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Introduction
Cross rail was, at the time it was conceived, the greatest public works project in Europe and the biggest undertaking in the United Kingdom in a generation. It is only natural that an investment of Cross rail’s magnitude and significance would be subject to careful deliberation and close analysis. After numerous studies and a failed attempt to secure legislative authorization in the 1990s, the State pledges to move through with the plan in 2007.
The program's structure had been an effort to build on the lessons learned from the London Underground Rail Connection and the Olympics Local Authority, two similar projects that came before it. The Initial Project Contract spells out the working relationship between the Funders, who include the Department of Transport on the British government's side and Department of Transport on the London side. An essential part of the PDA is Cross rail Ltd's Delivery Plan, which details the company's plans for completing the project on time and within budget. Cross rail’s goal from the inception has been to construct London's world-class railway in a safe and environmentally responsible manner. Cross rail was committed to continuously improving the standards of its industry and setting new ones. That included making a conscious effort to think about the long-term effects of its actions from the start. With the goal of maximizing the project's benefit while minimizing its impact on the neighborhoods and setting in which it operates, Cross rail took this into account on the societal, economical, and environmental aspects. In this report, we will examine the essentials of the Cross Rail Project in this study, including its cost, schedule, performance, investors, and potential dangers. To figure out what went so wrong and why the project ran so far behind schedule and over budget, we will have to examine the original design (Mavi and Standing, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc118764510]Funding Requirements
Cross rail has been funded thus far by contributions from the Finance Ministry, Transport for London, the Greater London Authority, and private companies in the capital city. The Greater London Authority (GLA) will repay an £825 million credit to the State, allowing London's Department of Transport to finance the last portion of the project. Since TfL is now shouldering more of the program's cost burden, it is more important than ever that the Board keeps Crossrail's top executives accountable on Londoners' interests. For instance, TfL's current capital plan will pay for transportation systems in London like road repairs and new railway lines. Anything further delaying or wasteful spending on projects could increase the strain on this budget.
[bookmark: _Toc118764511]Budgeted amount for the project
	2009-10
	There was a modified financing agreement reached of £14.8 billion after the Integrated Budget Proposal in October of 2010.

	2018
	A further sum of £17.6 billion was added to the budget in the year's last month.


	2020
	According to the company's August 2020 estimate, Cross Rail will need an additional £1.1 billion to complete the project beyond the financial package approved upon in December 2018.
As of December 2020, TfL and the state had agreed on an £825,000,000 finance plan for the project.



[bookmark: _Toc118764512]Financial restraint
It was originally thought that the works would cost around £18 billion, however the initial control foundation revised that estimate to around £6 billion. As the project has progressed through its various stages, so have the accompanying costs. With construction beginning in 2009, the project's eventual price tag was expected to drop to £15.9 billion (Padalkar and Gopinath, 2016).
As soon as the original pricing was finalized, procurement of the project began, and as time went on, contractors' prices undoubtedly dropped as they battled fiercely to get long-term, big construction packages. However, the Cross rail Limited team always kept a level head when making projections. By collaborating closely with the sponsors, we were able to keep our cost estimates accurate and, using a quantitative threat methodology, we were able to identify and mitigate any large sources of pricing uncertainty.
This allowed for the establishment of a solid cost range or "funding envelope" to work within. As a result of this unique structure, Cross rail Limited is no longer constrained by adhering to a single fixed figure, reflecting the sponsors' realistic recognition of the existence of unpredictability. Cross rail Limited was able to make the most of decision-making opportunities without being limited by a specific monetary target, and it was also able to publicly accept the fact that some degree of variation is to be expected throughout the course of the project.
After a new coalition government took office in 2010, a nationwide spending review was initiated, forcing cuts in all publicly funded infrastructure investments. The Cross-rail project did not qualify for any exemptions (Zahid and Ali, 2018).
In consequence, the delivery team conducted a comprehensive optioneering study and, thanks to a revised tunneling approach, was able to return almost £1 billion in predicted costs by November 2010. As a result, the completion date of the central part of the railway has been pushed back to December 2018 from 2017, with the rest of the route receiving service in stages beginning in 2019; nonetheless, the scope of the project has not been lowered.
The total cost of delivering Cross rail Limited was reduced to £14.8 billion from £15.9 billion thanks to the rescheduling, which included all costs and accounted for both unforeseen circumstances and anticipated inflation. Not much has changed since 2010.
[bookmark: _Toc118764513]Work Breakdown Structure (WBS)
Well before agreements might be awarded, Cross rail Ltd had to focus on creating and implementing a comprehensive work schedule that would serve as the foundation of the project's packaging and delivery. Cross rail Ltd designed and implemented the WBS throughout the entire section; it is a major part of the commercial services process flow diagrams and the organization of the support teams. The plan called for the work-breakdown structure to be used uniformly throughout all deep domain expertise and data types by all parties accountable for services performance.

