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1. Introduction
Northbridge University’s three catering outlets face inconsistent measurement, limited storage and informal charity arrangements. The project introduces weighing records, safer procedures and community partnership.
This report integrates delivery and risk planning to support funding approval, prioritising prevention over disposal (WRAP, 2023).
2. Aim, Objectives and Scope
Aim and SMART objectives
The aim is to establish a safe, measurable programme across three outlets within 20 weeks and £38,000. The SMART objectives are to:
• Install operational food-waste measurement processes in all three outlets by week 10.
• Reduce avoidable food waste by at least 20% against a four-week baseline within three months after launch.
• Establish one signed redistribution agreement and complete a supervised collection pilot by week 15.
• Train 100% of 45 relevant catering employees in segregation, food safety and recording before week 17.
• Achieve 95% completeness in daily food-waste records during the final two pilot weeks.
Scope
Scope includes baseline measurement, procurement, safe storage, partner checks, training, a controlled pilot and handover. Major refurbishment, meal-price changes, off-campus expansion and additional permanent staffing are excluded. The post-launch reduction target is a benefit to verify after delivery.
3. Business Case and Project Life Cycle
Food waste creates financial and environmental costs (UNEP, 2024). The business case assumes £38,000 implementation spending and £15,000 annual net savings, giving approximately 2.5 years’ simple payback. These estimates require baseline and pilot validation.
The hybrid life cycle comprises initiation (weeks 1–3), planning (4–6), implementation (7–14), pilot refinement (15–18) and closure (19–20). Structured approvals control spending and safety; iterative trials refine operations. Monitoring continues throughout, supporting adaptive delivery (PMI, 2024).
4. Project Outputs and Deliverables
	Deliverable
	Purpose and acceptance evidence

	Approved project charter
	Confirms sponsor, objectives, authority and budget; signed in week 3.

	Baseline and requirements report
	Quantifies current waste and operational constraints; approved in week 6.

	Equipment and operating procedures
	Provides scales, labelled containers, storage controls and safe workflows; inspected at week 12.

	Redistribution partnership agreement
	Defines collection, liability, traceability and responsibilities; signed by week 13.

	Training and pilot report
	Demonstrates staff competence and records two weeks of reliable data.

	Handover and benefits plan
	Assigns operational ownership and three-month evaluation responsibilities.


Deliverables are tangible outputs; benefits are subsequent improvements. Acceptance therefore requires signed documents, functional checks and pilot evidence rather than equipment installation alone (APM, 2025).
5. Activities and Work Breakdown Structure
The WBS links manageable work packages to tasks, outputs, owners and costs. Approved procedures and trained staff are prerequisites for the pilot.
	WBS code / work package
	Sub-activities and tasks
	Output

	1.1 Initiation
	1.1.1 Identify sponsor; 1.1.2 map stakeholders; 1.1.3 approve charter
	Authorised project

	1.2 Assessment
	1.2.1 Weigh baseline waste; 1.2.2 interview kitchens; 1.2.3 specify requirements
	Baseline and specification

	1.3 Procurement
	1.3.1 Request quotations; 1.3.2 evaluate suppliers; 1.3.3 purchase equipment
	Installed equipment

	1.4 Food safety and partnerships
	1.4.1 Assess hazards; 1.4.2 draft SOPs; 1.4.3 vet charity; 1.4.4 sign agreement
	Approved operating model

	1.5 Implementation
	1.5.1 Configure recording dashboard; 1.5.2 train staff; 1.5.3 pilot collections; 1.5.4 resolve issues
	Operational pilot

	1.6 Closure
	1.6.1 Validate results; 1.6.2 accept deliverables; 1.6.3 transfer ownership
	Signed handover


The key dependency sequence is baseline approval, food-safety sign-off, pilot-staff training, pilot acceptance and handover. The detailed schedule must test these dependencies rather than assume every activity can overlap (APM, 2025).
6. Milestones and Gantt Chart
	Activity
	Weeks
	Milestone

	Initiation
	1–3
	Charter approved (W3)

	Baseline and requirements
	3–6
	Baseline accepted (W6)

	Procurement
	6–10
	Equipment ready (W10)

	Food-safety design and partner agreement
	6–13
	Procedures and agreement signed (W13)

	Dashboard and staff training
	10–16
	All 45 staff trained (W16)

	Supervised pilot and refinement
	15–18
	Pilot acceptance (W18)

	Closure and handover
	19–20
	Sponsor sign-off (W20)


Gantt chart (five-week blocks)
	Workstream
	W1–5
	W6–10
	W11–15
	W16–20

	Initiation
	■■■
	
	
	

	Baseline
	■■■
	■
	
	

	Procurement
	
	■■■■
	
	

