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ABSTRACT

The success and failure of projects is a topic of great interest for those seeking answers to
maximize project results. Projects typically require a significant amount of investment of both
monetary and human capital, so there is often much at stake with the outcome of a project.

The perception of a likely outcome of project success or failure is related to undertaking a pre-
project determination of feasibility, or the extent to which decision makers are engaged to align
project goas with an organization s strategy. There is a significant body of research on the
subject of stakeholder engagement as it relates to project success (De Wit, 1988; Baker, Murphy,
Fisher, 1983; Pinto and Slevin, 1988; Torp, Austeng and Mengesha, 2004). Understanding the
importance of measuring perceived success is more relevant today to the project management
community than ever before (Belassi, Tukel, 1996). Consultations and extensive
communications are key to successful stakeholder engagement and management, and provide a
strong contribution to project success (Torp, Austeng and Mengesha, 2004; Pinto and Slevin,
1988).

The am of this research is to develop a pre-project feasibility tool and methodology that
contributes to both the organization and the project management profession in its ability to
engage stakeholders to assess the alignment of a project with an organization s strategy, to
inform the likelihood of the project outcome, and to support effective decision making. This
dissertation will establish a link between the utilization of the pre-project feasibility tool and
methodology and the stakeholders ability to determine a likely project outcome and make
informed decisions.

A project feasibility methodology and tool has been developed to facilitate project decision
making and is the foundation for this research. The Feashbility Formula is based on the
premise that stakeholders have a better opportunity to determine the likelihood of a project s
outcome if they are engaged in pre-project feasibility determination: looking at the strategic
objectives of an organization and the project s ability to satisfy those objectives. This informs
stakeholders of opportunities and risks to the organization, and ultimately suggests the likelihood
of a successful or unsuccessful project outcome. The methodology and tool itself provides an
effective mechanism by which to assess an organization s readiness and permits stakeholders to
perceive alignment with strategic initiatives.

This research embodies four themes:. the first theme is to define project success and its link to
project alignment with the strategy of an organization. The second theme is testing and
refinement of the Feasibility Formula methodology and tool to support effective deciso n
making. The third theme is to determine the tool s effectiveness in pre-project feasibility
determination. The fourth and final theme is to determine the capability and willingness of the
project manager and/or project team to utilize the tool in support of favourable project outcomes.

This research primarily adopted a qualitative approach through data collection, an iterative
methodology refinement and action research, as well as extensive case studies. Data was
collected through document analysis, interviews, workshops, evaluations, case studies, and
observation from the application of the Feasibility Formula. Case studies of participant
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projects, as the primary source of data, were used to solicit feedback from research participants
and to enable refinement of the process and tool itself. The iterative methodology refinement
sought to obtain participant satisfaction (i.e. no further adverse comments) through successive
versions of the tool and methodology.

Findings from the research can be characterized as follows. The Feasibility Formula was
evaluated as an effective tool and methodology in determining: i) the extent to which a project is
aligned with the organization s objectives; ii) the likelihood of a successful project outcome; and
iii) key factors affecting decision making. Further, the research provided a greater understanding
of the project manager and/or project team s willingness and capability to use the Feasibility
Formula to engage project stakeholders.

This research contributes to the project management body of knowledge through the provision of
atested and refined pre-project feasibility tool and methodology that assesses the alignment of a
project with an organization s objectives, informs the likelihood of a successful project outcome
and supports effective decision making among stakeholders.

It is anticipated that the Feasibility Formula will provide a number of practical benefits as an
outcome to this research including: an increase in the number of successful projects, hence
increased value to the project organization; an increase in the competency level of project
managers,; and benefit to the profession through the increased likelihood of project success.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Projects are temporary endeavours that produce a unique result a product, service, or other
outcome. There is a need to conduct due diligence in advance of the project in order to establish
viability and the project s ability to achieve the desired result.

Consider that most types of projects experience high rates of failure: 31.1% of projects are
abandoned or cancelled before completion (i.e. total 10ss); 52.7% of projects average delivery of
half of their planned functionality and cost two times their original estimates, and 16.2% of
projects are completed successfully®. Which leads one to question: Why are projects cancelled or
abandoned at such high rates? Why are so few projects completed successfully? These high rates
of failure do not have to apply to the majority of projects. Project success or failure is strongly
influenced by the level of pre-project feasibility determination undertaken by key stakeholders
with an organization perspective . Within this fea sibility determination, it is the identification
of an organization s strategy and clear business objectives, and the extent to which the project
can satisfy these objectives, that supports the likelihood of a successful project outcome.

The Feasibility Formula, a project due diligence methodology and decision making support
tool, was developed to assist the project community i.e. project manager and team, and key
stakeholders in this process. The Feasibility Formula is based on the premise that thereis a
greater likelihood of a successful project outcome if a robust project feasibility tool and
methodology is in place to facilitate effective decison making prior to the project being
launched. It offers an instrument and accompanying structured process to identify and assess the
relative importance of an organization s goals, and the project s ability to satisfy these goals.

The benefit of thetool is derivative of the consultative and interactive nature of the process itself,
and its resulting analysis. The use and methodology of the Feasibility Formula to engage
stakeholders in the active determination of a project s probability for success is the focus of this
research. The godl is to establish the connection between the use of the tool and methodology -
based on its refinement and testing- and its ability to support effective decision making in a
project environment.

The research is exploratory and descriptive in nature as it examines an organization s objectives
as key decision making criteria, and its importance in various project types within medium to
large sized Canadian organizations in both the public and private sector. The research
proposition is that project management will be supported by the application of the Feasibility
Formula tool and methodology and its ability to determine alignment of a project with an
organization s strategy, and in supporting project stakeholders in the key aspect of decision
making.

The dissertation explores the progression and cumulative results of action research and an
iterative refinement of the prototype tool and methodology, and its effectiveness with participant

! The CHAOS Report (1994, 2004), The Standish Group,
http://www.standishgroup.com/sample research/chaos 1994 1.php
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organizations. It is grounded in qualitative research with data gathered from the numerous and
iterative refinements, and from participant evaluations. A series of case studies are presented that
harness data from individual consultations, informal and forma meetings, observation, team
workshops and review and analysis of project documentation. These case studies further examine
the capability and willingness of the project manager and/or project team to use the Feasibility
Formula tool and methodology for pre-project feasibility determination and decision making.

This research studies ways to aid project managers and stakeholders in identifying, examining
and evaluating an organization s goals and criteria considered essential to project success. The
outcome of the research is a dynamic and comprehensive methodology and tool that has been
refined and tested in a number of project environments.

An overview of the dissertation and its scope is presented in this chapter. Section 1.1 presents a
brief description of the researcher s background and the contribution permitted by this
experience, as well as the inspiration and structure garnered through coursework in the Masters
of Project Management program at the University of Quebec. Section 1.2 describes the research:
the background, motivation, reasoning, the research problem and themes which guided the
research objectives, questions, theoretical framework, and methodology.

1.1  Experiences of theresearcher leading to theresearch

| have more than twenty years of experience in project management within many industries, both
public and private sector, and for numerous project types including construction, retail,
communications and IT. My work has included leading projects, providing strategic planning
and consulting services, and project management training. In my current role as Director,
Advisory Services, for Canada s largest project management firm, my focus is leading a national
team in the upfront planning, due diligence and feasibility determination of complex capita
projects, as well as providing Project Management Office (PMO) design and support.

As a senior management consultant in the project management discipline, | have seen projects
succeed and projects fail. | understand the importance of proper due diligence and feasibility
determination and its application before a project is undertaken, and the consequences of not
doing so.

In project management, there is an extreme tendency to jump straight into execution. Project
managers are most often handed solutions to implement rather than well-defined and validated
projects that are aligned with organizational objectives. Further, project managers are commonly
not involved in the pre-project planning and decision-making process which can lead to a lack
of: clear vision, alignment of stakeholders, issues identification, defined expectations/results and
informed decision-making. Pre-project feasibility, with the involvement of the project manager,
can lead to the early identification, assessment and resolution of issues and permits a
determination of project viability, and the likelihood of a successful project outcome.

These experiences and insights have led to the development of the Feasibility Formula
prototype.

10
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1.2  Development of prototype Feasibility Formula

The Feasibility Formula  methodology and tool was designed to be a mechanism for assessing
organizational criteria and determining the extent to which a candidate project could satisfy the
criteria. It represents the due diligence and analysis required to ensure informed decision making
in support of organizational objectives and criteria.

The due diligence and decision making methodology is supported by avisua scoring matrix that
identifies individual criteria, or elements, and permits stakeholders to weight the relative
importance of each one. While these criteria have had severa iterations, the final version of the
tool presents eleven criteria that appear common to most organizations, as validated through the
research. The stakeholder participants can then drill down on each criteria to define further
objectives and elements against which to negotiate the merits to the organization, and the
project s forecasted ability to satisfy.

The Feasibility Formula  was inspired by my work as a management consultant in a project
environment. Its foundational premise is that pre-project assessment and feasibility
determination against an organization s objectives and criteria (i.e. what s important) is
necessary to determine the viability of a project and its likelihood for success. The tool permits
stakeholders to: engage in necessary and robust discussion; rate the project against
organizational criteria; and make an informed decision as to whether they should proceed with
the project given the outcome of the exercise. The tool and methodology was created to enhance
the likelihood of project success.

1.3  Background totheresearch

The idea for a robust methodology of engaging stakeholders in a pre-project feasibility
determination process arose from my management consulting experiences. projects were often
initiated without any prior assessment against an organization s strategy, nor meaningful
stakeholder engagement, calling for mid-stream correction (if possible); projects experienced
many issues throughout the lifecycle that may have been avoided if assessed up front; and
projects frequently had their scope atered or were cancelled outright.

One of the most important aspects leading to this research, was the lack of engagement of
stakeholders in a dynamic project feasibility assessment, and moreover, the project manager s
absence from this process. Not only were organizational stakeholders in the dark about project
objectives and outcomes, but the project manager knew less about what the overall project would
accomplish.

As such, the Feasibility Formula was developed to foster the engagement of key sta keholders
and ensure a common understanding of a project s ability (or inability) to address organizational
strategy, and ultimately its likelihood of success.

Much research has been conducted on project success and failure. The Standish Group report
(1994, 2004) cited in the Introduction presents staggering statistics of project failure. Other
research defining project failure includes the recognition of poor alignment between the project

11
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solution and the organizations strategy, business requirements or priorities (Canadian
Management Accounting Society, 1998). The literature finds project success, on the other hand,
influenced by the alignment of project outcomes to the strategy of an organization.

From this research, there is recognition of the importance of identifying organizational needs and
priorities, and senior stakeholder engagement in all sectors. However, this recognition is not
well supported by current tools or methodologies. The development and refinement of the
Feasibility Formula and a determination of its effectiveness in fulfilling this need is the
subject of this research.

1.4  Research Proposition

The practice of project management will be advanced by the Feasibility Formula, a pre-
project feasibility determination tool and methodology which seeks to determine alignment of a
project with an organization s objectives and support stakeholder decision making. A focused
and effective pre-project feasibility tool and stakeholder engagement methodology is necessary
to facilitate formulation of perceptions for a likely project outcome and enable informed decision
making.

The four themes arising from this proposition are illustrated bel ow:

Table1.4 Research Themes

Research Theme 4
Project Manager and/or

Research Theme 3
Determining Feasibility

Research Theme 2
Refining the

Research Theme 1
Project Success

and Failure Feasibility Formula Formula effectiveness Project Team capabilities
Question 1 Prototype Feasibility Effectiveness of Question 4
Objectives1, 2 Formula Feasibility Formula Objective 7

Project success and
alignment of project
with organization s
strategy

AND

Question 2
Objective 3

Existing feasibility
determination and
decision making
practicesin project
management

Leading to
Question 3
Objective 4

Refined and tested
Feasibility Formula
methodology and tool

Question 3
Objective5

For specified project
types

Question 3
Objective 6

M easures of
effectiveness

Capability and willingness
of PM and/or project team
to use the methodol ogy
and tool

12
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15 Research Questions

The research questions devel oped are:

1. Doesthe aignment of project goals with the strategy of an organization influence project
success?

2. What are the characteristics of effective decision making in a pre-project environment?

3. Does the use of a pre-project methodology supported by a tool such as the Feasibility
Formula increase the effectiveness of decision making?

4. How capable and willing is the project manager and/or project team in using the
Feasibility Formula methodology and tool to engage with decision make rs?

1.6  Research Scope and Objectives

The resulting research objectives devel oped from the research questions are:

Objectives 1 and 2, from Question 1.
1. To define project success.
2. To describe the relationship between effective pre-project feasibility determination and
project success.

Objective 3, from Question 2:
3. Toidentify current pre-project feasibility and related decision making practices.

Objective 4, 5 and 6, from Question 3:
4. To test and refine the Feasibility Formula methodology and tool.
5. To measure the effectiveness of the tool.
6. Toevauateits effectivenessin different project types.

Objective 7, from Questions 4-
7. To examine the capability and willingness of the project manager and/or project team to
use the methodology and tool.

1.7 Hypothesis

The hypothesis, therefore, based upon the stated research problem, research questions and
objectivesis:

The Feashbility Formula tool and methodology contr ibutes to both the
organization and the project management profession in its ability to inform the
likelihood of a successful project outcome and support effective decision making.

