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PART B: CRITICAL REFLECTION
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This reflection applies Gibbs' (1988) Reflective Cycle, which moves systematically through 6 key areas. The model is well established in professional practice contexts as a mechanism for converting experience into purposeful learning, rather than merely summarising what occurred. The tutor's feedback led to purposeful changes to the final Project Management Plan (PMP). Moon (2004) argues that reflection only produces learning when it moves beyond 
description into analysis and action, and each stage below does precisely that.

1. DESCRIPTION: WHAT HAPPENED

The poster submitted for Part A received distinction-range feedback from the module tutor, Dr Sani. The work was commended for its professional structure, breadth of project management tools deployed, and the clarity of its strategic value framing. The feedback specifically acknowledged the use of SMART objectives, a stakeholder power/interest matrix, a risk heat map, a risk register and a phased project timeline, all of which aligned with the module's learning outcomes and demonstrated applied command of core PM frameworks (PMI, 2021).

2. FEELINGS: INITIAL RESPONSE TO FEEDBACK

Receiving distinction-range feedback was initially a relief, as it affirmed the considerable effort put into the poster. However, this satisfaction was short-lived upon reading developmental comments, which highlighted a critical distinction: excelling in tool application does not equate to strong critical thinking. The tutor's observation that the trade-off analysis was implicit rather than explicit struck a deep chord. It revealed not a knowledge gap, but a lack of professional courage to openly acknowledge competing priorities that cannot all be met. Maylor (2022) suggests that recognising these tensions distinguishes exceptional project managers from average ones, and this feedback underscored the discomfort of realising that competence had become a limiting factor. Additionally, there was frustration not with the feedback's accuracy, but with the avoidable academic referencing gap. While the frameworks were correctly applied, citing them would have taken only a few minutes. Moon (2004) identifies this as the difference between knowing and demonstrating knowledge, emphasising the frustration of this realisation post-submission. This experience served as an uncomfortable but valuable professional lesson, driving four concrete changes in the PMP, motivated not by compliance but by a genuine commitment to bridging the gap between what was produced and what was possible.

3. EVALUATION: IDENTIFYING STRENGTHS

Three elements of the poster stand out as genuine strengths requiring consolidation rather than revision in the PMP.
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4. AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT

The feedback identified three areas of development, each revealing a meaningful gap between competent tool application and the depth of critical thinking expected at this academic level (Moon, 2004).
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5/6. CONCLUSION AND ACTION PLAN: HOW FEEDBACK SHAPES THE PMP

In response to feedback, changes have been made to the PMP. First, the Gantt Chart aligns perfectly with the poster's timeline, removing governance ambiguity (Lock, 2020). Second, all quantitative targets now match the poster: 40% carbon reduction, 30% increase in passenger capacity, 25% improvement in freight efficiency, and a completion date of December 2028. Third, a trade-off analysis section is included in the risk chapter to clarify the decision to phase construction (Chapman and Ward, 2011). Finally, peer-reviewed sources are cited in Harvard style, linking decisions to established PM theory (PMI, 2021).
Taken together, these four changes transform the PMP from a document that shows awareness of project management tools into one that demonstrates the capacity to reason with them, producing a governance instrument that is not only technically credible but intellectually defensible to any scrutiny body that examines it
PART C: PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Project Management Plan (PMP) governs the redevelopment of the Central Transport Hub, closed in November 2025 following structural failure. The closure disrupts 130,000 daily commuters and costs an estimated £2.4 million per day in lost economic activity (HM Treasury, 2022). The project delivers full demolition and replacement, with a safe, accessible, digitally connected, and environmentally sustainable interchange across eight phases from January 2026 to December 2028. Governance applies a hybrid PRINCE2 and PMBoK framework (AXELOS, 2017; PMI, 2021) under an NEC4 Engineering and Construction Contract (ICE, 2017). Six SMART objectives drawn directly from the Part A poster define success: a 40% reduction in transport-related carbon emissions; a 30% increase in passenger capacity; a 25% improvement in freight efficiency; 100% compliance with the Equality Act (2010) accessibility requirements; real-time digital systems at practical completion; and handover by December 2028.