	Safety / partner
	
	■■■■
	■■
	

	Dashboard / training
	
	■
	■■■■
	■

	Pilot
	
	
	■
	■■■

	Closure
	
	
	
	■■


Milestones mark approval points; the Gantt chart summarises timing. The project manager maintains detailed dependencies and available float. Food-safety approval and pilot-staff training must precede supervised collections.
7. Resource Planning and Budget
	Cost category
	Budget

	Measurement scales, containers and labels
	£8,000

	Cold storage and collection equipment
	£7,000

	Dashboard configuration and IT
	£5,000

	Training and change support
	£5,000

	Food-safety consultancy and partner onboarding
	£4,000

	Project coordination and pilot support
	£5,000

	Contingency
	£4,000

	Total
	£38,000


The project manager leads delivery, supported by catering staff, specialists and the charity partner. Materials include scales, containers, refrigeration and training resources.
The sponsor controls the £4,000 contingency. Schedule training outside peak service periods and distinguish implementation costs from recurring operating costs (PMI, 2024).
8. Stakeholder Analysis
Power and interest guide engagement: influential decisionmakers require close management, while staff and recipients need consultation and clear information. Visible sponsorship and employee participation support change (Prosci, 2023).
	Stakeholder
	Power / interest
	Management approach

	University sponsor
	High / high
	Fortnightly decisions and exception approvals

	Catering manager
	High / high
	Weekly operational reviews

	Food-safety officer
	High / high
	Approval of procedures and pilot gates

	Kitchen staff
	Medium / high
	Co-design workshops, training and feedback

	Charity partner
	Medium / high
	Weekly collection planning and escalation

	Students and staff
	Low / medium
	Awareness messages and feedback channel


An adapted ADKAR approach builds awareness, desire, knowledge, ability and reinforcement. Practical training, simpler recording and feedback on savings should address staff concerns about additional workload (Prosci, 2023).
9. Risk Management and Assessment
9.1 Definition and characteristics of risk
Risk is the “effect of uncertainty on objectives” (ISO, 2018). Threats could delay Northbridge’s programme or harm recipients; opportunities, such as greater partner capacity, could increase safe redistribution. A risk is uncertain, an issue has occurred, and a hazard is a potential source of harm (HSE, n.d.).
Risks are objective-related, uncertain, dynamic and interconnected. Each has causes, possible events and consequences: inadequate refrigeration could cause unsafe food and delay the pilot. Likelihood and impact differ; even an unlikely safety failure may have severe consequences. Ratings therefore require evidence and regular review (ISO, 2018).
9.2 BSI guidance and project governance
BSI means British Standards Institution, the UK national standards body. BS ISO 31000:2018 provides risk management guidelines; BS 31100:2021 supports their implementation (BSI, 2018; 2021). They guide proportionate decisions rather than prescribe Northbridge’s scoring system. ISO 31000 is not a certification requirements standard (ISO, 2018).
The project manager maintains the register, specialists verify controls and the sponsor accepts commercial residual risks. The food-safety officer can stop unsafe redistribution. Risk reviews should inform procurement, pilot approval and handover (BSI, 2021).
9.3 Murphy’s law and contingency planning
Murphy’s law states: “Anything that can go wrong will go wrong” (NASA ASRS, 2011). It encourages anticipation of failure rather than predicting inevitable disaster. Northbridge should consider missing collections, refrigeration failure and unavailable staff before launch.
Rehearsals, approved backup collections, paper recording and escalation contacts strengthen preparedness. The £4,000 contingency funds authorised corrective work; unsafe food must still be withheld. This turns Murphy’s warning into practical resilience.
9.4 Risk survey and identification
A risk survey is a structured information-gathering exercise to identify possible risks, existing controls and gaps. For Northbridge, questionnaires, interviews, site observations and incident reviews will inform assessment. Consultation and observation support hazard identification (HSE, n.d.); a survey alone does not establish risk ratings.
During weeks 3–6, staff, specialists and the prospective charity partner will examine all outlets. Questions cover collection failure, missing records, equipment breakdown and existing safeguards. The manager records causes, events, consequences and owners for specialist validation. This is a proposed survey, not completed research.
9.5 Risk assessment method
Risk assessment identifies, analyses and evaluates uncertainty to determine action. HSE (n.d.) recommends identifying hazards, assessing and controlling risks, recording findings and reviewing controls. Northbridge will consider harm to staff, volunteers and recipients alongside cost, schedule and benefits.
The proposed likelihood scale is 1 rare, 2 unlikely, 3 possible, 4 likely and 5 almost certain. Impact ranges from 1 negligible disruption through 2 minor rework, 3 material rework and 4 major delivery threats to 5 serious harm or critical objective failure. Use the highest credible consequence.
Priority equals likelihood × impact: 1–5 low, 6–9 medium and 10–25 high. Initial ratings precede additional controls; residual ratings estimate exposure afterwards. High risks require sponsor review, medium risks weekly action tracking and low risks routine monitoring. Serious food safety concerns require specialist approval regardless of score. Scores prioritise attention rather than measure precise probabilities.
9.6 Risk assessment register
The register provides illustrative planning estimates. Residual ratings are targets requiring verified controls and approval, not findings from a complete survey. Food-handling controls should follow Food Standards Agency (2024) guidance.
	Risk and consequence
	Initial L × I
	Additional controls and owner
	Target residual L × I

