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Introduction
This essay will discuss the project management-related aspects of the Crossrail project in the UK, which was developed after several conflicting developments relating to budget and scheduling issues. The essay presents a balanced interpretation of the project quality, as it was a successful project despite the delays and presently serves the needs of the public in London and the UK as well. That this was caused by improper management and poor planning undermines the quality of the project from a project management perspective, since the project was supposed to be delivered by 2018 and was delayed subsequently due to scheduling differences and budget constraints. The improper participation of public sector representatives through the Crossrail Ltd subsidiary of the UK government was ultimately to blame for this delayed outcome; however, the project is presently developed and in service to satisfy the public transit needs of the London public. The essay will cover the timeline of the project towards the conclusion through which the inadequacies related to the delivery of the project will be detailed.

The Body
The positives of the project
The Crossrail line project is a highly unique project that was developed and made feasible by contemporary advances in project management and other technologies. The long-standing project was conceived many decades ago; however, it was not undertaken in the UK due to the various issues affecting the project's feasibility. Its ultimate development was successful based on the necessity for the project as a means of saving valuable time for public commuters. The development of the Crossrail line was instrumental in spreading the burden of the public transit system, as the Crossrail project created new ways for passengers to avail of transportation across the city of London. As such, the project served a crucial need of the London public and the London city as a whole, where developing the project became a major public service that improved the quality of project management in offering social utility and wider benefits to the community. While it was affected by delays, the collaboration of partners was essential to overcome the delays, which will be discussed subsequently in the essay. 
As an instance of successful collaboration in project management, the Crossrail project is also successful in achieving this outcome. The project was undertaken through a collaborative performance between the UK government and private companies contracted to develop and deliver the project. Public and private sector collaboration is a synergistic development that is essential to deliver larger public projects within schedule, as the support of the government ensures the project is not undermined by bureaucratic red tape or other unhealthy reasons related to public sector collaboration (Verweij and van Meerkerk, 2020). On the part of the private sector, the collaboration was also well developed as the partner firms such as Canary Wharf Group Plc performed with utmost conduct that ensured the delivery of the project promptly.
Advantages of collaboration in public projects
There are numerous benefits to collaborating between different companies and public sector representatives in public utility projects such as the Crossrail project. A positive collaboration yields net benefits towards the end delivery of the project results since the collaborative performance secured the development of the project in continuity. This ensures the project delivery intent is not affected by the public and private sector stakeholders engaged in the delivery of the project. Through the individual input and expertise of different stakeholders, project delivery becomes streamlined and adapted on schedule as seen in the case of the Crossrail project. 
Furthermore, it is seen that collaboration in project development leads to greater professional performance by the stakeholders due to the practice of knowledge sharing and open communications. By sharing individual knowledge related to the project development, a greater insight is formed by the stakeholders towards assessing any potential gaps or hindrances related to the project. This has a positive outcome of efficiency and timely delivery of projects through which the quality control and other control mechanisms become reinforced by the collaborative performance of the stakeholders. Collaboration mitigates various risks related to project management and development, which can arise across different dimensions such as environmental, security and logistics risks (Bond-Barnard, Fletcher and Steyn, 2018). Collaboration ensures environmental risks are addressed satisfactorily, whereas the open communications and professional conduct of the stakeholder’s ensured fraud or other security risks did not develop. Furthermore, logistical concerns were similarly addressed since the project was delivered through public-sector collaboration, facilitating the use of public utilities towards logistical outcomes.

Shortcomings of the project
The project was also another case of poor management and initiative since it was not developed in an efficient way, which ultimately led to the project delivery itself being compromised due to the ineffective participation of stakeholders (Edwards, 2022). The project itself was not adequately supported by the government representatives, as the Crossrail was constructed across the infirm ground with environmental risks related to improper soil composition and destabilisation of the structural terrain across the span of the Crossrail system. The Crossrail contractors engaged in inadequate industrial relations which led to an oversight relating to the development of health and safety standards during the active construction phase of the project. A construction worker was killed in 2014 due to falling concrete in the construction process, and subsequent investigation pointed to this poor industrial relation being a contributing factor to the lack of proper procedures for worker safety. Furthermore, the workers were also not able to express their concerns or voice their complaints, due to the fear of reprisal in the form of job dismissal (Edwards, 2022). The lack of trade union support was therefore a strong concern against the well-being of the project participants, related to front-line construction workers. In subsequent years during 2019, a further three deaths were noted among the construction workers employed for the project, however, there has been no decisive indication that any further negligence in maintaining health and safety levels was responsible for these on-site fatalities. 
Unrealistic delivery estimations were the root cause of the project’s drawbacks
The role of the Crossrail Ltd subsidiary was further detailed by the National Audit Office report in 2019, where the investigation was performed to assess the delays and reason behind the schedule delays for the Crossrail project (Topham, 2019). The findings primarily revealed that the Crossrail delays were caused due to an unrealistic schedule which was set for the delivery of the project, and the size and scope of the project affected the potential for delivering it promptly while maintaining quality control and professional standards (Tunnicliffe, 2022). Owing to the delays, the costs associated with the project also increased routinely across the years; the contractual model which saw Crossrail Ltd undertake the construction of the project created such differences (Tunnicliffe, 2022). The high autonomy followed by the contractor created a dissonance between the expectations of the public sector Transport for London program and the Department for Transport, in terms of perceptions regarding risks and assumptions for the delivery date. 
