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[bookmark: _Toc234145865]1. Introduction
ArtBridge is a proposed community arts gallery that will benefit the disadvantaged youth as well as the emerging local artists and community members. It conforms with the idea of a social enterprise in that it is not only attempting to generate ‘social value' but also to establish streams of income to ensure its sustainability (Dees, 1998). Social enterprises are often organised as a response to unmet market and/or state demand (Defourny and Nyssens, 2010) and there is a lack of affordable creative space, youth participation and local artist opportunities to which ArtBridge is responding.
The project goal is to create a sustainable 12-month pilot community arts gallery, financially supported. With a clear aim, the team has direction and will end up with less drift and more project focus (Heagney, 2022). Its goals are to deliver a minimum of 12 workshops, offer free or subsidised access to communities, establish 2-3 partnerships, organise at least one exhibition/ open-mic event, and evaluate impact in terms of attendance, feedback and community engagement. These objectives are helpful as measurable objectives help to judge achievement (Wysocki, 2019).
Project management was required due to the nature of the activities, the different stakeholders, risks, costs and deadlines involved in the ArtBridge project. Project management provides structured ways to manage scope, schedule, cost, quality, communication, stakeholders and risk (Project Management Institute, 2021). This report evaluates tools that were used throughout the project lifecycle from initiation and planning all the way to preparing to deliver the project, communicating, risk control and future enhancement.
[bookmark: _Toc234145866]2. Findings
[bookmark: _Toc234145867]The critical evaluation of tools and techniques 
Project management tools are used to articulate a fuzzy concept into a clear plan. But tools should impact results, not just be used as a diagram. The key tools used in ArtBridge were scope management, WBS, Gantt chart, stakeholder analysis, communication planning, risk matrix, SWOT, task allocation, budgeting and success criteria. They can be used in project control by providing a statement of what is to be accomplished, when it must be accomplished, who is involved, and what things could potentially go wrong (Kerzner, 2017).
One of the very powerful tools was scope management. Having clearly defined scope prevents scope creep (aka “feature creep”), a term used to describe projects that expand beyond its original scope of work (Meredith, Mantel and Shafer, 2021). This was crucial because if ArtBridge were to have involved national expansion, counselling, housing support, formal education, and full café/bar operations they would have become unrealistic. The group created a project that could be made possible by narrowing down to a pilot gallery, workshops, mentoring, exhibitions, events, promotion and partnerships. Clear boundaries also help increase accountability, as the team has a clear understanding of what they need to deliver (Project Management Institute, 2021).
The Work Breakdown Structure was helpful as it breaks the project into smaller work packages. WBS makes planning easier by dividing a complex structure of work into smaller, manageable chunks (Lock, 2013). ArtBridge was broken down into eight stages: planning, research and stakeholders, funding and partnerships, marketing, workshop and event planning, delivery preparation, event execution, evaluation. This helped the team to understand the project lifecycle. But the WBS lacked timing information and required the help of the Gantt chart to indicate dependencies.
The 12 month time line was organised with the help of the Gantt chart. The Gantt chart displays the duration of activities and the overlap between phases Kerzner (2017). The timeline in Artbridge revealed that research, obtaining funding, partnership, and marketing needed to occur prior to workshops and events. This was done in a logical sequence, as the project required funding, venues and facilitators before the delivery. But the Gantt chart had to be more detailed with specific dates, dependencies, task owners, and contingency time to be a more powerful control tool (Project Management Institute, 2021).
Risk management was significant due to financial challenges, low attendance, venue issues, facilitator shortages and increasing costs that were being dealt with by ArtBridge. Risk management is all about team's response to the uncertainty before it creates delivery disruption (Hillson, 2009). It was helpful in that it scored risks in both likelihood and impact with the risk matrix. However, it was still weak as it lacked in demonstrating sufficient response planning. Because risk management should be active throughout the lifecycle, each risk should have had a risk owner and signposts and mitigating actions should have been identified.
Using iron triangle, team thought about time, cost and quality. The traditional project triangle illustrates that there is a relationship between time, cost and quality (Atkinson, 1999). ArtBridge's time was set to 12 months pilot, cost set at £8,100, and quality set as safe, inclusive activities. Though time, cost and quality are important considerations when judging ArtBridge, it cannot be judged solely in this light. Project success should also encompass stakeholder value and wider benefits (Müller and Turner, 2007) as participation, inclusion and community impact are the true measure of the success of ArtBridge.
[bookmark: _Toc234145868]How the tools were used in ArtBridge
The tools assisted the group in taking a conceptualised social enterprise concept and creating a project plan. The aim provided the project with a clear purpose prior to detailed planning, (Heagney, 2022). The objectives, scope, deliverables, stakeholders, budget, risks and success criteria were then developed by the team. A logical sequence since projects typically have a purpose and scope prior to planning, delivery and evaluation (Project Management Institute, 2021).
The scope statement was effective as it ensured that the project remained realistic. Pilot projects enable an idea to be tested prior to large-scale expansion (Reiss, 2007) and this was appropriate for an enterprise that is as new and unexplored as ArtBridge. The activities performed were: Workshops, Mentoring, Exhibitions, Community events, Social media promotions and partnership. Out-of-scope activities consisted of national expansion, clinical counselling, housing support and formal education and large scale commerciality. This helped to ensure the solution was not overly large for the project to handle.
