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[bookmark: _Toc203734746]Executive Summary

This report offers a critical evaluation of widely used project management tools and techniques through the lens of a cultural event delivered by Bucovina in collaboration with ROUCA. Drawing from academic theory and supported by practical evidence from this event, the report analyses methods such as Gantt charts, risk assessments, stakeholder analysis, work breakdown structures, and evaluation strategies. The aim is to explore both theoretical insights and practical implementation, highlighting what worked effectively and identifying areas requiring improvement. Communication strategies with stakeholders are also assessed to understand the role of engagement throughout the project lifecycle. The findings lead to recommendations for future improvements in managing similar projects in community based or voluntary sector settings.






















1.0 [bookmark: _Toc203734747]Introduction

This report was compiled by Jaroslav Demeter in June 2024 for the Managing Projects module, following a group based practical project conducted over several weeks. The project involved the planning and delivery of a Romanian cultural event held on 21st June 2025. The event was a collaborative effort between two organisations, Bucovina and ROUCA and took place in a community church used for children’s programs. The target audience included children of all abilities, their families, and volunteers from both organisations.
The event provided a relevant and meaningful opportunity to apply theoretical project management tools in a live setting. For this report, a range of academic sources were consulted, including Kerzner (2022), the PMBOK® Guide (PMI, 2021), and Meredith and Mantel (2021). These texts provided guidance on structured project planning, risk identification, and stakeholder management. Peer reviewed journals were also explored to support critical analysis, particularly in relation to the limitations of traditional planning tools in dynamic environments.
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A structured project management lifecycle was followed during the Bucovina and ROUCA cultural event, comprising five core phases: initiation, planning, execution, control, and closure. Each phase presented distinct challenges and insights when evaluated critically.

The initiation phase, led by Mariana Orbeci, laid the project's groundwork by identifying stakeholders and confirming collaboration between Bucovina and ROUCA. While the project's purpose was clear and community focused, scheduling conflicts among team members caused delays in decision making and communication. Improved stakeholder mapping and calendar coordination might have mitigated these delays.

During the planning phase led by Elena Barreto, tools like Gantt charts and risk assessments ensured smoother project progress. However, some aspects were overly optimistic, with underestimated task durations and reliance on volunteer availability making the timeline fragile. Incorporating time buffers and early availability checks could have improved this phase.
Ciprian Grosu led an efficient execution phase, ensuring good planning and timely event delivery. Stress occurred with late deliveries and equipment adjustments. A stronger contingency plan could have reduced last minute issues, and while communication was effective, it lacked consistent documentation.
Under Iosif Carpaci’s oversight, consistent budget and timeline reviews kept the project on track, supported by weekly agile check ins. However, the lack of real time digital monitoring limited transparency. Tools like shared dashboards or cloud based spreadsheets could have improved communication, highlighting the value of digital collaboration in volunteer led projects.
As project lead during the closure phase, I oversaw reflection, stakeholder recognition, and final documentation. While team input varied, a wrap up meeting could have boosted engagement. Still, thank you letters, the final report, and gathered feedback reinforced the project’s legacy and set the stage for future collaboration.


