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Part A:
The poster
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Part B:
Reflection on Feedback
The feedback I received from my tutor on the poster presentation was overall positive and gave me a clear sense of what worked well and where I still had room to grow.
One of the main strengths identified was the structure and academic grounding of the work. My tutor noted that the poster clearly justified the redevelopment of the central transport hub, linking the closure to wider economic, operational and social consequences. I was particularly pleased that the aims, objectives, scope, stakeholders, risks and strategic value were all seen as clearly presented and aligned with what was expected.
Another strength my tutor highlighted was how I integrated project management theory into the proposal. Using references to PMBOK, PRINCE2 and APM guidance, alongside stakeholder mapping, change control and risk management, showed that I was not just describing the project but applying recognised frameworks to it. I also made sure my objectives were measurable and tied to compliance, accessibility, sustainability and operational performance, which my tutor felt worked well. The feedback also mentioned that my discussion of risks went beyond simple description and showed real analytical thinking about the complexity of large infrastructure projects.
The feedback made it clear there were areas I needed to improve. The main point raised was around visual presentation. My tutor suggested that the poster would benefit from more graphical project management tools, such as stakeholder matrices, risk heat maps, timelines or process diagrams. Related to this, some sections were described as too text-heavy, which could make the poster harder to read and less engaging during a presentation.
I made several changes to my final project management plan. I reworked parts of the risk section into a visual risk heat map instead of long paragraphs, so the likelihood and impact of each risk is easier to see briefly. I also created a stakeholder matrix to map influence and interest levels, replacing what was previously a written list. For the project timeline, I moved away from descriptive text and used a Gantt chart style timeline instead, which shows the phases of the redevelopment more clearly and makes deadlines easier to follow.
Beyond the visual changes, I also went back through the document and shortened the sections that were originally too dense, cutting unnecessary detail and keeping only the information that adds real value for a reader or stakeholder. This was something I found genuinely useful feedback, because when writing academically I tend to over-explain, and this reminded me that in a professional project management context, clarity and visual communication often matter as much as depth of content.
Overall, this feedback helped me understand that a strong project plan is not just about having the right theory and analysis behind it, but also about how effectively that information is communicated. The changes I made should make the final plan clearer, more professional and more useful for stakeholders who need to understand the project quickly.

Part C: Project Management Plan
1. Introduction
The closure of the central transport hub in a major UK metropolitan city has created significant operational, economic and social challenges. As the principal interchange for rail, bus and freight logistics, the hub plays a critical role in supporting regional mobility, commercial activity and supply chain efficiency. Following structural inspections conducted in November 2025, the existing facility was deemed unable to comply with contemporary safety, accessibility, and operational standards, requiring immediate closure. The resulting disruption has affected thousands of daily commuters, reduced business productivity, and increased pressure on local authorities to deliver a sustainable long-term solution. 
This Project Management Plan presents a structured approach for the redevelopment of the central transport hub into a modern, safe, and digitally enabled transport interchange. The proposed redevelopment aims to restore transport capacity while supporting environmental sustainability, improving accessibility for all users, and strengthening the city's economic resilience. Rather than implementing temporary repairs, the project adopts a long-term infrastructure investment strategy that addresses the root causes of the hub's structural deterioration and accommodates future transport demand (Flyvbjerg, 2014). 
The report applies recognized project management methodologies and professional guidance to support effective project planning and delivery. In addition, PRINCE2 principles (AXELOS, 2017) are incorporated to strengthen governance, accountability and stage-based control, while the Association for Project Management (APM, 2019) Body of Knowledge supports stakeholder engagement and project assurance throughout the project lifecycle.
The following sections present the project's scope, work breakdown structure, program schedule, stakeholder management strategy, resource allocation, and risk analysis. Together, these elements demonstrate how established project management tools and techniques can be applied to deliver a complex public infrastructure project successfully while balancing cost, time, quality, and stakeholder expectations.

