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The report gives a detailed project management plan for the Manchester Piccadilly Integrated Transport Hub Regeneration. The plan is for the development of Part A to be a delivery model that is tested against scope, time, cost, people and risk. The need for action is clear. In 2024-25, the total number of passengers entering and exiting from Manchester Piccadilly was 27.4 million (Office of Rail and Road, 2025). Network Rail also had a £7.9 million track, points and signalling renewal project underway on the southern approach (Network Rail, 2026). High passenger volume and old infrastructure are thus at the same spot. When renewal and station improvements are not linked together, passengers may experience additional crowding, service changes and service disruption. Five outcomes are therefore targeted: safe movement, step-free access, lower-carbon operation, digital information and enhanced connections between rail, tram, bus, walking and cycling. These results also align with the broader trajectory of Northern rail investment (Department for Transport (DfT), 2026). The plan is based on the project control ideas from APM (2025), PMI (2021) and ISO 21502 (International Organization for Standardization, 2020) but adapted to the operational constraints of Manchester Piccadilly.
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The impact of a minor access failure is magnified by heavy use, as blocked access can have a rapid impact on platforms, interchange areas and passenger confidence. Ageing of track and signalling places a greater requirement for coordinating asset work with station works. This is a useful documentation of an existing infrastructure need, but not the budget for this regeneration; the Piccadilly Corridor Renewal is worth £7.9 million. These two numbers must remain distinct to prevent false precision.
The results are step-free paths, safer intersections, improved passenger movement, wayfinding at real-time, energy-saving systems, and clearer transport links that are clearer. Each is a solution to a known problem. Step-free access ensures easier access for individuals with disabilities and those carrying luggage. Improved wayfinding minimises superfluous crossing actions and confusion when changing routes temporarily. The station is not closed for a regular interchange construction sequence, thus protecting operations during phased interchange work. Benefits should be present also after handover. Serra and Kunc (2015) demonstrate that besides completing tasks, project success is linked to linking delivery to benefits. Hence, success is judged as reduced unplanned closures, complete accessibility of planned roads, reduced energy usage during operation and smoother passenger traffic.
The Academic baseline is 60 months, Planning estimate £750M, Contingency 15%. The contingency is £112.5m, providing a working planning envelope of £862.5m. These are academic figures and not officially approved Manchester Piccadilly figures. This is important because the initial infrastructure estimates tend to be low. Flyvbjerg, Holm and Buhl (2002) demonstrate that cost underestimation is a big problem in public works. Any estimate should, therefore, be subjected to testing via surveys, design maturity and market prices before any funding decision.
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The scope establishes a clear boundary for the regeneration. In scope is the running of the step-free passenger route, safer movement of station/interchange passengers, passenger-flow change, digital wayfinding, lower energy systems, trial and handover, and temporary route management. The project also features the necessary interfaces for rail, Metrolink, bus, walking and bicycling. The items remain within scope as they directly relate to the project's five project outcomes.
The project does not include new train fleets, the fares on the railways, a new rail network across the country or other schemes of the highway system in the city centre, apart from the urban bypass extension. It also does not presume that all subsequent Northern rail projects will be delivered in this programme. These exclusions prevent the baseline from being contaminated. Design, approvals and funding may grow at the same time if it is not controlled. That can delay the completion date and weaken the business case.
A formal change process should therefore be employed in scope control. All requests must include the reason, passenger benefit, safety impact, cost impact, schedule impact, new risk and decision owner. An improvement in one will cause a detriment in another. Such as, the inclusion of a late digital feature, which can enhance information but alter interfaces at the beginning of the testing. Joslin and Müller (2015) relate appropriate project methods to better project success; ISO (2020) provides controlled scope and change. The rule of practice is: If it's useful, it should go into delivery. Should only be introduced when the overall impact is known and accepted.
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Figure 1. Work Breakdown Structure for the Manchester Piccadilly regeneration (Part A).
The Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) converts the scope into work packages that are owned, scheduled and controlled. The plan is divided into 4 phases: Initiation, Planning, Execution and Closure. Initiation includes scope and objectives, passenger flow and asset survey, and funding and approval path. Planning involves detailed design of hubs and access, engaging with stakeholders, and risk, carbon and access controls. Execution encompasses access and interchange, digital systems and energy systems, and passenger route and disruption management. Closure includes testing, safety assurance, handover and the lessons learnt.