DOCUMENT CONTEXT AND DEVELOPMENT

This Project Management Plan constitutes the formal delivery document arising from the Central Transport Hub Redevelopment project proposal submitted as Part A of this assessment. The Part A poster received distinction-range feedback from the module tutor, Dr Kareem Folohunso Sani, who commended the professional structure, breadth of project management tools deployed, and the clarity of the strategic value framework presented. The poster, therefore, serves as the authoritative foundation document for this PMP: all six SMART objectives, the eight-phase delivery timeline, the ten-stakeholder register, and the five top-tier risks presented herein are drawn directly and without deviation from the approved proposal.
The Part B critical reflection identified four specific gaps between the poster and the standard required of a full project management plan. First, trade-off analysis was implicit; rather than explicit, risks were listed without surfacing the competing priorities that shaped the chosen response. Second, academic frameworks were applied without in-text citations, thereby weakening the evidentiary authority of key decisions. Third, some sections carried more explanatory text than the medium warranted, reducing analytical precision. Fourth, the poster's quantitative targets are a 40% reduction in transport-related carbon emissions, a 30% increase in passenger handling capacity and a 25% improvement in freight logistics efficiency, which required consistent application across all PMP sections to eliminate the document-level inconsistency that Lock (2020) identifies as a common governance failure on large infrastructure programmes.
Each of these improvements is directly incorporated into this PMP. Section 9.1 contains a dedicated critical trade-off analysis, costing the phased construction decision at an estimated £288 million opportunity cost and justifying the chosen response with cited evidence. Every major framework applied SMART objectives (Doran, 1981), the Power/Interest Matrix (Mendelow, 1991), the NEC4 contract (Institution of Civil Engineers, 2017), and the risk management approach (ISO, 2018), and each is cited at the point of application in Harvard style. All quantitative targets match the poster precisely, and the Gantt Chart in Section 6 mirrors the eight-phase timeline from the poster with identical phase labels and dates. 
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1. INTRODUCTION
The closure of the Central Transport Hub represents both a structural emergency and a strategic opportunity. The hub served as the city's principal interchange for rail, bus, and freight; its failure in November 2025 was attributable to a 40-year-old infrastructure base that no longer meets safety or accessibility standards, generating immediate, cascading impacts across supply chains, commuter access, and local business revenue. Turner (2014) argues that a project management plan earns its value not through volume but through its capacity to align diverse stakeholders around a shared delivery intent. That is the standard this document applies to itself.
The PMP adopts a hybrid PRINCE2 (AXELOS, 2017) and PMBoK (PMI, 2021) governance model, combining PRINCE2's stage-gate discipline with PMBoK's ten knowledge areas covering scope, schedule, cost, quality, risk, and stakeholder management. The NEC4 Engineering and Construction Contract (ICE, 2017) is selected for procurement, chosen specifically for its early-warning obligations and compensation-event mechanisms, which reduce adversarial tension on interface-heavy construction programmes.
2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project is classified under HM Treasury's (2022) Green Book as a major public investment, requiring formal cost-benefit analysis and ongoing benefits realisation monitoring. The vision accessible for all, sustainable by design, digitally connected, community focused is operationalised through six SMART objectives aligned precisely to the Part A poster:

1. Complete construction by December 2028 (36-month programme from January 2026)
1. Increase passenger handling capacity by 30%
1. Reduce transport-related carbon emissions by 40%
1. Achieve 100% compliance with Equality Act (2010) accessibility requirements
1. Implement real-time digital information and smart ticketing systems by practical completion
1. Improve freight logistics efficiency by 25%
1. 
Doran (1981) established that objectives without measurement criteria function as aspirations, not commitments, a distinction carrying weight on a publicly funded project accountable to multiple scrutiny bodies. Each objective above is assigned a KPI owner and assessed at every PRINCE2 stage boundary.

The SMART objectives above are not self-executing. Bradley (2016) argues that benefits realisation management is the discipline that closes the gap between project delivery and organisational value; without it, a completed project and a successful project are not the same thing. Table 2a below maps each objective to a measurable KPI, a named benefit owner and a scheduled review point, ensuring that the value this project exists to generate is tracked with the same rigour applied to its cost and programme.

