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Executive Summary
This report looks at how we used project management tools and techniques to plan and run the Bucovina Project – Bringing Romania’s Culture to the New Generations. The event was organised by a team of five people and aimed to help younger generations learn more about Romanian traditions and heritage.
 We used several tools to support our work. These included a Gantt chart to help us plan tasks and deadlines (Lock, 2020), SWOT and PESTLE analysis to look at our strengths, weaknesses, and outside factors that could affect the project (Chermack, 2011; Johnson et al., 2017), and a risk matrix to spot and rank potential problems (Hillson, 2019). We also used a stakeholder analysis to decide how to involve different people and organisations (Bourne, 2015), and a Quad Chart to give a clear overview of our goals and resources (PMI, 2021). 
The project went well overall, but we also faced some challenges. The Gantt chart helped us stay on track, but it needed more frequent updates to keep up with changes (Meredith and Mantel, 2017). The SWOT and PESTLE tools helped at the start but weren’t updated later, so we missed some outside risks (Bradford and Duncan, 2000). Our risk plan worked in many areas, but we didn’t fully understand how some stakeholders might be affected (Hillson and Simon, 2020).
 Communication through digital platforms worked for engaging people, but updates within the team were sometimes missed, and we didn’t always focus on the most important stakeholders, which caused some delays (Bourne and Walker, 2005).
To improve future projects, we recommend treating all plans and documents as flexible and regularly updating them, reviewing risks more often, creating a clear communication plan with regular feedback (Kerzner, 2017), and using team reflection tools to help us work better together (Crawford and Pollack, 2004). Making these changes can help us achieve better results and build stronger relationships in similar projects (Turner, 2016).
1.Introduction 
This report was written as part of the assessment for the Project Management module. It is based on a group project that I worked on with four other team members. Together, we planned and organised an event called Bucovina Project – Bringing Romania’s Culture to the Next Generations. 
The goal of this event was to teach young people about Romanian traditions, such as music, food, crafts, and customs, in a fun and engaging way. 
The purpose of this report is to look at how different project management tools and techniques helped us organise and run the event. It also looks at how we worked with different people and groups, what went well, what didn’t go as planned, and what we could do better next time (Meredith and Mantel, 2017).
 Each of us in the group had different jobs. Some worked on planning the activities, others dealt with advertising and contacting people, and others handled the budget and supplies. Even though we had different roles, we worked closely as a team and helped each other when needed. We used well-known project management methods such as PRINCE2 (Office of Government Commerce, 2009) and Agile (Highsmith, 2009), which helped us stay organised and make quick changes when things didn’t go as expected.
 To help us plan the project, we used a range of tools. These included a Gantt chart to plan tasks and timelines, SWOT and PESTLE analysis to look at what might help or stop us, and a risk matrix to think ahead about what could go wrong. We also did a stakeholder analysis to understand who we needed to keep informed and involved, like cultural organisations, guests, or suppliers. We used different ways to communicate, especially through digital platforms, to stay in touch with each other and with those involved in the project. 
This report also uses information from books, class notes, and academic articles. We looked at writers like Lock (2020) and Kerzner (2017), who talk about how to manage projects successfully. We also used resources from the Project Management Institute (PMI, 2021) and other frameworks to help us understand how to apply these tools in real life. These sources helped us compare what we learned in class with what actually happened during our event. 
Working on the Bucovina Project gave us a chance to try out project management skills in a real situation. During the organisation of this event, we learned a lot about working as a team, solving problems, and managing time and people. This report is a chance to look back and reflect on how we did, so we can improve in the future. So, this report shows what we learned from planning and running a cultural event as a team, and how using project tools helped us bring everything together.
2. Findings
2..1 Tools and techniques 
When our team worked on the Bucovina Project – Bringing Romania’s Culture to the Next Generations, we used several project management tools to help us plan, stay organised, and solve problems. Some tools worked better than others, but overall, they helped us understand what to do and when. Below is a breakdown of the main tools we used and how they worked for us.
2.1.1 Gantt Chart
A Gantt chart is basically a big timeline that shows all the tasks in a project, who is doing what, and when each task should be done. It’s like a visual calendar that helped us stay on track with our deadlines (Lock, 2020). We could also see which tasks depended on others being finished first, which helped us manage time well (Kerzner, 2017). 
We found it useful to have everything shown in one place. However, it needed to be updated often—especially when meetings changed or suppliers were delayed. If we didn’t update it right away, it became confusing or inaccurate (Meredith and Mantel, 2017; PMI, 2021).
2.1.2 SWOT and PESTLE analysis 
At the start of the project, we used SWOT analysis to look at what we were good at (strengths), what we needed to improve (weaknesses), the opportunities we had, and possible problems (threats). This helped us think clearly about what we could build on and what we should avoid (Chermack, 2011).We also used PESTLE analysis to think about outside factors—like politics, the economy, society, technology, legal issues, and the environment (Johnson et al., 2017; Wright, Paroutis and Blettner, 2019). These two tools gave us a wider view of what could impact our project (Bradford and Duncan, 2000). 
Although both were useful in the planning stage, we didn’t go back to review them during the project. Because of this, we missed some important risks, such as long delays in receiving replies from outside organisations.