The initial December 2018 opening timeline was consequently agreed upon by all stakeholders before the project's commencement, and the poor foresight of the stakeholders saw assumptions being made regarding the level of progress which could be expected in this time frame, which was ultimately unrealistic based on the project and the contractors involved. Many staff members associated with the project were dismissed before the December 2018 target, on the assumption that the project would be delivered and therefore their input would not be required. As the project got delayed subsequently, these laid-off workers were sought again by the contractors, leading to ineffective use of human resources concerning the project timeline (Topham, 2019). Crossrail Ltd itself was therefore affected as the CEO was replaced in 2018, thereby demonstrating the ineffective leadership which saw Crossrail set unrealistic timelines for the final delivery of the completed project (Edwards, 2022).
Lack of responsible behavior of project stakeholders
 Other problems also developed during the project which was known to the public sector collaborators such as the Mayor of London; logistical concerns such as availability of electricity and the software integration and automation of signaling systems with existing rail routes were some of these problems which were overlooked to aspire towards an early delivery of the project timeline. The integration of software was affected by the presence of software bugs, which were formed due to the nature of the project; the Crossrail line was to be integrated with three different signaling systems connecting the train systems, and the software employed for this purpose was not matured enough to develop within the constrained schedule of the Crossrail project. The integration was critical to the project, and subsequent phases of the development of the Crossrail line depended on this outcome being achieved by the developers. While this was a detriment to the quality of the project, it was overcome by the collaboration between Bombardier, Siemens and Crossrail, where their respective professional input was deployed to assess and address the software bugs thereby allowing the integration to happen with the other signaling systems.
A major concern about the quality of the project can be raised here as according to the timeline, the project was in a vulnerable state during October 2019 before London. After the spate of deaths related and unrelated as well to the project, the Bond Street workers of the Crossrail project went on a large strike to protest against the working conditions of the project environment. The worker allegations stated that the managers associated with the project were actively promoting the suppression of workers' voices regarding the poor state of affairs concerning their workplace health and safety standards. The subsequent development of the pandemic in 2020 was an unprecedented event, which consequently jeopardized the project's delivery schedule despite the non-pandemic-related delays. The opening of the Crossrail line was consequently delayed for a full two years, as it was not possible to hasten the delivery of the project before this development. The leadership behavior at Crossrail was therefore inadequate in developing realistic expectations for the project, as binding it to a premature timeframe in 2018 was affecting the scope for delivery of the project due to the various delays and budget inflation. These issues were compounded by the pandemic, and having developed a realistic timeframe would have positioned the Crossrail project in a more resilient capacity to buffer the delays and additional constraints presented by external developments such as the pandemic.
Lessons learned from the project’s development
Ultimately, the project itself was not positioned to be delivered promptly due to the wrong allocation of a delivery timeframe in 2018 (Garner-Purkis, 2022). The entire lifespan of the project was affected by this preliminary decision which decided the timeframe in advance and restricted the scope for timely delivery of the project in consideration of practical constraints. The project's inflated budget and delayed schedules were a consequence of this poor stakeholder engagement during the initial stage of the project, and the government's responsibility was therefore not carried out in a satisfactory way to meet the need for serving the greater interests of the public and ensure its welfare through timely development of public utilities using budgets within the limit. Poor scheduling of the delivery date led to poor planning during the subsequent development phase of the project, where a lack of planning and management delayed the project. This ensured the project could not be developed following total quality control concepts as well as concepts of lean and agile project management; waste was routinely generated as a consequence of delays and improper management of the project delivery (Garner-Purkis, 2022). The expansion of the budget led to the recruitment of more independent contractors, with their teams of professionals engaged in the project delivery. This led to workplace conflict due to the disagreements related to the professional approach towards developing the project, which was a consequence arising from poor management and planning due to the constricted timeline for delivery. Project managers operated separately from the team members employed for front-line construction activities, thereby creating a critical gap between leadership and workers in this large-scale public project. The regular rescheduling of deadlines and budgets affected the project managers as well, as the collaboration between multiple companies and public sector representatives led to a burden on the project, and this had the ultimate negative drawback of a lack of practical planning of the Crossrail project elements. Construction specifications were improvised, as no pre-planned template for activities was designed and developed for the project delivery (Garner-Purkis, 2022). While this had the chance of causing future delays, workers were left with no choice as the project managers were unavailable for communication. When combined with the impact of the project's unrealistic time frame, it created further complications that ultimately led to subsequent delays in the project timeframe.
Recommendations
It was established that the project was primarily delayed and developed ineffectually due to the preliminary stage of the project, where the unrealistic timeline was set for the project’s delivery. From this outcome, internal pressure to adhere to the deadline caused project managers and contracted stakeholders to become less engaged, thereby affecting the day-to-day performance of the project’s development. When these issues are addressed, similar public projects can be undertaken where collaborative working and maintaining accountability can ensure the same mishaps do not repeat in the development cycle of another project. It is recommended that similar public transportation projects be developed across the UK, as it will ease the strain on public commuters who rely on commercial road vehicles to travel at greater expense. The cost-savings of individual commuters from such public transportation arrangements will create a net benefit across households in the country, leading to greater economic participation by customers owing to routine cost savings from using efficient and cheaper public services such as this Crossrail project.
Conclusion
The essay has discussed the project management concerns related to the Crossrail project, and in doing so found the primary reason for the delays and obstructions as being rooted in the selection of a premature date for project delivery. The scheduled date of 2018 was inadequate considering the scope of the project and the contractors engaged in carrying out the development of the project itself. From this preliminary decision, various issues arose during the project's life cycle such as schedule delays, workplace fatalities as well an inflated budget. Furthermore, the lack of timely cooperation saw many issues such as the case of software bugs in the integration of signalling facilities delaying the project further, and different aspects such as the Bond Street strikes further presented complications independent of external threats such as Covid-19, which ultimately delayed the project delivery until 2022. While the project is largely finished, aspects will need to be addressed in 2023 to ensure it is fully capable of serving the long-term needs of the London public, and address any oversights caused by the initial state of routine delays and workplace complications.
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