1.8 Research Design

This research project is designed to address the research questions identified in Section 1.5, and
is carried out in three phases:

Phase 1. Literature Review on project success and pre-project feasibility
determination
Phase 2: Iterative Methodology Refinement and Action Research

13



Phase 3: Case Studies

The research design is shown below in Table 1.8.

Table 1.8 Research Design

Phase 1
Research Theme 1

Literature Review

Project success and alignment of
project with organization s
strategy

Identify existing pre-project
feasibility determination and
decision making practices

Outcomes

Existing feasibility determination
and decision making practicesin
project management to Phase 2

Data to formulate questions for
Phase 3 interviews

Phase 2
Research Themes2 & 3

Iterative Prototype Refinement
and Action Research

4 iterations

6 workshops
18 exercises

Outcomes
Refined Feasibility Formula

Effectiveness of Feasibility
Formula

Datafor Phase 3

10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

Phase 3
Research Theme 4

Case Study

Interviews

Observation and reflection
Document analysis

Data from Phase 2

Outcomes

Assessment of organization and
decision making in the project
environment

Project manager/project team
capability and willingness

Objectives 1 and 2, and the first two research questions look to examine influences on project
success in a variety of project types for example, technology, business, and accommodation
projects. The Phase 1 literature review obtained data from existing research on project success to
identify that project success is linked to strategic project management and the alignment of
strategic goals. Further, project managers must possess the skills necessary to facilitate this
alignment. This represented Phase 1 of the research.

The characteristics and attributes acquired from Phase 1 then became a key input for the
interview questions for Phase 3. These same characteristics assisted in the refinement of the
Feasibility Formula methodology and tool prototype, and became the ba sis for Phase 2,
addressing objectives 4, 5 and 6, and question 3 through a series of workshops.

Objective 7 and question 4 sought to understand the willingness and capability of the project

manager and/or project teams participating in the study to engage with stakeholders in the use of
the tool and methodology. This represented Phase 3 of the research.

14
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1.8.1 Theoretical Framework

A number of research approaches were examined in the preparation of the research design. This
included qualitative and quantitative research, and holistico-inductive and hypothetico-deductive
methods offered by the research paradigms of interpretivism, positivism, and critical theory, and
various data collection techniques.

Phase 1 provided a search of the literature to identify reasons for project success and the
connection between pre-project feasibility determination and project success.

Phase 2 represented an iterative process to refine the Feasibility Formula methodology and
tool through action research and a series of facilitated workshops with participant organizations,
persevering until no further opportunities for refinement or improvement were identified or
forthcoming. This iterative process provided data that was critical to the further refinement of the
tool, and for the case study.

While the approach to Phase 3 considered a number of alternatives, it was the descriptive case
study, further discussed in Chapter 4, that was selected as the most appropriate technique for
Phase 3. Further, the data collected throughout Phase 2 in the form of questionnaires and
observations necessitated the inclusion of Phase 2 datain Phase 3.

1.8.2 Limitations of the Research

Limitations of the research need to be recognized. The data collection was of a relatively small
scale that yielded research of six projects from six participant organizations. While the
participants represented a sampling of both public and private sector organizations, of mid but
primarily large size, findings were based on interpretations of the qualitative data collected.
Further research is required to ensure greater accuracy of interpretation through a larger sample
size of organizations, projects and project types.

Similarly, in assessing the capability and willingness of the project manager and/or project team
to utilize the Feasibility Formula methodology and tool, the results are limited by  the number
of project manager and project team member participants in the workshops and case studies.
Extrapolation is made from this analysis and the data applied more generally, but alarger sample
size of project managers and project team members, and their exposure to the Feasibility
Formula would yield more conclusive results.

The role of the facilitator in the process cannot be underestimated. This is a key function in
ensuring the engagement of participants and the effectiveness of the methodology. Future
research must encompass trained facilitators in the use of the Feasbility Formula
methodology and tool in order to necessitate reasonable comparison of its utilization and
effectiveness.

Finally, a key limitation of the research is the lack of benchmarking among projects utilizing the
tool following project completion. This research was undertaken using a cross-sectiona time

15
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frame, and within a limited period, therefore the focus was on perceived likelihood of project
outcome. Hence, the final outcome of the selected projects some of six months to perhaps
years in duration would be unknown. As such, futu re research should include revisiting the
outcome of the participating projects, and their success or failure, in order to benchmark the
Feasbility Formula scores and their interpretation, and further eval uate the tool s
effectiveness.

1.9 Structur e of the Dissertation

The structure of the dissertation isillustrated in Figure 1.9. It has ten chapters:

Chapter 1 provides an introduction, purpose and background to the research, the research
problem, questions and objectives, as well as the research methodology, limitations and the
structure of the dissertation.

Chapter 2 presents the literature review of the link between pre-project feasibility determination
and project success. The review includes an examination of current theory of project alignment
with strategic initiatives, as well as the importance of stakeholder engagement and perception,
and a brief description of their role in decision making.

Chapter 3 describes the Feasibility Formula methodology and tooal, its origins, use and value
to the project manager, project team, and decision makers within the project organization. The
value to the project management professional discipline and community is also considered.

Chapter 4 describes the research approach, research design, theoretical and philosophical
considerations and presents the three distinct phases of the research.

Chapter 5 depicts the detailed process of the iterative refinement of the methodology and tool
and action research. It further describes the organizations and projects that were part of the
research and provides a detailed summary of the workshop process. Finally, the evaluations and
feedback of the workshop participantsis shared.

Chapter 6 describes the case studies in detail and presents the analysis of the data collected
during the research process. Six projects in six organizations were assessed: one in IT, two in
accommodation, and three business projects. The organizations included: three private sector
firms. one financial services/wealth management firm, one project management company, and
one defense contracting organization; two public sector organizations. one IT organization and
one export development company; and one not-for-profit organization: a medical association.
Each case study includes a description of the organization, the project being considered, and an
evaluation of the case study. Chapter 6 also compares the case studies through an inter-case
analysis and extrapolates to inform conclusions.

Chapter 7 presents afinal summary of the research findings in response to the research questions

posed, and the contribution of this research to the discipline of project management.
Recommendations for future research are provided.

16
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Chapter 1
Introduction

l

Chapter 2
Literature Review
Chapter 5
Iterative Methodology
Refinement & Action Research
Chapter 3
Feasibility Formula™ | ses—)
Methodology & Tool — Chapter 6 cont'd
SUTEEE Inter-case analysis
l Case Studies ¥
Chapter 4
Research Design
Chapter 7
Conclusions

Figure1.9 Sructure of the Dissertation

1.10 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter provides a detailed introduction to the dissertation and its foundational research.
The researcher s position is that pre-project feas bility determination informs the likelihood of a
project outcome and enabl es effective stakeholder decision making.

These concepts are explored further through the literature review in Chapter 2 which presents the
fundamental theories and practical findings central to this dissertation.

17
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter will review previous literature and research on project success and its relationship
to pre-project feasibility determination and decision making to address research question 1: Does
the alignment of project goals with the strategy of an organization influence project success? It
will also address relevant research in seeking an answer to question 2: What are the
characteristics of effective decision making in a pre-project environment?

21  Project, Project Management and Project Feasibility defined

According to Shenar, Dvir, Levy and Maltz (2001), a project is initiated to create change to
develop new products, establish new manufacturing processes, or create a new organization.
Without projects, organizations would become obsolete and irrelevant, and unable to cope with
today s competitive business environment.

A second and much broader definition is offered by Cleland and Kerzner (1985), in their work A
Project Management Dictionary of Terms, and includes a description of a combination of
human and nonhuman resources pulled together in a temporary organization to achieve a
specified purpose. A project, then, can be defined as possessing the following characteristics:

o Defined beginning and end (specified time to completion).

0 Specific, preordained goal or set of goals.

0 Seriesof complex or interrelated activities.

0 A limited budget.

According to the Project Management Institute (PMI) (2013), the global association for the
discipline, project management is the application of knowledge, skills and techniques to execute
projects effectively and efficiently. In recent years, the PMI has added: Its a strategic
competency for organizations, enabling them to tie project results to business goals and thus,
better compete in their markets. It is the importance of this connection between the project and
business objectives that is of interest to this research.

The feasibility, or viability, of aproject is often determined through an evaluation that focuses on
the technical and financial elements of a project, and assumes objectivity in its determination of
potential for success. For the purposes of this research, pre-project feasibility determination is
defined as the evaluation of the extent to which a project is aligned with the strategic objectives
of the organization.

The project organization, namely the project team, operates within the broader organization or
entity. Therefore, the temporary project organization performs within the larger, more permanent
one. The business strategy of the primary organization establishes the need for the project, its
governance and its deliverables. According to the PMI (2013), these governance processes must
ensure that project deliverables are relevant to the strategic direction of the organization.
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2.2  Evolution of project success

A strong consistency in research results holds that a wide spectrum of variables can affect the
success of a project (Dvir, Lipovetsky, Shenhar, Tishler, 1998). Project success is an area of
research that is complex, ambiguous and multi-dimensional, and defies consensus on its
definition and measurement (Lavagnon, 2009).

Researchers have been studying success factors in projects since 1967 and the concentration of
these efforts have evolved from a purely technical focus to a combination of social, technical and
strategic elements (Torp, Austeng and Mengesha, 2004). As project management has continued
to progress as a professional discipline, there is mounting evidence of a distinct shift in focus
from these quantitative, technical attributes of project management, to the more qualitative
aspects, as significant contributors to project success (Cooke-Davies, 2002; Jugdev and M ller,
2005; Lavagnon, 2009; Shenhar, Levy, Dvir, 1997).

Figure 2.2 illustrates the evolution of project success dimensions along the lifecycle, from a
focus on technical implementation, to critical success factors and frameworks, to the more recent
consideration of strategic project management from project conception throughout the entire
project lifecycle.

PROJECT LIFECYCLE
Production/
Conception Planning Implement- Handover Utilization Close Down
ation

Period 1: Project
Implementation
and Handover
(1960s-1980s)

Period 2: CSF Lists (19080s-1990s)

Period 3: CSF Frameworks (1900s-2000s)

Period 4: Strategic Project Management (215 century)

Figure2.2 Evolution of project success dimension s along the project lifecycle

Source: Jugdev and M ller, 2005.

In a recent literature review, Lavagnon (2009) studied Project Success as a Topic in Project
Management Journals and found that a remarkable 25 out of 30 articles published between 1986
and 2004 had taken criteria other than the elements of time, cost and quality (i.e. the triple
constraint or iron triangle) into consideration in their definitions of project success.
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The research on project success shows that there is no true universal concept of project success.
The definition of project success depends upon the objectives considered - and therein lies the
challenge: there is no universal set of objectives. The definition and interpretation of these
objectives varies and is dependent upon who defines the objectives and interprets the extent to
which they are being addressed, and who ultimately assesses the outcome of the project. Hence,
stakeholders understanding of the organization s o bjectives and the extent to which the project
can achieve these objectivesisacritical input to the likelihood of a successful project outcome.

According to Pinto and Slevin (1988) and their review of critical success factors in effective
project implementation, one factor developed was related to the underlying purpose for the
project and was classified Project Mission. Other authors have discussed the importance of
clearly defining goals at the outset of the project. Morris (1983) classified the initia stage of
project management as consisting of a feasibility decision: Are the goals clear and can they
succeed? Bardach (1977) further identifies an implementation process that begins with
instructions to first clearly state the plan and objectives.

Shenhar, Dvir, Levy and Maltz (2001) propose that project managers are the new strategic
leaders, who must assume full responsibility for project business results. The researchers
stipulate that dening and assessing project succe ss is therefore a strategic management
concept, which should help align project efforts with the short- and long-term goals of the
organization . They further reference the need to d evelop a framework for the assessment of
project success that is tied to the strategic management of the organization and to top-level
decisions on project selection and project initiation. This framework would help project
managers and business organizations see the different values of the organization. Most projects
are conceived from a business perspective with established goals that pursue greater
performance, better results, more profits, etc. The challenge lies in the project manager s ability
to step outside of his/her tactical and operational focus at the activity level, to focusing on the
business aspects.

2.3  Strategic alignment and project success

According to Project Management Institute (PMI1) President Mark Langley, organizations are
beginning to realize that improving the alignment of strategic initiatives impacts project
success. He adds that now is the time to refocus on aligning project and program
management with organizational strategy to improve results. > Today s project managers must
not only possess leadership and technical competencies, but strategic and business skills (the
talent triangle ), according to the Project Manage ment Institute (2014), in order to accomplish
this alignment.

Similarly, according to the Association of Project Management in the UK (2002), the effective
governance of project management ensures that an organization s project portfolio is aligned to
the organization s objectives, is delivered efficiently and is sustainable .

2 http://www.constructionweekonline.com/article-26694-face-to-face-mark-langl ey-ceo-pmi/3/, retrieved August 6,
2014
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Researcher Cooke-Davies (2009) stipulates that it is important to identify explicitly the strategy
of the organization, and ensure that the goals or objectives of any project will further the
sponsoring organization s chosen corporate strategy and contribute to its overall goals. Thisis
the new reality of determining project feasibility and the likelihood of success.

Morris (2009) likewise gives consideration to the strategy of the organization, and the
importance of aligning projectsin pursuit of this strategy. He postul ates that the emphasis should
be placed on the value that the project produces for the organization, instead of the traditional
focus on execution. In order to achieve this, the organization s strategy and requirements must be
made explicit. Achieving the alignment between an organization s goals and the project itself is
critical to the value that the project can bring to the organization.

