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[bookmark: _Toc235796485]1.1 Project description and relevance
This portfolio is the stakeholder management plan for the proposed Pendleton GreenLink Mobility Hub and Active Travel Corridor. The project is realistic but hypothetical, representing a local infrastructure project between Salford Crescent station, the University of Salford, Pendleton district centre and other residential streets. The planning assumption is for an £18.5m, 30-month programme that will create a 2.4km protected walking, wheeling and cycling route, eight accessible bus stops, safer crossings, better lighting and drainage, and a small mobility hub with real-time information, secure cycle parking, e-bike charging, seating and an accessible toilet.
The scheme is relevant because of the emphasis on sustainable infrastructure, inclusive design and the management of local impacts that have been placed in the adopted development plan of Salford City Council (2023). It also supports a current Greater Manchester policy for an integrated, accessible network in which walking, wheeling, cycling and public transport are planned together and are all part of the network (Transport for Greater Manchester, 2026). The project, however, will also involve reallocating road space, altering loading arrangements and causing temporary noise, access and traffic disruption. The management of stakeholders is thus an integral component of project governance and project design assurance, not publicity.
According to Freeman's stakeholder theory, stakeholders are “groups or individuals who can influence or are influenced by organisational goals” (Freeman, 1984). Applied here, success is not limited to delivery on time, on budget and on scope, it is the process of doing it fairly, with accessible outcomes, with credible mitigation and benefits post-construction.

[bookmark: _Toc235796486]1.2 Key stakeholders and anticipated benefits
Table 1: Key stakeholders and anticipated benefits
	Key stakeholder
	Anticipated benefit

	Salford City Council
	Policy delivery, safer streets, social value and accountable use of public funds.

	Transport for Greater Manchester
	Bee Network integration, reliable interchange and increased sustainable travel.

	Residents and tenants
	Safer crossings, better local access and improved public realm.

	Disabled people and older residents
	Step-free routes, suitable crossing times, seating and accessible information.

	University of Salford community
	Safer campus access, healthier travel choices and lower parking pressure.

	Local businesses and market traders
	Improved footfall and place quality, subject to workable servicing and access.

	Bus operators, drivers and passengers
	Accessible stops, clearer information and operationally practical interchange.

	Utilities and emergency services
	Early coordination, protected assets and maintained emergency access.
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[bookmark: _Toc235796488]2.1 Analytical approach
Stakeholder identification will start with a live register that documents decision rights, resources, likely impacts, dependencies, stakeholder legitimacy as well as their current attitude and preferred communication. Bryson (2004) suggests that the use of stakeholder analysis in public projects should be related to public value and should be reviewed when issues and coalitions evolve. The register will therefore be reviewed monthly and at option selection, design, procurement, mobilisation, major traffic switches and commissioning.
One matrix is adequate for prioritisation but also can mask ethically relevant considerations. The first power-interest assessment will therefore be supplemented by the power, legitimacy and urgency (PLU) salience attributes (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997). In addition to formal authority, impact will be assessed separately since stakeholders in the construction industry can be strongly affected without having formal authority over the decision (Olander, 2007). This prevents low-power groups from being treated as low priority if safety, accessibility or livelihood impacts are significant.
[bookmark: _Toc235796489]2.2 Power, influence and interest assessment
Table 2: Initial stakeholder assessment
	Stakeholder
	Power
	Influence
	Interest

	Salford City Council / sponsor
	High
	High
	High

	TfGM / network authority
	High
	High
	High

	GMCA funding gateway
	High
	High
	Medium

	Utilities and emergency services
	High
	High
	Medium

	Bus operators and drivers
	Medium
	High
	High

	Principal contractor
	Medium
	High
	High

	Residents and tenants
	Medium
	Medium
	High

	Disabled and older people's groups
	Medium
	Medium
	High

	University of Salford
	Medium
	Medium
	High

	Businesses and traders
	Medium
	Medium
	High


The ratings are not absolute, but depend on the stage. Residents do not have formal power but can exert influence through councillors, collective objections, media and petitions. Contractor influence increases after appointment, while funding-body interest rises at gateway decisions. Coordinating external involvement in the process, where the different delivery organisations have different duties and interests (Lehtinen and Aaltonen, 2020), is particularly challenging. The Project Manager should therefore record any movement between categories during the project lifecycle, not consider the table to be a permanent ranking.
The assessment will also capture supportive, neutral, concerned and opposed attitudes of each stakeholder but attitude will not be used as a filter to exclude critical voices. Perspective-taking is important because the disruption that project teams face can be different from the one that the communities face (Cuganesan and Floris, 2020).
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Figure 1: Power-interest stakeholder map
The map focuses the attention of management, and makes the proposed engagement response visible – a fundamental benefit of stakeholder visualisation (Bourne and Walker, 2005). Its downside is that judgement can be dominated by formal power. Disabled and older people's groups will thus be included in the ‘manage closely’ workstream, even though they are regarded as medium power. Their lived experience is not merely consultative input; it is design evidence.
A review of the map will take place with an issue network. Changes to loading, for instance, could impact traders, refuse collection, bus reliability, and pedestrians and emergency access simultaneously. For each linked issue, there will be one accountable owner, a due date and an escalation path.
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The engagement strategy will differentiate between informing, consulting, involving and collaborating, based on the real decision that is open. Arnstein's ladder cautions that when people can comment but not see that their comments are making a difference, it becomes tokenistic (Arnstein, 1969). The project will therefore have a brief 'You said - evidence considered - decision - reason' log to publish before each subsequent activity, and will identify legal, safety and budget constraints before each activity.
The level of participation will be commensurate with the problem, not to promise universal co-decision, consistent with Fung's (2006) analysis of participation design. Where residents, operators, accessibility representatives and designers need to understand interdependent trade-offs, deliberative workshops will be used (Innes and Booher, 2004).
Table 3: Communication and consultation plan
	Stakeholder group
	Information / decision focus
	Timing
	Channels and feedback route

