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This executive summary provides additional context that supports the report. ArtBridge is a proposed small-scale social enterprise gallery designed to support disadvantaged young people through accessible art workshops while also creating exhibition and income opportunities for emerging local artists. The project was developed by a team with defined roles: project coordination, stakeholder engagement, funding, marketing and logistics.
The main report focuses on critical discussion rather than long description. It examines how project management tools were used to plan ArtBridge, including scope management, stakeholder analysis, communication planning, the Work Breakdown Structure, Gantt chart scheduling, risk management and the iron triangle. The report also considers how project plans were communicated to stakeholders and what could be improved in future projects.
The main finding is that the tools were useful when connected. The WBS clarified tasks and roles, the Gantt chart showed sequencing, scope management and the iron triangle helped control ambition, and risk management highlighted threats such as funding gaps and venue delays. Stakeholder analysis and communication planning were especially important because ArtBridge depends on funders, schools, community groups, artists, volunteers, local authorities, venue owners and young participants.
The report concludes that ArtBridge was managed well as a planned proposal, but it would need stronger monitoring if implemented as a live project. Key future improvements include a more realistic scope, a communication matrix, a live risk register, clearer budgeting, more detailed scheduling, action logs and regular stakeholder feedback. These points reflect the lecturer’s advice to move beyond description and focus on why tools were used, how useful they were, what problems appeared and what should be improved.
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ArtBridge was developed by our group as a proposed small-scale social enterprise gallery. The project aimed to create an accessible creative space that supports disadvantaged young people through art workshops while also giving emerging local artists affordable opportunities to exhibit and sell work. The organisational context is a community-focused project that must balance social impact with practical issues such as funding, stakeholder support, venue access and sustainability.
The main aim was to provide an inclusive environment where young people could build confidence, develop skills and connect with artists. The objectives were to organise workshops, provide exhibition opportunities, explore income streams such as art sales, sponsorship and venue hire, and build relationships with schools, community groups, funders and local authorities.
This report critically evaluates how ArtBridge was planned and managed across the project lifecycle. It focuses on scope management, the Work Breakdown Structure, Gantt chart scheduling, risk management and stakeholder analysis, considering why these tools were used, how useful they were, what limitations appeared, how plans were communicated and what could be improved.
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Project management tools helped turn a broad social enterprise idea into a manageable plan. The project lifecycle linked initiation, planning, implementation and review, although these stages overlapped in practice. This fits the view that project management should create value through decisions, relationships and outcomes, not only through completing tasks (Clegg, Skyttermoen and Vaagaasar, 2020). For example, stakeholder discussions about funding or venues could change earlier assumptions, so the tools had to be treated as guides rather than fixed documents.
Scope management was important because ArtBridge could easily become too broad. The team needed to focus on workshops, exhibitions and community partnerships rather than adding too many activities. This helped reduce scope creep, where extra work is added without extra time, money or people (Heagney, 2016). However, scope planning was limited by uncertain resources, so clearer acceptance criteria should be set before delivery.
The iron triangle helped the team understand the link between scope, time and cost. If ArtBridge added more workshops or exhibitions, it would need more funding, volunteers and time. However, the iron triangle does not fully measure social value, inclusion or participant experience. It should therefore be used alongside quality and stakeholder value measures because contemporary project management should focus on value creation, not only technical delivery (Clegg, Skyttermoen and Vaagaasar, 2020).
The WBS divided the project into planning, stakeholder engagement, funding, marketing, workshop preparation, delivery and evaluation. It made the work manageable and helped team members understand responsibilities. Heagney (2016) presents the WBS as a practical tool for breaking goals into smaller deliverables and work packages. Its limitation was that it showed what needed doing but not when tasks should happen, so it had to be used with the Gantt chart.
The Gantt chart organised tasks, deadlines and dependencies. It showed that workshop delivery could not be finalised before funding, venue access and promotion had progressed. Gantt charts are useful for communicating schedules clearly (Kidston, Haward and Association for Project Management, 2015), but some ArtBridge durations were estimates because external stakeholders could delay decisions.