The latter part of the 21% century has seen a stronger emphasis on the role that projects play in
generating favourable, constructive change for an organization by addressing identified strategic
objectives (Gareis, 1990; Turner, 1993; Dinsmore, 1999).

24 Methodologies and toolsin support of strategic alignment

The utilization of methodologies and tools for stakeholder engagement has been associated with
strategic project management (DeWit, 1988; Jugdev and M ller, 2005; Koplyay et a, 2012).
Understanding stakeholder perceptions using consultation as the primary means, is of critical
importance to project success (Torp, Austeng, Mengesha, 2004). The absence of this
understanding can be referred to as a perception gap which is defined as the existence of
multiple and conflicting interpretations by different stakeholders (Jiang et al, 2009).

There are examples, such as the SPICED approach (Roche, 1999), which provides a stakeholder
engagement framework that invites input and involvement from project stakeholders. Such tools
challenge traditional assumptions of facts and alow project managers to dea with perceptions of
the facts (Esterella, 2000), but they are inadequate insofar as addressing strategic alignment i.e.
an organization s objectives and the project s abil ity to satisfy same.

Although there have been extensive studies on project management tools and techniques
(PMTT) (Petanakul et al, 2010), very few have identified such tools or methodologies related to
stakeholder engagement specific to strategic alignment and pre-project feasibility determination.

Researchers Dumont, Gibson and Fish (1997) sought to develop a project scope definition tool in
the industrial sector in order to better achieve business objectives. In 1997 they completed a
study of industrial construction projects using their Project Definition Rating Index (PDRI) to
assist project managers in their scoping of projects. Within this tool, the researchers captured
several business objectives including market strategy, affordability and feasibility, capacities and
social issues as part of their checklist. The researchers concluded that the tool could be used as a
pre-project assessment tool for determining a comfort level at which the organization is willing
to authorize projects. Further, the PDRI facilitated communication and consensus building
among stakeholders as an objective tool and common basis for project scope evaluation.
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Severa studies suggest that the proper use of project management tools and methodologies to
satisfactorily gather success criteria impacts the success of a project (Petanakul et al, 2010; Pinto
and Slevin, 1988) and moreover, that the process of stakeholder engagement and the capture of
relevant organizational criteriais enhanced with the use of such tools and practices. The intrinsic
value for these types of engagement methodologies is that they can be used to facilitate
discussion between the project manager and stakeholders, and the exchange of information,
knowledge, and gathering of objectives and criteriain a live, face-to-face environment.

25 Stakeholder Theories

Stakeholder theories play arole in the discipline of project management and the decision making
process around project selection.

A stakeholder is defined as any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the
achievement of an organization s objectives (Freem an, 1984). Employees are identified as
primary stakeholders of the firm (Mitchell et al, 1997; Bosse et a, 2009). Employees comprise
the firm, and as they are a resource of the corpor ation, they represent the corporation towards
other stakeholders and they act in the name of the corporation (Crane et al, 2004). Employees are
greatly affected by the success or falure of the firm (Greenwood, 2007) as they make an
investment of experience, skills, and relationships, and they have a financial dependency on the
firm. Hence their engagement in support of project selection - and in achieving project success -
is often required.

Traditional stakeholder theory explores the relationship of the firm to itsinternal and external
environment and its behavior within these environments (Freeman, 1984). According to this
theory, if the firm makes a commitment to monitor stakeholder interests, it will perform better
than other organizations. This approach of stakeholder engagement further supports effective
decision making within the firm.

26  Characteristics of effective decision making

Vroom and Jago (1974) view decision making as a socia process represented by events between
people. When instances of decision making are required, there are a variety of socid
mechanisms for determining what solution is chosen or decision reached. This socia process
used for decision making in organizations considers both descriptive (determinants of choices)
and normative (consequences of choices) models. It is the stakeholders participating in the
decision making process that determine the alternatives and ultimately, the effectiveness of the
decision reached.

The notable expert on management studies, Peter Drucker (1968), identifies a number of
characteristics of effective decision making. He believes that decision makers concentrate on that
which is important at the highest level of conceptual understanding. This refers to an
executive s ability to think through the strategic aspects rather than solving problems through
examination of detailed data. Ultimately, executives want to know the underlying redlities that
need to be satisfied by the decision, and therefore what would constitute an effective one.
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Figure 2.6 illustrates a decision making framework that first captures the need to define
objectives and appraise the organization s situation.

[/ Scenario { Option

analysis / generation )

Problem Evaluate /[ Risk

framing / analysis

[ Option

Structure evaluation Decide

Y@/ Oviective { Situation { Recommend { Decision &

definition ) appraisal / . &negotiate  / commitment /

Figure2.6 The Genesisframework for decision making

Source: Genesis Management Consulting, http://www.genesismc.co.uk/blog/drucker-effective-decision/

Williams and Samset (2010) recognize that front-end decision making in projects is becoming
increasingly important, including the need for ali gnment between organizationa strategy and
the project concept . These researchers indicate th at projects must begin with an organizational
strategy and an understanding of how the strategy drives the definition of the project. Looking
beyond traditional and simple success criteria is important as the project fundamentally sets out
to bring about change. It is the identification and acknowledgement of the organization s
objectives and criteria that facilitates effective decision making in the project environment.

2.7  Project Selection

Much has been written regarding the challenges faced by organizations in evaluating, prioritizing
and selecting projects that will bring value to the firm. According to Henriksen and Traynor
(2999):

Assessing the potential value to the organization of a proposed project is a
challenge faced by every decision maker who must allocate limited resources
to a plethora of candidate projects. This decision is complicated by the fact that
at the outset, the probability a project will be successful in its technical
objectivesisusualy difficult to know and the ult imate impact of those results
within the scientific and technological community is never totally apparent.

Approaches, methodologies and techniques for selecting projects, both quantitative and
gualitative, have appeared in the literature for a number of decades and there are many published
studies. However, thereisatotal lack of aframework for organizing these techniques logically in
aflexible process which supports the project selection process (Archer, Ghasemzadeh, 1999).
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Existing project selection methods can usualy be placed into one or more of the following

categories.

Economic models, such as IRR, NPV, ROI, cost-benefit analysis

Decision analysis, decision trees, risk analysis
Mathematical programming

Scoring

Peer review

Interactive methods

Portfolio optimization

A most common approach is to rate potential projects against a set of criteria and apply an
algorithm. Some approaches presented in the literature are so mathematically elaborate that they
necessitate the assistance of an expert decision analyst in order to be useable by most real-world
managers. As a consequence, very little use has been made by managers of many of these

approaches (Higgins, Waitts, 1986).

The following table represents a literature review of such project selection approaches.

Table 2.7 Project Selection Literature Table Summ ary
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28  Summary of the Chapter

From the literature review, there is established knowledge in the definitions of project success
and project management, athough no consensus on success criteria, caused by a universal
inability to establish objectives that would be broadly applicable. The Feasibility Formula
addresses this issue in supporting organizations to establish specific objectives in advance of
proceeding with a project, thereby increasing its likelihood of success.

Project success has been linked to strategic management in the literature, but there remains a gap
in the knowledge related to the tools and methodologies that would facilitate same. The
Feasibility Formula isatool and methodology that links the strategi  es of an organization with
project outcome.

Research on decision making related to the feasibility of projects, as well as tools and
methodologies in support of project decision making, is widely under-represented in the
literature. However, research did point to decision making as an exercise that was best facilitated
by the engagement and socia interaction of stakeholders. The Feasibility Formula supports
this premise.

The role of the project manager was identified as changing from one of technical competency to
one that further demanded strategic and business skills, with responsibility for achieving an
organization s goals and business results through project delivery. The Feasibility Formula
supports the development of project managers in fostering stakeholder engagement and
facilitation skills, as well as business skills brought about through the use of the tool and
exposure to defining organization strategy and objectives.

This chapter reviewed previous literature and research on project success and its relationship to
pre-project feasibility determination in addressing research question 1. Does the alignment of
project goals with the strategy of an organization influence project success? The research would
indicate that the answer is aresounding yes, wit h much reference to improving project results
through the alignment of project goals with an organization s strategy.

The review also addressed question 2: What are the characteristics of effective decision making
in a pre-project environment, although the literature was lacking in definition of these
characteristics in the project environment, and particularly at the early pre-project feasibility
stage.

In summary, the literature review illustrates that there are elements of this research that are

unigue and which address gaps in current research. Further, the review proves that the research
subject chosen isimportant and relevant.
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3. THE FEASIBILITY FORMULA

The Feasbility Formula is based on the principle that when key stakehold ers of the
organization come together to conduct pre-project feasibility, they are able to determine the
likelihood of the project s success or failure. The Feasibility Formula methodology and tool
provides a mechanism for stakeholders to define what is important to their organization,
determine the necessary criteria, and gauge the project s ability to satisfy these criteria. The true
benefit of the Feasibility Formula is the methodology itself: gathering the stakehol ders and
decision makers to discuss and assess the objectives of the organization that the project must
satisfy.

This chapter deals with the second research theme of refining the Feasibility Formula
methodology and tool. The sections within this chapter will define the methodology and tool,
describe its origins, illustrate how the methodology is applied, and present the features of the
tool. It will also address the value of the methodology and tool to the project manager and
project stakeholders, to the organization and to the project management discipline.

3.1 Feasbility Formula defined

The Feasibility Formula methodology enables project stakeholders to come together in order
to determine the feasibility of a project and its likely outcome. It assists in determining, through
the discussion and analysis process, if the project is aligned to the organization s strategy and has
the potential to meet stakeholder expectations. The Feasibility Formula captures the
organization s goals and the weights assigned to their importance, and measures the project s
ability to satisfy these goals. In doing so, it provides an indication of likelihood for project
success or failure.

The Feasibility Formula tool is represented by a set of Excel spreadsheet s that captures
qualitative and quantitative information and processes numerical data. It is provided as a
template with examples, yet the stakeholders must populate the spreadsheets with what is
important to them and then weight this importance with a relative rating/score. There are eleven
elements for which the organization s stakeholders are to identify and rate objectives:

Strategic Alignment
Risk

Financid

Stakeholder Satisfaction
Human Resources
Political

Brand

Organizational Maturity
. Policy or Strategic Benefits
10. Compliance

11. Ethics

© o N OAWDNPR
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The eleven elements were developed by the researcher, validated and adjusted during the
preliminary research and pilot phase to arrive at thisfinal list.

The stakeholders enter the organizational objectives for each element, and rate the importance to
the organization on ascale of 1 to 10. They are then asked to score the identified project s ability
to satisfy these objectives. The importance is weighted as 65% and the project s ability to satisfy
as 35%. The weighting is higher on importance, because it is the organizational objectives that
drive the need for the project. If the formula was equally weighted and an element was not
important to the organization, yet the project could meet the objective, it would not be relevant.
This was arrived at through the consultation and pilot phases of the research. Further, the
research showed that it was this combined assessment and weighting (65%-35% as a reasonable
bal ance between importance and satisfaction) that, according to research participants, yielded the
desired characteristics and therefore ranked projects consistent with the organization s intended
strategy. The resulting ratio was found empirically to best represent the concept of overall value.

There is an individual worksheet for each element which rolls up to the master spreadsheet with
an aggregate score and visual. The first prototype of the master spreadsheet is illustrated in
Figure 3.1, while the final version is shown in Figure 3.2, for comparison purposes.

5 #
# [ T T T-TsDHT+T.1 # [ T T T-TsDHT+T.1
P -

Figure 3.1 The prototype Feasibility Formula - Ver sion 1
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$
# [ T T T-TsIHT+T.1T #

#
[ T T T-TsIHT+T.1T
o =

Ethical, 10

Policy or Strategic Benefits, 10

Figure 3.2 The Feasibility Formula - Version 4

As a group, and as facilitated by the researcher, the stakeholders are requested to identify
organizational objectives related to the 11 elements, each on a separate worksheet. The
researcher facilitates the discussion and captures the objectives and their rating on each
spreadsheet, projected in the room for all to see. The Excel software is programmed with
complex calculations for each element, that is then transposed to an aggregate score on the
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master spreadsheet that will give stakeholders a dashboard overview. Each organization will
have a customized, or unique Feasibility Formula output. Through stakeholder discussion and
in assessing the product of their efforts the master spreadsheet the stakeholders are able to
make afina recommendation or decision as to whether to proceed with the project.

3.2 Origins

Driven by my experience in management consulting for capital projects across a wide variety of
sectors, | came to realize that the majority of projects were not assessed at the organizational
level (i.e. against organizationa objectives) before being undertaken. Projects were being
initiated without prior assessment by stakeholders or with a project manager s full understanding
of what the project would deliver to the organization.

While | have been able to provide assistance to organizations on a discrete basis, looking at
various elements in isolation, | sought to standardize an approach by devel oping a methodology
and more comprehensive tool that could satisfy this dilemma, providing greater insight into
likely project outcome.

3.21 Personal input

The idea for the Feasibility Formula surfaced when it became evident that the mgjority  of my
clients did not have a means to assess a contemplated project s ability to meet organizational
objectives. Without this pre-project feasibility assessment and determination, projects were often
initiated without stakeholder support or understanding of the anticipated outcome; a number of
project risks and challenges therefore arose that could have been addressed; and many projects
could be characterized as achieving only partial success.