Table 2a: Benefits Realisation Plan
[image: ]
The Benefits Realisation Plan is owned by the Senior User Representative and reviewed formally at six-monthly intervals throughout the first two years of operation, consistent with HM Treasury's (2022) Green Book requirement that public investment programmes demonstrate measurable returns against stated objectives. Where a benefit is not on track, a formal exception is raised to the Project Board with a recovery action within 30 days.
3. SCOPE

Scope definition is among the most consequential acts in project governance. A scope that is too broad invites cost overruns; one that is too narrow fails to achieve strategic outcomes. The baseline is established in Table 1 and controlled through a formal Change Control Gate requiring Project Board approval for all variations, the primary defence against what Maylor (2022) identifies as the most persistent cause of public infrastructure failure: politically driven scope creep post-initiation.






Table 1: Project Scope: Inclusions and Exclusions
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A critical scope constraint is the political requirement to maintain partial transport operations throughout construction. Full-site demolition would reduce the programme by four months but eliminate residual services for 130,000 daily commuters, resulting in a £288m additional economic loss at £2.4m per day. Phased construction is therefore selected as the lower-impact option, with its additional interface risk managed through the Network Rail Interface Agreement and CDM oversight. This is a governance decision, not a scheduling preference, and is documented explicitly so the Project Board can hold the project manager accountable to the reasoning (Chapman and Ward, 2011).
4. WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE (WBS)
The WBS in Figure 1 decomposes the project into five Level 1 deliverable groups, subdivided into Level 3 work packages. Kerzner (2022) argues that any work not captured in the WBS is outside the scope baseline, meaning the WBS defines the boundary of the project manager's accountability, not merely the organisation of tasks. The WBS dictionary (maintained as a controlled document) records acceptance criteria, interdependencies, and resource requirements for each work package. Any work not captured within this structure requires a formal Change Request before commencement, ensuring that informal scope additions, a persistent failure mode on large public infrastructure schemes (Lock, 2020), are identified and assessed before they create budgetary or programme pressure.






Figure 1: Work Breakdown Structure: Central Transport Hub Redevelopment
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The five Level 1 groups are sequenced deliberately, not arbitrarily. Project Management and Governance (1.0) sits first because the governance infrastructure, the Project Board, the Risk Register, and the Change Control process must be established before any technical work begins; without it, subsequent decisions lack authority and accountability. Design and Planning (2.0) follows, since no procurement or physical work can be responsibly initiated without a consented design and a confirmed Interface Agreement with Network Rail. Demolition and Enabling (3.0) precedes construction because the existing structure must be made safe and the site prepared before any new build activity can commence. Attempting to overlap these phases would introduce unacceptable CDM risk. Construction (4.0) is the largest and most resource-intensive group, spanning rail infrastructure, the bus terminal, building fabric, accessibility works, freight logistics and digital systems; its internal sequencing follows structural logic, with the building frame preceding fit-out and digital installation. Commissioning and Handover (5.0) closes the sequence, ensuring that integrated systems testing, safety case approval and post-occupancy evaluation are treated as discrete, quality-gated activities rather than afterthoughts compressed by programme pressure. This sequencing reflects the principle established by Kerzner (2022) that WBS structure should mirror delivery logic, not organisational convenience.
5. QUAD CHART
Figure 2 provides the strategic one-page overview used at each Project Board meeting. Heldman (2018) notes that senior stakeholders require sufficient information to exercise oversight without the volume of a full PMP. The Quad Chart fulfils this function, covering project overview, SMART objectives, the eight-phase milestone schedule and the top risk RAG register. Cost Performance Index (CPI) and Schedule Performance Index (SPI) are updated monthly and reported through this chart, consistent with PRINCE2 management-by-exception (AXELOS, 2017).
[image: ]Figure 2: Quad Chart: Central Transport Hub Redevelopment
6. GANTT CHART
Figure 3 maps all eight delivery phases across the 36-month programme, with labels and dates identical to those in the Part A poster. The Gantt Chart is the primary schedule management tool (Lock, 2020), maintained as a version-controlled baseline. The critical path runs through design consents, demolition, rail construction and systems commissioning. Float is built into procurement (four weeks) and systems fit-out (six weeks) to provide schedule resilience consistent with the risk register. SPI below 0.90 triggers a formal Exception Report requiring a recovery plan within ten working days (PMI, 2021).