Overall, while each phase demonstrated competency, the project revealed a need for greater agility, more realistic planning, and improved digital tools. The human commitment and values at the heart of the event were the ultimate driver of success, but the critical insights from each phase offer a foundation for continuous improvement in future project management practice.
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Key project management tools, including Gantt charts, stakeholder analysis, risk assessments, and work breakdown structures were central to our planning approach. These methods are consistently highlighted in literature as vital for effective project delivery (PMI, 2021; Turner, 2016).
Developed by Henry Gantt in the early 1900s, the Gantt chart remains a widely used visual aid for scheduling project timelines. Kerzner (2022) emphasises its strength in clearly displaying task dependencies and time allocation. In our case, it supported organisation across all five project phases, initiation through closure, but proved inflexible when faced with disruptions, such as supply delays that required manual adjustments. This aligns with Lock’s (2020) critique that Gantt charts work best for structured, predictable projects, rather than dynamic community initiatives that demand adaptability.
Risk analysis played a vital role in our planning process, supported by a thorough matrix that addressed health and safety, safeguarding, accessibility, and operational concerns. Hillson (2003) emphasises the need to differentiate between risks with high impact versus high likelihood. For instance, food safety and safeguarding posed a significant impact but were unlikely, prompting mitigation strategies like allergen labelling and close supervision. Yet moderate likelihood issues like equipment malfunction or unexpected weather were more difficult to anticipate. This supports Pinto’s (2019) view that while risk matrices are valuable, they often overlook the complexity of interrelated risks.
A stakeholder analysis was a key element of our planning phase. By applying a power interest grid, we identified core groups including the host church, ROUCA team, volunteers, and attendees. Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder theory, which centres on recognising stakeholder value and expectations, aligned with our goal of inclusivity. This approach helped structure communication and ensured decision makers remained informed throughout. However, the tool lacked adaptability; as stakeholder roles shifted, revising the grid proved difficult, echoing Bourne’s (2015) argument that stakeholder mapping must remain flexible and responsive.
We applied the work breakdown structure (WBS) informally by assigning tasks based on team members’ strengths. According to PMI (2021), WBS enhances clarity and streamlines task distribution, an outcome reflected in our project. Each stage was led by a designated team member, simplifying progress tracking. However, when availability issues arose, reallocating tasks proved challenging. Maylor (2010) highlights this limitation, noting that rigid WBS models can cause bottlenecks without built in contingency planning.
To assess project outcomes, we employed a combination of hard and soft evaluation methods. Quantitative measures such as attendance figures, budget adherence, and task completion provided concrete indicators of success. Qualitative feedback was gathered through informal interviews and observation of participant engagement. Müller and Turner (2010) assert that integrating both approaches offers a more comprehensive evaluation. Although feedback was positive, the absence of formal survey tools meant our qualitative data was anecdotal and less measurable.
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The project management tools discussed were not merely theoretical; they were actively implemented throughout the event’s lifecycle. The Gantt chart offered a structured timeline from initiation in May to closure in July, with each phase led by a designated team member. Elena oversaw planning tasks such as marketing and budgeting, while Ciprian coordinated execution, including supply management and day of planning. This structured delegation ensured a systematic workflow and helped prioritise weekly tasks based on charted milestones.
Risk analysis shaped several key decisions, especially in safeguarding protocols. All volunteers underwent DBS checks, and clear procedures were implemented for children's check in and collection. Accessibility concerns were also addressed using the risk matrix, which prompted features like quiet zones and inclusive activity spaces. This direct application illustrates how theoretical frameworks can inform inclusive design, an approach strongly endorsed in community event planning literature (Bryson, 2018).
In particular, the real time adaptation of the Gantt chart proved critical when faced with supplier delays and last minute equipment adjustments. Updates were made by the planning lead and shared with the group via a WhatsApp channel and Google Docs, which allowed team members to stay informed. This adaptive process aligns with agile principles advocated by Serrador and Pinto (2015), emphasising iterative planning even within structured tools.
An example of safeguarding foresight involved planning for a lost child scenario clearly defined volunteer zones and a designated adult tag system were put in place. These strategies were drawn from best practices in event safety management (Silvers, 2012) and contributed to a secure environment.
Similarly, the WBS was especially useful on the day of the event. Each sub team had a printed task list drawn from the WBS draft, enabling smooth coordination during setup and pack down. However, minor confusion arose when a few logistical roles, such as signage placement, had not been clearly assigned. This gap reaffirms Turner’s (2014) view that WBS effectiveness hinges on appropriate granularity.
Our stakeholder communication strategy was structured around key project phases, with meetings held at each transition initiation, mid planning, pre event, and post event. This fostered transparency and strengthened trust. Nonetheless, some lower priority stakeholders, particularly noncore volunteers, felt underinformed during execution. This exposed the risk of neglecting contributors who, despite lacking formal influence, played meaningful roles. Olander and Landin (2005) underscore the value of acknowledging informal stakeholders, an insight reinforced through our experience.
Implementing the work breakdown structure (WBS) clarified team roles during setup and minimised confusion. However, last minute challenges emerged when tasks were vaguely defined or unintentionally omitted. This aligns with Turner’s (2014) observation that WBS granularity must be carefully calibrated overly broad structures lack clarity, while excessively detailed ones can become cumbersome.
Evaluation took place during the closure phase, with informal feedback from parents and the host church reflecting strong approval, particularly for the cultural relevance of both activities and food. However, the absence of a formal post event survey limited the ability to capture and document insights for future planning.
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Smooth project delivery depended heavily on effective communication. We implemented a structured timeline, starting with a joint kickoff meeting and followed by consistent weekly updates. Each project phase featured at least one formal communication checkpoint via email, face to face meetings, or shared documentation. This strategy reflects Crawford and Helm’s (2009) assertion that integrated communication is foundational to successful project management.
Stakeholders with significant interest and influence, such as ROUCA management and the host church, received consistent updates and were consulted for formal approvals. This initiative taking engagement built trust and helped prevent last minute issues. For instance, the final event plan was shared on 3rd June, allowing a two week window for feedback. Such involvement aligns with PMBOK framework principles and exemplifies effective stakeholder management.
Despite overall success, certain aspects required improvement, particularly around language barriers. Limited English fluency among some volunteers caused delays and coordination challenges during setup. Hassan (2020) highlights that incorporating multilingual support early in multicultural teams can mitigate miscommunication. Although involving Romanian speaking volunteers proved helpful, earlier planning would have enhanced inclusivity and operational efficiency.
Post event communication was conducted with professionalism, including thank you messages and a comprehensive summary report shared with all stakeholders. A proposal for future partnership was also included, aimed at fostering continued collaboration. This final initiative helped strengthen relationships and aligns with Morris’s (2013) guidance on closing the feedback loop and enhancing a project’s long term impact.
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The Bucovina & ROUCA cultural event offered a real world test of project management principles. The tools we applied Gantt charts, risk matrices, stakeholder analysis, WBS, and evaluation methods, proved highly valuable in structuring our process and clarifying roles. However, practical use revealed several weaknesses, especially regarding flexibility, over reliance on static tools, and underestimation of dynamic variables like language and last minute coordination.
The experience highlighted the importance of embedding flexibility into every planning tool and treating stakeholder communication as a continuous, rather than segmented, process. Future improvements could include adopting agile methods, improving multilingual access, and introducing formal evaluation instruments. While theory provided a solid foundation, it was the challenges of practice that truly shaped our learning.
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