	Council, TfGM and project board
	Scope, cost, risk, benefits, decisions and unresolved objections.
	Weekly technical meeting; monthly board; stage gates.
	Decision papers, dashboard, risk workshop and action log.

	GMCA funding gateway
	Business case, milestones, forecast outturn, social value and assurance.
	Monthly report; quarterly gateway; immediate exception notice.
	Assurance report, finance dashboard and review meeting.

	Residents and tenants
	Options, access, noise, traffic management, mitigation and progress.
	Concept, 30% and 80% design; eight weeks before works; fortnightly during works.
	Drop-ins, letters, website, SMS/email alerts, paper and telephone feedback.

	Disabled and older people's groups
	Widths, crossings, gradients, seating, stop layouts and information.
	Before option selection; each design stage; pre-opening audit.
	Accessible workshop, site walk/wheel audit, Easy Read, large print and telephone.

	Businesses and traders
	Loading, customer access, signage, work phasing and compensation routes.
	One-to-one design contact; 12-week look-ahead; weekly in critical phases.
	Business clinic, site visit, direct phone line and logistics-plan sign-off.

	University community
	Campus access, safety, travel demand, events and term-sensitive phasing.
	Design workshops; before each term and traffic switch.
	Campus forum, travel survey, student-union channels and operations liaison.

	Bus operators and drivers
	Stop locations, turning, dwell time, passenger information and diversions.
	Monthly design group; weekly before and during service changes.
	Operations workshop, swept-path drawings, driver trial and control-room notice.

	Utilities, emergency services and contractor
	Asset protection, permits, emergency routes, methods and incident response.
	Concept and detailed design; rolling 12-week construction look-ahead.
	Technical coordination, digital drawings, permit meetings and emergency exercise.