The initial methodology and tool was primarily a checklist that provided structure in response to
this challenge, and required input from stakeholders that would be captured, and assimilated into
a report that provided mostly qualitative information in the form of a narrative. Hence, the
journey to provide a robust tool that could capture both qualitative and quantitative data was
pursued. | was able to undertake this journey because of my familiarity with the nature of this
work in leading a national team of consultants focused on upfront project due diligence.

3.3  Using the Methodology

The methodology was comprised of three exercises conducted over one or more workshops, as
illustrated in Figure 3.3.

The first exercise allowed for the introduction of the tool and methodology to the stakeholders
and facilitated the active population of organizationa objectives based on participant knowledge
of the organization. The participants further assessed the relative importance of each objective.
The output was a concise list of rated objectives for each of the 11 elements.
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The second exercise was areview of the project under consideration and forecasting the project s
ability, across the 11 elements, to satisfy the identified organizational objectives, and to what
extent, via numerical rating. The results were auto-calculated in the spreadsheet tool at both a
detailed and summary level. This exercise further accommodated the assessment and analysis of
the outcome/results with the stakehol der team.

The third and final exercise provided for an assessment of project manager and/or project team s
willingness and capability to use the tool and methodology, and a review of the tool s
effectiveness, the solicitation and application of feedback in refining the tool, and its formal

evauation by participants.

i Exercise 1

Introduce methodology
and tool

O

Introduction of
stakeholders and
roles/responsibilities

m]
] Defining the project

O

Populating
organizational
objectives
m]

Prioritization and
weighting of objectives

\_

~

J

A

[

\

Exercise 2

Populating/rating
project ability to
satisfy objectives
m]
Assessment and
analysis of outcome
(master spreadsheet)

~N

Exercise 3

A review of the tool’s
effectiveness

O

The formal capture of
feedback and
necessary refinement
recommendations

O

An assessment of
project manager
and/or project team
capability and
willingness

O

Evaluation of the tool
and methodology by
participants

J

.

Figure 3.3 The Feasibility Formula Methodology

3.3.1 Description of workshop exercises

The workshops involved three distinct exercises:

Thefirst exercise entailed:

* Anintroduction to the methodology and tool
* Introduction of stakeholders and roles/responsibilities

» Defining the project

» Populating organizational objectives
» Prioritization and weighting of objectives

The second exercise consisted of:
» Populating/rating project ability to satisfy objectives

* Assessment and analysis of outcome (master spreadsheet)
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The third exercise necessitated:
* A review of thetool s effectiveness
» Theformal capture of feedback and necessary refinement recommendations
* Anassessment of project manager and/or project team s capability and willingness to use
the tool and methodol ogy
» Evauation of the tool by participants

3.3.2 ldentification of workshop participants

In early communications and discussion with the organizations sponsor for the research
contribution, stakeholder participants were selected based on two criteria: i) their knowledge of
the organization (i.e. its goas and business objectives) and ii) their knowledge of the candidate
project. The participants were therefore stakeholders of the projects.

In most workshops, there was representation from the organization s senior management, a
sponsor for the project, functional area representation, and members of the project team,
including the project manager. In two cases, forma Project Management Offices (PMOs) were
in place and represented.

Details of the workshop participants are provided in Chapter 6 which presents the case studies.
3.3.3 Identification of candidate projects by participant organizations

Within the first exercise, and following the introduction of the methodology and tool, the
participants took the opportunity to identify the project to which the Feasbility Formula
methodology and tool would be applied.

An objective of the research was to test the applicability of the Feasibility Formula to many
project types, to ensure its versatility and usefulness across the broader project management
practice. Some organizations presented several candidate projects at the outset of the first
exercise, from which the researcher/facilitator could choose. The only stipulated criteria was that
the proposed project be under formal consideration by the organization and not yet initiated. This
was important in order to ensure there was little or no pre-conceptions or biases about the
project sviability, aswould likely be the case if already committed.

As aresult, a good cross-section of projects were encompassed in the research, including an IT

project, two accommodation projects, and three business projects including real estate, marketing
and business devel opment initiatives.
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3.3.4 Identification and weighting of organizational objectives

The main component of the first exercise is the identification of organizational objectives by the
participant group. Examples of types of organizational objectives were provided by the
researcher to help facilitate the exercise and get the individuals to think and collectively discuss
these among the stakeholder group present. These examples were displayed on each worksheet
within the tool itself. Several organizational objectives (up to seven per category/element as
allocated in the tool) were captured for the 11 elements described earlier.

Once the objectives were identified within each worksheet, the participants were asked to
identify the weighting of importance ( what matters most ) to the organization for each objective
on a scale of one to ten. These scores were summed at the bottom of each worksheet, and an
aggregate score assigned to the master spreadsheet for the particular e ement.

3.3.5 Identification of project ability to satisfy objectives

After the organizational objectives were identified and weighted, the participants reviewed the
project s ability to satisfy these objectives through an identical weighting exercise, thereby
assigning a numeric score for each element on the same worksheet. This permitted a side by side
view of the score for each element based on its organizationa weighting, and its project
weighting. For example: an organizational objective under the element Strategic Alignment
included Growth of $2.5M in 2014 with an importan ce weighting of 8; the project s assessed
ability to support, contribute or meet that objective was assigned aweighting of 3. The aggregate
score of 6 was transferred and automatically populated on the master worksheet.

It is important to note that the total score for each element included within its formula a 65%
weighting for organizational criteriaimportance, and a 35% for the project s ability to satisfy this
criteria. A greater weighting was attributed to the organizational criteria to underscore its
importance (i.e. if an objective or criteria was not important to an organization, the project s
ability to satisfy it would be less relevant).

3.3.6 Assessment and analysis of outcome

The assessment and analysis of the outcome of the exercises included interpreting the meaning
of the total Feasibility Formula score and visual representation of the 11 element s, graphically
represented in a colour wheel to the participants . The question asked was: What is considered
a reasonabl e score that would permit you, the stakeholder, to believe that the project was aligned
with organizational objectives, that it was viable, and alikely candidate for success?

The research indicated that the greatest value of the workshop was generated from the exercise
discussions. It was the interaction, brainstorming, collaboration, consensus building and better
understanding of expectations and outcomes through dialogue that provided the most meaningful
insight into the project. The act of the foregoing was an exercise in due diligence itself.
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While the weighting and overall rating of the elements, and the final aggregate score out of ten
provided some indication of project feasibility, it was determined that the interpretation of the
score varied, depending primarily on the organization s tolerance for risk. For example, high
tech or IT project organizations are typically characterized as risk-takers, therefore a score of
four out of ten may not elicit concern. Rather, they may indicate that they are prepared to initiate
the project despite the red flags as IT developme nt is risky, but worth the risk if successful.
Alternatively, a mature, traditional organization may indicate that unless the score is an eight out
of ten or greater, the project will not be approved to proceed, due to the organization s risk
averse nature.

In summary, the assessment exercise was more aresult of the discussion to arrive at a conclusion
around project feasibility, rather than meaning from the score itself.

3.3.7 Project Manager assessment

The project manager and project team participants within each workshop were then called upon
to assess the methodology and tool. The researcher wanted to explore whether the Feasibility
Formula was considered useful to the project manager and/ or project team member in their
role, and whether they possessed the willingness and capability (including facilitation skills) to
lead stakeholders through the methodology and discussion.

Aspects considered and discussed included:

e the ease of the methodol ogy

» thetool s contribution to the project

* ways in which the Feasbility Formula could support the project manager and/or
project team member role

» ability of the project manager/team member to use the tool

» ability of the project manager/team member to facilitate the process

» consideration for training in the use of the tool and methodology

» willingness of the project manager/team member to use the tool

» applicability to the project manager/project team member S projects

3.3.8 Evaluation of the tool and methodology

The final component of the third exercise was to have all participants complete a formal
evauation (Appendix 4). The questions were specifically chosen to elicit information that the
researcher could use to better understand the stakeholder s role, their organization, and their
perception of the tool s applicability and value.

Most importantly, the evaluation was an opportunity for the participant to identify, and for the
researcher to understand, what worked well and what needed improving with respect to both the
tool and methodology.

The results of the evaluations are provided in Chapter 5.
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34  Featuresof the Feasbility Formula Tool

The Feasibility Formula methodology is accompanied by a visual tool that is used to engage
stakeholders and capture information relevant to the exercise. Following is an explanation of the
tool, the data that is collected, and the output provided by the tool.

The master worksheet represents a snapshot of the aggregate picture of the Feasibility
Formula project assessment. As seen in Figure 3.4.1, the first side of the worksheet shown
identifies and captures data specific to organizational goals. A description of the overarching
assessment criteria is provided for each of the 11 elements identified. The rating of importance
(what matters most) is automaticaly populated th rough a series of formulas, once the
individual worksheet for each element is compl eted.
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Figure 3.4.1- Feasibility Formula Tool Organizat ion
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The second half of the master worksheet provides a description of project criteria as a summary
of considerations when assessing the project s ability to satisfy what matters most . This
section is also automatically populated through formulas when the individual worksheets are
populated at the project level. Once again, the importance (i.e. what matters most at the
organizationa level) is weighted as 65% and the project s ability to satisfy as 35%. The
weighting is higher on importance, because it is the organizational objectives that drive the need
for the project.

Figure 3.4.2 - Feasibility Formula Tool Project
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Ethical,, 10

Compliance, 10

Policy or Strategic Benefits, 10

Organizational Maturity, 10

Brand, 10

Figure 3.4.3 - Feasibility Formula Tool Visual

The master spreadsheet also includes a visual representation of the findings. Each wedge
represents one of the elements, provides the rating for that element (automatically populated
from the aggregate score) and adjusts its size within the pie to accurately represent its total
score. This permits the stakeholders to visually see which elements scored high, and which
scored low, for further assessment and/or discussion as applicable.

34.1 |Interpretation

The rating and subsequent scoring of the elements is intended to provide an indication of where
the project is most closely aligned with the organization s objectives, based on the elements
reviewed, and where it is not aligned. The results require interpretation by the stakeholders in
order to determine their meaning and application - as organizations differ in their culture as to
risk tolerance, and stakeholder perceptions also vary.

As indicated earlier in this chapter, the research indicates that the greatest value of the workshop
is generated from stakeholder discussion and assessment. It is the lively interaction and dialogue
that provided the most meaningful insight into the project, its alignment and place within the
organization, and its likelihood of a successful outcome. Decisions are based on this assessment.

3.5 Valueof the Methodology

As described above, the most significant benefit of the Feasibility Formula tool and
methodology is a derivative of the workshop process and assessment itself. Thisis facilitated by
the discussion among project stakeholders that enables all participants to weigh in on the
definition of organizational objectives, and the various aspects of the project that may or may not
satisfy these objectives. It was interesting for the researcher to observe what was often
negotiation and resulting consensus building that took place among stakehol ders.

This dialogue and necessary collaboration permitted the participants to think deeply about what
IS important to their organization, and to assess at a detailed level the true relevance and
contribution of the project to the organization.
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3.5.1 Valueto theorganization

The impetus for this research is the researcher s belief that pre-project feasibility determination
contributes to project success, and that the absence of such due diligence is one of the major
contributors to project failure.

The Feasibility Formula tool and methodology provides value to the organi  zation asiit:

* ensuresthat projects are fully assessed to ensure alignment with organizational strategy

e enablesthe prioritization of projects among others under consideration

« adlows for adjustment to project scope and other criteria in order to support increased
likelihood of project success

» shows likely areas of risk to the organization and consideration for mitigation if the
project is undertaken

* permits early project termination if applicable (avoiding loss of resources, time and
money)

e provides stakeholders with a view to those elements of a project which may need to be
revisited along the lifecycle to ensure continued satisfaction of criteria

« fosters stakeholder collaboration, supports team and consensus building

3.5.2 Valueto stakeholders/decision makers

Stakeholders benefit from the Feasibility Formula tool and methodology as it provides an
opportunity for stakeholders to:

» expressthemselves and ensure their expectations are known

* learn about the organization and other stakeholders perspectives through the process
itself

* seek clarity related to the organization s strategy and objectives

» become part of an integrated project team

» enhance communication among team members

e understand the expectations of others

» contribute to the organization in a meaningful way

» assessthe project both within and outside of their functional area

Decision makers within the organization benefit from having the necessary data and required

stakeholder input to inform their decision. They can further have greater confidence in the
accuracy of their decision as aresult of the robust process and tool.
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3.5.3 Valueto the project manager

The Feasbility Formula provides value to the project manager as it prese nts a simple and
effective methodology to assess project feasibility before the project planning process is
undertaken. As aresult, the project manager can have greater confidence in the project s ability
to proceed with the support of the stakeholders.

The process itself also permits the project manager to engage the stakeholders and develop a
relationship at the beginning of the project. The relationship with individua stakeholders will
then be in a better position to be nurtured. Stakeholders and project managers can feel more
comfortable in approaching each other in conversation regarding aspects of the project. It can
also provide the project manager with a view as to which stakeholders he/she should spend more
time with in order to understand and manage expectations. Further, he/she can aso learn which
stakehol der(s) can be a valuable resource or asset to the success of the project.

Through the methodology and tool, the project manager is also introduced to potential risk areas
for the organization and can now manage and mitigate these risks at the project level.

Most importantly, the project manager now has the ability to manage the project with an
understanding of the organizations goals, and what the project is meant to achieve as an
outcome.

