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Reflection on Tutor and Peer Feedback
Not only are there some good points noted in the feedback on the Part A poster, the temporary multimodal transport hub project, but there are also significant areas of improvement that need to be addressed before the plan is finalized. The following reflection follows Gibbs' (1988) reflective cycle, from the description of the feedback to evaluation, and then ultimately to the final Project Management Plan (with clear action plan).
Key Strengths
Three strengths are confirmed in the session. Initially, the overall visual presentation and organization of the poster is stated to be good and the structure of the poster was correct, meaning that the layout was organized and helped the audience to understand the poster (Kerzner, 2022). Secondly, the justification is commended for being the only in the group to make a clear distinction between the old transport hub (the permanent one) and the proposed temporary one, which shows an early understanding of the extent of the project. Thirdly, scope and boundaries and the stakeholder mapping, including a Mendlows mapping matrix, is also captured as a point of significant difference, as no other student had started this thinking. At the same time early recognition of high power, high interest stakeholders like the council, funders and regulators is recognized as an appropriate starting point (Mendelow, 1991).
Areas for Improvement
There are more worrisome deficits in almost all areas. The aims and objectives are not differentiated between the one overarching ambition and the measurable, specific objectives that need to be put in place to achieve this; Baseline responsibilities, for example to stick to the budget, are stated as objectives. A lack of understanding of an undefined acronym (BREEAM) is a good example of an obvious violation of the assumption that a project manager is familiar with all components of the project. The stakeholder matrix, risk register and Gantt chart each contain risks that are too high-level to be actionable without having being broken down into more specific risks, along with an assessment of likelihood and impact (Project Management Institute, 2021). It is discovered that the quad chart is incomplete and the work breakdown structure is unfinished and needs to have the work clearly allocated to work packages and owners (Larson and Gray, 2021).
How the Feedback Will Inform the Final Plan
Directly from this feedback, revisions are made, which are included into the final Project Management Plan. The aim is restated in one action statement with time frame, and supported by 3-4 SMART objectives that include measurable deliverables as opposed to re-stating standard project parameters. All technical jargon, such as BREEAM, has been explained when used for the first time. The stakeholder analysis is extended and used Mendelow's (1991) power/interest grid, with a more comprehensive and detailed list of stakeholders. With input from each risk owner, the risk register is then redeveloped, where each risk is described in specific and unambiguous terms and assigned a likelihood/impact score in a scoring matrix (Project Management Institute, 2021). The Gantt chart is updated with actual task times (days or weeks) and the work breakdown structure is updated to show level three work and assign who is responsible for each work package. Together, they bring the kind of thinking that is general and investigative to the more specific and supportable one necessary at this level of study.
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The Central Transport Hub Regeneration programme Project Management Plan (PMP) outlines the programme to be delivered after the closure of a major city in the UK's central transport hub in November 2025. The undertaking is governed like a single programme, rather than separate projects, because the design, construction and digital work packages all have common objectives and stakeholders and they are able to be governed with coordinated governance and not separate governance (Association for Project Management, 2022). The hub is 40 years old and a structural inspection has identified that it does not meet with modern safety and accessibility standards, affecting the lives of commuters, freight movements and local businesses (Department for Transport, 2021). Permanent redevelopment of the central hub is chosen over a temporary multimodal solution as a single, well-governed regeneration programme provides greater long term strategic value than a multiple multimodal solution, which requires a series of stages and phases (Association for Project Management, 2019).
This plan is in direct feedback from the tutor and peers as displayed in part B of the Project Proposal Poster (Part A), including the separation of aims from measurable objectives, the explanation of any technical terminology, the level 3 work breakdown structure (WBS) with named ownership, and the risk register disaggregated into specific, scored risks (Larson and Gray, 2021; Project Management Institute, 2021). The plan uses industry accepted project management techniques such as a work breakdown structure, quad chart, Gantt chart, stakeholder power/interest matrix and risk heat map to illustrate how the programme will be planned, resourced and controlled to handover.
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Project Description
The programme is a direct contribution to national level policy commitments: transport approximately accounts for 30% of UK greenhouse gas emissions and will be made net zero by 2050 (DFT, 2021). A permanent, digitally-enabled hub will therefore help achieve this goal and safeguard an estimated £120 million of regional economic activity, dependent on the interchange, each year. It is funded by capital and uses a consortium of the council, prime contractor, architectural design team and specialist digital systems integrator led by the project manager appointed by the council as the project's sponsor.
The choice for permanent redevelopment, as opposed to a temporary multimodal solution, is based on the fact that a temporary structure would result in the need for two complete capital programmes - a initial capital programme leading to a temporary structure and a subsequent capital programme for a permanent structure, which would enable double mobilization REfor design, procurement and construction and would also duplicate the overall period of disruption for commuters and local businesses (Winch, 2010). Single-programme delivery also ensures that net-zero and digital infrastructure can be ‘baked' in from the beginning, rather than being retrofitted onto the structure, which aligns with the principle of the sustainability appraisal that whole-life value is generally greater if environmental performance is considered in design rather than added on (HM Treasury, 2023; Sanchez, 2015).
Four SMART objectives break down the overarching aim of the programme – to restore full multimodal transport capacity within 24 months – into measurable deliverables; the original aims and objectives were not sufficiently differentiated (Kerzner, 2022). Firstly, full multimodal capacity is restored and active within the 24 month after start of the programme. Secondly, the new hub will be rebuilt to BREEAM “Excellent” rating, an independent assessment of sustainability from the Department of Transport (2021) with a focus on four sustainability issues: Energy, Water, Materials and Ecology. Third, by Month 20, real time, digital systems to monitor and measure passenger flows and ticketing are in place and tested. Fourth, at the end of each stage of the programme, the Council and Funders sign off the results obtained, providing for accountable, staged governance, instead of a “one size fits all” sign-off at the end of the programme.
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Scope definition is based on the principle that the boundaries of a project should be clearly defined to manage stakeholders' expectations and keep scope growth in check, which is known as scope creep (Project Management Institute, 2021). A clearly defined scope also enables the project manager to assess a change request against an agreed baseline versus assessment on an ad hoc basis, which can be especially crucial on a publicly-funded programme where the political and community pressures for expansion of scope are likely (Turner, 2014).
Table 1: Project Scope Boundaries
	In Scope
	Out of Scope

