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[bookmark: _Toc237537733]Part B: Reflection on Feedback
[bookmark: _Toc237537734]1. Introduction
This reflection focuses on tutors and fellow peers feedback to the Part A Proposal poster of the redevelopment of the central transport hub. The reflection highlights important strengths, identifies areas for improvement and the how the feedback contributed to changes made in the final project management plan in Part C.
[bookmark: _Toc237537735]2. Key Strengths
The poster was found to present a defendable project rationale and make connections between project proposals and a known project management artefact, agreed by tutors and peers. The stakeholder map was consistently lauded for its stakeholder-by-stakeholder breakdown and the identified parties for engagement, based on their power and interests. According to Prebanić and Vukomanović (2023) project governance is the key factor as it enables infrastructure projects to achieve success through explicit engagement mechanisms. Feedback also identified the risk matrix and a set of cost comparisons between low-carbon and conventional options (built to code) as evidence-based additions that the panel believed provided greater weight to the case for a full redevelopment rather than a temporary solution.
[bookmark: _Toc237537736]3. Areas for Improvement
Three weaknesses were identified in the feedback. The first was that the delivery timeline was broken down to a phase-level, instead of having aggregated stages, to see the critical path. Second, the budget story was weak due to the lack of resource assumptions in the areas of labour, materials and plant. Third, there were no named owners for the mitigation actions on the risk register, and there was no residual scoring. However, project risk management (PRM) does not provide value if responses remain undocumented relative to a specific owner and are not monitored during the project life cycle, as was the case in the poster. (Testorelli, Tiso and Verbano (2024)). There was also a call from peers to ensure there was more connection between the Accessibility commitments and the measurable success criteria in the QUAD chart.
[bookmark: _Toc237537737]4. How Feedback Informed Changes to the Final Plan
The final project management plan addresses each project critique directly. The Gantt chart now contains eight work packages that are sequenced throughout the 30-month programme and shows the target date, no longer a sum of stages that were criticised in feedback, but rather highlighting the structural rebuild as the binding critical path activity. A stacked total of the cost of labour, materials, plant and contingency is displayed by phase, allowing the reader to identify where spend occurs and why. To address the risk register 'accountability gap', the risk register has owner and mitigation columns, with the residual severity scored following the application of a mitigation. The revised stakeholder matrix has a direct link to communication cadences in the project plan, and to the success measures in the QUAD chart, as shown by Song, Munyinda and Adu Sarfo (2025), risk identification and assessment and mitigation are shown to enhance sustainable project performance through the role of stakeholder engagement. As a result, the deliverable was changed from a persuasive pitch to an evidence-based plan that could be presented to Governance for approval.


















