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Part B: Reflection on Feedback

This reflective report uses Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle (1988) to evaluate my experience of designing and presenting a project proposal poster, with a focus on the feedback received from my tutor and peers. The model supports structured reflection through six stages and encourages critical thinking, learning from feedback, and the integration of theory into practice.
The poster presentation was Part A of a three-part portfolio assignment. At the beginning, we were asked to choose one of three real-world project options. I selected Option B: rebuilding the principal transportation corridor after the BC floods, as I felt this would enable movement across the region and support wider reconstruction. Following this, we explored key project management frameworks during class sessions, including the WBS, Gantt chart, RACI matrix, stakeholder analysis, risk assessment, and the project life cycle. These sessions helped build the knowledge needed to design our posters. I created mine using Canva, incorporating an introduction, project triangle, quad chart, Gantt chart, stakeholder grid, WBS, RACI matrix, risk assessment, conclusion, and references. The time I spent engaging with these frameworks allowed me to produce a clear and well-structured poster that met the brief and communicated the project effectively.
Although I felt nervous before the presentation, particularly as I was the only student presenting on the day, I was also confident in the content. I had taken time to familiarise myself with each framework and enjoyed the creative process of building the poster, despite the challenge of fitting all elements neatly onto one A3 portrait layout. The experience stirred both anxiety and pride, as presenting is not something I do regularly.
Feedback from my tutor and peers was positive overall. My tutor praised the layout, clarity, and professional presentation of the poster, and my peers found it engaging and easy to follow. Constructive feedback focused on the stakeholders included in the quad chart and the decision to label the local community as “Consulted” rather than simply “Informed” in the RACI matrix. I explained my reasoning, that local residents would be significantly affected by the project’s design and therefore should have more input. This feedback encouraged me to critically evaluate how I justify stakeholder involvement and to consider inclusivity more deliberately in future projects.
Reflecting using Gibbs’ model has helped deepen my understanding of both project tools and how I engaged with them. While I was already familiar with stakeholder analysis and the RACI matrix from a previous module, building the WBS and Gantt chart was a new and valuable learning experience. These tools taught me how to logically structure and phase project activities. The effort I put into learning these frameworks during class directly supported the quality of my poster and helped shape my thinking for the next assignment.
Looking back, I am satisfied with the outcome of the poster and the way I presented it. The task enhanced my skills in project planning and identified areas for growth, especially around presenting confidently and articulating decisions more clearly in future.
To improve, I plan to practice short five-minute presentations regularly and review them using recordings or peer feedback to refine my delivery. I also aim to seek early feedback from at least two peers or my tutor during future assignments to identify any weaknesses in logic or framework use ahead of submission.
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1. Introduction
This report presents a detailed project management plan for rebuilding the principal transport corridor in British Columbia following the severe flooding and landslides of 2021. The corridor is a critical route for the movement of goods and people, and its restoration is essential for community access, regional economic recovery, and the reliable delivery of emergency services. Infrastructure recovery projects of this nature are typically complex because they involve multiple organisations, public scrutiny, uncertain ground conditions, environmental constraints, and challenging delivery timescales.
Project management provides the structured foundation needed to deliver this type of complex work within defined constraints. The Project Management Institute defines project management as “the application of knowledge, skills, tools, and techniques to project activities to meet the project requirements” (Project Management Institute, 2017). In line with this definition, the plan applies recognised project management tools and techniques to set clear scope boundaries, structure the work into manageable deliverables, plan and monitor the schedule, allocate responsibilities, engage stakeholders effectively, and manage risk proactively. The overall intention is to provide a practical and evidence-informed approach that supports safe delivery, transparent governance, and a resilient outcome for the region.

2. Project Description
This project involves reconstructing and reinforcing the principal transport corridor connecting key areas of British Columbia following severe flooding and landslides. The event caused extensive damage to corridor assets, including carriageway surfaces, embankments, drainage systems, and associated structures such as bridges and retaining elements. The immediate impact was the loss of a reliable route for logistics, daily travel, and emergency response. Wider impacts included reduced access to employment, healthcare, and essential supplies for affected communities, alongside economic losses linked to freight delays and rerouting.
The project response is to restore the corridor to safe operation and to increase its resilience to future extreme weather. The works include clearance and remediation of debris and unstable areas, repair or strengthening of damaged structures, reconstruction of key highway sections, and upgrades to drainage, erosion control, and protective measures. The project also incorporates commissioning, formal handover, and monitoring and maintenance arrangements so the corridor remains reliable after completion. Because this is a publicly funded project with direct community impact, delivery must demonstrate transparency and accountability through clear governance, regular reporting, and engagement arrangements that enable concerns to be raised and addressed early.
Project objective
Defining the objective at this stage is important because it clarifies what the project is intended to achieve and supports early alignment with those who have an interest in the project (Graham, 2023). The objective of this project is to restore safe and reliable movement of goods and people by rebuilding the principal transport corridor to an operational standard within the planned programme, while strengthening resilience through enhanced drainage, slope stabilisation, and protective works.

