LCLM5003 PROJECT MANAGEMENT



METROFLOW
Digital Modernisation of Passenger Flow and Logistics Coordination




Student: Rafal Boguszewski
Student Number: 2429418
Course: BA (Hons) Leadership and Management Skills in the Workplace
Module: LCLM5003 Project Management
Lecturer: Dr Xavier Matieni
Assessment Portfolio: Parts A, B and C


Contents
Part A – Project Proposal Poster	3
Part B – Critical Reflection on Feedback	4
Part C – Project Management Plan	6
1. Introduction	6
2. Project Description	6
3. Scope	7
4. Work Breakdown Structure (WBS)	8
5. Quad Chart	9
6. Gantt Chart	9
7. Stakeholder Involvement	10
8. Allocation of Resources	13
9. Risk Analysis	14
10. Conclusion	15
References	16

1
[image: ]

Part B – Critical Reflection on Feedback
The poster presentation for the MetroFlow project gave an opportunity to evaluate both the quality of the project proposal and the effectiveness of the presentation skills used to communicate it. The first presentation felt uncomfortable because the delivery relied too heavily on the poster rather than confidently explaining the project idea. After reflecting on this experience, a request was made to resit the presentation so that both delivery and the visual quality of the poster could be improved. This reflects the purpose of critical reflection, which is not simply to describe what happened, but to identify learning, improvement and professional growth (Gibbs, 1988).
One of the main strengths was that the purpose of MetroFlow was clear. The proposal communicated that MetroFlow is more than a customer-facing application: it is an integrated digital platform that supports passengers and freight users while also analysing operational data behind the scenes to create smoother and more predictable movement through the transport hub. Requesting the resit also demonstrated resilience and personal responsibility because the initial performance was not accepted as the best achievable outcome. This showed a willingness to respond constructively to feedback and take ownership of development.
The tutor's feedback highlighted that the poster improved after the font size was increased and the text made clearer. The original version was difficult to read from a distance. Nevertheless, the visual design still required further development. Some diagrams, charts and text sections could have been presented more clearly, with stronger visual hierarchy and better use of space. A peer also commented that the presentation should have been "a tad more specific about some details". This was interpreted as a need to explain certain elements more precisely, including the type of data MetroFlow would collect, how the system would support decision-making and how project success would be measured.
Using Gibbs' Reflective Cycle helps explain why these weaknesses occurred. A large amount of project management content was fitted onto one poster, including the WBS, Gantt chart, RACI matrix, risk matrix and Iron Triangle. As a result, completeness was prioritised over readability and precision. Although the information was relevant, some elements became too small, visually crowded or insufficiently explained. At a deeper level, there was an assumption that more content would automatically demonstrate stronger knowledge. The feedback challenged this by showing that professional communication depends on whether the audience can understand the purpose and relevance of information quickly.
The feedback directly informs changes to the final project management plan. The visual presentation is simplified, key diagrams are larger, unnecessary text is reduced and typography is kept consistent. Each tool also has a clear and specific purpose. The WBS shows manageable work packages, the Gantt chart identifies phases, dependencies and milestones, the RACI matrix clarifies responsibility, and the risk register identifies likelihood, impact, ownership and responses. The final plan also strengthens the links between MetroFlow's objectives, stakeholder needs, operational data and measurable success indicators.
Overall, the experience demonstrates that effective project management communication requires clarity, confidence, specificity and visual discipline. The resit provided an opportunity to respond immediately to the first experience, while tutor and peer feedback identified further improvements for the final plan. The feedback is therefore treated not as criticism, but as evidence for improving both the project and the way it is communicated.
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Part C – Project Management Plan
MetroFlow: Digital Modernisation of Passenger Flow and Logistics Coordination
1. Introduction
The closure of the metropolitan transport hub creates an urgent operational problem rather than only an infrastructure problem. Passenger journeys are disrupted, freight movements become less predictable and local businesses experience supply-chain consequences. MetroFlow is therefore proposed as the digital coordination project within the wider regeneration programme. Its purpose is to integrate real-time passenger-flow information, freight-slot coordination, accessible wayfinding and operator data so that the rebuilt hub can function as a safer, more predictable and data-led interchange.
Project management is appropriate because MetroFlow is temporary, unique and constrained by time, scope, cost and quality. Maylor (2010) argues that project management provides the structure through which complex, time-bounded activity can be coordinated, while Roberts (2011) emphasises the importance of converting strategic intention into controlled delivery. However, success cannot be reduced to the traditional time-cost-quality triangle. Atkinson (1999) demonstrates that wider success criteria are necessary, particularly where user outcomes and organisational benefits matter. For MetroFlow, delivery within 24 months is important, but accessibility, system reliability, stakeholder acceptance and measurable improvements in passenger and freight flow are equally significant.