[bookmark: _Toc237537738]Part C: Project Management Plan
[bookmark: _Toc237537739]1. Introduction
A significant economic damage and public discontent have arisen because of the unplanned closure of the central transport hub of a major city in the UK, following a failed structural inspection. This plan outlines the delivery mechanisms for the full redevelopment of the hub to become a fully accessible 30-month rail, bus and freight interchange which will be low carbon. The plan leverages accepted project management tools and techniques, and lines delivery with municipal net zero goals and inclusive design responsibilities, which then inform design specification and governance decisions. The adoption of outcome measures here is guided by the contributions to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in environmental, economic and social dimensions as highlighted in the framework proposed by Alawneh et al. (2024a). The selected methodology is a combination of the PRINCE2 governance and PMBOK knowledge areas, which, according to the research by Šimonaitis, Mockienė and Turskis (2023), provide a good combination in repetitive construction phases, where rework and cost drift is limited by both. This plan starts with a project description, follows with a scope statement, a WBS decomposition of the work, the QUAD chart, a Gantt chart of sequence of delivery, stakeholder involvement, resource allocation, risk analysis and ends with delivery recommendations to the programme board.
[bookmark: _Toc237537740]2. Project Description
The redevelopment is restoring a fully accessible low carbon point for rail, bus and freight interchange onto the existing site, includes renewable energy generation and is introducing a digital passenger-flow platform, with step free access throughout the entire site. A safety and accessibility assessment has concluded that the 40-year-old building does not meet the current needs and cannot meet the future demand (see slides 8 and 10), and that a partial digital modernisation is not suitable – therefore full replacement takes precedence. In the next study, Ndhlovu, Mhlanga and Duri (2025) show that, in terms of lifecycle emissions, a purpose-built LEC interchange can be more efficient than a patched infrastructure, thus reinforcing the argument for a full redevelopment over any short-term alternative. Additionally, good-quality transport infrastructure projects provide positive NPV and, in many instances, keep cost overspend to under three per cent of the final cost estimates, which provides scope for the programme to accommodate cost overspends. Design combines rail, bus and freight interfaces on one concourse and includes a single dispatch control system to reduce freight dwelling times, interchange times and free up land space around the concourse for step free connections via active travel. The delivery is based on an outcome led business case and is grounded in three commitments: Accessibility compliance certified at handover, Carbon reduction 40% vs. 2024 baseline, Full passenger throughput restored within 30-month window of the programme.
[bookmark: _Toc237537741]3. Scope
3.1 Inclusions
The passenger concourse, ticketing hall and step-free vertical circulation, interfaces between the station and the rail-bus-freight transport systems, a renewable energy system (rooftop photovoltaic and battery storage systems), and a digital platform for passenger flow as well as freight coordination are included. There is also demolition of the failed structure, structural rebuild to current safety & accessibility standards, integrated testing, independent accessibility audit and structured handover to the operations directorate incorporating a snagging period of 6 weeks.
3.2 Exclusions
Wider changes to the highway network, adjacent commercial property and rolling stock are outside of scope and dealt with separately via programmes. According to Prebanić and Vukomanović (2023) stakeholder expectations are reduced and scope creep is prevented by firm boundaries agreed upon at the initiation phase. As mentioned by Alghuried (2025), other critical success factors of sustainable construction project management are commitment to stakeholders and clearly defined cost baseline, which places scope discipline in between. Choices regarding boundaries are documented in the change control register and review at each stage gate.
[bookmark: _Toc237537742]4. Work Breakdown Structure (WBS)
The WBS breaks the programme down into 8 level-one work packages which each consist of named deliverables that have one owner who is responsible for the scope, cost and time. The decomposition with owners on package level is given in Table 1. Every package can be broken down into two levels of sub-packages, each one of which corresponds 1:1 with the cost break down structure, and hence with the units used to plan the work, against which the earned value system reports progress. According to Kineber et al. (2024) the success of both time and quality performance in sustainable construction projects is directly related to work breakdown at the start of the building project, especially when new materials and low-carbon construction methods are used alongside traditional construction trades.
	WBS
	Work Package
	Key Deliverables
	Owner

	1.0
	Initiation and business case
	Approved business case, funding letter
	Programme Director

	2.0
	Design and stakeholder consultation
	RIBA Stage 3 design, engagement log
	Lead Architect

	3.0
	Procurement and permits
	Main contractor award, planning consent
	Procurement Lead

	4.0
	Demolition and enabling works
	Site cleared, temporary utilities live
	Site Manager

	5.0
	Structural rebuild
	Substructure, superstructure, envelope complete
	Construction Director

	6.0
	Renewable and digital systems
	PV and battery online, digital platform live
	MEP and Digital Leads

	7.0
	Testing and accessibility audit
	Commissioning report, accessibility sign-off
	Quality Manager

	8.0
	Handover and commissioning
	Operations handover pack, snagging closed
	Programme Director


Table 1: Work breakdown structure at level one with owners.
[bookmark: _Toc237537743]5. Quad Chart
The project definition is summarised in one chart called the QUAD in Table 2. It ties aims to stakeholder groups, and desired end results to measurable success criteria. Testorelli, Tiso and Verbano (2024) believe that setting goals at the initiation stage from tangible and intangible value allows project risk management to enable sustainability-driven outcomes instead of just adherence to costs and timelines.
	Purpose (Aims and Objectives)
	Customers (Stakeholders)

	Reinstate an accessible, low-carbon rail, bus and freight interchange. Restore peak passenger throughput to pre-closure demand. Embed renewable energy and step-free design. Deliver within agreed budget and a 30-month timeline.
	Local authority and central government funders. Rail, bus and freight operators. Commuters and disability advocacy groups. Regulators, contractors and local businesses.