3. Project Scope
This scope defines what will and will not be delivered and sets clear boundaries for delivery. Roberts (2011) notes that projects become risky when expectations are unclear, emphasising the need for “obtaining and articulating a clear and commonly held understanding” of time, cost, and deliverables. The scope baseline below is therefore used to manage change and maintain a realistic, deliverable plan.
The scope covers the end-to-end work required to restore the principal transport corridor to safe operation, including design, approvals, procurement, construction, commissioning, and handover.
In scope
· Surveys and damage assessments, including geotechnical investigation where required
· Debris clearance and landslide remediation
· Rebuilding key highway sections and repairing or strengthening bridges/structures where needed
· Drainage, erosion control, and protective measures to increase flood resilience
· Approvals, environmental compliance, testing, documentation, and handover

Out of scope
· Reconstruction of local infrastructure not directly linked to the corridor
· Wider regional regeneration beyond restoring corridor functionality
· Compensation and insurance processes, unless required to enable delivery
Constraints, assumptions, and boundaries
The project constraints are defined using the iron triangle model (see Figure 1: Project Constraints Triangle (Iron Triangle)). In this plan, quality and safety are treated as the central, overarching requirement, meaning the corridor must meet engineering and safety standards regardless of pressures on time or cost. The planned delivery position sets a six-month timeframe (Nov 2025 to Apr 2026) and an estimated cost of CAD $100 million including a 10% contingency. The scope is focused on rebuilding key highway sections, clearing bridges and landslides, and reinforcing the route to improve flood resilience.
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In public building projects, the completeness of scope definition is strongly shaped by the quality of the project cost estimate, because poor or unclear estimating can drive schedule delay, cost overrun, and even project failure through inadequate funding (Fageha and Aibinu, 2014). For this reason, the cost estimate and contingency are treated as integral to the scope baseline in this plan and will be safeguarded through formal change control. Any proposed change will be assessed for its impact on time, cost, and quality before approval and implementation.

4. Work Breakdown Structure (WBS)
[image: ]A Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) is used to convert the project scope into a structured hierarchy of deliverables and work packages that can be estimated, scheduled, resourced, and controlled. In an infrastructure rebuild, this is particularly important because multiple workstreams (design, approvals, procurement, construction, and stakeholder liaison) must be coordinated and omissions can lead to delays, cost escalation, and rework. 













A WBS can be described as “a tree structure representing a hierarchical decomposition of a project into smaller components” and is intended to reflect the “total scope of work involved in the project” (Sharon and Dori, 2015). This supports structuring work in a way that is reviewable and complete before detailed scheduling begins.
It can be argued that the WBS is a foundational planning tool because it helps ensure the full workload is identified before time, cost, and resource decisions are finalised. Heerkens (2002) notes that a properly developed WBS allows the team to identify “every single element of work (activity) required to complete the project”, which reduces the risk of missing work packages that later drive rework or delays.
The WBS in Figure 2 is organised into four phases. Initiation includes defining scope and objectives, completing flood damage assessment, and securing funding, governance, and approvals. Planning covers detailed route and infrastructure design, stakeholder engagement planning, environmental and compliance planning, procurement and mobilisation planning, permits, traffic management planning, and construction methodology. Execution includes debris and landslide clearance with temporary drainage, reconstruction of key highway sections and bridge repair or strengthening, installation of permanent drainage and resilience measures, traffic management and temporary access arrangements, performance and compliance monitoring, and regular community liaison. Closure includes final inspections and safety certification, defects rectification and as-built documentation with handover, and post-project evaluation and reporting, including lessons learned and benefits review.

