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This report evaluates the St Thomas Church Food Donation Project, a community-based group project aimed at collecting dry and non-perishable food donations for a local charity. The project was completed by Piotr, Iustina, Raluca, Claudiu and Dre, with each member taking responsibility for specific tasks such as collecting donations, contacting Tesco, creating online communication, printing flyers and coordinating the overall project.
The project followed the main project lifecycle stages, including initiation, planning, execution, monitoring and control, closure and evaluation. Several project management tools and techniques were used, including scope definition, stakeholder analysis, WBS, Gantt chart, risk analysis, Lewin’s change model and the ADKAR model. These tools helped the team organise responsibilities, manage time and communicate with stakeholders.
Overall, the project was successful because donations were collected and delivered to St Thomas Church on 17 June. However, the project could have been improved by setting clearer success targets, using a formal risk register and monitoring progress more consistently. Future projects should include stronger planning, clearer communication and more structured evaluation.
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The St Thomas Church Food Donation Project was a small community-based group project designed to support a local charity by collecting dry and non-perishable food donations. The group included Piotr, Iustina, Raluca, Claudiu and Dre. The main aim was to collect suitable long-life food, such as canned food, pasta, beans, sauces and flour, and deliver the donations to St Thomas Church on 17 June.
The project also involved collecting money donations, which were used only to buy additional food for the charity. Each team member had a specific role: Piotr collected money donations from Amazon colleagues, Raluca contacted Tesco, Dre supported communication through Facebook, Iustina printed the flyers and collected food with Raluca, while Claudiu coordinated the overall project. This made planning, communication, stakeholder engagement and teamwork important to the success of the project.
The project had limited time, limited resources and a fixed deadline, so project management tools were needed to organise the work effectively. This report evaluates the tools and techniques used during the project, including planning, stakeholder communication, Lewin’s change model and ADKAR. It also reflects on what worked well, what could have been improved, and makes recommendations for managing future projects more effectively.