Beyond the project manager, the project team now has a better understanding of the stakeholder
community, and its members management styles, perspectives and expectations. They will, both
individually and collectively, learn about these stakeholders and the relationships that exist or
form among them. The project team members will be in an optimum position to influence and
manage these relationships. Ultimately, the project team will have a comprehensive
understanding of the organization s goals and the project srole in satisfying those goals.

It is the combined value that the Feasibility Formula brings to the project manager and project
team that supports an increased likelihood of project success.

3.5.4 Valueto the project management profession

The Feasibility Formula methodology and tool brings value to the project management
profession in raising the awareness of the need for pre-project feasibility determination in an
effort to increase the number of successful project outcomes. The Feasibility Formula
provides knowledge leadership in consideration of the project lifecycle: project planning begins
before the initiation phase, and actually commences wit h the feasibility determination and a
measurement of the project s alignment to its sponsoring organization and likelihood of success.

The tool and methodology aso contributes to the project management profession by further

developing the role of the project manager. Through early involvement and stakeholder
engagement, the project manager s reputation is enriched by their ability to contribute to the
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strategic needs of the organization, thereby elevating the profession to a new level from the
traditional tactical, technical level.

The contribution to the project management profession can be summarized as reducing the risk
of project failure and resulting waste of financial and human resources. Through an improvement
in the number of cases of project success the reputation of the project management profession
will be enhanced.

3.6 Summary of the Chapter

The Feasibility Formula methodology and tool provides a practical and eng aging means for
project stakeholders to contemplate a project s viability. It provides a process and analytical
technique for organizations to determine what matt ers most and to identify a project s ability
to satisfy these objectives for the benefit of the organization.

This chapter has presented a detailed description of the methodology and tool, its origins, its
application within the workshop and exercises undertaken, and the value it provides to the
community that it is intended to support.
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4. RESEARCH DESIGN

This chapter will present the research design considered and selected to address the research
guestions identified earlier in Chapter 1. Philosophical and theoretical considerations will be
explored, as well as the purpose of research, appropriate approaches, techniques and data
collection methods.

Severa research approaches will be presented including those selected that best represent the
research being undertaken for the Feasibility Formula . The aspects reviewed are:

» Purpose and objectives of the research and its relevance
e Terminology

e Typesof research

* Methodologies

e Timedimension

» Datacollection

* Roleof theresearcher

The research techniques specified and selected for this research are:

1. Literature research to identify the relationship between project success and pre-project
feasibility;

2. lterative Methodology Refinement and Action Research for the methodology and tool
maturation; and

3. Case Study research to explore the willingness an d capability of the project manager
and/or project team member to use the Feasibility Formula methodology and tool.

4.1  Philosophical Foundations

Research is alogical and systematic search for new and useful information on a particular topic.
It is an investigation of finding solutions to scientific and social problems through objective and
systematic analysis. Research is done with the help of study, experiment, observation, analysis,
comparison and reasoning (Rajasekar, Philominathan, Chinnathambi, 2006).

According to Magjoros (1997), scientific research is a conscious and systematic practice of
cognition, which provides us with tools to help us to cope with unusual problems and situations.
Research is important both in scientific and non-scientific fields. In our lives, new problems,
events, phenomena and processes occur every day. Practically implementable solutions and
suggestions are required for tackling new problems that arise. Research needs to be undertaken
in order to find causes, solutions, explanations and applications.

At the root of research are the core concepts of socia science ontology and epistemology
(Grix, 2002). According to Blaikie (2000), ontology can be considered the starting point of al
research, and can be described as claims and assumptions that are made about the nature of
socia reality whereas epistemology is related to the methods, validation and means of gaining
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knowledge of socia reality. Epistemology is concerned with the knowledge-gathering process
and with developing new models or theories.

According to Grix (2002), methodology is the logic of the research method, and the method itself
IS guided by the research questions. It is this interrelationship between the building blocks of
research that permits the researcher to determine: What s out there to know (ontology)? What
and how can we know about it (epistemology)? How can we go about acquiring that knowledge
(methodol ogy)? Which precise procedures can we use to acquire it (methods) and which data can
we collect (sources)?

Grix (2002) also portrays two approaches to studying social capital, as illustrated in Table 4.1
below:

Table4.1 Two approaches to studying social capit al

Ontology Epistemology M ethodol ogy M ethods Sour ces
Foundationalist Positivist Choice of quantitative Survey Survey data
(ordered universe; | (knowledge through | strategy, using multiple
empirical) experience; theory Cases.
construction)

Anti- Interpretivist Choice of both Interviews, Interview
foundationalist (knowledge derived quantitative and surveys transcripts and
(socid redlity is from everyday qualitative strategy, survey data

the product of concepts + meanings) usually using small
processes; number of in-depth
interpretational) cases.

Critical theory is another approach that refers to a school of thought that stresses the reflective
assessment and critique of society and culture by applying knowledge from the social sciences
and the humanities. According to the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, its origins are with
German philosophers and socia theorists in the Western European Marxist tradition known as
the Frankfurt School. According to these theorists, acritical theory may be distinguished from
a traditional theory via its core concepts. i) cr itical socia theory should be directed at the
whole of society in its historical setting, and (ii) it should improve the understanding of society
by integrating all the major socia sciences.

4.2  Research Approaches

The following sections will review research purposes, methodological analysis, the time
dimension, and methods of analysis.

4.2.1 Research purposes

When developing a research design, the researcher must determine whether the goal of the
research is to be exploratory, descriptive or explanatory, as this will impact the type of study to
be undertaken. According to Blanche, Durrheim and Painter (2006), exploratory studies may be
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used to make preliminary investigations into new areas of research. They tend to be open and
flexible and often employ an inductive approach (see Figure 4.2.2).

Descriptive studies describe phenomena in accurate detail. Typically, a set of categories or
classification types are created to report the characteristics of the phenomena. Here, the research
design isfocused on validity (accuracy) and reliability (consistency).

Explanatory research provides causal explanations for the phenomena and may enrich atheory s
explanation, and further test its predictions. It is also used to eiminate rival hypotheses and
determine which of severa explanationsis best.

4.2.2 Methodological strategy
There are two modes of inquiry in socia research: inductive and deductive reasoning.

According to Babbie (2013), induction moves from the specific to the general, from a set of
particular observations to the discovery of a pattern that represents some degree of order among
events. It is the logical model in which genera principles are developed from specific
observations. Deductive reasoning, on the other hand, moves from the general to the specific. It
moves from logically or theoretically expected pattern to observations that test whether the
expected pattern actually occurs. It begins with why and moves to whether, whereas
induction moves in the opposite direction.

The following comparison illustrates the two approaches (Reynolds, 1971):

>  Inductive approach » Deductive approach

1. Develop an explicit theory in axiomatic or

1.  Select phenomenon and list all its process description form

characteristics
. 2. Select a statement generated by the theory

2. Measure all the characteristics in a for comparison with the results of empirical

variety of situations (as many as research

possible)

) 3. Design a research project to ‘test’ the chosen

3. Analyze the resulting data carefully to statement’s correspondence with empirical

determine systematic patterns worthy research

of further attention
4. If statement derived from theory does not

4. Once significant patterns have been correspond with the research results make
found, formalization of these patterns appropriate changes in the theory or research
as theoretical statements constitutes design and continue.

the ‘laws’ of nature.

5. If statement derived from theory does
correspond with the research results, select
further statements for testin? or attempt to
determine the limitations of the theory
(situations where it does not apply).

Figure4.2.2 Inductive vs Deductive Approach
Source: Paul D. Reynolds, A primer on Theory Construction, New-York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1971
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4.2.3 Timedimension
There are two options for the time dimension of research: cross-sectional or longitudinal.

According to Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2009), cross-sectional studies typically use a
survey strategy or interviews conducted over a short period of time. They are often exploratory
and descriptive studies that represent a snapshot of one point in time. These researchers
describe the longitudinal study approach as examining phenomena over an extended period of
time. Longitudinal studies involve the collection of data at different pointsin time, and are often
associated with explanatory studies.

4.2.4 Methods of analysis

The distinction between quantitative and qualitative data in socia research is essentialy the
distinction between numerical and non-numerical data (Babbie, 2013).

Qualitative research can be exploratory and descriptive, and provided via case study or
observation, and in-depth analysis. It is generally considered inductive research and is associated
with the theory development process. Qualitative research is an iterative process where the
researcher is constantly integrating learning gained from past observations into the next steps of
the research. Therefore, qualitative research data collection is constantly evolving during field
work. For example, interview 2 is informed by interview 1, and interview 10 by the preceding 9
interviews. Field work and ongoing data analysis and interpretation are the focus of qualitative
research.

Quantitative research is generally predictive, explanatory research that supports the theory
testing process and it is considered deductive research. The quantitative research process is a
linear one. The existing body of knowledge leads to research propositions; theoretical concepts
are operationalized and corresponding measurement tools are designed. Standardization of
measurement is the rule in quantitative research: all subjects/objects are measured with the same
instruments.

A comparison of qualitative and quantitative research is shown in Figure 4.2.4 below:



» Qualitative research

1.  Select phenomenon to study

2. Define open data collection
approach to allow for the discovery
of dimensions underlying the
phenomenon

3. Start collecting information with
ideal type subjects

4. Continually analyze the information
gathered and evolve the data
collection approach and instrument

5. Generalize specific observations

10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

» Quantitative research

1. Develop and test measurement

instrument based on theory and
conceptual model (operationalisation)

. Develop sampling plan to select

subjects

. Collect data from all subjects in a

standardized fashion. Same tool
administered in the same way to ensure
comparability of data

. Analyse data when all data is available.

Test specific relationships based on
predetermined hypotheses

into an hypothesized theoretical
framework

Figure4.2.4 Qualitative vs Quantitative Research

Source: Paul D. Reynolds, A primer on Theory Construction, New-York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1971

Berg s qualitative research design model (Berg, Lune, 2012) is somewhat a combination of the
two approaches including spiraling feedback:

Ideas -> Literature review -> Design -> Data collection and organization -> Anaysis and
Findings -> Dissemination

There are other researchers that believe in the concurrent use of qualitative and quantitative
methods (Blanche, Durrheim, Painter, 2006), and that they are invoked at interactive places and
different points in time (Newman, Benz, 1998). When selecting the research approach (e.g.
gualitative, quantitative or mixed), the researcher should decide which research approach is
going to lead him/her easily, swiftly and most efficiently to the most reliable findings
that adequately answer the research questions (Devetak, Gla ar, and Vogrinc, 2010).

4.3  Research Techniques

This section will focus on a number of research techniques including experimental and survey
research (quantitative design) and field, action and case study research (qualitative design).

4.3.1 Experimental research

Characteristics of experimental research includes that which is formal, causal/predictive,
laboratory or simulation, observation or survey and statistical. Experimental research is carried
out in a controlled environment which allows for ease of comparison of results. Benefits of
experimental research include the ease of replication at a typically lower cost and in a shorter
timeframe.
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4.3.2 Surveyresearch

Survey research is the most common research/data-gathering technique in social research.
Surveys most often meld sampling, question design and data collection methodologies (Fowler,
2014).

Survey research is formal in most cases, constitutes ex-post facto research, and it is typically
cross-sectional. It is descriptive but may be used to study complex relationships and derive
predictive results. Survey research involves statistical analysis of the results including analysis of
the correlations among the variables. It can be easily administered by the researcher, and
provides for anonymity and avoids bias, which can be present with interview technique. Survey
research can test several hypotheses, collecting data about the behaviour, characteristics,
opinions, knowledge, etc. of its respondents to product numerical results.

4.3.3 Fiddresearch

Field research has been primarily conducted by social anthropologists and sociologists and is
known as field work, ethnography, case study, qualitative research and interpretive procedures
(Burgess, 2002).

It is aso known as participant-observation research whereby researchers attempt to interpret and
explain the meaning of social situations. The researcher looks to understand the meaning of
events for peoplein particular social settings.

434 Hermeneutics

Hermeneutics is the study of interpretation. It is predominantly a methodology used to interpret
text (Gallagher, 1992). Understanding text has complexities due to the nature of interpretation
between text and reader, text and author and socia circumstances. As understanding is a
linguistic event, language plays a primary role. It is through language that meaning can be
interpreted.

The researcher often interprets the text, develops meaning from it, and provides findings in
narrative form. Text can be considered written or verbal.

4.35 Action research

Action research has a driving goal to create positive local socia change. It is action oriented
research rather than theory or knowledge production research. Participants are involved at all
stages of the research process and oftentimes researcher-subject distinction is blurred. The
researcher is an observer/facilitator serving participants and their organization and often the
research problem is defined by or with the stakeholders.
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Action research is collaborative, whereby all stakeholders are involved and the researcher is a
participant to a collaborative process and social change effort. It is aso reflective as participants
reflect on their experiences, problems and issues while looking for solutions; their views of the
situation are key to the solution. Finally, action research is experiential, as the research
experience is part of the immediate solution but also a learning, growth experience for
participants. Therefore, the process is fluid and includes planning, acting, reflecting, data
collecting, then possibly more acting and reflecting, etc. throughout the research effort.

Action research can be used to uncover/produce information and knowledge directly useful to a
group of people through research and education. It can aso be used to enlighten and empower
participants to take up and use the information gathered.

According to Schmuck (2009), action research has four characteristics that aso distinguish it
from traditional research:

Provides intervention(s) for continuous improvement

Seeks to foster development and planned change

Aims to collect trustworthy data on the multiple perspectives of individuals and groups
Focuses on local change and improvement

PO DNPRF

Therefore the key elements of action research are: improvement, development, perspectives and
local change.