	R1 Unsafe food from cold-chain or labelling failure
	2 × 5 = 10 High
	Safety officer: verify temperature, labelling and traceability before W15; withhold unsafe food.
	1 × 5 = 5 Low*

	R2 Inaccurate waste records undermine benefits evidence
	4 × 3 = 12 High
	Catering manager: calibrate scales and check entries by W10; audit weekly.
	2 × 3 = 6 Medium

	R3 Missed collection increases disposal
	3 × 4 = 12 High
	Project manager: approve backup and collection cut-offs by W13.
	2 × 3 = 6 Medium

	R4 Staff resistance or absence reduces compliance
	3 × 3 = 9 Medium
	Supervisors: consult, arrange cover, train pilot staff before W15 and all staff by W16.
	2 × 3 = 6 Medium

	R5 Equipment delays disrupt readiness
	3 × 3 = 9 Medium
	Procurement: order by W6, confirm lead times and identify alternatives.
	2 × 3 = 6 Medium

	R6 Price increases or rework exceed budget
	3 × 4 = 12 High
	Sponsor: approve commitments and review forecasts weekly; control contingency.
	2 × 4 = 8 Medium

	R7 Spills or lifting injuries harm workers
	3 × 3 = 9 Medium
	Catering manager: assess handling, use trolleys and clear spills before W15.
	1 × 3 = 3 Low

	R8 Dashboard failure interrupts records
	3 × 3 = 9 Medium
	IT analyst: test recovery and paper-record reconciliation by W14.
	1 × 3 = 3 Low


*R1 retains severe impact despite lower likelihood; specialist approval and the stop rule still apply.
9.7 Risk responses and review
Responses include avoiding unsafe activity, reducing exposure, sharing responsibilities and accepting authorised residual risks (BSI, 2018). Partner agreements clarify duties without removing university responsibilities. Opportunities require evidence and approval before expanding scope.
Review risks weekly and at approval gates. Missed collections, faulty records, delays and cost increases trigger reassessment; incidents become issues. Stop unsafe redistribution immediately and require specialist clearance before restarting. Transfer remaining risks to catering management at handover.
10. Monitoring and Control
Progress, quality and corrective action
Weekly reviews compare progress and expenditure with baselines. Indicators include waste kilograms per meal, record completeness, training and collection reliability. Escalate delays exceeding five working days, forecast cost increases above 5% and critical food-safety defects.
Quality checks cover calibration, data accuracy, safe storage, staff competence and pilot acceptance. Assign corrective actions to named owners. Earned value can support cost and schedule monitoring, while operational measures demonstrate actual benefits (PMI, 2024).
Change control and closure
Log changes with their reasons, benefits, risks and effects on cost and timing; the sponsor approves baseline changes. Closure confirms acceptance, expenditure, lessons and ownership. After three months, compare normalised waste and verified savings with the baseline before considering expansion.
11. Conclusion
The proposed Northbridge programme provides a structured and achievable approach to reducing campus food waste while supporting safe redistribution. Its 20-week schedule, £38,000 budget and measurable objectives establish a clear basis for delivery and accountability. The work breakdown structure, stakeholder engagement and staged approvals connect operational activities with the university’s financial, environmental and community aims.
Effective implementation will depend on reliable baseline data, staff competence, a dependable charity partnership and consistent food-safety controls. The risk assessment strengthens decision-making by assigning owners, prioritising threats and identifying controls, while regular reviews allow emerging risks to be addressed. Contingency funding and backup arrangements improve preparedness, but do not replace specialist approval or evidence that controls are effective.
Approval is therefore recommended subject to baseline validation, food-safety sign-off and staged release of funding. At handover, responsibilities and outstanding risks should be transferred formally to catering management. The three-month benefits review should assess waste per meal, collection reliability and verified net savings before expansion is considered. Ultimately, success should be demonstrated through sustained waste prevention, safe redistribution and measurable value, rather than completion of project activities alone.
The programme must also remain responsive to its internal and external environment. Internally, workload, leadership support and storage capacity will influence whether new practices become routine. Externally, charity capacity, food demand and supplier reliability may affect delivery. Continued staff involvement and partner communication will therefore be essential to maintaining improvements. Embedding measurements and review into normal catering operations will help the university sustain benefits beyond the project’s formal closure.
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