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Blog 1 – Project Introduction and Team Role
Week 1 was really about finding our feet as a group and agreeing on something we all believed in. After kicking a few ideas around we settled on ArtBridge: A Social Enterprise Gallery for Youth Inclusion, which aims to support disadvantaged young people and local creatives through workshops, exhibitions and mentoring. What struck me early on was how different a project is from ordinary day-to-day work: it has a clear start and finish, a one-off goal, and an end point we are all working towards. Seeing it that way helped me understand why structure was going to matter so much right from the outset.
When we discussed how each of us would contribute, I kept coming back to communication and keeping people organised, and using Belbin (2010) I placed myself as a Team Worker. Looking at it more critically, though, I’m not sure how much that label is worth this early. Belbin’s roles rest on self-perception, and it’s easy to claim the role you like the sound of when nothing has actually been tested yet. I suspect the honest version only shows up once we are under real deadline pressure, so I’m treating it as a starting hypothesis rather than a fixed truth.
Reference
Belbin, R.M. (2010) Team Roles at Work. 2nd edn. Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Blog 2 – Project Initiation, Scope, Aims and Objectives
Week 2 moved us from a rough idea into something that felt like a plan. The focus was project initiation – turning the concept into an aim, clear objectives and a defined scope. We agreed our aim was a financially sustainable community arts gallery for disadvantaged young people and emerging creatives, and because funding was the area I took on, the word ‘sustainable’ was the one I kept circling back to. An aim is easy to write; paying for it is the hard part.
Breaking the ambition into objectives made it feel achievable, and agreeing what sat outside our scope stopped us promising more than we could deliver. The Iron Triangle of time, cost and quality was a useful check, but from a funding point of view I’m sceptical of how it handles cost. It presents cost as a corner the team controls, yet most of our income would depend on grants, sponsors and partners who decide if and when the money arrives. Atkinson (1999) argues the triangle leaves out too much of what determines success, and our case backs that up – our biggest uncertainty wasn’t time or quality but whether the funding would materialise at all. So the triangle helped us frame the trade-offs, but it quietly assumed a control over money that we simply didn’t have.
Reference
Atkinson, R. (1999) ‘Project management: cost, time and quality, two best guesses and a phenomenon, it’s time to accept other success criteria’, International Journal of Project Management, 17(6), pp. 337–342.

Blog 3 – Stakeholder Analysis and Communication
Week 3 shifted our attention to the people around the project rather than the tasks. I hadn’t really thought of a project as a web of relationships before, but it quickly became obvious that ArtBridge only works if we manage the groups that affect it and are affected by it – funders, partners and participants alike. That realisation set the tone for everything that followed.
We mapped our stakeholders – the young people we want to reach, local creatives, schools, charities, funders – using the power–interest grid from Mendelow (1981), which sorts them by influence and interest. It was genuinely useful for deciding who needed close management and who only needed occasional contact. What I’d question is how static the grid is. It captures a single moment, yet interest clearly moves: a funder barely engaged now will jump to high interest the week before a grant decision. It also sits uncomfortably with me that the young people, who are the whole point of ArtBridge, can end up filed in a low-power box simply because they hold no formal leverage. The tool is a good prompt, but I think it works best as a rough guide we keep revisiting, not a fixed map.
Reference
Mendelow, A. (1981) ‘Environmental scanning: the impact of the stakeholder concept’, Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on Information Systems. Cambridge, MA, pp. 407–417.

Blog 4 – Work Breakdown Structure and Gantt Chart
Week 4 introduced the Work Breakdown Structure and the Gantt chart, and as the person looking after funding and partnerships I had a real stake in both. The WBS split ArtBridge into planning, partnerships, funding, marketing and events, which finally made the sheer amount of work visible. Meredith, Mantel and Shafer (2021) describe the WBS as the foundation the rest of the plan is built on, and I can see the logic – you can’t schedule or cost work you haven’t named yet.
Where I’d push back is that the WBS made the stages look tidy and almost independent, as if each could be worked on in parallel. The reality was messier. My funding tasks sat near the front of the chain: grants and partnerships had to be secured before workshops, events or marketing could be confirmed, and it was the Gantt chart that actually exposed this. Laying the timeline out showed how much of the project waited on funding decisions that weren’t ours to make. For me, then, the Gantt was the more useful tool, not the WBS – it turned a flat list of tasks into a chain of dependencies and made it uncomfortably clear that if my part slipped, a lot of other people’s work slipped with it.
Reference
Meredith, J.R., Mantel, S.J. and Shafer, S.M. (2021) Project Management: A Managerial Approach. 11th edn. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Blog 5 – Reflection and Self-Development
Week 5 was where I stopped looking at what we produced and started looking at how I worked. Gibbs’ (1988) reflective cycle gave me a way in, though I’ll admit I find the ‘feelings’ stage awkward – it’s tempting to write the tidy version where every problem became a neat lesson rather than something I actually got wrong.
Being honest, my strength was the people side: communication and keeping the group moving. But that same instinct became a weakness. Around the time our team leader stepped down and the group felt less coordinated, two members disagreed over the funding section, and rather than let it surface I smoothed it over and quietly absorbed the extra work myself. It kept the peace, but it hid a real problem and left me overloaded near a deadline – the exact uneven-workload risk we had identified, which I then walked straight into. The real failing was that I only recognised the pattern once the pressure had passed, rather than catching it in the moment. What I’d change is concrete: name tensions when they appear instead of papering over them, push back on quietly taking on other people’s tasks, and keep a short running log so I’m reflecting as I go. Avoiding conflict felt like helping. Mostly it just delayed it.
Reference
Gibbs, G. (1988) Learning by Doing: A Guide to Teaching and Learning Methods. Oxford: Further Education Unit.
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