	Desired End Result (Critical Success Factors)
	Measures of Success (Standards/Criteria)

	On-time, on-budget delivery. Full accessibility and safety compliance. Renewable energy integrated at source. Minimal disruption during construction.
	Throughput restored to 100 per cent of target. Carbon cut by 40 per cent against baseline. Budget variance within 5 per cent tolerance. Accessibility audit passed at handover.


Table 2: QUAD chart summarising the project definition.
[bookmark: _Toc237537744]6. Gantt Chart
Figure 1 shows the Gantt representation of the eight work packages which are sequenced on a thirty-month time line of the project allowing, on a single look, the reader to see the dependencies and float. Ten months is the handover critical path activity and 30 months is the handover to operations. Procurement is carried out concurrent with design consultation to achieve a reduction in lead time and renewable and digital system stages overlap the last structural months to reduce the tail of the programme. Similarly structured scheduling in conjunction with forecasting of resources reduces cost over-run and environmental impact in sustainable construction projects (Aguda, 2024), and the schedule does so by only floating the float against a critical activity. The programme sets stage gates at end of design, end of enabling works stage, prior to energisation of renewables and prior to accessibility sign-off and each gate unlocks a tranche of spend.
[image: The diagram illustrates a project timeline with various phases such as initiation, design, procurement, demolition, rebuild, testing, and commissioning, all leading up to the final month.

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Figure 1: High-level delivery Gantt chart across the 30-month programme.
[bookmark: _Toc237537745]7. Stakeholders' Involvement
The involvement of stakeholders is based on the stakeholder classification (power-interest) and the mode of involvement, the frequency and the channel of involvement per stakeholder is indicated in Table 3. The local authority, central government funders and rail, bus and freight operators sit in the 'negotiate' quadrant as they each have the power and the interest to influence scope, timing and acceptance criteria. There is a need for the voices of disability advocacy groups and of commuters to be heard on the actual ground - on the step-free routes, the sensory-friendly waiting areas, wayfinding, etc. As noted in Table 3, the fortnightly and monthly cadences are based on evidence from Wu et al. (2023) who show that stakeholder engagement conducted in parallel in a structured communication approach leads to higher success rates in projects when compared to a one-off approach. Tumpa and Naeni (2025) continue: Digital collaboration platforms like this raise the quality of decisions and the trust of the entire delivery team and even community stakeholders in the delivery of the infrastructure; for this reason, the BIM environment is to be shared with the delivery team as well as with a public dashboard for information about progress, risks and decisions on changes. The register in Table 4 is reviewed at every stakeholder board meeting, not just within delivery team, as it is engagement that makes risk management practice a sustainable performance (Song, Munyinda and Adu Sarfo, 2025). A communications lead is designated and is accountable to the Programme Director reporting and has the engagement plan under change control.
	Stakeholder Group
	Power
	Interest
	Engagement Mode
	Frequency

	Local authority
	High
	High
	Negotiate; steering board
	Monthly

	Central government funders
	High
	High
	Negotiate; funding review
	Quarterly

	Rail, bus and freight operators
	High
	High
	Negotiate; joint design
	Fortnightly