[bookmark: _Toc233982501]Findings

The project followed the main project lifecycle stages: initiation, planning, execution, monitoring and control, closure, and evaluation. 
· Initiation: The group agreed the project idea: collecting suitable food and money donations for St Thomas Church. This gave the project clear aims, objectives and boundaries (Turner, 2014; Kerzner, 2022). 
· Planning: The team identified tasks, roles, resources and deadlines. The WBS divided the work into smaller activities, while the Gantt chart showed the timeline and delivery date (Kerzner, 2022; Meredith, Shafer and Mantel, 2017). 
· Execution: The team completed the planned activities. Piotr and Iustina collected donations from Amazon colleagues, Raluca contacted Tesco, Dre supported Facebook communication, and Claudiu coordinated the project (Kerzner, 2022). 
· Monitoring and control: Progress was checked through group communication and the Gantt chart, helping the team stay focused on the deadline (Meredith, Shafer and Mantel, 2017; Geraldi and Lechter, 2012). 
· Closure: The project ended when donations were delivered to St Thomas Church on 17 June, confirming that the main deliverable was completed (Turner, 2014; Kerzner, 2022). 
· Evaluation: The project achieved its aim, but clearer donation targets were needed to measure success more objectively. Reflection helped identify lessons for future projects (Gibbs, 1988; Schön, 1983).
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Project management tools and techniques help teams plan, organise and control work. Desmond (2017) argues that even basic project management tools can improve clarity when they are applied correctly. However, tools are only useful if they are actively used and updated during the project.
One important technique is scope definition. Scope explains what is included and excluded from the project. This is useful because it helps prevent scope creep, where the project becomes larger than originally planned. However, scope can also become too restrictive if the team does not allow flexibility for changes or unexpected opportunities.
The Iron Triangle is another common project management concept. It focuses on the relationship between time, cost and quality. Atkinson (1999) explains that project success has often been assessed using cost, time and quality. This is useful because it helps teams understand project constraints. However, Atkinson (1999) also criticises the model for being too narrow, because project success should also consider stakeholder satisfaction and wider value.
A Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) is useful because it breaks a project into smaller and more manageable tasks. Kerzner (2022) suggests that breaking work down improves planning and control. However, a WBS does not show when tasks should happen, so it needs to be supported by scheduling tools such as a Gantt chart.
A Gantt chart is a visual planning tool that shows activities across time. Geraldi and Lechter (2012) argue that Gantt charts remain useful because they make project timing visible. However, they can become ineffective if they are not updated during the project.
Stakeholder analysis is also important. Freeman (1984) defines stakeholders as individuals or groups who can affect or are affected by a project. Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) add that stakeholders can be analysed according to power, legitimacy and urgency. This helps teams decide who needs close communication.
Risk analysis helps teams identify possible problems before they happen. Meredith, Shafer and Mantel (2017) argue that managing uncertainty is a key part of project management. However, risk analysis should be carried out early and reviewed regularly. If it is only done informally, the team may miss important risks.
Change management models can also support project delivery. Lewin’s model explains change through three stages: unfreezing, changing and refreezing (Lewin, 1947). This is useful because projects often require people to move from an idea to action and then stabilise new learning. The ADKAR model also supports change by focusing on awareness, desire, knowledge, ability and reinforcement (Hiatt, 2006). Both models are useful because they show that project success depends not only on tasks, but also on people’s behaviour, motivation and learning.
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The project used several tools and techniques to support delivery. Scope definition was one of the most useful tools. The team agreed that the project would focus on collecting dry and non-perishable food, collecting money donations, contacting Tesco, creating flyers and a Facebook page, buying extra food, and delivering everything to St Thomas Church on 17 June. The out-of-scope activities included running a large public fundraising campaign, creating a professional website, contacting every supermarket in Swansea or using donations for anything other than food. This helped keep the project realistic.
The Iron Triangle was also relevant. Time was fixed because the project had to be completed by the university deadline and the charity delivery date. Cost was low because the project depended on voluntary donations, group time, flyers, communication and transport. Quality meant collecting suitable long-life food only. This helped the group understand the balance between time, cost and quality. However, the Iron Triangle did not measure wider project value, such as the benefit to the charity or the team’s learning. This supports Atkinson’s (1999) view that cost, time and quality are important but not enough to fully judge project success.
The WBS helped divide the project into smaller parts, such as communication, donation collection, Tesco contact, food purchasing, delivery and evaluation. This made the project easier to understand and helped allocate responsibilities. However, the WBS could have been used more formally by linking every task to a named owner and deadline.
The Gantt chart helped the group plan the project timeline and track progress towards the delivery date. It was useful because it showed the order of activities and helped the team stay focused. However, it could have been improved by updating it regularly as a live monitoring document, rather than using it mainly as a planning tool.
Risk analysis was used, but mostly informally. The main risks included low donation levels, late responses from Tesco, communication problems, time pressure and transport issues. The team managed these risks through communication and flexibility, but a formal risk register would have improved control.