Risk management helped identify threats such as limited funding, venue delays and weak stakeholder support. It encouraged the team to consider grants, sponsorship, donations, art sales and venue hire rather than one income source. However, risk planning was stronger at the beginning than during monitoring. A live risk register with owners, review dates and probability-impact scores would have strengthened control (Kidston, Haward and Association for Project Management, 2015).
Stakeholder analysis was important because ArtBridge depended on young people, artists, volunteers, funders, schools, community groups, local authorities and venue owners. Mendelow’s power-interest framework helped the team decide who needed close management and who needed to be kept informed (Mendelow, 1991). Its weakness was that stakeholder positions could change. For example, young participants had lower formal power but were central to judging whether the project created social value.
Communication planning explained what information stakeholders needed, how often they needed it and which method was suitable. Funders needed formal updates on budget and impact, local authorities needed safety and compliance information, and young people needed simple workshop information. This reduced confusion because effective project control depends on clear information flow and regular reporting (Kidston, Haward and Association for Project Management, 2015), but it had to be reviewed as stakeholder needs changed.
Overall, the tools were strongest when connected. Scope management and the iron triangle set boundaries, the WBS clarified work, the Gantt chart showed timing, risk management identified uncertainty, and stakeholder analysis with communication planning supported relationships. The main weakness was that the tools could create a false sense of control if they were not reviewed regularly.
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The project group was organised around clear responsibilities: Marian acted as Project Team Leader and Project Coordination Lead, Sebastian led stakeholder engagement, Sorina focused on funding, Cristian supported marketing, Florina supported logistics and Adina contributed to evaluation and impact support. These roles shaped planning, implementation, communication and review across the team.
In practice, the WBS was used first to break ArtBridge into smaller work areas and connect them to team roles. This reduced confusion about responsibility and linked delivery tasks with later review. Heagney (2016) argues that breaking work into manageable parts improves planning and control, but the WBS did not show timing, so the team used the Gantt chart to organise the sequence.
The Gantt chart turned the WBS into a timeline. It showed that workshop delivery depended on funding, venue access and promotion. This made task sequencing clearer, but some durations were only estimates because external stakeholders could respond slowly. This supports the view that schedules should be monitored against baselines and adjusted when conditions change (Kidston, Haward and Association for Project Management, 2015).
Scope management and the iron triangle helped keep the project realistic. The team had ideas for workshops, exhibitions, art sales, partnerships and venue hire, but adding more activities would also increase time and cost. These tools were useful because they controlled ambition, but they did not fully measure quality, inclusion or social impact; therefore, value creation also needed to be considered (Clegg, Skyttermoen and Vaagaasar, 2020).
Risk management identified issues that could stop the project working as planned, especially limited funding, venue delays, weak stakeholder support and difficulty reaching disadvantaged young people. It helped the team consider several income sources, but risks were discussed more than actively monitored. A live risk register would have made this stronger because monitoring and control should continue throughout the project, not only at the planning stage (Kidston, Haward and Association for Project Management, 2015).
Stakeholder analysis and communication planning were the most useful tools because ArtBridge depended on external support. Funders, local authorities and venue owners had high influence because they affected money, permissions and space. Young people, artists and volunteers had high interest because they were directly affected. This showed that stakeholders needed different levels of communication.
For example, funders would need formal project summaries, budget information and evidence of impact, while young people would need simple information about workshops and expectations. Artists would need details about exhibitions and sales, and local authorities would need information about safeguarding, insurance and accessibility. This shows how stakeholder theory was applied because the team considered groups who could affect, or be affected by, ArtBridge (Freeman, 1984).
Overall, stakeholder analysis and communication planning were most valuable because ArtBridge depended on people and relationships. The WBS and Gantt chart organised work and time, but could not solve external uncertainty. Risk management identified threats but needed stronger monitoring. This is consistent with Wysocki’s argument that different project contexts require different management approaches where uncertainty is high (Wysocki, Kaikini and Sneed, 2014).
[bookmark: _Toc233832757]Overall, the tools were useful when applied to real decisions, but they needed regular review. A stronger approach would combine the WBS, Gantt chart, risk register, communication matrix and action logs so the project remained organised while adapting to funding, venue and stakeholder changes. This reflects the idea that different project situations require flexible approaches rather than one fixed method (Wysocki, Kaikini and Sneed, 2014).