The channels are carefully blended. Recent infrastructure research indicates that online communication can complement the engagement of communities, but cannot be a substitute for accessible and place-based contact (Lehtinen and Aaltonen, 2024). High-power stakeholders require a quick and succinct assurance and escalation; high-impact community groups require time and support to influence the design before changes become costly. Engagement will start before the establishment of a preferred option as early engagement results in better utilisation of local knowledge and avoids unnecessary conflicts (Reed, 2008).
All interactions will be recorded in the stakeholder register with an owner, commitment and due date. The monthly dashboard will provide the following information: response times, unresolved high-impact issues, representation gaps, complaints, accessibility actions and commitments closed on time. These measures assess decision quality and follow-through, not merely engagement activity.
A named community liaison manager will co-ordinate the contractor and council and the affected stakeholders during construction. Any safety or access issues that need to be addressed will be addressed within one working day and if they are not addressed, they will be escalated to the project board and not repeatedly deferred.
[bookmark: _Toc235796492]Element 3: Ethical considerations in consultation, participation and feedback
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Consultation will be through a survey (online and paper), telephone responses, staffed drop-ins, targeted interviews, business clinics, small deliberative workshops and accessible route audits. Surveys give broad coverage, and interviews and workshops help to explain the significance of an impact and test mitigations. Mixed-mode design is suitable because reliance on one mode can create coverage differences and exclude some participants (Dillman, Smyth and Christian, 2014). Participants will be recruited through council, housing association, the University, community organisations, disability networks and business visits.
Participation and inclusion will be assessed separately. High response numbers are not enough if those who are affected have no control over the questions, the way the meeting is organised or how the evidence is interpreted (Quick and Feldman, 2011). Materials and emerging themes will be reviewed by a small advisory panel, which will include representatives from the community, business and accessibility.
[bookmark: _Toc235796494]3.2 Data ethics, privacy and informed participation
For each activity there will be a purpose statement (in plain language), how the responses will be used, voluntary consent wording, contact information and a complaints procedure. Participants can opt out of providing identifiable contributions until they are anonymised for analysis. Incentives can be offered to cover reasonable travel, interpretation and caring costs but will not be significant enough to create undue pressure.
Only data that is needed to understand project impacts will be collected. Contact information for updates will be kept separate from consultation responses, free text comments will be redacted, access will be by role and identifiable information will be removed after the decision and challenge period. These controls are based upon UK GDPR principles: purpose limitation, data minimisation, security and storage limitation (Information Commissioner's Office, n.d.). Where disability, demographic or location data could identify individuals, a data-protection impact assessment will be carried out.
The privacy notice will separate out consultation responses from mailing-list consent, and by opting out of future updates, a person will not lose their substantive feedback. Small groups will be aggregated in reports and quotes will be anonymised to minimise deductive identification. Contractors will not be provided with any consultation data for marketing or for any purpose other than the consultation.
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Potential biases include: self-selection, digital exclusion, non-response, leading questions, social desirability, organised or confident voices influencing the facilitator and the respondent(s). The results from the web survey will not be reported as statistically representative unless the sampling design reflects this (Bethlehem, 2010). Neutral language, pilot testing, different session durations, offline routes, and explicit statements of limitations will be used.
The Equality Act 2010 places a duty on public services and engagement to prevent unlawful discrimination and consider the needs of people with protected characteristics (Great Britain, 2010). Venues will be step-free, close to public transport, materials will be in large print, Easy Read and key community languages and BSL interpretation, captioning and telephone participation will be available. Route audits will be conducted to assess gradients, surfaces, tactile paving, crossing times, seating, lighting, boarding and information against existing inclusive-mobility guidance (Department for Transport, 2022). Equity analysis will explore the time, safety and affordability benefits and burdens for those who benefit and those who are disrupted or disadvantaged in accessing transport services, as transport disadvantage can compound exclusion from jobs and services (Lucas et al., 2016).
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Feedback will be channelled into a controlled register that will track source, location, theme, those impacted, evidence, urgency, response, owner, date of decision, closure date. Qualitative comments will be double-coded by analysts and themes will be cross-checked against survey results, route audits, traffic evidence and operational constraints. The effectiveness of the consultation will be assessed by transparency, inclusiveness, impact on decisions and cost-effectiveness, not just the number of responses (Rowe and Frewer, 2000). Acknowledgements will be sent within five working days and formal response reports will be sent within 20 working days. An independent accessibility representative will review and challenge any high-impact issues that are not resolved, and commitments will remain open until evidence of completion is recorded.
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The Pendleton GreenLink scheme has some clear evidence of the positive impacts it can have on sustainable access, safety and local connectivity and this provides a strong rationale for delivery but does not guarantee success. It redistributes road space, access opportunities, construction impacts and public funds, generating legitimate conflicts between the performance of the network, business servicing, parking, accessibility and affordability and environmental goals. The proposed plan responds to the assessment through a live power-influence-interest assessment, salience and impact safeguards and a transparent stakeholder map, tailored communication and an ethical mixed-method consultation process.
Time, cost and scope are not the only metrics for success; other metrics include closure of stakeholder commitments, accessibility defects, unresolved complaints, participation gaps, trust and post-opening outcomes. This governance approach mitigates two risks that are common: formal authority dominating the design process and the late use of consultation in the programme to validate a solution. Effective engagement consequently operates as design assurance, risk management and public accountability.
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As a junior stakeholder manager, my initial focus was on organisations with the financial, approvals and construction resources. The creation of the plan proved useful but incomplete. The disruption of access can last for several months for a resident, a visually impaired passenger may identify a crossing hazard that a technical compliance test does not detect, and a trader may have key information about servicing patterns. Formal power is thus just one type of expertise relevant to the project.
I also learned not to treat the matrix as more than a working hypothesis. As design details become visible, influence grows amid controversy ; delivery partners exert influence at different stages, and interests change. My practice would include the visual map plus a review of the relationships, emerging coalitions, missing voices and overdue commitments each month. This reflects Schön's (2017) idea of reviewing and adjusting professional judgement while action is underway.
The biggest challenge lies in balancing open-mindedness and discipline in decision making. Whilst the project is subject to statutory obligations and safety requirements, and network performance and affordability, genuine consultation cannot guarantee that all preferences will be implemented. But constraints can be applied prematurely to end debate. I would say what decisions are open, what evidence and trade-offs inform decisions in easily understood language, and which authority has decision-making power. People are more inclined to believe you if it is done for the right reasons and demonstrated by changes rather than marketing and advertising.
Another lesson deals with representation. People who have time, confidence, access to the internet, and an organisational network are likely to be overrepresented at public meetings and on online surveys. I would assess representation among those present and identify who is missing and respond through careful use of demographic data and targeted outreach where needed. I would also not assume that silence equals consent as this could be due to methods that are not accessible or consultation fatigue or lack of trust, not satisfaction.
Engagement should be maintained post-construction. Safety, bus reliability, accessibility faults, business access, complaints and travel behaviour should be reviewed by a local user panel at 3 and 12 months after opening. Where outcomes fall short, the project owner should make the outcomes public and state the corrective actions and timelines. This extends accountability, ensures learning for future schemes and transforms a public asset from one-off consultation towards long-term stewardship.
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