[image: ]


[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]BA Developing Leadership and Management
Module: Managing Projects in the Organisation (BMSW5009)
Lecturer: Lan Zhang
Student: Alexandru Țuțuiu (2313069)

Attend-X: Smart Attendance Verification System
A Critical Evaluation of Project Management Tools and Techniques Across the Project Lifecycle



Table of Contents

Executive Summary	3
1.0 Introduction	4
2.0 Critical Review of Tools and Techniques Across the Project Lifecycle	5
2.1 Initiation: Scope and Ownership	5
2.2 Planning: WBS, Gantt Chart and the Iron Triangle	6
2.3 Risk and Budget	6
2.4 Design and Closure	7
3.0 Stakeholder Analysis: A Critical Discussion	7
4.0 Recommendations for Future Project Management	8
References	10





[bookmark: _Toc234430505]Executive Summary
This report is a critical analysis of how our group, Perspective, managed the Attend-X project, a proposal for a QR-code attendance verification system for university classrooms. Although the project never moved beyond the proposal stage, with no prototype built and no pilot testing carried out, we treated the process throughout as though it would genuinely be implemented, including a final presentation pitched as an actual proposal to sponsors rather than as a token exercise. This report looks back critically at that process rather than simply describing it. Instead of just listing the project management tools we used, the WBS, Gantt chart, Iron Triangle, risk matrix and stakeholder mapping, we assess where each one genuinely held up under scrutiny and where, with hindsight, its usefulness was limited by the constraints we were not actually operating under. Our main finding centres on ownership: our original plan to build Attend-X into the university's existing app changed only after our lecturer questioned who would own the project once it was built. That question also exposed a gap in our stakeholder analysis, since it hadn't accounted for the person with the most real influence over our decisions. We also examine how budget and risk planning led to genuine disagreement within the team, and how our planning tools performed differently than they would under real organisational pressure. The report closes with what we think would need to change for Attend-X to move toward real implementation.


[bookmark: _Toc234430506]1.0 Introduction
Attend-X started with our brief for the Managing Projects in the Organisation module, which asks us to manage a project within an organisation. Since there wasn't an existing organisation for us to work within, our team effectively became one: we formed as a group, brainstormed our way to the idea of a QR-code attendance verification system for university classrooms, and then moved that idea through every stage of the project lifecycle a real organisation would go through, initiation, planning, risk, design, budgeting and closure, ending with a presentation built and pitched as though we were genuinely seeking sponsor investment. Project management, at its simplest, is just a structured way of directing temporary, purposeful work toward a defined outcome (Hollister, 2017), and that's essentially what our team set out to do without an organisation already in place to do it in. The system itself never moved past that proposal stage: no prototype was built, no student scanned a code, and no pilot feedback was ever collected. But we treated the process throughout as though it were real, building a genuine budget and risk register and developing a stakeholder analysis as though real stakeholders were involved, rather than treating any of it as a box-ticking exercise. Simulated projects are recognised in the literature as valuable for building conceptual understanding and teamworking skills, and part of that value depends on treating the exercise with the same seriousness as a live project (Geithner and Menzel, 2016). This report is a critical look back at how we, acting as our own organisation, managed that process, not just what we did, but where we had to regroup, revisit earlier decisions and rebuild parts of our plan once new theory or feedback showed us something wasn't working. There is also a wider argument in the literature that project management courses need to be honest about where a simulated project like this still falls short of a live one, since students without real-world exposure can end up under-prepared for how much harder the real version would be (Özsoy and Sezgili, 2024). Rather than listing our tools one by one, we go through the project in the order things happened, flagging where our thinking changed and why, before turning to a closer critical discussion of our stakeholder analysis and closing with what we think would need to change for a real implementation.


[bookmark: _Toc234430507]2.0 Critical Review of Tools and Techniques Across the Project Lifecycle
We've laid this out in the order things happened rather than tool by tool, because some of the most useful things we learned came from having to undo an earlier decision, once a comment from our lecturer showed us we had missed something.