Figure 3: Gantt Chart: 36-Month Programme (January 2026 – December 2028)
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7. STAKEHOLDERS’ INVOLVEMENT

Stakeholder management is a determinant of project survival, not a peripheral activity (Bourne, 2016). Public infrastructure projects that fail to secure stakeholder legitimacy face legal challenge, political withdrawal and, in extreme cases, abandonment. Freeman (1984) argues that organisations are accountable to all parties whose interests are materially affected, meaning commuter disruption, freight operator concerns and community impact must be treated as central governance considerations, not externalities. Table 2 classifies all ten stakeholder groups using Mendelow’s (1991) Power/Interest Matrix.

The most significant classification decision in Table 2 is the dual Very High power / Very High interest rating assigned to the Local Authority and Metro Mayor, which creates a governance tension that requires active management throughout the project lifecycle: the Local Authority is simultaneously the project sponsor directing the PMP, the political principal accountable to the public for service disruption, and the planning authority with statutory power to impose conditions on the consented design  meaning a single stakeholder occupies three structurally distinct roles whose interests do not always align, and the Senior Responsible Owner must be explicitly empowered to distinguish between these roles when they conflict (AXELOS, 2017).


Table 2: Stakeholder Register: Power/Interest Classification and Engagement Strategy
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8. ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES
8.1 Human Resources
Resource management applies PMI's (2021) knowledge area framework plan, acquire, develop, control across all phases. The tripartite Project Board (Senior Responsible Owner, Senior User and Senior Supplier) drawn from PRINCE2 (AXELOS, 2017) ensures decisions are informed by business justification, user requirements and supplier capability simultaneously. Table 3 presents the core team.
[image: ]Table 3: Core Project Team: Roles and Responsibilities
8.2 Financial Resources
Table 4 presents the budget structured across seven categories with a 12% contingency held at Project Board level. The release of contingency requires a formal Exception Report that ensures budget pressure cannot erode scope or quality without explicit governance approval (PMI, 2021). Cost performance is tracked monthly through Earned Value Analysis. CPI (Earned Value ÷ Actual Cost)   below 0.90 triggers a mandatory budget review within 10 working days, consistent with RICS (2024) norms for UK public infrastructure programmes.
Table 4: High-Level Budget Breakdown
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The budget envelope is benchmarked against comparable recent UK transport infrastructure programmes, including the Birmingham New Street redevelopment and the Edinburgh Waverley Station upgrade, which both demonstrated cost-per-square-metre profiles consistent with the upper range of this estimate (RICS, 2024). The NEC4 contract mechanism is specifically selected because its compensation-event process provides a structured, real-time mechanism for managing cost risk, eliminating the large retrospective claims that characterise traditional JCT contract disputes on complex infrastructure projects (Institution of Civil Engineers, 2017).
9. RISK ANALYSIS
Risk management applies the ISO 31000:2018 framework, which defines risk as the effect of uncertainty on objectives encompassing both threats and opportunities (ISO, 2018). An Opportunities Register is maintained alongside the Risk Register, ensuring schedule efficiency gains and early consent decisions are actively captured. Risks scoring 12 or above on the 5×5 matrix are classified as High and require immediate Project Board escalation. The five risks from the Part A poster are preserved as the top-tier register, with exact impact and likelihood ratings maintained for document consistency.
Table 5: Risk Register-Aligned to Part A Poster
[image: ]9.1 Critical Trade-Off Analysis
The most consequential trade-off in this project is the decision on construction methodology: phased construction versus full-site demolition. Full demolition shortens the programme by 4 months but eliminates residual services for 130,000 daily commuters, resulting in an additional economic loss of approximately £288m (£2.4m × 120 days; HM Treasury, 2022). Phased construction preserves service continuity but introduces interface risk with live rail operations, which is managed through the Network Rail Interface Agreement, CDM Principal Designer oversight, and live-rail exclusion zone protocols.

Chapman and Ward (2011) argue that making trade-off reasoning transparent rather than presenting the selected option as self-evident is itself a risk management intervention, because it gives governance boards the information needed to hold the project manager accountable if circumstances change. A secondary trade-off exists between the 40% carbon-reduction target and capital-cost containment. Achieving this target requires investment in renewable systems that exceeds current regulatory minimums, creating upward budget pressure (RICS, 2024). A Value Management process during detailed design will identify the specification that delivers the 40% target at the lowest whole-life cost, recognising that higher upfront energy efficiency investment typically yields superior whole-life value in public assets held for 50 or more years (HM Treasury, 2022).