The plan therefore combines structured control with staged learning. The project uses a defined WBS, Quad Chart, Gantt schedule, stakeholder analysis, RACI allocation and risk register, but these tools are treated as decision-support mechanisms rather than static documents. This is consistent with the PMBOK emphasis on tailoring project management to context (PMI, 2021).
2. Project Description
MetroFlow is an integrated software and data platform serving both the visible and operational sides of the transport hub. The customer-facing layer provides passengers and freight users with real-time information, disruption messages, accessible navigation and status updates. Behind the scenes, the platform combines sensor data, operator feeds, APIs, freight-slot information and dashboards to support better coordination and earlier identification of congestion or disruption. The project therefore goes beyond the concept of a travel application: it creates a shared information environment for users, operators and decision-makers.
The project aim is to implement a platform that improves safety, accessibility, efficiency and resilience. Five stage objectives provide control: complete user, accessibility and logistics requirements by month 3; approve system architecture and data governance by month 6; procure and integrate a minimum viable platform by month 14; complete pilot, training and commissioning by month 21; and complete the first benefits review by month 24. Proposed outcome targets are a 20% reduction in peak crowding, a 15% reduction in freight dwell time, 95% real-time information availability and 100% completion of critical accessibility tests. These targets remain provisional until baseline data are confirmed during months 1–3.
The digital option is justified because it addresses the coordination gap while the physical regeneration proceeds. Lyons (2018) argues that smart mobility should support wider transport outcomes rather than technology for its own sake. MetroFlow follows this logic: technology is valuable only where it improves movement, accessibility and operational decisions. The location is fixed by the hub redevelopment, so location analysis focuses on catchment access, temporary interchange links, freight entry points, utilities and the local operating environment rather than alternative sites. This reflects the module's location-analysis emphasis on accessibility and the characteristics of the surrounding environment.
3. Scope
Scope control is essential because digital transport projects can expand rapidly once stakeholders identify additional data, analytics and service possibilities. The scope baseline therefore prioritises a minimum viable platform that restores coordinated operations without allowing optional functionality to delay safety-critical delivery. In scope are passenger-flow sensors, operator dashboards, data APIs, digital signage, accessible journey tools, freight-slot coordination, cybersecurity controls, training, pilot testing and commissioning. Out of scope are the structural rebuild of the hub, vehicle procurement, city-wide transport renewal and permanent post-handover operations.
This boundary is deliberately restrictive. Heagney (2016) notes that a clear scope provides the basis for estimating work, resources and control. For MetroFlow, the distinction between digital coordination and physical redevelopment prevents duplicated accountability across the wider regeneration programme. It also protects the 24-month schedule from scope creep. Any proposed addition, such as predictive artificial intelligence or wider city integration, must pass formal change control. The change request must state the benefit, effect on schedule and resources, cyber and data implications, accessibility implications and whether another committed deliverable must be reduced or deferred.
The Iron Triangle remains useful as a visible constraint model, but it is not treated as a complete definition of success. The principal trade-off is between speed and assurance. Accelerating rollout may restore public confidence sooner, but compressed testing can increase cybersecurity, accessibility and integration risk. Therefore, safety, accessibility and data protection are treated as non-negotiable quality constraints, while optional analytics remain flexible. This approach reflects Atkinson's (1999) criticism of judging projects only through time, cost and quality and aligns with the wider success criteria already established in the proposal.
4. Work Breakdown Structure (WBS)
The WBS converts the broad concept of digital modernisation into controllable deliverables. Maylor (2010) and Heagney (2016) both emphasise decomposition as a basis for estimating, assigning and monitoring work. For MetroFlow, decomposition is organised by deliverable rather than by department so that accountability follows project outputs rather than organisational silos. Table 1 presents the five principal work packages and their main activities. Importantly, governance and benefits realisation are included alongside technology tasks; otherwise a technically successful platform could still fail through weak ownership, poor adoption or unclear handover.
The WBS is also used as the anchor for the schedule, resource plan and risk ownership. Work packages are progressively decomposed only to the level required for control. Excessive detail would create administrative effort and false precision, while insufficient detail would hide dependencies and make progress difficult to measure. The project manager therefore maintains a WBS dictionary for each package defining deliverables, acceptance criteria, responsible roles, assumptions and interfaces.
Table 1. MetroFlow Work Breakdown Structure
	Work package
	Key activities
	Primary output