The WBS helped to allocate tasks. The clear role allocation facilitates accountability as team members are aware of their roles (Belbin, 2010). Marian Floarea was involved in coordination and planning, Florina Dinitica in funding and partnerships, Cristian Dinicuta in stakeholders and communication, Andreea Tudorie in marketing, Sorina Bortos in workshops and events and Sebastian Kiss in evaluation and risk. This was helpful as roles within teams are important for good performance (Tuckman, 1965).
Budget and funding model provided an understanding of the financial viability of ArtBridge. The estimated pilot budget was £8,100 and this covered venue hire, art materials, the payment of facilitators and mentors, marketing, equipment hire, insurance, event costs and contingency. A mixed income model was appropriate as it minimises financial risk for a social enterprise by using a combination of income sources rather than one single source (Andreasen and Kotler, 2008). But the budget was weaker as they were merely indicative. More robust planning should describe the method of how the costs have been calculated, and funders should be able to see why they would be willing to sponsor the project.
The project was used to be judged realistic based on SWOT analysis. SWOT is the comparison between internal strengths and weaknesses and external opportunities and threats (Helms and Nixon, 2010). Factors that contributed to the success of ArtBridge were their clear mission, mixed-income model, low-cost partnerships and dedicated staff. Weaknesses were lack of reserves, funding and turnout and the fact that it was a new brand with a small scale. Opportunities were identified as a need for creative spaces, threats included funding shortfalls, low turnouts, gaps in venues and an increase in costs. The SWOT reinforced the decision that as of yet, ArtBridge can only be made possible if they stick to the pilot scope.
[bookmark: _Toc234145869]Stakeholder analysis and communication.
Stakeholder analysis played a key role as ArtBridge relies on the people, partnerships and community participation. Stakeholders are any individual or group that has the ability to impact on or be impacted by project goals (Freeman, 1984). The main stakeholders comprised of disadvantaged young people, emerging local artists, sponsors/donors, local councils, schools, youth organisations, charities, volunteers, mentors, venue providers, local businesses and local community members. It was important to identify them so we can put money into the project, get some referrals, venues, attendance and community trust.
The power-interest grid was used to help prioritise engagement. Stakeholder mapping is useful to determine which stakeholders must be engaged closely, must be satisfied, must be informed or monitored (Eden and Ackermann, 1998). Project team members and sponsors/donors were in “manage closely” as they were high interest and high influence. Local Councils were put in “keep satisfied”. Youth, local artists, youth organisations and volunteers were put into “keep informed”. This was helpful, but it could have provided an underestimation of the involvement of young people as a social value of ArtBridge is that this is key.
The communication plan was a match between stakeholders and communication methods. It was proposed that sponsors and donors would receive monthly e-mails or meetings as funders want to be updated on progress and evidence of the use of their money responsibly (Andreasen and Kotler, 2008). The weekly communication was to be done via WhatsApp, shared documents and meetings which facilitate the teamwork (Belbin, 2010). To reach youth ages 18-34 and the community, social media and posters were to be used. This was appropriate for promotion but the plan was aimed at too much information and not enough involvement.
One particular failing was that co-design was not clearly evident. When users have some input in shaping the service, it makes the community project more solid as participation makes the service more relevant and valuable (Clegg, Skyttermoen and Vaagasaar, 2021). It is important to engage young people to find out what workshop content they are interested in, what access they might require and what times or barriers might stop them attending. Additionally, emerging artists need to be involved in developing exhibitions. This would lessen low turnout risk and communication would be more inclusive.
[bookmark: _Toc234145870]3. Conclusion
ArtBridge was overall well planned and realistic. The parts that were best were aim, scope statement, WBS, mapping of stakeholders and allocation of tasks. These tools assisted the group in narrowing down a general idea into a 12-month pilot initiative that can be managed. Time, cost and quality were also taken into consideration in the project, as part of the iron triangle (Atkinson, 1999), and the project also recognised that social value and participation are also important measures of success (Müller and Turner, 2007).
But some tools were more powerful than others. A clear scope and WBS was used as it illustrated the outcomes of the project and how the work was going to be broken down (Lock, 2013). Weaknesses were the budget, Gantt chart, risk plan, and stakeholder communication. Additional evidence, detail and monitoring is required in these. That's why the team needs to make sure that the pilot is kept focused, financial planning needs to be strengthened, and risks need to be managed continuously and stakeholders need to be involved directly, for ArtBridge to become a reality.
[bookmark: _Toc234145871]4. Future Improvement Recommendations
The first improvement is to render the budget more convincing. Weak cost planning undermines project credibility, making sure there is an explanation as to why a particular cost is necessary and how it was estimated for each major cost (Kerzner, 2017). Quotes or realistic comparisons should be used for venue hire, facilitators' fees and materials. The funding plan should also define the why sponsors or donors would find it helpful to support ArtBridge, since income planning should be connected to value to the stakeholders (Andreasen and Kotler, 2008).
The next change is to make a more detailed Gantt chart. The schedule should have specific dates, specific owners of tasks, specific task relationships and contingencies due to greater project control when using detailed scheduling (Project Management Institute, 2021). This is important as funding, partnerships and venues need to be identified prior to workshops and events taking place.
The third is enhanced risk planning. Risk management should involve active monitoring, not just identification (Hillson, 2009) and there should be an owner, warning signs and a response plan for each major risk. Finally, ArtBridge should enhance the stakeholder co-design by engaging young people, artists and partners in the design process before finalizing activities. This would increase the relevance, accessibility and engagement as stakeholder involvement would assist in their project value (Freeman, 1984).
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