It was clear early on that the crew would need to establish a high-level geographical division among operations in the west, center, and east of the main working section for a variety of straightforward, practical reasons. In 2015, the program underwent a major change in the structure of the work breakdown, shifting emphasis from regional 'areas' to academic fields (sectors). The move coincided with an internal reorganization that would keep the OBS and WBS coordinated moving forward. This change was made in recognition of the fundamental shift in the physical works at the site, with most of the major engineering now done and the electromechanical fit-out now spanning the entire length of the route (Zahid and Ali, 2018). There has been a comprehensive plan for the Cross-rail project. Originally called the main control plan, this expert document serves as the foundation for all time-related reviews performed on the project. Any discrepancy between actual events and those recorded in the timetable is instantly marked as a major problem. The main control plan was changed to the more accurate experts operational and turnover schedule as the program neared the end and transfer.
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[bookmark: _Toc118764514]Risk Management
To make the Elizabeth Line plan a reality, Cross Rail Limited has implemented a new leadership structure (Kyriakidis et al. 2018). Cross rail Limited allows for a six-month buffer before providing to the core part of operations because to the excessive complexity needed in the remaining portion of Elizabeth's final line completion. It is anticipated that the Cross Rail risk control program will be able to mitigate the risks associated with the service's halfway launch by the end of 2020. The anticipated opening of the Elizabeth Line along the middle stretch connecting Abbey Wood and Paddington. This is expected to be a reliable connection between London's West End and the City. During peak hours in Southeast London, it is proposed to increase train service from Canary Wharf to twelve per hour (Larsson and Larsson, 2020).
	Risk Observed

	Probability that an adverse event will occur


	potential repercussions in the event of a risk
	Intensity
	Mitigating the impact

	Disconnect between the 2018 agreement and the 2020 project launch cost estimates
	Moderate

	Strong

	Strong

	Anticipate for increased pricing with a bigger financing cap.

	Reluctance to move further on the part of the proper authorities

	Normal

	Strong

	Strong

	Correlate project update with expected date of service quality; incorporate into official planning session

	Unfinished testing of rail progress due to insufficient setup of equipment


	Strong

	Strong

	Strong

	To achieve the deadline, quick technology solutions with increased professional engagement are necessary.

	Deficit in state intervention


	Moderate

	Strong

	Moderate

	Information on the organization's progress from its leadership


	Inconsistencies in Technology

	Strong

	Strong

	Strong

	Put in order

	There is a lack of cross-departmental interoperation.




	Normal

	Strong

	Strong

	With a supportive network, teamwork and efficiency are enhanced.


	Limitations on time that must be met.


	Strong

	Strong

	Strong

	Pursue intermediate-term goals.


	Stations in between are not functioning.


	Normal

	Low

	Strong

	As quickly as it is finished, it will activate.


	Lack of openness in departmental communications.

	Normal

	Normal

	Strong

	Establish shared hubs of activity and reporting structures.