	1. Governance & requirements
	Business case; stakeholder requirements; accessibility audit; data governance
	Approved requirements and governance baseline

	2. Data & integration
	APIs; interface design; cybersecurity; data quality
	Integrated and assured data architecture

	3. Passenger experience
	Sensors; digital signage; accessible journey tools; user testing
	Passenger-flow and wayfinding capability

	4. Freight coordination
	Slot rules; freight dashboard; operator interfaces
	Coordinated freight scheduling and visibility

	5. Rollout & benefits
	Training; deployment; handover; KPI review
	Operational adoption and benefits review



5. Quad Chart
The Quad Chart provides a concise governance view before detailed planning. Its value is not that it replaces the project plan, but that it keeps four questions visible: why the project exists, who matters, what outcome is expected and how success will be measured. Table 2 translates the poster's Quad Chart into the management plan.
The tool is particularly useful for MetroFlow because the project involves stakeholders with different priorities. Passengers may emphasise reliable information and accessibility, freight operators may focus on predictable slots and dwell time, while the local authority may prioritise safety, public confidence and value. A single-page summary creates a common reference point and reduces the risk that technical teams optimise system features that do not contribute to stakeholder value. Bryson (2004) argues that stakeholder analysis is most useful when it informs choices rather than becoming a purely descriptive exercise. The Quad Chart supports that principle by linking stakeholder needs directly to desired results and measurable outcomes.

Table 2. MetroFlow Quad Chart
	Purpose / Aim
Restore digital coordination across passenger and freight movements after hub closure.
	Stakeholders
Local authority, programme board, rail, bus and freight operators, regulators, access groups, businesses and users.

	Desired Results
Safer passenger flow, reliable freight slots, consistent disruption information and accessible navigation.
	Measures of Success
Peak crowding, freight dwell time, information availability, accessibility tests, stakeholder satisfaction and benefits review.


6. Gantt Chart
The high-level Gantt schedule translates the WBS into a 24-month delivery sequence. Table 3 shows seven overlapping but gated phases: requirements and access audit; architecture and governance; procurement and data agreements; build and integration; pilot and assurance; rollout and training; and handover with benefits review. Milestones are positioned at decision points rather than simply at the end of calendar periods. This enables the programme board to confirm whether evidence is sufficient to proceed.
The Gantt chart is useful because it exposes sequencing and major dependencies. For example, meaningful procurement cannot be completed before data requirements and governance principles are clear, while full rollout should not begin before pilot assurance confirms accessibility, cyber and operational readiness. Nevertheless, a Gantt chart can imply more certainty than actually exists. Digital integration depends on supplier interfaces, legacy data quality and operator cooperation, all of which may change. The schedule is therefore reforecast monthly, with formal stage-gate reviews at months 3, 6, 14, 18, 21 and 24. This treats the baseline as a control reference rather than a prediction that must be defended regardless of new evidence.
Roberts (2011) stresses that monitoring should compare actual progress with planned progress and trigger corrective action. MetroFlow follows this principle through milestone acceptance criteria, variance reporting and exception escalation. Schedule recovery is not permitted to bypass critical testing; if slippage threatens the end date, optional scope is reduced before assurance activity is compressed.

Table 3. High-level 24-month Gantt schedule
	Phase
	Timing
	Stage-gate / milestone

	Requirements & access audit
	Months 1–3
	Requirements and baseline measures approved

	Architecture & governance
	Months 4–6
	Architecture, data governance and assurance approach approved

	Procurement & data agreements
	Months 7–9
	Supplier and data agreements authorised

	Build & integration
	Months 10–14
	Minimum viable platform integrated

	Pilot & assurance
	Months 15–18
	Pilot evidence and assurance decision

	Rollout & training
	Months 19–21
	Operational readiness and commissioning

	Handover & benefits review
	Months 22–24
	Formal handover and first benefits review