The value of this breakdown is the link between a deliverable and the work needed to create it. An example of digital wayfinding is one. It isn't a single installation job. It relies on the requirements, interface design, hardware, software, testing of passengers, commissioning and training of the operator. These items should be grouped separately, and a late interface issue may only manifest close to handover. The result of a work package is making the problem visible earlier.
Each package of a WBS should thus be owned by one person, should have a start and finish, a cost code, a resource need, an approval gate and a risk record. APM (2025) and PMI (2021) agree with this work-based control as it relates scope and schedule to responsibility and cost. The RACI matrix is also supported by the WBS. A single person or organisation may be responsible, consulted and/or informed for a package. This eliminates repetitive work and makes it easy to see who is responsible for delays.
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Figure 2. Project Quad Chart. Official evidence is separated from academic planning assumptions (Author, 2026).
The Manchester Piccadilly Integrated Transport Hub Regeneration has been summarised in the Quad Chart (Figure 2) which connects purpose, customers, outcomes and measures of success. The aim is set to fulfill the requirements of safer distribution of passengers, step-free access, better inter-modal linkages and digitised information, while reducing energy usage. The objectives as per the project results identified in the report are listed here. The customer section identifies the key customer groups e.g. passengers, accessibility groups, Network Rail, rail operators, TfGM and Manchester City Council, as per Serra & Kunc (2015). The outcome is a desired result in the form of safety of operations, route accessibility, digital system security and the successful end-of-handover. Success is used in terms of fewer planned closures, complete accessibility of planned routes, saving energy usage and passenger flow supported. The four sections make it very clear as to whether or not they are getting the benefits they're wanting for this project.
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[image: ]The 60-month program in Figure 3 is staged and has a controlled overlap. In order to make large commitments, governance, objectives and the approval route must be clear, so the business case is done first. Detailed design is based on surveys which start early on. Approval and procurement are supported by design. Main construction comes after design maturity/delivery of contract. Digital integration spans the second phase of construction as equipment and data interfaces are reliant on space preparation. Before final handover, there are testing and safety assurance.
Figure 3. Project Gantt Chart. Official evidence is separated from academic planning assumptions (Author, 2026).
The schedule is only helpful if dependencies are addressed. Design may change due to a late survey. Late design can cause delay in approval and may delay procurement or site access. Construction delay can then allow for a tighter testing schedule and for defects to be discovered near the handover. This is not a list of individual delays. It is for this reason that ISO (2020) and APM (2025) have built in a unified control of the schedule.
The benefit of selecting overlap will reduce the delivery time; however, there is a risk of rework associated with overlap. For instance, if the digital hardware is purchased early, it can incur a long lead time, but if purchased when the interface is still in a development phase, it can incur replacement cost. The control should be milestone gates and not maximum parallel work. The gates are scope approval at month 6, survey freeze at month 12, design freeze at month 24, contract award at month 30, test readiness at month 50 and handover at month 60. The monthly review should check the planned and actual dates, provide a recovery action when there is a variance and discuss the variance. This means that the schedule control is not a Gantt chart for reporting purposes.
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Figure 4. Stakeholder power–interest matrix, with lifecycle movement highlighted for TfGM and contractors (Author, 2026).
The key success factors include: Rail operations, City access, Public transport and passenger needs. Network Rail, Manchester City Council and rail operators are listed in “manage closely” in the Part A matrix. Their choices can have a direct impact on access, design, approvals and daily service. Network Rail should remain engaged throughout the survey and handover process as elements of rail assets, possessions and safety interfaces rely on Network Rail. Manchester City Council need to be involved in planning and public-realm works, as at the last minute approvals can be denied; this will prevent packages from being approved. However, a technically sound design may be inadequate for practical station operations if it is not given a degree of phasing and testing input from the rail operators. DfT, GMCA and TfGM were rated ‘keep satisfied'. Part C should consider this a change, rather than a permanent change. TfGM has greater influence on design of tram/bus/walk/bike interfaces. Lower influence moves to strong influence in construction mode. 