4.3.6 Casestudy

Case studies can focus narrowly on very specific aspects of individual or organizational
behaviours, or aternatively have a very broad scope. The case study approach alows the
integration of many formal and informal elements through the data collection and analysis
process. It is generally associated to a holistic approach to research providing in depth
understanding of the phenomenon under study.

Case study is an approach used to examine simple or complex phenomenon through in depth
study of units of analysis from individuals to large organizations using a variety of data gathering
approaches that can make use or contribute to theory, although not obligatory (e.g. may just be
descriptive).

Case studies can be intrinsic where they are focused on the understanding of the particular case
studied with no theoretical intention. Instrumental case studies, on the other hand, are designed
to provide insights into an issue or refine a theoretical explanation. The case study is not the
purpose, rather answering a research question is. Cases are selected because they alow the
advancement of a research interest. Collective case studies are characterized by multiple-cases
that can be comparative and/or contrasting. Multiple instrumental case studies increase the
validity and reliability of results.
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Typicaly case studies are associated to theory development (grounded theory approach) rather
than theory testing. Arguments for the use of theory then case study research suggest that it
provides direction for selection of individual cases and case study design, and further alows
specification of what is being explored (Yin, 2003).

Case study work makes extensive use of interviews, as characterized by Kvale and Steinar
(2996), which include the following el ements:

1. Thematizing:
> Clarifying the purpose of the interviews and the concepts to be explored
2 Sampling:
> Selecting subjects/interviewees — Roles, experience, knowledge, profile etc.
3. Designing :
> Laying out the process including approach of interviewees and ethical dimensions
4, Interviewing:
> Doing the actual interviews — Register, note taking, videotaping
5. Transcribing:
> Creating a written text from the interviews (verbatim)
6. Analysing
> Determining the meaning of material gathered
7. Verifying

> Checking the validity and reliability of material
8. Reporting

Figure4.3.6 Interview Methodology

Adapted from Kvale, Steinar, Interviews: An Introduction to Qualitative Research Interviewing, Sage,
1996.

There are also severa types of interviews to consider when designing this aspect of research, as
illustrated in Table 4.3.7 below:
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Structured /2 Structured Unstructured
Formal structure High Medium Low
Question Order Fixed May be changed | No pre set order
Wording Fixed Flexible No set wording
Language Set May be adjusted | May be adjusted
[Clarifcations | defined scrpts | Alowed Allowed
Additonal questions|  No | SRR | Side deleted

Multi-attribute small groups is an analytic interview model in which a facilitator leads a group
through a structured process helping them identify their objectives or concerns and establish a
hierarchy of considerations. The use of elicitation techniques developed by decision analysts also
allows for the clear measurement of these identified objectives and the development of weights
to distinguish more important from less important considerations. A greater detail of
understanding is thus traded against the greater number of people involved in conventional
surveys (Slovic, Gregory, 2000).

4.4 Data Collection

Data is the foundation of al research. Social science researchers look to data to achieve their
research objectives and to answer their research questions. Data collecting methods affect the
quality, quantity, adequacy and relevance of the research therefore the overall quality of the
research (Pawar, 2004).

Data collection methods are used in both quantitative and qualitative approaches to research. The
methods selected are based on the chosen research approach and may include in-depth
interviews, group interviews, observation, survey research and case studies, which often use
interviews or questionnaires combined with documentary research. Data collection can aso
incorporate secondary data such as organizational documentation. To be successful in any data
collection undertaken, the researcher must clearly understand the objectives of the data
collection.
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4.4.1 Criteriaof Research Quality

Key criteria for the quality of data necessary for research design stem from the objectives of
measurement, which are to:

» Allow empirical testing of research hypotheses

» Standardize research results, facilitating communication, integration and comparison of
results

* Provide research data allowing the comparison, classification, analysis of large numbers
of objects/subjects according to their attributes

Good measures should be equal to the true value of the attribute measured. Reliability and
validity are central to all research. Reliability indicates exemption of random error; differences
between individuals or groups are real and not du e to variations caused by the measurement
instrument. Validity refers to exemption of systematic error or bias; the actua value of the
attribute is captured by the measurement instrument.

Triangulation can support the validity of research findings by deploying a number of research
techniques and data collection methods. According to Sarantakos (1998), triangulation supports
the researcher to:

» Obtain avariety of information on the same issue

» Usethe strengths of each method to overcome the deficiencies of the other
» Achieve ahigher degree of validity and reliability

» Overcome the deficiencies of single method studies

The objective of triangulation is to use the confluence of datato verify and substantiate evidence
about phenomena.
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As presented in Chapter 1, the four themes of this research proposition can be illustrated as

follows;

Table4.5 Four themesof theresearch

Research Theme 1
Project Success
and Failure

Question 1
Objectives1, 2

Project success and
alignment of project
with organization s
strategy

AND

Question 2
Objective 3

Existing feasibility
determination and
decision making
practicesin project
management

Research Theme 2
Refining the
Feasibility Formula

Prototype Feasihility
Formula

Leading to
Question 3
Objective 4

Refined and tested
Feasibility Formula
methodology and tool

45.1 Research Questions

Research Theme 3

Determining Feasibility
Formula effectiveness

Effectiveness of
Feasibility Formula

Question 3
Objective5

For specified project
types

Question 3
Objective 6

M easures of
effectiveness

The research questions devel oped to address the themes above are:
1. Doesthe aignment of project goals with the strategy of an organization influence project

success?

Research Theme 4
Project Manager and/or
Project Team capabilities

Question 4
Objective 7

Capability and willingness
of PM and/or project team
to use the methodol ogy
and tool

2. What are the characteristics of effective decision making in a pre-project environment?

3. Does the use of a pre-project methodology supported by a tool such as the Feasibility
Formula increase the effectiveness of decision making?

4. How capable and willing is the project manager and/or project team in using the
Feasibility Formula methodology and tool to engage with decision make rs?
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4.5.2 Research Objectives

The resulting research objectives developed from the research questions are:

Objectives 1 and 2, from Question 1.
1. To define project success.
2. To describe the relationship between effective pre-project feasibility determination and
project success.

Objective 3, from Question 2:
3. Toidentify current pre-project feasibility and related decision making practices.

Objective 4, 5 and 6, from Question 3:
4. Totest and refine the Feasibility Formula methodology and tool.
5. To measure the effectiveness of the tool.
6. Toevauateits effectivenessin different project types.

Objective 7, from Questions 4:
7. To examine the capability and willingness of the project manager and/or project team to
use the methodology and tool.

4.5.3 Hypothesis

The hypothesis, therefore, based upon the stated research problem, research questions and
objectivesis:

The Feashbility Formula tool and methodology contr ibutes to both the
organization and the project management profession in its ability to inform the
likelihood of a successful project outcome and support effective decision making.

4.6  TheResearch Design

The design and the structure chosen for this research is a combination of exploratory and
descriptive using inductive reasoning and using a cross-sectional time dimension. The principal
method of analysis and recording is qualitative, employing data collection methods of
guestionnaire, formal and informal meetings, observation, interview, and document analysis.

As illustrated in Table 4.6, the research is conducted in three phases: Phase 1 is the literature
review on project success and pre-project feasibility determination; Phase 2 is a process of
iterative methodology refinement and action research; and Phase 3 utilizes the case study
technique.
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Table 4.6 Overview of Research Design

Phase 1
Research Theme 1

Literature Review

Project success and alignment of
project with organization s
strategy

Identify existing pre-project
feasibility determination and
decision making practices

Outcomes

Existing feasibility determination
and decision making practicesin
project management to Phase 2

Phase 2
Research Themes2 & 3

Iterative Prototype Refinement
and Action Resear ch

4 iterations

6 workshops
18 exercises

Qutcomes
Refined Feasibility Formula

Effectiveness of Feasibility
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Phase 3
Research Theme 4

Case Study

Interviews

Observation and reflection
Document analysis
Datafrom Phase 2

Outcomes

Assessment of organization and
decision making in the project
environment

Formula
Data to formulate questions for
Phase 3 interviews

Project manager/project team
Datafor Phase 3 capability and willingness
The first two research gquestions and first three objectives look to comprehend the influences for
successful project outcomes in al project types. The descriptive and exploratory approach of
Phase 1 was based on data derived from existing literature to identify that project success is
influenced by the alignment of project outcomes to the strategy of an organization.

The literature review from Phase 1 and characteristics identified provided vauable input to the
guestions developed for the interviews, both structured and unstructured; this became the launch
point of Phase 3 and further contributed to the refinement of the prototype Feasibility Formula
and starting point for Phase 2 which addressed question 3 and objectives 4, 5 and 6. Question 4
and objective 7, representing Phase 3 of the research, investigated the capability and willingness
of the project manager and/or project team to use the tool and methodol ogy.

4.6.1 Research strategy

In looking at the options of the various research approaches, it become evident and well defined
as to which research strategies were most suitable for each phase:

Phase 1 is addressed through the literature review that investigates the relationship between
project success and pre-project feasibility determination (i.e. the extent to which a project s goals
are aligned with an organization s strategy).
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Phase 2 is addressed by action research and the iterative refinement of the prototype Feasibility
Formula methodology and tool. Upon further exploration of the theory and characteristics of
action research, it became clear that the methodology refinement activity fit all of the criteria
According to Schmuck (2009), there are four criteria of action research: i) it provides
intervention(s) for continuous improvement; ii) it seeks to foster development and planned
change, iii) it ams to collect trustworthy data on the multiple perspectives of individuals and
groups; and iv) it focuses on local change and improvement. The key elements of action research
- improvement, development, perspectives and local change would therefore be addressed
through the iterative methodology refinement process, based on facilitated workshops with
participant organizations, and continuing until no further occasion for refinement could be
recognized.

For Phase 3, the methodical approach chosen was case study, based on Yin (2003) and an
assessment of the situational conditions:

Table4.6.1 Research strategies (Yin, 2003)

Strategy Form of research Required control over Focuson
question behavioural events? | contemporary events?

Experiment How, why Yes Yes

Survey Who, what, where, how No Yes
many/much

Archival Analysis Who, what, where, how No Yesno

many/much

History How, why No No

Case Study How, why No Yes

Yins how and why questions signaled the favourable use of descriptive case studies. This
strategy was further supported by Phase 2 and the data collected for input into Phase 3.

4.6.2 Structure of the Research

The three phases of the research are described in the following sections. The literature research
of Phase 1 serves as important input for the development of the questions for the interviews. The
structure of the interviews was critical in facilitating the development of the workshops, which
themselves supported the refinement of the methodology and tool.
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4.7 Literature Search Phasel

The foundational literature search and review was the commencement of this research and
established a link between project success and pre-project feasibility determination.

It further supported the development of the prototype methodology and tool through validation
of the importance of strategic alignment and the absence of such tools. The outcome of the
literature review in Chapter 2 represents key input for Phase 2 Iterative Methodology
Refinement and Action Research, and Phase 3 Case Study.

4.8 Iterative Methodology Refinement and Action Research Phase 2

The researcher s experience on the significance of observation and reflection as tools for
practicing project managers, as well as the literature review and Bourne s thesis (2005), guided
the researcher to consider the iterative approach in studying the effectiveness of the Feasibility
Formula methodology and tool.

The iterative methodology refinement and action research was based on facilitated workshops
that involved project team members using the tool and methodology in their own work
environment. This afforded two key benefits: the first was the introduction of a structured
process for assessing the viability of the identified project and the refinement of the tool for
assessing the organization s future projects; the second benefit was to the research and was the
receipt of significant feedback, input and evaluation for the tool and methodology and its
effectiveness. The aggregate of this feedback yielded improvements in subsequent iterations of
the tool.

4.8.1 Datacollection

The Feasibility Formula prototype was first developed based on the resear cher s experience
with various organizations and project assignments. The prototype then became the foundation
for the facilitated workshops with participant organizations, with the project selected by the
sponsor. There were one or more workshops with each organization that encompassed three
exercises in total: the first exercise allowed for the introduction of the tool and methodology to
the project stakeholders and facilitated the active population and weighting of organizational
objectives; the second exercise was a review of the project under consideration and forecasting
the project s ability to satisfy the identified organizational objectives; and the third exercise
provided for an assessment of the project manager and/or project teams willingness and
capability to use the tool and methodology; a review of the tool s effectiveness; the solicitation
and application of feedback in refining the tool, and its formal evaluation by participants.

4.8.2 Methodology Refinement Cycles

Contribution to the refinement of the methodology and tool was primarily received in two ways:
the first was through dialogue and discussion during the sessions themselves, including the
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receipt of both solicited and unsolicited feedback from participants; the second was through the
formal evaluation at the conclusion of the exercises.

Improvements from one workshop were incorporated into the tool and methodology prior to the
next workshop as part of the refinement process. The earliest iterations, including the pilot,
were expected to generate the most critical feedback and resulting improvements, however the
researcher was prepared to continue until no further adverse comments were received. It was
anticipated that this could be accomplished in just a few sessions, and that the comments would
diminish as a result of the improved version of the tool and methodology being presented. The
researcher s expectation was that the final iteration would substantiate the user-friendly
methodology and tool, and its effectiveness.