2. Project Description
The project reconstructs and modernises the central transport hub to restore rail, bus and freight interchange capacity while meeting current safety and accessibility regulations. Objectives include full compliance with modern structural and accessibility standards, restoration of pre-closure passenger and freight throughput, reduced environmental impact through sustainable design and materials, and integration of digital infrastructure such as real-time passenger information and modern ticketing systems.
The redevelopment responds directly to the causes of closure and to wider pressures identified by the local authority, namely economic loss, disrupted supply chains and public dissatisfaction. Accessibility design follows BS 8300-2:2018 and the duties set out in the Equality Act 2010, while structural and safety compliance follows the Building Safety Act 2022. Success criteria include reopening within an eighteen-month programme, restoration of pre-closure capacity, and measurable improvement in accessibility ratings against these standards, reflecting the widely used but incomplete view of success as cost, time and quality, which more recent scholarship extends to include stakeholder and strategic outcomes (Atkinson, 1999).
The project sits within a wider regeneration programme, and coordination with parallel initiatives in digital infrastructure and urban design remains a standing requirement throughout delivery. As a live infrastructure redevelopment carried out within an operational transport corridor, the project shares the coordination and interface challenges typical of major construction schemes (Winch, 2010), which the scope and work breakdown structure set out below are designed to manage.
Expected benefits include restored economic activity for local businesses and freight operators, reduced commuter journey times and improved reliability, and a fully accessible interchange that meets the needs of disabled and elderly passengers. Wider benefits extend to improved air quality and reduced carbon emissions through the sustainable design measures described in the scope, and to enhanced public confidence in the local authority's ability to deliver major infrastructure. Key success factors underpinning delivery of these benefits are early and sustained engagement with high-power, high-interest stakeholders, disciplined management of the critical path identified in the Gantt chart, and proactive mitigation of the highest-rated risks, particularly ground conditions and continued commuter disruption, both discussed in later sections.

3. Scope
Scope covers demolition of unsafe structural elements, reconstruction of the interchange building, upgrade of platforms and concourses to current accessibility standards, installation of digital passenger information and ticketing systems, and landscaping aligned with inclusive urban design principles. Rail, bus, and freight logistics functions are all reinstated within the redeveloped hub. Sustainability measures, including energy-efficient building services and materials with reduced embodied carbon, fall within scope and reflect both the environmental targets set by the local authority and the national decarbonization trajectory for transport infrastructure (Department for Transport, 2021). These measures address the environmental and social dimensions of project performance alongside cost and schedule, consistent with a triple bottom line view of sustainability (Elkington, 1997).
Excluded from scope are wider road network changes beyond the immediate hub precinct, unrelated regeneration projects in the surrounding district, and long-term maintenance contracts, which are procured separately following handover. Clear scope boundaries reduce the likelihood of scope creep, a recognized threat to major infrastructure projects (Turner, 2014), and support accurate cost and schedule estimation. Any change to the agreed scope is subject to formal change control, consistent with PRINCE2 guidance on managing project boundaries (AXELOS, 2017).

4. Work Breakdown Structure (WBS)
The work breakdown structure decomposes the project into four major deliverable groups: initiation and design, demolition and site preparation, construction and fit-out, and testing, commissioning and handover. Each group is broken down further into work packages, providing the basis for scheduling, resource allocation and cost estimation, consistent with PMBOK guidance on decomposition (Project Management Institute, 2021). Table 1 presents the work breakdown structure to the third level, showing the phases, work package, and description for each element.
Table 1: Work Breakdown Structure for the Central Transport Hub Redevelopment
	Phases
	Work Package
	Description

	1.0
	Project Initiation & Design
	Feasibility confirmation, structural survey review, concept and detailed design, planning consent.

	1.1
	Feasibility & structural survey
	Detailed structural assessment building on the initial inspection; confirms extent of demolition required.

	1.2
	Concept & detailed design
	Architectural, engineering and accessibility design in line with current building regulations.

	1.3
	Planning consent & approvals
	Submission and approval of planning application, environmental permits and rail industry approvals.

	2.0
	Demolition & Site Preparation
	Removal of unsafe structural elements and preparation of the site for construction.

	2.1
	Site enabling works
	Utility diversion, site hoarding, temporary transport arrangements for displaced services.

	2.2
	Demolition of non-compliant structures
	Controlled demolition of sections that fail modern safety standards.

	3.0
	Construction & Fit-Out
	Core redevelopment works, from substructure to completed interchange building.

	3.1
	Substructure & superstructure
	Foundations, structural frame and building envelope construction.

	3.2
	Platforms, concourse & accessibility features
	Step-free access, tactile paving, lifts and other inclusive design elements.