10. CONCLUSION
This PMP makes the case analytically, not rhetorically, that the Central Transport Hub Redevelopment is both deliverable and worth delivering. These are distinct propositions. A project can be technically executable and still represent poor value; it can generate economic returns and still inflict unacceptable social costs. This plan holds both dimensions under simultaneous scrutiny.
The hybrid PRINCE2 and PMBoK governance model, procured under NEC4 and tracked through Earned Value Analysis, provides the structural conditions for delivery: clear accountability, stage-gate discipline, early-warning culture and transparent cost control. The six SMART objectives drawn directly from the Part A poster provide the commitments against which success will be measured: 40% carbon reduction, 30% increase in passenger capacity, 25% improvement in freight efficiency, full accessibility compliance, digital integration at practical completion, and handover by December 2028.
Turner (2014) argues that the ultimate test of project management is whether the community is measurably better off as a result. Delivered with the discipline this PMP commits to, the hub will restore £2.4 million per day in economic activity, create over 4,000 employment opportunities and deliver an accessible, sustainable interchange that the city's communities can use with confidence for generations. This plan provides the framework for meeting that standard.

[image: ]CENTRAL TRANSPORT HUB: PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT VISION
Figure 0: Artist's impression of the proposed Central Transport Hub redevelopment, illustrating the integrated bus terminal, rail platforms, solar PV roofing, step-free accessible entrance and real-time digital information infrastructure (produced for assessment purposes; Tesenai Bertram, 2026).
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Real-Time Boards; Shelters

Main Contractor

4.3 Building
Fabric & MEP

Cladding; Roofing; Mechanical,
Electrical & Plumbing

M&E Sub-Contractor

4.4 Accessibility

Step-Free Access; Tactile
Paving; Hearing Loops; Signage

Main Contractor

4.5 Freight &
Digital

Loading Bay Reconfigure; Smart
Ticketing; 5G; CCTV;
Wayfinding

Logistics / Digital Lead

4.6 Renewables
& Realm

Solar PV; Heat Pumps; BMS;
Landscaping; Cycle Storage

MEP / Sustainability

5.0 COMMISSIONING &
HANDOVER

5.1 Testing

Integrated Systems Testing;
Safety Case; BREEAM
Assessment; Fire Sign-Off

PM / Building Control

5.2 Handover Practical Completion; O&M PM / Client
Manuals; Staff Training; Defects
Period
5.3 Post- User Satisfaction Survey; Client / PM
Occupancy Benefits Realisation Review;

Lessons Learned
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PROJECT OVERVIEW

SMART OBJECTIVES

Project: Central Transport Hub
Redevelopment

Sponsor: Local Authority / Metro Mayor
PM: Appointed Project Manager

Duration: Jan 2026 — Dec 2028 (36 months)
Budget: £340m — £410m (estimated)
Contract: NEC4 Engineering & Construction

e Complete construction by December 2028

¢ Increase passenger capacity by 30%

¢ Reduce transport-related carbon emissions by
40%

¢ Achieve 100% Equality Act (2010) accessibility
compliance

¢ Implement real-time digital information and

Framework: PRINCE2 / PMBgK Hybrid smart ticketing
¢ Improve freight logistics efficiency by 25%
MILESTONE SCHEDULE TOP RISKS :RAG

Initiation & Planning Mar 2026
Design & Consents Sept 2026
NEC4 Contract Awarded Dec 2026
Demolition Complete Apr 2027
Main Works Start May 2027
Systems & Fit Out Aug 2028
[Testing & Commissioning Oct 2028
Handover & Opening Dec 2028

Cost Overruns High High R
Construction Delays High High R
Supply Chain Medium [High A
Community Opposition [Medium [Medium |A
Regulatory Changes Medium [Medium |G
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INITIATION & PLANNING

. DESIGN & CONSENTS

PROCUREMENT

. SITE DEMOLITION & PREPARATION

5. CONSTRUCTION- MAIN WORKS

. SYSTEMS & FIT OUT

TESTING & COMMISSIONING

. HANDOVER & OPENING
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STAKEHOLDER POWER | INTEREST | STRATEGY COMMUNICATION METHOD

Local Authority / V. High | V. High Manage Weekly SRO Briefings; Project

Metro Mayor Closely Board; Stage Reports

Department for V. High | High Manage Monthly Reports; Ministerial

Transport Closely Briefings

Transport Operators High High Collaborate | Monthly Joint Meetings;