	Central transport hub structural rebuild
	Wider city road network

	Rail, bus and freight interchange restoration
	Adjacent retail development

	Digital systems: real-time passenger information and ticketing
	Long-term operations contract

	Net-zero infrastructure: solar PV, EV charging, low-carbon materials
	–


Table 1: Project Scope Boundaries
Excluding the programme separate from the wider city road network and surrounding commercial development means it is maintained on the interchange itself, helping to keep the programme delivery timescales tight and short, and preventing the separate procurement of a long-term operations contract which would also impact significantly on programme delivery and delay the restoration of network capacity much needed by communities and businesses (Winch, 2010).
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A key technique used in a programme is the work breakdown structure (WBS), which breaks down the programme into manageable work packages, with the aim of estimating programme cost, duration and ownership to the right level of granularity (Larson and Gray, 2021). A well-made WBS should be exhaustive at each level—that is, the work in the child elements of the WBS should fully describe the work in their parent elements—and mutually exclusive—that is, no single unit of work should appear in more than one branch of the WBS—both attributes are important to reliable cost and schedule estimates (Project Management Institute, 2021).
Table 2: Work Breakdown Structure (Level 3), 1.0 Hub Regeneration
	WBS Ref.
	Work Package
	Owner

	1.1
	Design & Planning
	Architect

	1.1.1
	Structural design & BREEAM assessment
	Architect

	1.1.2
	Planning permission & regulatory approval
	Architect

	1.1.3
	Utility diversion design
	Architect

	1.2
	Construction & Structure
	Main Contractor

	1.2.1
	Site mobilisation & enabling works
	Main Contractor

	1.2.2
	Structural rebuild (concourse, platforms)
	Main Contractor

	1.2.3
	Net-zero infrastructure installation
	Main Contractor

	1.3
	Systems & Digital
	IT Integrator

	1.3.1
	Real-time passenger information system
	IT Integrator

	1.3.2
	Digital ticketing platform
	IT Integrator

	1.3.3
	Systems integration & testing
	IT Integrator

	1.4
	Testing & Handover
	PM / Operations

	1.4.1
	Commissioning & safety certification
	PM / Operations

	1.4.2
	Staff training & operational readiness
	PM / Operations

	1.4.3
	Handover to operator & council sign-off
	PM / Operations


Table 2: Work Breakdown Structure (Level 3), 1.0 Hub Regeneration
Decomposition to Level 3 enables the work packages to be scheduled, costed and allocated to a single responsible person as per the principle that WBS should be decomposed to an appropriate level where the work packages are small enough to estimate and control, but not so small as to generate excessive management overhead (Project Management Institute, 2021). The four Level 2 branches correspond directly to the four key delivery partners of the Programme – the architect, the main contractor, the digital systems integrator and the project manager's own operations team – ensuring a clear level of resource allocation and Gantt scheduling that ensues.
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A quad chart summarises the programme's purpose, programme schedule, cost and risk status and can be presented to the stakeholders for a quick review during governance phase gates (Kerzner, 2022). The quad chart for the Central Transport Hub Regeneration programme is provided in Table 3, taking into account the feedback given on the original quad chart for Part A that the diagram was incomplete.