	Disability advocacy groups
	Medium
	High
	Enable; co-design workshops
	Monthly

	Commuters
	Low
	High
	Enable; public dashboard, surveys
	Continuous

	Safety regulators
	High
	Medium
	Consult; formal sign-off gates
	By stage gate

	Main contractor
	High
	Medium
	Consult; contract governance
	Weekly

	Local businesses
	Low
	Medium
	Inform; newsletter, drop-in
	Monthly

	General public
	Low
	Low
	Inform; press briefings
	Milestone-based


Table 3: Stakeholder power-interest classification and engagement plan.
[bookmark: _Toc237537746]8. Allocation of Resources
The eight work packages include resource allocation aspects such as labour, material, plant and contingency. The phased cost profile in indicative pounds sterling presented in Figure 2 depicts the different categories, stacked to enable the reader to see where each pound of spend focuses. There is a focus on spend during the process of the structural rebuild, while there is contingency spend which is held back not for scope changes but for risk and supply chain volatility. Alawneh et al. (2024b) present examples of models that explicitly consider contingency allowance against stochastic risks in order to keep the cost of construction projects in check, as sustainable specifications involve new materials and trades that may not be fully incorporated in standard rate cards. Ten per cent of the construction budget is saved in contingency, in the control of the Programme Director and only released through change control on evidence of realised risk. Labour is peak during our structural rebuild at month eleven through twenty; mobilisation has been considered at three months' notice via our supply chain and trades' prequalification process, via the main contractor. Materials procurement involves a framework agreement for steel, low carbon concrete and prefabricated modules, which helps mitigate the lead time risk and allows for the booking of carbon-declared materials. Plant hire is kept to a 'just in time' basis and synchronised to the Gantt to ensure minimising standing charge, tower crane and access equipment, while maintaining the controlling the shortest safe time of on site hiring.
[image: The diagram illustrates a cost breakdown for a construction project, categorizing expenses into materials, labor, contingency, and various project phases.

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Figure 2: Phased resource allocation across labour, materials, plant and contingency.
[bookmark: _Toc237537747]9. Risk Analysis
A total of seven major risks have been identified in initiation phase by conducting workshops with the design team, contractors and representatives from all stakeholders. Each is plotted on a five-by-five matrix according to the likelihood of occurrence and impact on the system in Figure 3, and listed in Table 4 with mitigation owners and post-mitigation severity. Budget overrun (R1) and construction delay (R2) are in the high severity zone and have the highest contingency funds and the tightest monitoring, which includes weekly critical path reviews, monthly earned value reporting. For R1 and R2, budget- and schedule risks are dominating as Mashali et al. (2023) have confirmed that in mega construction projects, the risks of budget and schedule increase with the lack of stakeholder engagement and the cadence of engagement is set out in the Table 3. Mitoulis, Bompa and Argyroudis (2023) illustrate that the carbon-versus-cost trade-off (R5) exists, but is less pronounced when lifecycle emissions and future liability are priced in, as this is done explicitly as part of the business case through a 25-year total-cost-of-ownership analysis. Beyond the delivery window, there is a need for long term risk and resilience thinking, with a planned resilience review at year two to verify the carbon savings and throughput/operation costs assumptions.
 
[image: The diagram is a risk matrix showing various risks (R1 to R7) with their severity and likelihood, including budget overrun, construction delay, supply-chain disruption, community resistance, carbon vs cost trade-off, and permit delay.

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Figure 3: Risk matrix positioning seven leading risks by likelihood and impact.
	ID
	Risk
	Mitigation
	Owner
	Residual Severity

	R1
	Budget overrun
	Contingency reserve, monthly EVM review
	Programme Director
	Medium

	R2
	Construction delay
	Critical-path buffer, weekly progress review
	Construction Director
	Medium

	R3
	Supply-chain disruption
	Framework agreements, dual sourcing
	Procurement Lead
	Low

	R4
	Community resistance
	Early engagement, co-design workshops
	Communications Lead
	Low

	R5
	Carbon vs cost trade-off
	Lifecycle cost model, green finance access
	Sustainability Lead
	Low

	R6
	Accessibility non-compliance
	Advocacy-group co-design, independent audit
	Design Lead
	Low

	R7
	Permit delay
	Pre-application dialogue, phased consent strategy
	Planning Lead
	Low


Table 4: Risk register with mitigation owners and residual severity.
[bookmark: _Toc237537748]10. Conclusion
The plan is based on established project management techniques and is designed for real life where a complete redevelopment is a more sustainable response to the structural, economic and environmental pressures resulting from the closure of the hub, compared to a temporary solution, or a partial digital modernisation. The programme has a scope discipline – eight packages WBS, a QUAD chart related to measurable success criteria, a critical-path Gantt chart, a power-interest stakeholder plan, a phased resource allocation and a risk register with named owners – all in place to ensure a successful delivery within 30 months and within a five per cent cost tolerance. PRINCE2 stage gates, PMBOK knowledge areas supported at package level and a common digital solution for communicating with partners to stakeholders translates the design intent into a doable delivery commitment for board sign-off. The next recommended action is to get the business case approved by board and mobilise design and procurement teams to kick off against the sequenced gantt chart as outlined above.
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[image: The image is a project proposal poster for the redevelopment of a central transport hub in a major UK city, aiming to restore peak passenger throughput, meet accessibility legislation, integrate renewable energy, and provide an inclusive design, while safeguarding stakeholder value and ensuring long-term cost efficiency.
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