Operational Bulletins

Contractors & High High Collaborate | Weekly Site Meetings; NEC4

Construction Partners Early Warning Register

Residents & Medium | High Keep Bi-monthly Public Panels; Project

Commuters Informed Website; Newsletter

Local Businesses & Medium | High Keep Quarterly Business Forums;

Retailers Consulted Direct Email

Emergency Services Medium | Medium | Keep Formal Access Plans; Quarterly
Satisfied Liaison Meetings

Tourists & Visitors High Low Keep Digital Signage; City Tourism
Satisfied Partner Comms

Environmental Groups | Medium | Medium | Keep EIA Consultation; Bi-annual
Consulted Sustainability Reports

Media & Press / Low Medium | Keep Press Releases; Social Media

General Public Informed Updates
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ROLE FTE | KEY RESPONSIBILITIES PHASE
Project Manager 1.0 | Delivery accountability; schedule, cost All phases
and quality control; board reporting
Project Sponsor 0.2 | Strategic direction; Project Board chair; All phases
(SRO) exception decisions
Senior User 0.3 | User requirements; benefits realisation; Design; Commissioning
Representative accessibility sign-off
Lead Architect 1.0 | Design leadership; RIBA Stage Design
management; planning consent
Structural Engineer 1.0 | Ground investigation; structural design; Design; Construction
site inspection
Sustainability 0.5 | BREEAM target; carbon modelling; Design; Construction
Consultant renewable energy specification
Digital Systems 0.5 | 5G; smart ticketing; wayfinding; data Design; Construction;
Lead infrastructure Commissioning
Commercial 1.0 | Cost management; EVA; NEC4 contract All phases
Manager administration
Health & Safety 1.0 | CDM Principal Designer; site safety; risk Design; Construction
Advisor assessment
Stakeholder & 0.5 | Public engagement; media relations; All phases

Comms Lead

community liaison
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COST CATEGORY ESTIMATED (£M) % OF TOTAL
Demolition and Enabling Works £28-£35m 8.5%
Structural Construction (Rail & Bus) £160-£195m 47.0%
Building Fabric, MEP and Fit-Out £65—£80m 20.0%
Digital Infrastructure £18-£22m 5.5%
Renewable Energy Systems £8-£12m 2.5%
Public Realm and Landscaping £12-£15m 3.5%
Professional Fees and PM Costs £22-£28m 7.0%
Contingency Reserve (12%) £35-£43m 10.5%
TOTAL £348m-£430m 100%
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Cost Overruns: ground High High Contingency budget and value

conditions, material management; NEC4

inflation, design compensation events; RICS cost

changes benchmarking monthly (RICS,
2024)

Construction Delays: High High Float on critical path; Interface

Network Rail interface; Agreement signed at initiation;

live rail adjacency weekly critical path monitoring
(ICE, 2017)

Supply Chain Medium | High Multiple approved suppliers;

Disruption: specialist early procurement of long-lead

materials; items; quarterly supply chain

subcontractor capacity review

Community Opposition: | Medium | Medium Proactive engagement plan; bi-

public dissatisfaction; monthly public panels;

political pressure dedicated project website
(Freeman, 1984)

Regulatory Changes: Medium | Medium Early compliance monitoring;

planning conditions;
Building Safety Act 2022

planning consultant pre-
application; Building Safety Act
embedded in design brief
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REDEVELOPMENT OF THE CENTRAL TRANSPORT HUB

DELIVERING A SAFE, SUSTAINABLE AND DIGITALLY CONNECTED TRANSPORT NETWORK

TESENAI BERTRAM-2409077

PROJECT BACKGROUND
& RATIONALE

In November 2025, the closure of the city’s
central transport hub following structural

inspection caused major disruption to
commuters, freight logistics, local businesses
and the economy.

The 40+ year old infrastructure no longer
meets modern safety and accessibility
standards.

This redevelopment is an opportunity to

_—

@ /Q 6 i
ACCESSIBLE SUSTAINABLE  DIGITALLY COMMUNITY
FOR ALL BYDESIGN  CONNECTED FOCUSSED

restore capacity, drive economic
regeneration and create a sustainable
digitally enabled transport hub for the
future.