7. Stakeholder Involvement
Stakeholder management is central because MetroFlow changes how multiple organisations share information and make operational decisions. Freeman (1984) defines stakeholders broadly in terms of those who affect or are affected by organisational activity, while Bryson (2004) demonstrates the value of analysing both influence and interest. The key MetroFlow stakeholders are the local authority and programme board, rail and bus operators, freight operators, regulators, funding bodies, accessibility groups, local businesses, passengers, technology suppliers and the project team.
Power-interest analysis determines the intensity of engagement. The local authority, programme board and core operators are managed closely because they combine high influence with direct operational interest. Funders and regulators are kept satisfied through structured assurance and exception reporting. Passengers, accessibility groups and local businesses may have less formal power but high interest; they are therefore kept informed and actively consulted during requirements, prototypes and pilot testing. Media and wider observers are monitored through approved public communications. This classification is not permanent. Stakeholders are re-mapped at stage gates because influence and resistance can change during procurement, pilot and rollout.
The RACI approach provides a second layer of clarity by distinguishing responsibility from accountability. The sponsor remains accountable for the business case and final handover; the project manager coordinates requirements, delivery and acceptance; operators are responsible for operational requirements and pilot participation; suppliers are responsible for technical build and integration; and user representatives are consulted where service design affects accessibility or customer experience. This prevents the common failure in multi-organisational projects where several parties assume that another organisation owns a decision.
Communication is treated as a risk-control activity rather than an administrative add-on. Week 7 material emphasises that project teams depend on growing communication, trust, negotiation and the ability to handle unexpected issues. MetroFlow therefore uses weekly delivery meetings, monthly programme-board reporting, fortnightly operator integration sessions and structured user testing at prototype and pilot stages. Because suppliers and specialists may come from different organisational or national cultures, communication protocols use plain language, written decision logs and explicit confirmation of actions. The Week 9 material warns that assuming a shared level of understanding can itself create risk. The management approach therefore avoids assuming that common technical language automatically means common interpretation.

Table 4. Stakeholder engagement priorities
	Stakeholder
	Power / interest
	Engagement approach

	Local authority / programme board
	High / High
	Manage closely; stage-gate decisions; monthly reporting

	Rail, bus and freight operators
	High / High
	Manage closely; co-design; integration forums; pilot ownership

	Funders / regulators
	High / Medium
	Keep satisfied; assurance, compliance and exception reporting

	Passengers / accessibility groups
	Medium / High
	Keep informed and consult through requirements, prototypes and pilot

	Local businesses
	Low–Medium / High
	Consult on freight/service disruption and benefits

	Media / wider public
	Low / Variable
	Monitor and provide controlled public updates



Table 5. Selected RACI allocation
	Activity
	Sponsor
	Project manager
	Operators
	Supplier
	User reps

	Business case
	A
	R
	C
	I
	I

	Requirements
	C
	A/R
	R
	C
	C

	Cyber / technical design
	I
	A
	C
	R
	C

	Pilot acceptance
	I
	A/R
	R
	R
	C

	Handover
	A
	R
	R
	C
	I


A = Accountable; R = Responsible; C = Consulted; I = Informed.

8. Allocation of Resources
Resource allocation follows the WBS and project lifecycle rather than maintaining a fixed team of equal size for 24 months. The core team consists of the sponsor, project manager, business analyst, data/integration lead, cybersecurity lead, accessibility and user-experience specialist, commercial/procurement support and operator representatives. Supplier developers and integration engineers scale up during build, while test, assurance, training and change resources increase during pilot and rollout. Table 5 summarises the principal resources and the phases in which they are most critical.
This phased model reflects the reality that project teams rarely have perfect resources from the start. The Week 7 material identifies the risk of inherited teams, scarce specialist skills and outsourced capability. MetroFlow reduces this risk by defining role specifications early, identifying scarce capabilities such as transport systems integration and cybersecurity, and securing named deputies for critical roles. Where external suppliers are used, knowledge-transfer requirements are included in contracts so that operational capability does not disappear at handover.
Financial resources are controlled through a phased budget rather than an invented fixed total at this stage. The first baseline is established after requirements and architecture are sufficiently mature to support credible estimates. Budget categories include internal staff, specialist consultancy, software and integration, sensors and signage, cybersecurity assurance, accessibility testing, training and contingency. PMI (2021) supports tailoring control to uncertainty; accordingly, contingency is held centrally and released against approved risks rather than being treated as available spending. This improves transparency while allowing the project to respond to integration uncertainty.

