bookmark: _Hlk47517267]Belbin roles came about in the Henley Management College in the 1960’s when Dr Meredith Belbin decided to look into how executives attempted team orientated tasks. Belbin theorised that everyone involved in a team could be characterised and placed into one of the nine following team roles, with some people overlapping into a combination of roles. The nine roles are: -

1. Resource investigator
2. Teamworker
3. Coordinator
4. Plant
5. Monitor evaluator
6. Specialist
7. Shaper
8. Implementer
9. Completer finisher

During my time as a member of the team on the reboiler changeout, I described myself as an Implementer as this was the best fit for me. Belbin describes an Implementor as having the following positive and negative traits.

Role Characteristics

	Positive

	Negative


	Reliable, 
	
Subject to being inflexible and not the quickest to adapt to new situations

	practical
	

	efficient
	

	able to turn ideas into actions
	

	ensuring that workflows are organised
	




Demonstrating role characteristics

Subject to being inflexible and not the quickest to adapt to new situations.

Examples of when I demonstrated my “Implementor” traits are given below: -

· During the physical change out of the reboiler, as well as co-ordinating the maintenance (see below) I was a working charge hand, heavily involved in ensuring the practical work was being carried out in the most efficient manner, with a concise and safe approach.
· During the planning stage of the project I had a very defined method as to how the reboiler inspection should be undertaken, I found myself very reluctant to listen to other team members inputs and ideas as to how to improve the workflow. Although this is a negative characteristic, it is an example of a trait that “Implementors” are known for.


Below are some examples of when I demonstrated characteristics that suggested that other Belbin roles might be a better fit: -

· From the very start of the project to the end, I was always available to assist with any issues any other member of the team had. Often working long hours and at short notice, this shows characteristics from the “Teamworker” role.
· During the “hands on tools” period of the project, I was heavily involved in organising the work force and dictating which members of the maintenance department did what. In this aspect of the project I showed that maybe a “Co-ordinator” role may have been a better fit.

· Throughout the project, I was surprised at how much I interacted with other team mates on subjects that were outside of my speciality field, supplying a fresh set of eyes on issues and offering solutions that they hadn’t considered, these are traits of a “monitor evaluator”.

· During the project, I also fell into the “specialist” role, often being asked hands on questions, drawing on my 20 years experience on the tools.


[bookmark: _Hlk47516913]QUESTION 2: How did the team’s behaviour fit with Tuckman’s theory?

Tuckman’s theory is a model that can be used to describe the way in which most teams work together to achieve a high standard of output. The theory first came to light in the 1960’s when psychologist Bruce Tuckman coined the phrase, “forming, storming, norming, and performing”.  This was later developed with a fifth stage being added to create “forming, storming, norming, performing and adjourning”.

“Forming”

Due to the length of this project from start to finish and the numerous different disciplines involved at different stages, the “forming” part developed over several weeks mostly during the planning stages when the relevant team supervisors were introduced to each other. 
	The most basic example of how the team’s behaviour was a fit with Tuckman’s theory was in the very first meeting between the team members. This was the time when the key members were introduced to each other, timelines developed, and new working relationships formed. This was effectively when the team was formed.

“Storming”

This is described as the phase when conflicts arise and can take many forms. One example of when this occurred during the project was when different team leaders were encouraged to take time off during the prolonged shutdown period. As a result, there was always a deputy that stood in. Inevitably on the return of the team leader there were “discussions” as to why tasks took so long or why tasks weren’t done in a particular way. These differences were not allowed to fester. The returning team leader set aside an unofficial 15 minute meeting on their return from rest days when any issues between themselves and their deputy were swiftly and permanently put to bed.

“Norming”

This is the phase when the team has resolved most of its issues, and progress is being made within the project with very little resistance. The most relevant part of the project to this characteristic would have been the period between the initial planning and the implementation. This was when all the different parts of the team were going about their own parts of the project, preparing for the “hands on” part of the task to commence.

“Performing”

This is the stage when all aspects of the project are working well towards achieving the project goal. The team were most definitely in this phase once the decision had been made that the reboiler needed to be changed out, and the “hands on tools” aspect had commenced. The whole team worked excellently together to get the job done in record time, and most importantly, SAFELY.

“Adjourning”

This is the phase in which the project is completed, and the team is in a position when it is no longer required. This point wasn’t completely reached until many months after the reboiler had been replaced. An RCI (route cause analysis) was performed into the vessel’s failure along with arranging to have the old boiler refurbished before the team was completely “adjourned”

[bookmark: _Hlk47540460]QUESTION 3: Explain how you defined the success of your project against the original objectives.
The project was defined as a success once the plant was back up to full rates, producing material for the rest of the site to process and the failed reboiler was off site undergoing overhaul. The success of the project was originally intended to be after the reboiler had been inspected and reassembled, a relatively straight forward task, but as described in my project assignment, this was not the case as we ended up replacing the failed vessel with an overhauled spare unit. 
The original project success was defined by means of three main criteria. 
1. Complete the project in line with the project timeline: 
The first was that the work was completed within the allocated time period planned in for the project so that it didn’t impact on the overall duration of the shutdown. Despite the huge amounts of additional practical work that the project ended up encompassing, the overall team effort was deemed a huge success in this aspect as it had zero additional impact on the length of the shutdown and enabled the plant to achieve prime rates in a timely manner. 
2. Deliver the project in line with the planned budget:
The second criteria for measuring the success of the project was the financial aspect. The project was expected to be completed within the specified financial forecasts right through the duration until the excessive tube bundle erosion was found. Due to this unexpected finding, the project failed to meet its financial targets. Although it is obvious that the erosion to the tube nest was outside of the project teams control, it is an outcome that the team should have identified during the planning stage. Had it done so, the team could have developed a contingency plan should that would have minimized the impact. As a result of the erosion not being predicted, the overall project costs were massively under estimated. No plans were made for the costings of the additional labour required for the reboiler change out, and no plans were made for the additional costs of refurbishing the failed unit.
3. Safety - complete the project with zero injuries
The final criteria was safety. The project always had an aim to be completed with zero injuries and with zero uncontrolled emissions to atmosphere. Despite the substantial change in the scope of work, and the additional line breaks into process, both these benchmarks were met.
In summary, the project was considered an overall success by the company, as it recognized that the additional costs were a necessity and that the work undertaken and the resulting  RCI (Route Cause Investigation) ensured that the newly installed reboiler will have the equipment’s original “as new” lifespan and therefore this vessel should not now need to be replaced for a further nine years, subject to interim Iris inspections.
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