	3.3
	Digital infrastructure installation
	Real-time information displays, ticketing systems, connectivity and sensors.

	4.0
	Testing, Commissioning & Handover
	Verification that the hub meets safety, accessibility and operational standards.

	4.1
	Systems testing & commissioning
	Testing of digital, electrical and mechanical systems prior to opening.

	4.2
	Regulatory sign-off
	Final inspection and certification by safety and accessibility regulators.

	4.3
	Handover & reopening
	Transfer to operations, staff training and phased reopening to the public.



Breaking the project into manageable work phases allows responsibility for each element to be assigned clearly and progress to be tracked against defined deliverables rather than elapsed time alone, an approach recommended for controlling large, multi-contractor programmes (Larson and Gray, 2018). This structure underpins the Gantt chart and resource allocation presented in later sections.

5. Quad Chart
The quad chart provides a single-page summary of the project for senior stakeholders, presenting objectives and scope, schedule and milestones, budget and resources, and risk and status in one view. Table 2 sets out the quad chart for the redevelopment project. This format supports rapid briefing of stakeholders who require an overview without engaging with the full plan.
Table 2: Project Quad Chart Summary
	Objectives & Scope
	Schedule & Milestones

	Restore rail, bus and freight interchange capacity; achieve full compliance with modern safety and accessibility standards; integrate digital infrastructure and sustainable design.
	18-month programme. Key milestones: planning consent (Month 3), demolition complete (Month 6), structural completion (Month 12), systems commissioning (Month 16), reopening (Month 18).

	Budget & Resources
	Risks & Status

	Indicative capital budget of £85 million, funded through combined local authority and central government infrastructure funding. Core team of 45 FTE at peak construction.
	Highest-rated risks are ground condition uncertainty and continued disruption to commuter travel during works. Project currently in the design and approvals phase.



FTE (Full-Time Equivalent) is a unit of measurement representing the workload of one full-time worker. A figure of 45 FTE does not necessarily indicate 45 individual employees; it may also represent a combination of full-time and part-time staff whose combined working hours equal 45 full-time positions.

6. Gantt Chart
The Gantt chart, originally developed by Gantt (1919) and still the standard tool for visualizing project schedules, translates the work breakdown structure into a time-phased view showing the sequence and overlap of project phases across the eighteen-month program.
 Construction phases deliberately, for example platform fit out beginning before superstructure work is fully complete, to compress the overall program without compromising safety, an approach consistent with fast-tracking techniques described by Kerzner (2017). Figure 1 presents the Gantt chart, with shaded cells indicating the months during each phase are active.
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Figure 1: Project Gantt Chart (Months 1-18)

The critical path runs through site preparation, substructure and superstructure construction, and systems commissioning; delay in any of these phases directly extends the reopening date. Monitoring the critical path forms a core element of the project controls approach. Schedules for major infrastructure projects are prone to optimism bias, and published evidence indicates that megaprojects frequently overrun both cost and time estimates (Flyvbjerg, 2014); the contingency and float built into this program respond directly to that evidence.

7. Stakeholders' Involvement
Stakeholder involvement is managed using the power-interest matrix (Mendelow,1991), which classifies stakeholders according to their ability to influence the project and their level of interest in its outcome, and directs the appropriate engagement strategy for each group (Johnson, Scholes and Whittington, 2008).
Table 3: Stakeholder Power-Interest Matrix
	Stakeholder
	Power
	Interest
	Engagement Strategy

	Local Authority (project sponsor)
	High
	High
	Manage closely

	National Rail / Train Operating Companies
	High
	High
	Manage closely

	Central Government (funding body)
	High
	High
	Manage closely

	Commuters & residents
	Low
	High
	Keep informed

	Local businesses & freight operators
	Medium
	High
	Keep informed / satisfied

	Construction contractor & design team
	High
	Medium
	Keep satisfied

	Environmental & planning regulators
	High
	Medium
	Keep satisfied

	Accessibility advocacy groups
	Low
	Medium
	Keep informed

	General public / media
	Low
	Low
	Monitor



Stakeholders with high power and high interest, including the local authority, train operating companies and the funding body, receive the most intensive engagement through regular steering group meetings and formal reporting. Commuters and residents hold lower power, but high interest and receive proactive communication through public updates and dedicated channels for disruption of information. This differentiated approach reflects the recommendation that engagement effort be proportionate to stakeholder influence rather than applied uniformly (Freeman, 1984).
Evidence from construction projects of comparable scale shows that stakeholder influence varies across project phases rather than remaining fixed, with regulators and funders most influential during approvals and residents most vocal during construction (Olander and Landin, 2005). The stakeholder matrix in Table 3 is therefore reviewed at each project stage gate rather than fixed at the outset, allowing engagement priorities to shift as the program moves from design into construction and commissioning.