Table 6. Resource allocation by project phase
	Resource / capability
	Primary phases
	Management rationale

	Project manager & business analyst
	All phases
	Continuity of governance, requirements, decisions and control

	Data / integration architect
	Months 1–18
	Architecture, interfaces, legacy integration and technical decisions

	Cybersecurity & data governance
	Months 1–21
	Privacy-by-design, assurance and security acceptance

	Accessibility / UX specialist
	Months 1–21
	Accessible requirements, design, testing and acceptance

	Supplier development / integration team
	Months 7–18
	Build, configuration and integration

	Operator representatives
	Months 1–24
	Operational requirements, testing, adoption and handover

	Training / change support
	Months 17–24
	Readiness, training, communications and adoption


9. Risk Analysis
Risk management is continuous because MetroFlow contains technical, organisational and operational uncertainty. Ward and Chapman (2003) argue that project risk management is stronger when it addresses uncertainty rather than only listing discrete threats. The initial risk register in Table 6 therefore identifies six priority risks: cyber or privacy breach; integration failure; operator resistance; procurement or cost delay; accessibility failure; and disruption caused by installation. Scores are preliminary and must be validated with stakeholders during initiation.
Cyber and privacy risk receives the highest attention because MetroFlow combines operational data, user information and multiple interfaces. Controls include privacy-by-design, minimum necessary data collection, access controls, security testing and independent assurance before rollout. Integration failure is managed through open standards where possible, interface specifications, early technical proofs and staged integration rather than a single late system test. Operator resistance is treated as both a stakeholder and benefits risk; early co-design, clear operational ownership and pilot participation reduce the likelihood that a technically functional system is rejected in practice.
Procurement delay is significant because specialist suppliers and data agreements can affect the critical path. Staged procurement, early market engagement and clearly defined acceptance criteria reduce this exposure. Accessibility is treated as a quality gate rather than a feature that can be traded away. User testing with accessibility groups and independent assurance are therefore required before acceptance. Installation disruption is reduced through off-peak working, phased deployment and operational fallback procedures.
The 5x5 probability-impact matrix provides prioritisation but does not create certainty. Numerical scores can encourage artificial precision, especially where evidence is weak. The register therefore records assumptions, triggers, owners and residual risk alongside the score. High risks are reviewed fortnightly by the project manager and monthly by the programme board. Risks above tolerance are escalated to the sponsor. The risk register is also linked to the schedule and change process: for example, a procurement delay may require re-sequencing, while an unresolved accessibility risk prevents the relevant stage gate from being passed. This integrated approach is more valuable than treating risk analysis as a one-off compliance exercise.
Table 7. Preliminary MetroFlow risk register
	ID
	Risk
	L
	I
	Score
	Owner
	Primary response

	R1
	Cyber/privacy breach
	4
	5
	20
	Cyber lead
	Privacy-by-design; access control; independent security testing

	R2
	Integration failure
	4
	4
	16
	Integration lead
	Open standards; interface proofs; staged integration

	R3
	Operator resistance
	3
	4
	12
	PM / Ops lead
	Co-design; pilot involvement; change support

	R4
	Procurement / cost delay
	4
	4
	16
	PM / Commercial lead
	Early market engagement; staged procurement; contingency

	R5
	Accessibility gap
	3
	5
	15
	Accessibility lead
	User testing; independent assurance; acceptance gate

	R6
	Installation disruption
	3
	3
	9
	Deployment lead
	Off-peak installation; phased deployment; fallback plan


L = likelihood (1–5); I = impact (1–5). Scores are preliminary and subject to stakeholder validation during initiation.

10. Conclusion
MetroFlow should proceed as a gated, pilot-led digital project within the wider transport-hub regeneration programme. The project has a clear purpose: provide a shared information and coordination platform that supports passengers, freight users and operators while improving the predictability of movement through the hub. The plan controls scope through a minimum viable platform, decomposes delivery through the WBS, sequences work through a reforecastable Gantt schedule, connects stakeholder needs to measurable value through the Quad Chart, clarifies accountability through RACI and allocates specialist resources according to lifecycle need.
The central management judgement is that speed must not displace assurance. The 24-month target remains important, but safety, accessibility, cybersecurity and operational acceptance are protected as quality gates. Success is therefore defined not only by completing the project on time, but by achieving measurable improvements in crowding, freight dwell time, information availability and stakeholder confidence. The combination of structured control, active stakeholder involvement and continuous risk review provides the strongest basis for delivering MetroFlow successfully.
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1 INTRODUCTION & PROJECT RATIONALE 2 AIM, SMART OBJECTIVES & SCOPE 3 STRATEGIC VALUE & SUCCESS CRITERIA