The influence of stakeholders varies during the project lifecycle (Aaltonen and Kujala, 2010). If the team never reviews a static matrix, it can fool the team. Passengers/PWD groups/local businesses have less formal power, but high direct exposure. They should do more than just provide general updates. Access reviews, route walk-throughs and user testing should be conducted with disabled-user-groups. Clear temporary route information is required for passengers before each major change. When access to premises, pedestrian ways or service routes is altered, there is a need for early warning to local businesses, as it can lead to a decrease in pedestrian numbers. Why stakeholder impact should be assessed is explained by Olander (2007), and Yang et al. (2011) highlight the importance of stakeholder management in construction. The RACI matrix in Figure 5 provides accountability. Too and Weaver (2014) associate project governance with clear decision rights. There needs to be one designated entity responsible for each of the big packages. This will stop work waiting for the owner or multiple groups to make the decision. The stakeholder plan should therefore be a combination of power interest mapping and engagement stage and named decision rights.
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Figure 5. High/medium/low ratings avoid unsupported staff-number assumptions (PMI, 2021).
Resources are not to be listed as one project team, but should follow the WBS and schedule. Project controls, survey teams, rail and civil engineers, accessibility staff, commercial staff and stakeholder staff are required for early stages. On execution, the demand flows towards the contractors, rail systems experts, logistics team, health and safety and station operations (APM, 2025). During integration and commissioning, digital specialists are back on the rise. This changing intensity of resources is illustrated in Figure 5 without creating specific numbers of heads. This is important because when the wrong resource is used at the wrong time, even if there is money to be had to do so, there is a delay. A design package that is completed is no good if there is no rail access. But when plant, barriers, permits and materials are late, mature contractors can sit idle. People, equipment, access windows, data, temporary signs, and digital hardware and testing tools are therefore part of the planning for the resources required.
There is also a need for discipline in commercial control. Don't see the £112.5m contingency as a buffer. Only release when there is identified uncertainty or an approved change. There is evidence that warrants caution with early estimates around the infrastructure (Flyvbjerg et al., 2002) and evidence to support resource and uncertainty control (PMI, 2021). A review of the resource should be done monthly to check the next three months' work against the availability of people, access and equipment. This allows adequate time to correct for a shortage before it turns into a schedule problem.
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Figure 6. 3×3 risk heat map. Added Part C scores are academic planning assessments (Ward and Chapman, 2003).
The best risk control is when cause, event, effect, owner, response and remaining exposure are recorded in the register. Passenger disruption is the most likely and most impactful Part A risk with a Score of 9 for likelihood and 9 for impact. The reason is live construction around the passenger routes. The event is a blocked, changed or overloaded route. It can cause crowding, missed connections and operator pressure. The primary controls are protected routes, clear signage and real-time updates, phased work and planned possessions. The station is still in operation, and this is a high-risk event even following the control. Cost inflation scores 6. Market testing, Package forecasts, procurement timing and controlled contingency are appropriate responses. Approval delay and failure of the digital each earn 4 points. Approval risk requires an approval tracker, early contact with the regulator and decision gates. 
Failure of digital infrastructure requires prototyping, testing interfaces and phased commissioning. Safety incident: Likelihood is low, impact is high (scored as 3). Permits, inspections, safe systems of work and CDM controls should therefore remain in place at the lower of the score. As a direct consequence of this project setting, it seems scope growth, a rail possession conflict, and accessibility design failure should be added as planning risks to Part C. The extra scores are academic scores and are clearly marked. Ward and Chapman (2003) propose that uncertainty should be managed in the broader context, rather than just a short list of risks. Another finding is that the risk process can incorporate opportunities (Hillson, 2002). Possession/related renewal work can minimise re-disruption if interfaces and responsibilities are set early in the process. The current exposure and residual exposure after controls are therefore shown in Figure 7 and thus in the risk register. Any risks above the agreed level of tolerance should not go through a stage gate without an action owner.
[bookmark: _Toc237634531]Conclusion
The plan is still feasible, but if it is to be carried out, it requires firm control. The 27.4M station entries and exits make it clear that continuity needs to be at the core of every delivery decision. As well as the £7.9 million for the corridor renewal, the asset work is already relevant around Piccadilly. The academic course offers a planning test of the 60-month course, and the working envelope of £862.5m is an approved promise, not a planning test. Delivery should, therefore, follow a phased construction, be controlled by scope, defined through a stage gate, and have a changing plan of stakeholders, WBS-based resources and a named risk owner. The key takeaway is that the tools need to be used in conjunction with each other. A WBS with no resources is not deliverable, a Gantt chart with no dependencies is not able to influence delay, and a risk register with no ownership is not able to reduce risk exposure. This holistic, comprehensive approach provides the best foundation for a safe, accessible, low-carbon, digital and multimodal regeneration in reality.
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