8. Allocation of Resources
Resource allocation follows directly from the work breakdown structure and Gantt chart, matching human, contractual, and financial resources to the phase in which each is required. Table 4 summarizes the principal resources allocated to the project, alongside the phase in which they are deployed and an indicative cost.
Table 4: Resource Allocation Plan
	Resource
	Quantity
	Phase Deployed
	Indicative Cost

	Project Manager & core PMO team
	6 FTE
	Throughout (Months 1-18)
	£0.9m

	Design & engineering consultants
	12 FTE
	Design & approvals (Months 1-4)
	£3.2m

	Demolition & civil contractor
	25 FTE peak
	Site prep & construction (Months 4-14)
	£38.5m

	Digital infrastructure specialists
	8 FTE
	Fit-out (Months 12-16)
	£6.1m

	Health, safety & accessibility auditors
	3 FTE
	Throughout, intensive at handover
	£1.1m

	Stakeholder & communications team
	4 FTE
	Throughout (Months 1-18)
	£0.8m

	Contingency reserve
	-
	As required
	£8.5m



The demolition and civil works contractor represent the largest single resource commitment, reflecting the scale of construction activity between Months 4 and 14. A contingency reserve equivalent to approximately ten per cent of the capital budget is held centrally, consistent with recommended practice for infrastructure projects of this complexity (Cleland and Ireland, 2006), and is released only through the project's formal change control process.

9. Risk Analysis
Risk analysis follows the process set out in the Project Management Institute (2019) Standard for Risk Management, in which each risk is assessed for likelihood and impact, rated, and assigned a mitigation, consistent with the structured identify-assess-respond cycle recommended for project risk management more broadly (Hillson, 2009). Table 5 presents the risk register in the form of a heat map, with shading indicating overall risk rating.
Table 5: Risk Register and Heat Map
	Risk
	Likelihood
	Impact
	Rating
	Mitigation

	R1.Ground conditions differ from survey assumptions
	Medium
	High
	High
	Additional geotechnical survey prior to substructure works; contingency budget allocated.

	R2.Continued commuter and freight disruption during works
	High
	Medium
	High
	Phased construction sequencing; temporary transport arrangements communicated in advance.

	R3.Planning consent delayed
	Medium
	High
	High
	Early pre-application engagement with planning authority; dedicated approvals workstream.

	R4.Contractor resource shortage during peak construction
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium
	Early contractor engagement; framework agreements with multiple suppliers.

	R5.Cost escalation in materials and labour
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium
	Fixed-price elements in contracts where feasible; contingency reserve of £8.5m.

	R6.Digital systems integration failure
	Low
	Medium
	Low
	Phased testing and commissioning; supplier warranties and fallback manual processes.

	R7.Adverse weather delaying construction
	Medium
	Low
	Low
	Schedule float built into construction phases; weather-resilient working methods.



Figure 2 plots the same seven risks graphically on a likelihood-impact grid, giving stakeholders an immediate visual read of overall exposure without needing to review the full register.
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Figure 2: Risk Heat Map
Ground condition uncertainty and continued commuter disruption carry the highest ratings, reflecting both the technical complexity of redeveloping a live interchange and the sensitivity of public opinion identified in the original scenario. Mitigation of these risks combines technical measures, such as additional geotechnical surveys, with communication measures, such as advance notice of disruption. Medium and low-rated risks, including cost escalation and adverse weather, receive proportionate mitigation and continued monitoring rather than immediate intervention, consistent with the principle that risk response should be proportionate to rating (Kerzner, 2017).

10. Conclusion
The redevelopment of the central transport hub addresses the structural, operational and social consequences of closure through a coordinated program of demolition, reconstruction and digital and accessibility upgrades. Application of recognized project management tools, including the work breakdown structure, quad chart, Gantt chart, stakeholder matrix and risk register, provides a structured basis for delivery and reporting to stakeholders.
Delivery within the eighteen-month program depends on effective management of the critical path and of the two highest-rated risks, ground conditions and commuter disruption. Close engagement with high-power, high-interest stakeholders, together with proportionate contingency in both budget and schedule, positions the project to restore transport capacity while meeting current safety, accessibility and sustainability standards. Future projects of similar scale would benefit from earlier geotechnical investigation, given its recurrence as a source of risk across comparable infrastructure schemes.
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