	Discouraged lack of competence amongst professional engineers

	Strong

	Strong

	Strong

	Construct methods of evaluating employee performance.
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[bookmark: _Toc118764516]Stakeholders for the Project and Managing Relationships
Two organizations in the UK are behind the endeavor: the Department for Transport and the Transport for London. Detailed agreements outline the responsibilities of each organization and how they will interact with Cross rail Limited as they work together to bring the rail transit system to fruition. TfL and DfT are joint funders of the Crossrail, and the Sponsorship Agreement details their relationship with one another as well as the board of directors of Cross rail Limited and the project's fundamental requirements. The Sponsors' Requirements are at the very summit of the specifications structure, and they specify the reasons the UK government initiated the project in the first place. The Cross-rail project's backers have established the following eleven broad goals (Kivilä and Vuorinen, 2017).
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Ensuring the service is developed, commissioned, and implemented in a way that is in line with the London mayor's support system and the UK government's strategic plan for providing key transportation infrastructure (Chawla and Chawla, 2018).
· In the United Kingdom, the transport secretary has proposed several improvements to public transportation.
· Consistently deliver results that justify the cost.
· Implement stringent measures to keep costs in check.
· Twenty-four trains per hour can be serviced utilizing 200 m trains.
· Maximize 50-year total cost.
· Design, build, commission, and operate services with quality, environmental, and safety and security frameworks in place.
· Make sure the design follows all regulations.
· Provide exceptional functionality and dependability on a global scale.
· Maintain open lines of communication and positive relationships with key constituents, the press, and affected councils.
· Maintain full productivity for at least 50 years.
A performance assurance system was established to track progress toward goals, encourage teamwork, and disseminate information to achieve the elevated level of achievement desired by funders. Incorporated into the data about the construction contract's planned works were six essential delivery functions mapped to the framework (Armenia and Pompei, 2019).
· Commercial
· Security and well-being
· Integrity 
· Surroundings
· Relationships within the community
· Maintainability in social contexts
[bookmark: _Toc118764517]Project Team Structure
The Cross rail Limited team, like those working on other massive, multi-decade endeavors, has had to adjust to shifts in the local and national economies as well as the political climate. There will have been three mayors of London and three national leaders of the United Kingdom between 2008, when the project received royal prerogative, and 2018, when it will be handed over to its administrators.
Cross rail Limited manages the inevitable evolution that occurs in large-scale projects over the course of their life cycles by means of a company's annual management plan, during which the organization's size and structure are assessed, questioned, and realigned for the coming year. The corporate strategy effort has been essential to the team's achievement, but it has not been so easy to fit into our schedules or flow well alongside our regular delivery.
The most effective organization, however, has consistently been the result of the application's rigor; it is the one that can see the big picture, both now and in the future, and can provide evidence that essential personnel were appropriately distributed and maintained. The matrix administration organizational structure used allowed for sufficient financial and time-related accountability while also being adaptable enough to move the project forward with minimal red tape. The reorganization's trademark was its adaptable structure, which let the top brass keep their thumbs on the controls of the verification and governing mechanisms.
[bookmark: _Toc118764518]An outline of the Cross-rail’s slowdown
	2009
	Boris Johnson, Mayor of London, and Lord Adonis, Secretary of Transport, placed the site's cornerstone in Canary Wharf. The very first required transactions started off the planning phase (Aranyossy and Horváth, 2018).

	2010
	Cross rail’s funding was reduced by about £1bn ($1.3bn) because of the Integrated Budget Proposal, and the project's timeline was placed back by one year.

	2012
	The construction team started digging tunnels underneath. For three years, eight massive tunneling machines would labor round the clock under City's roads.

	2014
	One of the earliest warnings that something was amiss on the development front was a report from the Britain's Audit Office that Cross rail was "slightly behind timetable" and might easily be postponed even more.

	2014
	A 43-year-old laborer on a building site in Holborn was slain on Fisher Street. Due to multiple events, including his death, the Health and Safety Executive went to court and fined multiple contractors a combined £1m ($1.3m).

	2018
	The extent of the Cross-rail delays, although certain earlier accomplishments, became clear at this time. "Rising prices," as one government official put it, meant that the program's funding had to be boosted.

	2019
	Cross rail Ltd insists on the maximum possible safety regulations throughout the construction, and we have been working in conjunction with the Bond Street operator, to make that a reality.

	2020
	Cross rail Ltd. said in November 2020 that it will no longer active in the summertime of 2021 because of the Covid-19 epidemic, despite having previously stated that prices had climbed further, and that route might operate as early as "reasonably practical" in 2021.

	2021
	TfL's last site to be transferred was Farringdon, following Custom House.



[bookmark: _Toc118764519]Conclusion 
The importance of effective PM is highlighted by evaluating these PM ideas and methods in the setting of the London Cross rail project. It is crucial that the ideas be applied effectively because of the difficulty and cost of projects. Multiple challenges prevent the Cross-rail project in London from reaching its goal. A significant challenge is the team's inability to effectively communicate and work together. The closing price tag is now above £15.4 billion, which is higher than the £14.8 billion cut at the government's 2010 budget proposal but still below the £15.9 billion originally anticipated when the project was approved in 2008. Three separate signaling systems—owned by FL, Cross rail, and Network Rail—had to be integrated, which is what caused the launch to be delayed. There was a holdup in testing since the systems were not ready in time. TfL, which is in the process of acquiring over the line's management from Crossrail, will incur additional expenses due to the postponement. Team members must quickly adapt to new methods of project management. ERP software is a must-have for project managers who want to improve efficiency and customer satisfaction. There will be more efficient distribution of the many tasks involved in the project thanks to this innovation. Moreover, it is essential that program managers implement time monitoring systems that are fully automated. Project managers and other stakeholders will be better able to collaborate on simulation exercises if they adopt such technology. When used, this strategy will result in more precise time estimates for projects.
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