49 CaseStudy Phase3

Following an analysis of research techniques to satisfy the needs of Question 4 - How capable
and willing is the project manager and/or project team in using the Feasibility Formula
methodol ogy and tool to engage with decision makers using Y en s (2003) strategy:

4.9.1 Case Study data collection

The unit of analysis, or major entity that the researcher is analyzing, is the project, as embodied
by the stakeholders including the project manager, project team and project sponsor. The case
studies are projected to yield data to interpret the willingness and capability of the project
manager and project team to use the Feasibility Formula methodology and tool.

Data was also collected through interviews conducted with the executive sponsor of each project
and the project manager (see Appendix 5 for interview questionnaires). The approach to the
interviews followed a semi-structured format, as illustrated within Table 4.3.7. The interview
collected data regarding expectations, current practices of the organization and individual, and
definitions of successful and unsuccessful projects. The researcher s personal experience and
results of the literature search were the primary inputs to the development of the questions.

Finally, the action research and iterative methodology refinement permitted data gathering
through observation and inquiry of the project stakeholders during the workshops. There were
additional opportunities for the research to collect same through informa meetings with
participants and project sponsors, as well as through the review and assessment of
documentation provided by the organization in support of the research.

4.9.2 Case Study data analysis

The data analysis of the case studies was undertaken by examining the data gathered from each
participant project and its sponsoring organization. This examination was conducted within each
case and finally as an inter-case analysis, which permitted the comparison of the case studies
across a number of dimensions. In analyzing the similarities and disparities both within, and
between the projects, an interpretation of the data may guide the researcher to more extensive
conclusions regarding the Feasibility Formula methodology and tool.
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49.3 Validation

The data gathered, the results of its analysis, and conclusions reached were validated through the
presentation of the research findings and report to the participants of the research, as well as to
project management practitioners and industry professionals.

4.10 Other aspects of Research Design

While the research structure identifies three distinct phases of the research entailing different
techniques, there was commonality of process among data management, selection of
participants, gaining access and ethical considerations.

4.10.1 Data management strategy

A comprehensive data management strategy was a critical component of the research design and
necessary to manage the abundance of data collected from many sources. It was paramount that
data could be stored and retrieved with relative ease at any given time during the course of the
research.

As such, the data management strategy encompassed notes from observations and feedback,
formal documents such as completed evaluation forms, changes to an iteration of the tool and/or
methodology, documents obtained from participant organizations, records of participants and
interviews, presentation material and various summary documents. All soft copy documents
were stored electronically, with files dated and organized into folders identified by subject name.
Hard copy documents were categorized into folder by topic, eg. Case Study Private 1,
evauations, etc.

4.10.2 Selection of participants

Particular attention was given to the types of organizations and projects selected for the research.
Organizations of medium to large size were pursued as being most suitable given the likely
nature, scope and complexity of the projects undertaken, as well as their broader stakeholder
representation and governance structure for decision making. To appropriately test the
Feasbility Formula methodology and tool in a number of environments, both public and
private sector organizations were selected. And it was deemed that a variety of project types
would be solicited to further validate the widespread application and effectiveness of the
Feasibility Formula. Hence, project types targeted included: 1T, accommodation and other
business projects (e.g. marketing). If a Project Management Office (PMO) function existed, the
target was considered to be even richer dueto ex posure to al projects within an organization
and abevy of project managers.

The final group of projects for the research consisted of: three private sector projects. one
national accommodation project (PMO managed), two business projects (marketing campaign
and business development initiative); two public sector projects. one IT project and one
accommodation project; and one not-for profit project: areal estate strategy.
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Details of the participant organizations, participant roles, cases and project details are described
in Chapter 5.

4.10.3 Gaining access

The research projects to be identified by the sponsor of the organization needed to satisfy the
following criteriain order to be relevant to the research:
* Project identified to be new and under consideration
* Project to be of significance to the organization (e.g. cost, risk, complexity, executive
oversight/interest)
» Project manager and/or project team assigned isin place

Initiation

Critical to the success of the research was gaining access to projects that met the above criteria.
An introductory letter to participants (Appendix 3) was issued to each senior management
sponsor of the targeted organizations requesting their participation and outlining initial criteria
for project identification. The sponsors were often referras from other professional
acquaintances that had contacts within the targeted organizations.

The letter was followed up with a phone call and/or email to further describe the nature of the
research, format of the exercises, and to secure a date and time for the workshop(s). Fortunately,
there was a strong interest in the research by the sponsors solicited and the acceptance rate was
high.

Execution

During the research, there were a number of informal meetings that took place with sponsors that
served two purposes. they helped to further understand the organizations, their challenges and
politics, providing additiona insight into the organization, its people and project environment.
Secondly, it deepened the relationship between researcher and subject/participant, yielding
additional, relevant data.

Closing
It was important to properly close the research w ith the participating organizations. Each
participant therefore received a personal thank you for their contribution to the research. Every

sponsor also received a copy of the presentation describing the research, and the completed tool
itself (i.e. populated worksheets and master spreadsheet) for future use within the organization.
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4.10.4 Ethical considerations

Ethics has become a foundation for conducting effective and meaningful research (Drew, 2007).
Important aspects of ethics in research include the informed consent of participants, protection
from harm  psychological, financial, social - and maintaining participant confidentiality,
privacy and anonymity (Polonski, 2004).

Ethical behaviour must be present during al aspects and phases of the research including
participant selection, data collection, anaysis, reporting and publication. It is critical for the
researcher to be cognizant of ethical considerations particularly in action research where it may
require the researcher to respond to ethical considerations within unplanned events. It can be
challenging for the researcher to anticipate such ethical issues.

Researcher integrity during the execution of the study is a fundamental principal for scientific
investigation. The researcher offered and signed a non-disclosure agreement with two of the
organizations due to the anticipated exposure to highly confidential information through the data
collection and workshop process.

While informed consent of participants was sought and secured at the outset of the research
activity, a second opportunity presented itself through the introductory presentation that laid out
the purpose, methods, and participant requirements of the research, in which informed consent
was again solicited and acknowledged.

Assurances of privacy, confidentiality and anonymity was provided to participants and their
organizations at the beginning, during and conclusion of the research, both verbally and in
written form.

411 Summary of the Chapter

In this chapter, the research design and structure of the research has been described in detail
from philosophical fundamentals and alternative approaches and techniques, to the fina
configuration of the research undertaken.

The researcher has presented the groundwork in this chapter to demonstrate in subsequent
chapters that this research has: i) potential contribution to new knowledge production (this
research area is largely unexplored), and ii) potentia contribution to management practices
(research implications for management may improve management practices leading to positive
and significant impacts on organizations and society). In short, the research has meaningful
practical application.

Chapter 5 following will describe the iterative methodology refinement and action research.
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5. ITERATIVE METHODOLOGY REFINEMENT AND ACTION RESEARCH

The previous chapter has described and validated the selection of action research as the research
technique to undertake the iterative methodology refinement that addresses research Question 3:

Does the use of a pre-project methodology supported by a tool such as the Feasibility
Formula increase the effectiveness of decision mak ing?

The research objectives related to Question 3 (objectives 4, 5 and 6) are:

4. Totest and refine the Feasibility Formula methodology and tool.
5. To measure the effectiveness of the tool.
6. Toevauateits effectivenessin different project types.

This chapter presents Phase 2 of the research for this dissertation: action research and iterative
methodol ogy refinement to test the effectiveness of the Feasibility Formula methodology and
tool. It will: provide a description of the organizations and projects that participated in the
research and the workshop process; present and summarize the refinement process; and examine
the effectiveness of the tool and methodol ogy.

51 The Resear ch Environment

A total of six organizations participated in the research, comprised of: 3 private sector
organizations Private 1, Private 2 and Private 3; 2 public sector organizations (federal/national
level), Public 1 and Public 2; and 1 Not-for-Profit organization. In total, there were six projects:
one IT, two accommodation, and three business projects (marketing, business development, real
estate).

The organizations and projects are summarized in Table 5.1 below:

Table5.1 Research Organizations and Projects

Organization Proj ect Project Type

National Marketing

1 | Pri 1 Project M .
ivate oject Management e ——

Business (Marketing)

Private2 Wealth Management/Financial National Rebranding

. : : Accommodation
Services Accommodation Project

International Capture Centre | Business (Business

3 | Private3 Defense Contracting I Development)

4 | Public1 IT Service Provider Enterprise Portfoli o System | IT

Regional Office

. Accommodation
Accommodation

5 | Public2 Export Development

Not-For-Profit (NFP) 1 Medica

Association Real Estate Strategy Business
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511 TheCases

Private1 National Marketing Campaign

Private 1 is a privately held Canadian project management services company and is part of an
international commercial real estate services organization. It specializesin project consulting for
large capital construction and infrastructure projects through a national employee base of 300+
project managers.

The project was a marketing campaign targeting the acquisition of new national accounts for the
firm. Characteristics of the campaign had previously been defined including its format (i.e. a
video campaign), targeted audience, logistics of its distribution, and performance measurement.
The organization was contemplating a series of marketing campaigns targeting a variety of
industry sectors based on the outcome of thisfirst project.

Private 2 National Rebranding Accommodation Proje ct

Private 2 is a national wealth management and financial services firm in Canada that manages
roughly $30 hillion in investment funds through Financial Advisors across 50 regional offices.
The staff count is over 1000 employees.

The organization supports a dedicated Program Management Office (PMO) function that
centrally manages strategically driven projects. Private 2 s project was a National Rebranding
Accommodation Project that would introduce a new brand and alternative workplace strategy
through the renovation of its 50 offices.

Private 3 International Capture Centre Initiative

Private 3 is a substantial defence and aerospace engineering firm that serves government and
commercia clients in more than 40 countries via 95,000 employees, with over $30 billion in
revenue. The company provides technology based systems and integration support to defence
and public security organizations.

The project was an international capture centre initiative (i.e. business development) to increase
sales wins in domestic and international markets. Up to $10M in discretionary funds was made
available for the project in order to pursue other business from across the organization.

Public1 Enterprise Portfolio System

Public 1 is a federal government IT body with 6,000 employees that is mandated to deliver
email, data centre and telecommunication services to 43 federal departments and agencies. Its
current total annual budget is approximately $1.7 billion. The creation of this centralized 1T
organization brought together people, technology resources and assets from 43 federal
departments and agencies to improve the efficiency, reliability and security of the government’s
IT infrastructure.
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The project represents the implementation of an Enterprise Portfolio System (EPS) that is an
organization-wide application intended for 300 Project Managers as primary users that will act as
aPM tool and repository for the management of 218 projects (current) valued at 100s of millions
of dollars.

Public 2 Regional Office Accommodation

Public 2 is acrown corporation of the federal government that specializes in export development.
It is a credit agency that supports and develops export trade by helping companies respond to
international business opportunities. The organization provides financial services, insurance and
business solutions to the country s exporters and i nvestors and their international buyers.

The project represents accommodation for Public 2 s regional office in central Canada. The
$30M facilities budget is applied to its head office plus 17 domestic regiona offices and another
17 international offices that are co-located with a foreign affairs organization. While this project
has implications related to standards and method of approach for al offices, it further requires
consideration for either a new office, or the renewal of an existing lease. In either case, the
criteriaindicate a necessary expansion to double the size of the space to accommodate new staff.

Not for Profit 1- Real Estate Srategy

Not-for-Profit 1 (NFP 1) is a national and mostly voluntary association of physicians that
advocates on behalf of its 80,000 members and the public for access to high quality health care.
It provides leadership and guidance to physicians through a variety of services that includes
medical research, policy development, clinical resources, heath programs, practice management
and professional development.

The project is based on aredl estate strategy for NFP 1 s head office, a facility of 80,000 square
feet. Options under consideration by the organization range from staying in their existing facility
to adopting an aternative workplace solution and re-locating elsewhere in the city (and selling or
leasing the current property), to co-locating and integrating with an affiliate located nearby. The
latter isthe preferred option and represents the project under formal consideration.

5.1.2 Organization, Stakeholder and Project Selection
Organization selection

The organizations selected for this research were required to individually or collectively meet
several criteriain order to provide the needed inputs for the research:

o Organization regularly undertakes projects of significance

o Firmisof medium to large size (300 to 95,000 employees) given the likely access
to projects of considerable scope and complexity (to test robustness of tool)

0 A governance structure for decision making isin place

0 Theresearch would involve several companies to eliminate sources of bias
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o Companies selected would represent both public and private sector organizations,
and varying businesses, in order to support determination of applicability

Stakeholder selection

The stakeholders identified for this research were required to meet criteria in order to be chosen,
based on their ability to contribute most meaningfully to the study. The criteriaincluded:

0 Senior management: those who can identify and discuss the organizations
strategic objectives

0 Persons with authority: to make decisions around the project (approva or
rejection)

0 Project Sponsor: who owns the success or failure of the project

Project manager/project team members: to be assigned and in place

o Functional Specialist: to contribute subject matter expertise

(@)

Project selection

The projects chosen for this research within the participating organizations were selected based
on the following:

0 Project identified to be new and under consideration

o Project to be of significance to the organization (e.g. cost, risk, complexity,
executive interest/oversight)

0 Variety of project types to support determination of applicability

The selection process and criteria for the organization, stakeholder and project collectively
ensured optimum contribution to the research.

52  Theworkshop process

As described in Chapter 3, the methodology consisted of one or more workshops (for each case)
representing three exercises: The first exercise alowed for the introduction of the tool and
methodol ogy to the stakeholders and facilitated the active population of organizational objectives
based on participant knowledge of the organization. The participants further assessed the relative
importance of each objective and the output was a concise list of rated objectives for each of the
11 elements.

