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The team was made up of a manufacturing engineer, facilities engineer, systems engineer, software engineer, layout engineer and a maintenance engineer. All members of this installation team had various backgrounds, none of which were from the motor manufacturing industry.
Each individual of the team had vast knowledge of the functions of their roles from their previous careers but not for the installation of the test rig that was being installed and commissioned. This led to many discussions, meetings and research during the planning and installation phases. In this instance, due to the individual backgrounds, each engineer had to learn their ‘new’ role at the same time as managing a large complex installation and commissioning project.
The flat organisational structure that was employed made this project difficult for the facilities engineer as he was also the project manager and he had no previous experience with this complex machinery. This meant that all decisions were made as a group which slowed the progress down because everyone had their own ideas. 
We are all the same level in the team but because the rig falls under the facilities ownership the facilities engineer was employed as the project lead. For the flat structure to be successful he needed to have confidence in the team and we needed to understand that he would be the ‘point of contact’ on any decisions that were needed to be made. As we are all the same level this style of leadership took a while to settle because we all had individual ways to manage projects.
In a flat organisational structure, the project lead undertakes many responsibilities to succeed. This proved difficult at times due to confusion of what was needed to be carried out. As discussed below in Q2 He did not appreciate delegating work so communication was slow which confused the team.
This style of organisational structure has prevented any member of the team progressing to the next level because there is nowhere to go which frustrates individuals who want to progress in the company. This has depleted the motivation of the team which nearly stopped the progress of the project if it wasn’t for myself stepping up at times to motivate the team. My main role is the manufacturing engineering and part of the advanced manufacturing engineering department and therefore do not want the promotion within the facilities team (all other team members are in the facilities department).
Due to the knowledge of the team not being in the motor industry there were many ideas and methods that confused the process of installing the rig due to the complexity of the machine. This caused areas of the project breaking down and we needed guidance from the supplier to offer solutions, this delayed some aspects of the installation. 
The flat organisational structure takes time to evolve but we are now a fully functioning team that works well together and appreciate this style of structure. It is now a quick process that saves time and resources as there is no middle management involvement to slow down the project.
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This project is in my area of responsibility which made me single minded on the expectations of the result, but I also had the knowledge of the function for the rig which made me invaluable to the team. I am experienced which helped me make decisions but also listen and sometimes agree with the team’s opinions. I regularly came across as manipulative in my decision making and got frustrated at the smallest of problems. I also had no issue with delegating some of my work to others. This project had many issues along the way to hit milestones but I work well under pressure. There were times when I became the ‘Implementer’ as I was reliable carrying out tasks and sticking to the plan. I take time understanding the problems and understanding the outcome which frustrated the team but with their help I could agree with the updates and get the task done.
The facilities engineer’s Belbin’s roles were teamworker, coordinator and shaper. He worked well within meetings and problems on the job as he could listen but needed help to make decisions. One example of this was when we needed power and network. This was a major setback as it was never discussed. He required the team to help him agree that there was other work that could be carried out that wouldn’t interrupt the critical path. Once the team had helped him with his decision he was able to plan and delegate the work appropriately. At times the facilities engineer would switch to a ‘completer finisher’ role where he would get anxious on the run up to every milestone but always delivered. He does not like delegating any of his work as he belies its his deliverable.
The software engineer looked quite ‘laid back’ in their approach to the project, but they were happy listening to other members of the team’s ideas before making their own decisions. Once the decision was made they would be difficult to convince them if any changes are required. Having said that they were reliable and could work on their own when required. The software engineer borders on the ‘plant’ role where they solve problems in their own way, mainly by trial and error which could have cost setbacks if they didn’t work!
The layout engineer worked well under pressure to enable the project to remain on time and a good teamworker. They could help all members of the team in their tasks which was invaluable as we tried hitting milestones and they had time to help. During their time helping the other engineers they could understand everyone’s tasks and improve the direction and timing of the project and made contacts which helped in some extra activities to save time which put them as a ‘resource investigator’.
The maintenance engineer worked well under pressure. Their experience from previous roles helped in decision making and good at communicating the reasons for the decision. At times to overcome hurdles to meet milestones they overcome problems in some unorthodox engineering skills but got the job done which put them in the ‘plant’ role.
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As mentioned in question one above all the team had to learn their new roles. Everyone had been involved and managed large projects in their previous careers. This caused many different ideas and views on how to successfully deliver the project.
On many occasions the meetings got confrontational because everyone wanted to run the project, we were in the ‘storming’ stage of the team forming at this time.
I have many years’ experience running teams and took it upon myself to call an end to the first confrontational meeting and discussed an agreed time we could re-meet in a different meeting room away from our offices and away from the installation location. I asked everybody to put their preferred actions on our agenda sheet (Concerns, corrections and actions report ‘CCAR’). This would be a good start to have everybody’s concerns documented so we could discuss in the meeting.
I had a general talk with the facilities engineer to help him control the future meeting. As we had all the concerns documented it was easier to visualise where individuals were getting concerned. The rig we were installing was for my area and therefore been in many discussions with the supplier to understand how it will operate, therefore I gave a presentation on what the rig would be performing. This answered a few concerns but there were many questions!
The facilities engineer continued the meeting by stating that everyone would individually voice their opinions and we would all listen without any judgement. These opinions were written down on a flip chart to enable us to group them and work and understand them. By doing this many opinions were the same. As individuals we can easily want the same outcome but we cannot always describe them accurately.
That part was easy and settled the group immediately. Everybody understood the requirements of the machine and how it will be used. However, the difficult part was agreeing the priorities and the critical path. Once again, we all sat and discussed each task in depth and using the flip chart could agree on a plan where we were able to work together. This enabled the team to feel ‘wanted’ in the discussions for a successful delivery of the project.
During the first few weeks we all worked together with the supplier’s installation and commissioning team to start the build. They had the expertise of the rig and we learnt a lot. This enabled the team to feel confident and supported. We could discuss our disagreements openly now without confrontation. This enabled everyone to see all aspects of each other’s roles and how we all fit within the team.7
This project is still currently on going with repeatable and reliability tests along with capability checks. We have since worked on a few other projects and because we now all know each other well we have successfully delivered these projects. Not without disagreements though, we still have them but we work systematically to dissolve these matters practically with positive outcomes. 
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