5. Quad Chart
The quad chart is included as a concise, stakeholder-friendly summary of the project’s strategic intent (see Figure 3: Quad Chart). Its purpose is to communicate the essentials of the project clearly and consistently, supporting shared understanding across a diverse stakeholder group.
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The quad chart is structured around four areas that summarise the project in a clear, consistent way. ‘Purpose’ sets the direction by focusing on restoring safe and reliable transport connectivity across the corridor so goods, people, and emergency services can move effectively. ‘Customers’ identifies who the project is for and who is involved in delivery, including transport authorities and regulators, contractors and suppliers, freight and logistics operators, local councils, local residents, and First Nations communities. ‘Desired end results’ outlines what successful completion looks like, including an operational, safe, compliant, and resilient corridor with improved drainage and protection measures, minimal disruption during construction, and a clear handover with maintenance arrangements. Finally, ‘measures of success’ clarifies how performance will be assessed, including delivery within agreed time and cost tolerances, compliance with safety and engineering standards, formal acceptance by the relevant authorities, and evidence of effective stakeholder engagement.

6. Gantt Chart
The project schedule is presented in the Gantt chart (see Figure 4: Gantt Chart), covering six months from November 2025 to April 2026. A Gantt chart is used because it provides a clear visual representation of schedule information that can be shared across a wide stakeholder group. Wysocki (2014) notes that Gantt charts are “easily understood and generally intuitive, even for people who are seeing them for the first time”, which supports their use in this plan where non-technical stakeholders will need to grasp the overall timeline quickly. This is particularly relevant here because the project is planned as a relatively short, time-bound recovery programme with a clear start and end point.
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The programme is structured into four phases aligned to the project life cycle. Initiation (Nov 2025, 1 month) confirms governance, scope boundaries, stakeholder identification, and the decision to proceed. Planning (Dec 2025, 1 month) develops detailed design, approvals, procurement, mobilisation, and sequencing. Execution (Jan to Mar 2026, 3 months) delivers the core works, including debris and landslide clearance, reconstruction of key highway sections and bridge strengthening where required, and installation of improved drainage and resilience measures, supported by quality and compliance monitoring. Closure (Apr 2026, 1 month) completes inspections, safety certification, defects rectification, completion documentation, and formal handover, followed by post-delivery evaluation and lessons learned.
Progress will be reviewed against the baseline schedule so emerging slippage can be identified early and corrective action agreed.

7. Stakeholder Analysis and Engagement
[image: ]A stakeholder is any individual or group with an interest in the project process or outcome, and stakeholder involvement is one of the most critical determinants of project success because projects are delivered through people, decisions, approvals, and collaboration. Harrin (2020) notes that stakeholders move through a life cycle during a project, from identification and early engagement, through mature engagement, and then dissolution as their project role ends. This reinforces the need to recognise stakeholders early and to adapt engagement as the project progresses. 
Once stakeholders have been identified, they have been mapped using a power–interest grid (see Figure 5: Stakeholder Power–Interest Grid) to determine the appropriate level of engagement. The grid prioritises engagement effort based on who can influence approvals, funding, and delivery decisions (power) and who is most affected by disruption and project outcomes (interest). In line with this approach, stakeholders are categorised as manage closely, keep satisfied, keep informed, or monitor.
Stakeholders to manage closely include the BC Ministry of Transport, Transport Canada, and the project delivery team, due to their authority over funding, approvals, standards, and accountability for recovery outcomes, alongside the prime contractor and key subcontractors, who control day-to-day delivery on safety, quality, schedule, and cost. Emergency services and provincial emergency management bodies may also require close engagement where access routes, safety constraints, and traffic management requirements influence sequencing. Stakeholders to keep satisfied include local councils and relevant regulators/approving bodies, who can enable or delay progress through permissions and compliance expectations, and major freight and logistics organisations, whose operational needs and economic influence can affect priorities. Stakeholders to keep informed include local residents and commuters, First Nations communities, local businesses and farm operators, and public transport operators, as they experience direct disruption and impacts but have less formal decision-making power. Finally, environmental NGOs, the local media, and the wider public are monitored because their interest and influence can increase quickly if disruption escalates or environmental concerns arise.
As stakeholder expectations will not always align, the project team must prioritise engagement and manage trade-offs transparently. Maylor (2010) observes that a project is unlikely to meet the requirements of all stakeholders all of the time, meaning some dissatisfaction is inevitable. The power–interest grid supports this by focusing engagement where influence and impact are greatest, helping to reduce avoidable conflict and lowering the risk of stakeholder-related delays or delivery failure.