[bookmark: _Toc234430508]2.1 Initiation: Scope and Ownership
When we started, our first idea was to build Attend-X as a feature inside the university's existing student app. It made sense at the time: using existing infrastructure, logins, notifications, all of that, would make the system feel more realistic and easier for students to adopt, and it is roughly how comparable smart attendance systems in the literature tend to work (Nadhan et al., 2022; Sundar et al., 2025). Then our lecturer asked one question that changed everything: if Attend-X lived inside the university's own app, who would own it? Under that setup, the university's IT department would hold the governance and the decision-making, not us. Looking back, this was a real gap in how we had scoped the project. Our scope statement said what the system would do but never asked who would control it, even though ownership is supposed to be one of the first things a scope statement settles (PMI, 2021; Reiss, 2015). We had basically written a workable plan without asking who owned the thing we were planning. Once we changed direction, moving to a standalone QR system built outside the university's app, almost everything downstream had to change with it: the budget, the WBS, the stakeholder map, the risk register. If we are honest, this only came up because our lecturer pushed us on it, not because we caught it ourselves, which says something about how carefully we were applying scope management versus just going through the motions of it.



[bookmark: _Toc234430509]2.2 Planning: WBS, Gantt Chart and the Iron Triangle
Compared to that, the WBS and Gantt chart felt much easier, but that is probably worth questioning rather than just seeing as a success. Nobody gave us an external deadline; we chose the eight weeks ourselves, split the work into ten work packages (Burghate, 2018), and used standard planning, scheduling and monitoring techniques to map it out week by week (Kidston, Haward and Association for Project Management, 2015).  Because the time side of our own Iron Triangle was something we set ourselves, rather than something forced on us, fitting the work into the calendar was never that difficult. There was no real client chasing us, no clash over resources and no other organisational priority getting in the way. So, although the WBS and Gantt chart were useful, we probably did not test them in the way they are normally tested in a real project (Clegg, Skyttermoen and Vaagaasar, 2020; Heagney, 2016; Heerkens, 2015; Meredith and Mantel, 2017; Wysocki, Kaikini and Sneed, 2014). Maylor and Turner (2017) make the point that complexity in a project is something a manager experiences, not something you can read off a chart, and Attend-X was low complexity on almost every measure they describe, mainly because we controlled both the pace and what was actually at stake. The Iron Triangle helped us understand the idea of trading off scope, time and cost, but it did not really show us what those trade-offs feel like when there are real pressures behind them.

[bookmark: _Toc234430510]2.3 Risk and Budget
Risk and budget planning was different, and honestly the most realistic part of the whole thing, because we disagreed with each other. We built a risk matrix flagging fraud, user resistance and time pressure, then moved on to costing the project, and that is where opinions split. Some of us thought £3,600 was tight once every line item was added up; others thought it was generous once you separated out a proper contingency. It's a small example, but it lines up with Cox's (2008) well known criticism of risk matrices: by squashing likelihood and impact into a handful of broad categories, they can hide disagreement rather than settle it. 


Our matrix rated fraud as “medium,” but that label didn't tell us anything about whether our financial buffer against it was enough, which fits with more recent concerns that risk matrices can give a false sense that a judgement has been made when it hasn't (Rud, 2022). We ended up settling the disagreement by just ring-fencing part of the budget as contingency, a decision made through team discussion rather than anything the risk matrix itself told us to do, which makes us question how much that matrix was driving decisions versus just documenting ones we had already made. That same gap between planning on paper and testing in practice also showed up in the design stage.

[bookmark: _Toc234430511]2.4 Design and Closure
For the design side, we based choices like dynamic QR codes, a short scanning window and one-device-per-student access on published smart-attendance research (Nadhan et al., 2022; Zhao, Zhao and Qu, 2022; Sundar et al., 2025), which gave the proposal some technical weight. But we should be upfront that none of it was tested against real students trying to get around it. Our fraud-prevention section is really a summary of what other people have found works, not something we proved ourselves. That is exactly the kind of gap an agile approach is supposed to close: a traditional, plan-it-all-first method can specify a design completely before anything gets built, but only an actual build-test-revise cycle would tell us if dynamic QR codes hold up against students sharing or reusing them the way we assumed they would (Gemino, Horner Reich and Serrador, 2021). Closure, for us, included presenting the proposal to the class and lecturer and receiving feedback, so it was not purely internal. But it was still classroom feedback, not feedback from a real sponsor, IT owner or student user group, so it could only test our assumptions up to a point.