The purpose of the quad chart format is to be concise – it is not intended to replace the resourcing, risk analysis, and schedule provided in greater detail later in this plan sheet, but rather a one-page document through which the Council and the Funders ensure that costs, schedule, and risk are acceptable at each phase gate before moving on to the next stage (Association for Project Management, 2019). By consistently applying the same four categories to each phase-gate review, the steering board can also see the trend (not just the status), e.g. the risk has shifted from ‘green' to ‘amber' between phase-gates, which is a more useful governance signal than simply a single review at a point in time (Zwikael and Smyrk, 2012).
Table 3: Programme Quad Chart
	PURPOSE
	SCHEDULE

	Restore transport capacity; enable a net-zero, digitally enabled hub.
	24-month programme: initiation → design → construction → testing → handover.

	COST & RESOURCES
	RISK & STATUS

	Capital-funded programme; delivered by council, main contractor and specialist design/digital teams.
	Amber: funding confirmation and utility diversions are the principal open risks (see Section 9).


Table 3: Programme Quad Chart
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The programme schedule is divided into five phases of initiation, design, construction, testing and handover, and lasts for twenty-four months. Figure 3 shows the Gantt chart at level 3 detail of the work packages, instead of having only the high-level schedule with only stages, which has been criticised for not representing real task times (Larson and Gray, 2021). Giving durations (in Months) is more useful than just providing a sequence of stages and can help the steering board to recognize float and overlap between work packages, both of which are relevant to the risk analysis later in this plan.
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Figure 3: Project Gantt Chart, Months 0-24
Design activities occur mainly in parallel (Months 0-6) because it is necessary to share the same survey data to progress both structural design and planning permission and utility diversion design but these are being worked on by different specialist teams. Net Zero installation of infrastructure (solar and electric vehicle charging) is intentionally planned for the end of the construction phase (Months 6-18), the most critical and longest phase, to ensure the solar and charging systems are installed once the structural envelope is weather tight. Passenger information and ticketing systems (Months 15-22) have been deliberately programmed to correspond with the final months of construction as well as the early testing phase, so that they can be commissioned against a mostly-built physical structure, as a later commissioning would overly compress the testing phase. Testing and handover (Months 18-24) are deliberately designed to overlap with the final systems work package, as is the typical way that projects of this scale are tested and handed over - testing is done in parallel and in stages.
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The matrix represents the varying levels of power that people or organizations have over the programme's outcome, and their varying levels of interest in the programme's progress, and the resulting 4 combinations of these levels – high power, high interest; high power, low interest; low power, high interest; and low power, low interest – are identified as four engagement strategies that enable a project manager to allocate limited engagement resource proportionately, not uniformly, among these four stakeholder groups (Freeman, 1984). The matrix is shown in Figure 4 and the engagement strategy is shown in Table 4.
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Figure 4: Stakeholder Power/Interest Matrix (Mendelow, 1991)
Table 4: Stakeholder Engagement Strategy
	Quadrant
	Stakeholders
	Engagement Strategy

	Manage Closely
	Council; Funders; Regulators; Main Contractor
	Monthly steering board; phase-gate sign-off; direct escalation route

	Keep Satisfied
	Rail/Bus Operators; Utility Companies
	Scheduled technical liaison meetings

	Keep Informed
	Commuters; Local Business
	Public communications; project webpage; community liaison contact