KEY STAKEHOLDERS

LOCAL BUSINESSES & RETAILERS (H/M)
Dependent on Transport Connectivity for
Customers and Supply Chains,

SCOPE & BOUNDARIES

INCLUDED
« Demolition of unsafe infrastructure

DEPARTMENT FOR
TRANSPORT(VH/VH)
Funding, Policy and Regulation

|

BUILDING
A BETTER
FUTURE

AIM & OBJECTIVES

AlM

To redevelop the city’s central transport hub
into a modern, accessible, sustainable and
digitally integrated interchange that supports
economic growth and enhances passenger
experience

SMART OBJECTIVES

« Complete construction within 36 months
(Dec 2028)

- Increase passenger handling capacity by
30%

- Reduce transport-related carbon emissions
by 40%

« Achieve 100% compliance with Equality
Act accessibility requirements

« Implement real-time digital information
and smart ticketing systems

- Improve freight logistics efficiently by 25%

HIGH-LEVEL RISKS
& TRADE-OFFS

g = £3
« Construction of new rail, bus and i TRANSPORT OPERATORS (H/H) [c]
. - EMERGENCY SERVICES (M/M i i = H
interchange facilities (m/m) Service Planning and
Safety, Security and Emergency Operations S
« Digital ticketing and passenger management o Access oS
s o% RESIDENTS & COMMUTERS (H/M) <2
systems "l End Users and Community a8
« Accessibility enhancements (inclusive design)  TOURIST & VISITORS (H/L) =2 o
« Renewable energy systems (solar, heat EfICIeRQIEnepores links ) EDIA/PRESS (M/L) g (s
pumps) (DETETITIES Influence Public Perception =
Attractions
. _— d Stakeholder Confid
« Integrated freight logistics facilities e e SO Low MEDIUM HicH
. N . Eom LIKELIHOOD
« Landscaping and public realm improvements & =
LOCAL AUTHORITY (VH/VH
( ) ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS (M/M) J— TP C—
EXCLUDED Project Sponsor & Sustainability and Environmental 1.Cost High High Contingency budget, value
Governance Com) Overruns management
+ Residential developments 2.Construction  High  High Robust scheduling, critical
N . . & Delays path monitoring
« City-wide road expansion projects GENERAL PUBLIC (/L) o P ST :.l‘s:’p;:::mm Medium  High ;:Aé:a'l:"s‘:::;he-s‘ early
« Commercial retail developments not related Interest in Project Outcome PARTNERS (H/H) 4.Community  Medium Medium Stakeholder engagement,
i With Limited Influence Responsible for Project Deliver Opposition . U R L
to transport operations i . 2 S.Regulatory  Medium Medium Early consulation,
IhiieEone Time ncicasE Changes compliance monitoring

TIMELINE

% D
Jan-Mar Apr-Sept Oct-Dec
2026 2026 2026

INITIATION & DESIGN &
PLANNING ~ CONSENTS

& PREPARATION  (Main Works)

STRATEGIC VALUE OF THE PROJECT
ECONOMIC VALUE_ENVIRONMENTAY VALUE___ SOCIAL VALUE
Job creation during + 40% Reduction in carbon « Improved accessibility «

construction and emissions and inclusion systems

operations - Renewable energy - Safer, more reliable « Real-time passenger
Boost to local businesses integration travel experience information

Increased regional « Supports UK Net-Zero  « Better connectivity for« Data driven operations for
competitiveness commitments communities efficiency

Attracts future « Promotes sustainable « Future ready digital
investment transport use infrasstructure

PROCUREMENT  SITE DEMOLITION CONSTRUCTION ' SYSTEMS & FIT
out

TECHNOL@GICAL VALUE
Smart ticketing and cashless

Sept-Oct Nov-Dec
2028 2028
TESTING & HANDOVER &
COMMISSIONING OPENING

EXPECTED OUTCOME

A resilient, future-ready
transport hub that restores
connectivity, economic

regeneration and delivers
sustainable, inclusive and
efficient transport infrastructure
for future generations.
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TUTOR & PEER FEEDBACK

"You have produced a highly professional and well-structured poster ... A key strength is the
effective use of project management tools, including SMART objectives, stakeholder analysis, a
risk heat map, risk register, and a project timeline. The strategic value is well justified. To
strengthen the work further, make some sections more concise, provide deeper critical discussion
of key trade-offs, and integrate academic references more explicitly."

— Dr Kareem Folohunso Sani, PhD, FHEA, MCIM - UWTSD