8. Allocation of Resources
Resource allocation for this project covers people, finance, materials, and equipment, and it is managed through a clear delivery structure across the client-side team, authorities, and contractors. The resource base includes project management and governance roles, civil and structural engineers, geotechnical specialists, environmental and permitting support, health and safety personnel, site supervision, plant operators, procurement staff, and community liaison capacity. These resources are coordinated so that design, approvals, construction, and communications can progress in parallel where possible without compromising safety or compliance.
To deploy resources effectively across organisations, roles and responsibilities must be explicit. Kantor (2022) highlights that clarity over roles and responsibilities is a critical success factor, and that confusion or omission creates major delivery problems. A RACI matrix is therefore used to specify who is Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, and Informed for key work packages across the project (see Table 1: RACI Matrix).
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In Table 1, accountability is intentionally concentrated with the BC Ministry of Transport as the sponsor, reflecting that the highest decision rights sit with the client for scope approval, funding, governance, and formal acceptance. Day-to-day coordination responsibility sits with the project delivery team (PMO), which acts as the integrating function across design, approvals, construction, and communications through planning, reporting, stakeholder management, and assurance. Technical responsibility is shared between the engineering team, which produces and refines design outputs and advises on technical risks, and the environmental and permitting bodies, which are consulted to define compliance requirements and approval conditions that shape what can be built and how. The greatest operational responsibility for delivery sits with the prime contractor and key subcontractors, who are responsible for mobilisation, site controls, and execution activities such as debris clearance, reconstruction works, and quality and safety management on site. Local councils are consulted where local access, traffic management, and community impacts require coordination, and may lead local communications where appropriate. First Nations communities and local residents are consulted where decisions affect route design and local impacts, while wider audiences are kept informed through planned updates to maintain transparency and public confidence.

9. Risk Analysis
Risk analysis is required because post-flood corridor reconstruction involves uncertainty, external dependencies, and safety-critical activities. A structured risk plan supports proactive management rather than reacting after issues occur. As Heagney (2022) notes, “a formal, comprehensive project risk plan allows the project manager to be proactive” in addressing things that can go wrong. In this plan, risks are identified early, assessed, assigned an owner (via governance and delivery roles), and reviewed throughout delivery so mitigation actions are implemented before risks materialise. Risks have been assessed using a qualitative impact and likelihood approach, summarised in Table 2: Qualitative Risk Assessment (Risk Register Summary). A simple scoring method is used to prioritise attention (Impact score × Likelihood score). To avoid inconsistent judgement, the grading is applied consistently across categories, with clear definitions for what “high” and “medium” mean in practice. This aligns with Raydugin’s emphasis that risk grades should be defined so teams interpret likelihood and impact consistently, rather than using vague labels that [image: ]vary by person or context (Raydugin, 2013).

The highest-priority risks for this project relate to (1) weather and site constraints (reduced safe working windows, restricted access and logistics), (2) ground condition uncertainty (slope instability or concealed damage requiring redesign), (3) supply chain and contractor delivery (materials lead times, limited plant availability, subcontractor capacity), (4) safety and compliance (working in high-risk environments and environmentally sensitive areas) and (5) budget pressure and cost escalation (inflation, scope changes, market rates). Wider delivery risks include permit delays, traffic management failures, and stakeholder opposition or reputational impacts.
Mitigation prioritises prevention through early surveys and investigations, design assurance, and structured procurement, supported by resilience measures such as schedule buffers, contingency, and escalation routes. Risks will be monitored through site briefings, inspections, and progress reporting, with scores reviewed regularly through governance and updated as risks change or new risks emerge.

10. Conclusion
This project management plan sets out an integrated approach to rebuilding the principal transport corridor in British Columbia so that safe, reliable movement of goods, people, and emergency services is restored, while improving resilience to future extreme weather. The scope is clearly defined, bounded, and aligned to the project objective, with delivery governed through the iron triangle constraints of time (Nov 2025 to Apr 2026), cost (CAD $100 million including contingency), and an overriding requirement for quality and safety. The WBS and Gantt chart provide a structured basis for estimating, sequencing, and controlling delivery, while the quad chart supports consistent communication of strategic intent. Stakeholder engagement is prioritised through the power–interest grid to manage expectations and reduce stakeholder-related disruption, and responsibilities are clarified through the RACI to support coordinated delivery. Risks are proactively assessed and mitigated through a qualitative risk register and ongoing governance review. Collectively, these controls support transparent delivery, effective handover, and post-project evaluation to embed learning and sustain corridor performance.
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Figure 1: Project Constraints Triangle (Iron Triangle)
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