	Monitor
	Media; General Public
	Reactive press statements at major milestones


Table 4: Stakeholder Engagement Strategy
Stakeholders identified in the "Manage Closely" quadrant, namely those of the Council, the Funders and the Regulators as well as the Main Contractor, have high power and high interest and there is the most intensive approach to their engagement such as regular monthly steering committee meetings, sign-off at specific phases and escalation paths for emerging risks (Freeman, 1984). Other stakeholder groups in "Keep Satisfied", with similarly high levels of power over programme-critical interest areas of service continuity and utility diversions, are generally less interested in programme detail on a day-to-day basis and are not included in the steering board, but are instead provided with technical liaison meetings at scheduled intervals. In "Keep Informed", the high-interest, however lower-power stakeholders such as commuters and local industries are involved, with regular communication with the public, a dedicated project webpage, and a community liaison point of contact.
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Figure 6 presents the indicative capital budget allocation across the four work packages, together with a contingency reserve.
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Figure 6: Indicative Capital Budget Allocation by Work Package
Construction and structure work are the most capital-intensive, highest risk, and longest lasting work package, representing the highest proportion of the capital budget, and the project manager can adjust budget allocation to each work package quickly, if there is a real risk that the capital budget is over-expending, instead of needing to formally reallocate the budget as part of the phase-gate review (Hillson and Simon, 2020). Staffing reflects this financial commitment too: the primary contractor brings the highest number of people onto site during build, the architect and digital systems integrator work in comparatively small specialist teams and have been intensively involved during their design and systems phases and then as consultants afterwards.
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Figure 5 presents a risk heat map disaggregating the original three high-level risk statements into eight specific, scored risks, and Table 5 sets out the corresponding mitigation actions and owners.
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Figure 5: Risk Heat Map
Table 5: Risk Register (L = Likelihood, I = Impact, both scored 1-5)
	Ref.
	Risk
	L
	I
	Score
	Mitigation
	Owner

	R1
	Utility diversion delays
	4
	4
	16
	Early joint survey with utility companies pre-mobilisation
	Main Contractor

	R2
	Budget overrun (structure)
	3
	4
	12
	Ring-fenced 7% contingency; delegated release authority
	PM

	R3
	Regulatory/planning objection
	2
	3
	6
	Early regulator engagement (Manage Closely)
	PM

	R4
	BREEAM rating shortfall
	2
	3
	6
	Independent BREEAM assessor engaged from design stage
	Architect

	R5
	Digital integration failure
	3
	3
	9
	Overlapping systems/testing schedule (Fig. 3)
	IT Integrator

	R6
	Skilled labour shortage
	3
	2
	6
	Early contractor labour planning
	Main Contractor

	R7
	Adverse weather delay
	4
	2
	8
	Schedule float built into construction stage
	Main Contractor

	R8
	Community/stakeholder objection
	2
	2
	4
	Keep Informed engagement strategy (Section 7)
	PM


Table 5: Risk Register (L = Likelihood, I = Impact, both scored 1-5)
The highest-scoring risks are around utility diversion delays and construction budget overrun; both are linked to the construction phase as the longest and most resources-consuming phase of the programme shown in the Gantt chart and are addressed in the former case by doing utility diversion survey work in advance, and in the case of the construction budget overrun by the ring fenced contingency reserve discussed above and released on delegated authority (Hillson and Simon, 2020). Digital systems integration failure scores as a moderate to high risk due to the technical aspects of the systems integration that takes place within the context of a live construction programme, but this is compensated for by the intentionally overlapping systems and testing schedule illustrated in Figure 3, which will allow for any integration issues to be identified and addressed prior to the end of programme testing window. States and territories have adopted a dynamic stakeholder engagement approach, set out above, as a mechanism to actively monitor lower-scored risks, such as regulatory objection and community objection since the "Manage Closely" and "Keep Informed" engagement activities described for regulators and local communities are themselves the primary controls mitigating such risks rather than a separate technical response (Freeman, 1984).
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Conclusion
The Project Management Plan sets out the planning, timing, resourcing and risk management for the Central Transport Hub Regeneration programme to rebuild key transport infrastructure in a 24 month period and achieve net-zero and digital modernisation goals. The high-level proposal is broken down into a delivery plan using a Level 3 work breakdown structure along with a detailed Gantt chart, Mendelow's stakeholder matrix and a disaggregated risk heat map, which directly addresses the specific limitations identified from the tutor and peer feedback on the original poster to create a delivery plan that is actionable and governable.
The most powerful aspect of the plan is the phased, gate-checked governance approach that provides the Council and Funders with multiple, data-informed opportunities to determine whether or not cost, schedule and risk are tolerable before additional capital is spent. Its main weaknesses are that the construction phase relies on the timely diversion of utilities and cost control, which are the two biggest risks in the above identified analysis. In subsequent development of this plan, it could be helpful to commit to utility survey work earlier in the development of the programme, rather than waiting until the programme has formally commenced, as this was the largest source of schedule risk.
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Figure 3: Project Gantt Chart, Months 0-24
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Figure 4: Stakeholder Power/Interest Matrix (Mendelow, 1991)
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Figure 6: Indicative Capital Budget Allocation by Work Package
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Figure 5: Risk Heat Map

5
Severe

Major 1

3] D
Moderate .

Impact

Mino$ 1 @

1]
Negligible

T T
1 2
Rare Unlikely

Low (score = 6)

3
Possible

Likelihood

Medium (score 7-12)

T T
4 5
Likely Almost Certain

0 High (score > 12)