Lewin’s model can also be applied to the project. The “unfreeze” stage happened when the team recognised the need to support St Thomas Church and agreed to act. The “change” stage happened when the team collected donations, contacted stakeholders and delivered the project. The “refreeze” stage happened during closure and reflection, when the group reviewed what had been learned. The ADKAR model also fits the project because the team developed awareness of the charity need, desire to help, knowledge of project tools, ability to complete the tasks, and reinforcement through evaluation and lessons learned (Hiatt, 2006).
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Communication and stakeholder management were very important because the project depended on support from people outside the team. Freeman (1984) explains that stakeholders are individuals or groups who can affect or be affected by project outcomes. In this project, the main stakeholders were St Thomas Church, Amazon colleagues, Tesco managers, the project team, local people receiving support from the charity, and the university/module tutor.
St Thomas Church was a key stakeholder because it was the final recipient of the donations. The project team also had high interest and responsibility because each member had a role in delivering the project. Amazon colleagues were important because Piotr and Iustina collected money donations from them. Tesco managers were also important because Raluca contacted them for food donation support.
Mitchell, Agle and Wood’s (1997) stakeholder salience theory is useful because it shows that stakeholders can be prioritised by power, legitimacy and urgency. Tesco had power because it could provide food support. St Thomas Church had legitimacy because it was the charity beneficiary. Amazon colleagues had lower formal power, but they were important because their contributions helped the project succeed.
The team used different communication methods. Face-to-face communication was used with Amazon colleagues, which was effective because it allowed direct explanation and trust. Facebook and flyers were used to raise awareness. Group communication helped team members share updates and coordinate tasks.
Communication worked well overall because the project was completed on time. However, it could have been more structured. For example, the team could have created a communication plan showing who would contact each stakeholder, when they would be contacted, and how progress would be recorded. This would have reduced uncertainty and made stakeholder management more professional.
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The St Thomas Church Food Donation Project was successful because the team collected and delivered suitable food donations by the deadline. The project followed the full project lifecycle, from initiation and planning to execution, monitoring, closure and evaluation. The main project management tools used included scope definition, the Iron Triangle, WBS, Gantt chart, stakeholder analysis, risk analysis and self-reflection.
The strongest parts of the project were the clear purpose, teamwork, stakeholder support and successful delivery on 17 June. The team was able to organise responsibilities and use different strengths to complete the work. Belbin (2010) argues that effective teams depend on balanced roles, and this was shown in the way group members contributed differently.
However, the project also had weaknesses. The group did not set a measurable donation target at the start, which made evaluation less objective. Risk management was also not formal enough, and the Gantt chart could have been updated more regularly. Overall, the project showed that project management tools are useful, but they must be used actively. The project also showed that communication, stakeholder engagement and reflection are just as important as technical planning tools.
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For future projects, the team should set SMART objectives at the beginning.
1. Instead of only aiming to collect food, the team could set a target number of bags, boxes or food items. This would make progress easier to monitor and success easier to measure. 
2. The team should create a formal risk register during the planning stage. This should include the risk, likelihood, impact, owner and response. For example, if donations are low, the team could plan extra communication or alternative donation sources earlier. 
3. The Gantt chart should be used as a live control tool. Geraldi and Lechter (2012) explain that Gantt charts are useful for visualising project time, but they need to be actively maintained. In future, the team should update the chart weekly. 
4. The team should create a stakeholder communication plan. This would help record who is responsible for contacting each stakeholder and when updates are needed. 
From my own reflection, I learned that direct communication is very important when working with stakeholders. Collecting donations from Amazon colleagues showed me that people are more likely to support a project when the aim is explained clearly. I also learned that planning tools are only useful if the team uses them throughout the project, not just at the beginning. Gibbs’ reflective cycle is useful here because it encourages people to describe what happened, evaluate it, analyse it and create an action plan for improvement (Gibbs, 1988). Schön (1983) also argues that professionals learn by reflecting on their actions.
To turn this reflection into practical improvement, I would use a CPD development plan. A CPD plan helps identify skills gaps, set development goals, choose actions and review progress over time (Cottrell, 2015). My main development areas are monitoring, evaluation and risk management.
	Step
	Action
	How I will apply it

	Asses myself
	Identify strengths and weaknesses 
	Good communication, but I need to improve tracking progress

	Set goals
	Create clear development targets
	I will improve my ability to monitor tasks

	Develop strategies
	Choose practical improvements methods
	Update Gantt chart weekly and keep records

	Gather resources
	Use feedback and learning materials 
	I will use tutor and group feedback and guidance

	Create timeline
	Set review points
	In my next project review progress and check completed tasks


	Track progress and revise
	Reflect and improve
	After each project stage, review what worked and what needs changing


Table 1. Professional development plan
Using this CPD plan, I would improve future projects by being more organised, recording progress more clearly and taking a more active role in monitoring risks and evaluating outcomes.
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