2.1.3 Risk management matrix 
We used a risk matrix to list out possible problems and score them by how likely they were to happen and how bad the outcome would be. This helped us focus on the most serious risks first (Hillson, 2019). It worked quite well overall. However, we didn’t fully realise how much influence some outside people—like venue owners and sponsors—could have. Some seemed unimportant at first but caused delays later (Hillson and Simon, 2020).
2.1.4 Stakeholder analysis 
Stakeholder analysis helped us think about who was involved in our project, how much power and interest they had, and how best to keep them informed (Bourne, 2015). We used a power-interest grid to group stakeholders and work out how often to talk to them (Freeman, 1984).
This helped us focus on the people who cared most and who could support us. But we made a mistake by not giving enough attention to people who had more influence than we realised, like external venue managers. This delayed parts of the project (Bourne and Walker, 2005).
2.1.5 Quad chart
The Quad chart was a one-page summary that showed our project’s goals, benefits, available resources, and risks. It helped us explain our project clearly to others, especially tutors and possible supporters (PMI, 2021; Office of Government Commerce, 2009).
It worked well at the start, but after the planning phase, we didn’t use it again. If we had kept it updated, it could have helped everyone stay informed as the project moved forward.
2.1.6 Hard and soft evaluation
At the end of the project, we looked at both “hard” and “soft” outcomes. Hard evaluation focused on things we could measure, like time, cost, and results. Soft evaluation focused on how the team worked together and how people felt about their roles (Crawford and Pollack, 2004; Turner, 2016).
This gave us a fuller picture of how successful the project was. It helped us see what went well and what we need to improve next time (Jugdev and Müller, 2005).
2.2 How these tools worked for our project 
The Gantt chart helped us stick to deadlines, but it became difficult when plans changed, since we didn’t always update it quickly (Meredith and Mantel, 2017).
The SWOT and PESTLE analyses gave us a good start but didn’t help much later because we didn’t review them (Chermack, 2011; Bradford and Duncan, 2000).
The risk matrix helped us prepare for issues, but we underestimated the influence of some stakeholders, which caused delays (Hillson and Simon, 2020).
Stakeholder analysis helped guide our communication, but we missed the importance of some people who had more power than expected (Bourne, 2015; Bourne and Walker, 2005).
The Quad Chart was great during early planning, but we should have used it more throughout the project (PMI, 2021).
Finally, using both hard and soft evaluation gave us a balanced view of the outcomes and helped us understand how to do better next time (Turner, 2016).
2.3 Communication and stakeholders 
We used different ways to communicate like emails, online chats, and meetings. These worked quite well during planning (Kerzner, 2017). But sometimes not everyone got updates at the same time, which caused delays.
We also didn’t follow a clear plan on how often to communicate with stakeholders. Some important people didn’t get enough updates, which caused confusion or slow responses (Freeman, 1984; PMI, 2021).
We got some feedback, but most of it was informal. Having a formal way to collect feedback could have helped us make better decisions and learn more from the experience (PMI, 2021).
3. Conclusion and recommendations 
Looking back on the Bucovina Project – Bringing Romania’s Culture to the Next Generations, our team learned a lot about what it really takes to manage a project from start to finish. We found that the tools we used were all helpful, but only when we used them properly and kept them up to date (Meredith and Mantel, 2017; Kerzner, 2017).
One of the biggest lessons we learned was that project tools like the Gantt chart should not be seen as something you set up once and forget about. These tools need to be updated regularly to match what’s happening in real life (Meredith and Mantel, 2017). For example, when tasks were delayed or new ones were added, the Gantt chart needed to be changed, otherwise, the whole team could end up confused. The same thing goes for our risk management plans—what we thought was a small risk at the start sometimes turned into a big issue later. If we had reviewed our risks more often, we could have avoided some of the last-minute stress (Kerzner, 2017).
We also realised how important it is to include all stakeholders in our planning and risk assessments, even those who don’t seem very involved at first. Some people or groups who had low interest at the beginning later had a big impact on our progress—like venue managers or suppliers who delayed decisions. This supports the idea that even low-interest stakeholders with high power should not be ignored (Bourne, 2015; Hillson and Simon, 2020). It’s a good idea to check in with all possible stakeholders regularly, not just the obvious ones, because things can change quickly.
Another area we would improve is communication. While we did use emails, chats, and meetings to talk with each other and with others involved in the project, we didn’t always have a clear plan for how often to communicate or how to get feedback. This sometimes led to delays or misunderstandings. A formal communication plan that explains who should be updated, how often, and through what method would have made things smoother (PMI, 2021). Adding a proper feedback system—where people can give their thoughts during and after the project—would help make sure everyone feels heard and involved.
Lastly, we found that it’s just as important to think about how the team is working together as it is to track the tasks. This is called “soft evaluation”—it looks at things like how well we cooperated, how we solved problems, and how people felt in their roles (Crawford and Pollack, 2004). Including these reflections alongside the more measurable outcomes like budget and timelines gives a more complete picture of how the project went (Turner, 2016). It also helps improve future teamwork by showing what worked and what didn’t.

In conclusion, our project showed that using project tools is helpful, but they only work well when treated as flexible and ongoing parts of the process. Keeping documents updated, involving all stakeholders, planning communication better, and reflecting on how the team works together is crucial to make future projects more successful.
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