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The key stakeholders had different levels of interest and influence. Young people had high interest because they were the main beneficiaries, although they had less formal power. Emerging artists also had high interest because the gallery could provide exhibition space, promotion and income opportunities. Volunteers mattered because they would support delivery, depending on availability and skills.
Funders, sponsors, local authorities and venue owners had higher influence because they affected money, permissions, space and credibility. Schools and community groups were also important because they could help ArtBridge reach disadvantaged young people and build trust with families. These stakeholders mattered because the project could not be delivered through internal planning alone.
The group planned communication by matching the method to stakeholder needs. Funders and local authorities needed written updates about budget, risk and impact. Venue owners needed dates and space requirements. Young people needed accessible messages through schools or community groups, while artists needed information about exhibitions, promotion and sales.
This approach was mostly appropriate because it recognised that stakeholders needed different levels of detail. Young people would not need a technical Gantt chart or risk register, but they would need a clear workshop timeline. In contrast, funders and local authorities would expect more formal evidence that the project was realistic and responsible, which supports the need for communication to match the audience and purpose (Heagney, 2016).
Communication could be improved through a formal matrix showing each stakeholder group, interest level, influence level, information needs, method, frequency and responsible team member. For example, funders could receive progress updates from the funding lead, while young people and artists could receive simpler updates through community partners or social media.
The team should also collect feedback during the project, not only at the end. Young people and artists should influence workshop design, exhibition opportunities and accessibility. This would make communication two-way rather than only sending information out. Overall, the right stakeholders were identified, but communication needed more structure and feedback loops.
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The main finding is that ArtBridge was planned with good structure but needed more active review. The tools helped turn a broad social enterprise idea into defined tasks, priorities, stakeholders and risks. The strongest areas were stakeholder analysis, communication planning and scope control because they connected the project to its community context and supported value-focused decision making (Clegg, Skyttermoen and Vaagaasar, 2020).
Overall, the tools were effective because they gave the team direction and organisation, but they were not enough without monitoring. ArtBridge was managed reasonably well as a planned proposal, with clear aims and suitable tools. If implemented as a live project, it would need stronger communication records, updated risk planning, clearer budgeting and regular stakeholder feedback.

[bookmark: _Toc233832759][bookmark: _Toc233835662][bookmark: _Toc234090274][bookmark: _Toc234090800]4.0 Future Improvements
Future projects should begin with a more realistic scope. ArtBridge included valuable ideas such as workshops, exhibitions, sales, sponsorship, venue hire and partnerships, but too many aims can make delivery harder. Next time, the team should define the minimum activities needed for success before expanding.
Scheduling should also be more detailed. Because ArtBridge depends on funding decisions, venue agreements and community partners, the schedule should include milestones, buffer time and regular Gantt chart reviews. The lesson is that scheduling should reflect uncertainty and the time needed for external responses, while still being monitored against progress and updated when necessary (Kidston, Haward and Association for Project Management, 2015).
Stakeholder communication should be stronger and more formal. A communication matrix should show each stakeholder group, their interest and influence, the information they need, the method, frequency and responsible person. The lesson is that communication must be planned, recorded and reviewed rather than discussed informally.
Risk planning should become a live process. Next time, the team should use a risk register with owners, review dates, probability and impact scores, warning signs and planned responses. The lesson is that risk management should continue throughout the project rather than staying at the planning stage.
Budgeting should also be improved. The team should estimate core costs such as venue hire, materials, insurance, marketing, accessibility support and workshop resources, and separate essential costs from optional costs. The lesson is that budgeting is not only about finding income; it is about knowing what the project can realistically afford.
Overall, the team would manage the project differently by combining structure with flexibility. The WBS, Gantt chart, communication matrix, budget plan and risk register should be supported by review meetings, action logs and stakeholder feedback. The key lesson is that social enterprise projects need organised planning and adaptability because they depend on people, funding and community support, so a flexible project approach is more suitable than a rigid plan (Wysocki, Kaikini and Sneed, 2014).
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