The closure of a 40-year-old metropolitan transport hub Aim: to implement an integrated passenger-flow and logistics-coordination platform that improves safety, Strategic value is created by converting a disrupted interchange into a safer, more inclusive and data-led transport environment. Real-
has disrupted commuters, freight movements and local accessibility, efficiency and resilience within the regenerated hub. time information reduces uncertainty for passengers and operators; freight coordination supports local supply chains; and digital
businesses. MetroFlow is proposed as the digital monitoring provides evidence for future capacity decisions. Success is not judged only by delivery efficiency. It must also demonstrate

coordination layer for the wider regeneration user acceptance, accessibility, operational resilience and benefits ownership after handover.
programme. The project focuses on real-time passenger- SMART objectives: complete user, accessibility and logistics requirements by month 3; approve the system

flow monitoring, accessible wayfinding, operator data architecture and data-governance model by month 6; procure and integrate the minimum viable platform by month
integration and freight-slot coordination. The location is 14; pilot, train and commission by month 21; and complete benefits review by month 24. Proposed targets are 20%
fixed; therefore, location analysis focuses on catchment lower peak crowding, 15% shorter freight dwell time and 95% real-time information availability.

access, temporary interchange links, utilities, freight

entry points and the local economic environment rather

than alternative sites. The business case is service 20% 15% 95% 24m 100%
continuity, safety, public confidence and measurable
recovery of transport capacity.

IN SCOPE OUT OF SCOPE less peak crowding less freight dwell info availability delivery cycle critical access tests

Sensors - dashboards - APIs - digital signage - accessible journey Structural rebuild - vehicle procurement - city-wide renewal -

tools - cybersecurity - training - pilot testing permanent post-handover operations
Project type: temporary, unique and constrained by time, cost, scope and quality

These are proposed acceptance measures and require baseline confirmation during months 1-3.

4 QUAD CHART 5 WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE 6 24-MONTH GANTT CHART

PURPOSE / AIM STAKEHOLDERS Phase / deliverable

Requirements & access audit

freight operators, access groups, businesses

1 Governance 2Data & 3 Passenger 4 Freight 5Rollout &
and users.

and freight movements after hub closure.
& requirements integration experience coordination benefits Procurement & data agreements

L - Local authority, programme board, rail, bus, Architecture & governance —
Restore digital coordination across passenger

Build and integration

DESIRED RESULTS MEASURES OF SUCCESS Business case Slot rules Training

Pilot & assurance

Access audit Cybersecurity Wayfinding Dashboard KPI review Rollout and training

Safer flows, reliable freight slots, consistent
disruption messages and accessible
navigation.

Crowding, dwell time, uptime, access tests,

satisfaction and benefits review. Handover and benefits review

Critical use: the WBS converts broad digital modernisation into controllable work packages. It also prevents
technology tasks from hiding governance, consultation, quality assurance and benefits realisation.

Quad chart purpose: keep problem, solution, stakeholders and measurable success visible on one page before Gantt limitation: it helps sequencing and communication, but can create false certainty where integration and procurement estimates remain uncertain. Monthly reforecasting and stage
detailed planning. gates are therefore required.

7 IRON TRIANGLE 8 STAKEHOLDER POWER-INTEREST MATRIX 9 RACI MATRIX 10 5x5 RISK MATRIX

Quality / Value

KEEP SATISFIED MANAGE CLOSELY WORK Sponsor R1 cyber/privacy breach Mitigation: open standards, privacy-by-
R2 integration failure design, staged procurement, user
Authority . R3 operator resistance testing, off-peak installation and
Business case A R4 cost/procurement delay independent cyber/accessibility
RS accessibility gap assurance.
Operators Requirements R6 installation disruption

Funders

Regulators

Cyber design
scope MONITOR KEEP INFORMED

minimum viable platform Pilot accept
Passengers

Handover

Business

Time Cost A = Accountable - R= Responsible - C = Consulted - | = Informed. The matrix avoids blurred accountability
24 months phased budget across public authorities, operators and suppliers. Risk is treated as continuing uncertainty, not a one-off checklist.

Stakeholders are re-mapped at stage gates because power, resistance and support change during

Core trade-off: fast restoration improves confidence, but rushed testing increases
procurement and rollout.

safety, privacy and accessibility risk.

11 CONCLUSION

MetroFlow should proceed as a gated, pilot-led digital project. The Quad Chart defines value, the WBS and Gantt plan structure the work, stakeholder and RACI matrices establish engagement and accountability, the risk matrix exposes uncertainty, and the Iron Triangle makes trade-offs explicit. Recommendation: approve a 24-month implementation that protects safety, accessibility and
cybersecurity before expanding optional analytics.
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