[bookmark: _Toc234430512]3.0 Stakeholder Analysis: A Critical Discussion
We mapped stakeholders using the Power-Interest grid that comes from Mendelow (1991), putting the project team, university administration and the IT department into the high-power, high interest “collaborate” box, students and lecturers into “keep informed,” and sponsors and university management into “keep satisfied” (Buhmann et al., 2024).
On paper this followed the theory closely enough:  Freeman (1984) defines a stakeholder as any group that can affect, or be affected by, an organisation's goals, and our matrix ticked that box with a sensible list of actors. But putting this model onto our project exposed something the theory does not really deal with none of these stakeholders could exert the influence the model assumes they will. “University Administration” never reviewed our proposal with the power to approve or reject it. “Sponsors” never withheld or released a penny. The only person who genuinely had power over where this project went was our own lecturer, and she does not appear anywhere on our matrix, despite being, as the ownership decision above shows, the single most influential figure in the entire process. That is not a small thing to miss. It points to a real limitation in applying Mendelow's matrix to an academic simulation like ours: in a hypothetical project, the most powerful person in the room is the one marking it, and that is not a role the model was ever built to anticipate (Nguyen and Mohamed, 2021; Petrescu-Mag et al., 2025). Eskerod and Jepsen (2013) argue that stakeholder engagement should be an ongoing, evolving process rather than something done once and filed away, and recent empirical work on stakeholder mapping backs this up, finding that stakeholders' position on the grid is not fixed but shifts as a project moves along (Chiwala, Makasa and Zulu, 2025). Our own experience fits that pattern: if we had gone back to our matrix after the ownership conversation, we probably would have spotted our lecturer's real authority earlier and raised the governance question ourselves, instead of only reacting to it once it was raised for us. In our view, treating the matrix as a one-off exercise rather than something to keep revisiting is one of the clearer weaknesses in how we used stakeholder analysis, more than any flaw in the model itself.
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If Attend-X ever moved past the proposal stage, three things would need to change. Stakeholder mapping should not be fixed at the start and left alone; it needs revisiting at every major milestone, and it needs to include whoever actually holds authority over the project, even if that feels strange in an academic context, since here that means naming the assessor as a stakeholder (Eskerod and Jepsen, 2013). 


Risk and budget also should not be treated as separate steps done one after the other: our fraud-risk rating and our contingency decision were made almost independently of each other, when really the severity of a risk should shape how much of a financial buffer it gets (Cox, 2008). And probably the biggest change: any real next step means giving up the idea that time and scope are things we get to set ourselves. An actual implementation would mean dealing with a real IT department, real data protection requirements and a real funding body, and that is the point where the Iron Triangle would, for the first time, involve trade-offs we do not get to control (Gemino, Horner Reich and Serrador, 2021).  A hybrid approach, keeping a more traditional structure for approvals but testing the prototype in an agile, iterative way (Mirzaei, Mabin and Zwikael, 2025; Dinis, Ribeiro and Tereso, 2021), would probably suit a live pilot better than the straight WBS and Gantt approach we used here.

5.0 Conclusion
Attend-X showed that we could work through the full sequence of project management tools taught on this module: scoping, WBS, Gantt scheduling, the Iron Triangle, risk matrices, budgeting, stakeholder mapping. What it showed us more usefully is where those tools work differently in a low-stakes, hypothetical setting than the textbooks assume. We did not face real constraints, our stakeholders could not really push back, and we only caught a major governance issue because someone outside the team forced the question. Going back to our original questions: the tools were good at teaching us the mechanics, less good at teaching us what happens when those mechanics meet actual consequences. Our group dynamics were shaped less by conflict and more by a willingness to go back and change something once someone challenged it. And if there is one improvement we would make for next time, it is treating every tool we use as something to keep checking and revising, rather than something you finish once and move on from.
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