The second exercise was areview of the project under consideration and forecasting the project s
ability, across the 11 elements, to satisfy the identified organizational objectives, and to what
extent, via numerical rating. The results were auto-calculated in the spreadsheet tool at both a
detailed and summary level. This exercise further accommodated the assessment and analysis of
the outcome/results with the stakeholder team.
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The third exercise provided for an assessment of project managers willingness and capability to
use the tool and methodology, and a review of the tool s effectiveness, the solicitation and
application of feedback in refining the tool, and its formal evaluation by participants.

Participants of each workshop included executive members, project managers, subject matter
experts and others, as identified by the project sponsor as being relevant contributors and/or
stakeholders to the project and organization. Members were also sought based on their
knowledge of the project and of the organization s goals and cultural disposition in order to
ensure accurate representation and provide varying perspectives in order to foster robust
discussion and further test drive thetool asit wasintended.

As researcher, | facilitated all workshops, exercises and activities. Following this, the completed
Feasibility Formula for the specific organization, as produced with e ach group, was presented
to the project sponsor for review and validation. Details of the project participantsis provided in
Table 5.2 below:

Table 5.2 Details of workshop participants

- o : . Number of
Participant Organization Project role of participants .
participants
Private1 National Marketing | Vice President, Devel opment
Campaign Director, Marketing and Communications 4
Marketing Coordinator
Communications Manager/Project Manager
Private2 National Assistant Vice President, Program Management
Rebranding Accommodation Office
Proj ect Manager, Project Management 4
Program Lead, National Re-branding
Project Manager
Private 3 International Director, Business Devel opment
Capture Centre I nitiative Director, Cyber Practice
Director, Project Management 5
Capture Centre Specialist
Project Manager
Number of
Participant Organization Project role of participants participants
Publicl EnterprisePortfolio | Senior Director, Centre of Excellence (COE)
System Director, Business Management Solutions
. 4
General Manager, Consulting
Director of Project Management
Public2 Regional Office Director, Real Estate and Corporate Services
Accommodation Real Estate and Facilities Manager 4
Facilities Coordinator
Real Estate and Facilities Specialist
Not for Profit 1- Real Estate Chief of Staff
Strategy Director, HR and Organizational Development 3
Project Lead, Real Estate Strategy (external)
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5.3  Action Research - Iterative M ethodology Refinement

The action research was based on its application for the achievement of four criteria (Schmuck,
2009): i) it provides intervention(s) for continuous improvement; ii) it seeks to foster
development and planned change, iii) it ams to collect trustworthy data on the multiple
perspectives of individuals and groups; and iv) it focuses on local change and improvement. The
key elements of action research - improvement, development, perspectives and local change
would therefore be addressed through the iterative methodology refinement. Further, the process
of iterative refinement would be supported by Deming s plan, do, check, act and the process of
plan, monitor, evaluate, reflect (Lusthaus, Adrien, Perstinger, 1999). Systematic anaysis of the
methodology and tool would provide an understanding of causes for success or failure and
subsequent improvement - and also reduce the likelihood of moving too quickly to the next
iteration without reaping the benefits of the current one (Slater, Narver, 1995).

The process consisted of defining the notion, determining the approach, designing the
methodology, planning and implementing the activities, monitoring, evaluating and reflecting
upon the results. The combined cycle of plan, do, monitor, evaluate and reflect was then repeated
for each iteration.

For this research, data was collected through a series of document analyses, interviews,
observation and both formal and informal discussions. The informal data served to augment the
workshop process. Figure 5.3 represents a summary of the iterative process.

. Iteration 2 :
Iteration 1 ‘Continuous Iteration 3
‘Pilot’ . ‘Validation’

Improvement

* Plan * Plan = Plan
= Monitor = Monitor = Monitor
= Evaluate = Evaluate = Evaluate
= Reflect = Reflect = Reflect
Workshops Interviews Documents Observation

Figure5.3 Iterative process summary

5.3.1 Designing the refinement strategy

The refinement strategy was designed to test both the value and practical application of the
methodology and tool for the participating organizations. It was germane to the research to
compare its usefulness and application across a spectrum of project types and as a result, IT,
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accommodation, and diverse business projects were selected for the research. Further, | wanted
to determine the effectiveness of the Feashbility Formula tool and methodology in
organizations of a significant size in both the public and private sector.

The plan and do aspects of the cycle were undertaken through the workshop and exercise
processes, as described in detail in Chapter 4. The monitor and evaluate period was based on
observation of participant actions during the workshop, feedback received, both forma and
informal, and their evaluation of the Feasibility Formula tool and methodol ogy.

Reflection at the conclusion of each workshop, and prior to the next, was critical for the
researcher to enable lessons learned and continuo us improvement for the subsequent iteration
of the tool and methodology. Coupled with the participant evaluations, this permitted the
researcher to query what worked, and what didn t work, and why with a view to improvement.
Further, it was important to capture learning during the process, of both participants and
researcher.

Central to the research effort was the summation of notes of the thoughts and ideas from this
reflection following the conclusion of each workshop, and to do so when this was fresh in the
mind . These observations were included in the refi nements and became inputs for the Phase 3
case study research.

The researcher was open minded and flexible regarding the number of iterations that may be
required for completing the cycle, whereby no further suggestions for improvement or adverse
comments were forthcoming from the action research participants. This juncture was reached
following the fourth cycle. A summary of the iterative methodology refinement is shown in
Table 5.3.1 below:

Table5.3.1 Summary of iterative methodology refi nement

Project Changes Output
Private1l National Marketing | Pilot Iteration 1
Campaign; Prototype Feasibility Formula refined four times
Private Consultations x 3 with improvements incorporated in tool and
methodol ogy.

February-March, 2014
-remove benefits realization (appliesto al), remove Feasibility

timeline obligation and embraces organizational Formula
values as these are constraints not objectives vl, v2
-Combine awareness generation with brand New data for
-project aim/need deleted as a definition, not Workshop 1
objective

-regulatory compliance will include technical so it
may be removed

-add legal compliance

-organizational efficiency to fall under financial
-increase ratings available from 5 to 10
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-consider units of measure for each criteria
-Objectives become what matters and ratings
what matters most

-add ethical compliance asthe 11" criteria
-alter examples provided on worksheets

Private2 National
Rebranding Accommodation
Proj ect

Private 3 International
Capture Centre Initiative

Continuous Improvement |terations 2+3
March-May, 2014

-introduce weighting of 65/35

-adjust formulas and aggregate to master worksheet
-introduce pie chart

-confirm visual representation

-process to capture data adjusted to reduce workshop

Publicl EnterprisePortfolio | time Feasibility
System -make corrections: several scores not recordingin Formula
matrix v3, v4
-maintain description and criteria columns as
prompts to user groups
-piechart adjust to text within chart, no legend or
numbers
-change worksheet formulaiif fewer than 7 objectives
chosen to ensure accuracy
-adjust examples used to ensure organizational an d
not project based
Public2 Regional Office Validation Iteration 4 Feasibility
Accommodation May-June, 2014 Formula
v5

NFP 1 Real Estate Strategy

54 Pilot First Iteration

The pilot phase and first iteration of the Feasibility Formula followed the initial tool and
methodology development in December 2013 and January 2014, and took place in February and
March 2014. It consisted of three individua sessions with consultants (one Risk, one IT, one
Defense) and a workshop with the participants from Private 1.

5.4.1 Planning and implementation

The planning for the pilot consisted of determining visual improvements for the tool, developing
an accompanying introductory presentation (Appendix 6), practicing the methodology and
facilitation of the workshop, and selecting the right organization and individuals to participate in
theinitial test and refinement of the Feasibility Formula .

The implementation consisted of: two meetings each with the consultants to review and solicit
feedback; and delivery of the first workshop. The consultations were planned at 90 minutes each
and were successful in serving their purpose in the amount of time allotted. For the workshops,
initially two were planned at 1.5 hours each, however, it became evident through discussions
with Private 1 that this would pose an issue for stakeholder participation due to schedules and
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time commitment, and therefore risk continuity of process. It was decided that the pilot
workshop would be one event and would be set at a two hour timeframe, with a plan to
accomplish the necessary exercises during thistime.

It was found, however, that the time was insufficient to conduct the full workshop, so the
researcher would need to review and amend the material to accomplish same in this timeframe,
or solicit longer duration workshops from the remaining participant organizations. the former
was chosen and the researcher subsequently condensed material and facilitation to accomplish a
two-hour workshop that yielded the necessary outputs.

5.4.2 Monitoring the results and effects

Following the results of the consultations and workshop with Private 1, several adjustments were
incorporated into the tool and methodology. Some of the key modifications included: an
introduction of the classifications of what matters and what matters most to smplify the
context for participants, fine tuning the elements to eliminate some (regulatory compliance,
awareness generation) and introduce others (ethics, legal compliance); expand ratings scale from
5 to 10 for greater differentiation of importance; assign a weighting of 65:35 for scoring of
organizational importance: project ability to satisfy; and make visua adjustments including the
addition of an automated pie chart.

5.4.3 Reflection and evaluation
Participants in the pilot workshop (and all subsequent workshops) were asked to complete

evaluations and provide formal feedback on the tool and methodology, and to further provide
comment for suggested improvements. Responses are provided below in Figure 5.4.3.

Pilot Workshop Evaluation: Private 1
Worked well:

Real valuein the discussion and in agreeing upon priorities and their weighting:

It provides the opportunity to very methodically and thoroughly examine the project from a
strategic, business driver perspective

Facilitates making go-no go decisions on projects

Great to ook at the project from an organizational viewpoint

Captures a different lens from each stakehol der

Needed improvement:

We identified atechnical glitch with the formula to be rectified

Consider having a session just to discuss and set the organizational goals first
Anticipate level of facilitation required could be extensive for immature organizations

Figure5.4.3 Summary of Workshop, Pilot Private 1
The overall ratings from the completed evaluations were positive: ratings on i) participant

confidence in the tool and methodology and ii) the likelihood of using it again scored high (out
of 5): 4-5, 4-5, 4-4 and 4-5 respectively for these questions.
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From the researcher s perspective, it was evident that Iteration 1 performed the necessary
function of a pilot that permitted the early trial and testing of the tool in an environment that
consisted of consultations and a full workshop. Private 1 was ideal as a highly cooperative,
medium-sized organization in order to prepare for the large scale organizations that would be
next.

5.4.4 Revision of the plan

Regarding the time required for the workshop, it was discovered that two hours was not enough
to conduct the workshop as planned so modifications were made to condense materia and
streamline population of the tool to still yield the necessary outputs.

The suggested improvements and fixes from participants were incorporated into the plan revision
and next iteration of the tool and methodology, including some recommendations on the
facilitation of the workshop prior to repeating the cycle.

55  ContinuousImprovement Second and Third Iterations

The phase of continuous improvement covers the period of end of March through May, 2014 and
included the participating organizations of Private 2, Private 3 and Public 1.

5.5.1 Planning and implementation

The planning and implementation phase of the continuous improvement cycle included a review
of al feedback and resulting modifications from the pilot phase, collection of documentation
from the participating organizations, discussions with participants sponsors, and further
refinement of the facilitation to ensure a two-hour workshop timeframe. This included the
addition of examples to the tool in order to speed up the discussion around organizational
objectives. Further, the researcher conduced more dry runs of the tool to ensure it was second
nature and it could be manipulated quickly during population and discussions.

5.5.2 Monitoring the results and effects

For this continuous improvement phase, it was important to understand the possibilities for
improvement from the pilot phase and with the three additional workshops. It was necessary to
capture all possible modifications for the tool and methodology that would likely benefit others
as a result of learning from new participants, and their feedback. The forma evaluations, as
summarized in section 5.7 were also used to make adjustments.
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55.3 Réeflection and evaluation

Each of the three workshops, consisting of three exercises per workshop (total of 9), produced
valuable feedback for the tool and methodology refinement. While there was some overlap or
redundancy of comments and feedback (indicating consensus for improvement areas), each
organization was able to yield, through its participants, a new nugget or two that would serve
to further improve the Feasibility Formula . There were a few suggestions not implemented as
the researcher determined that it would benefit the few, or that organization specifically, rather
than the many.

The evaluations from Private 2, Private 3 and Public 1 workshop participants follow in Figures
5.5.3 through 5.5.5.

Continuous Improvement Workshop Evaluation: Iteration 2 - Private 2
Worked well:

Liked having all of the criterialaid out

Has the ability to be customized to meet our needs

An organized tool that linked thought to outcomes and considered organizational priorities
Tool looked easy to use

Can use the tool and methodol ogy to compare and co ntrast at the portfolio level

Goals can be pre-determined with the executive for consistency and use with al projects
Needed improvement:

Required some manual manipulation of formulas if m aximum of 7 objectives not identified
Could include an overview of each section on each worksheet for further context

Would be good to lay out the results in low, mediu m, high rather than a numerical value
Improve the risk definition(s)

Scoring isinterpretive; better to go with colour legend and meaning rather than relative scores

Figure5.5.3 Summary of Workshop, Iteration2 P rivate 2

The overall ratings from Private 2 on the value of the tool including i) participant confidence in
the tool and methodology and ii) the likelihood of using it again scored medium-high (out of 5):
3-4, 4-4, 4-5 and 4-5 respectively for these questions.

Continuous Improvement Workshop Evaluation: Iteration 2 - Private 3
Worked well:

Brings structure to decision making

Forces you to think deeply about what is important

Interaction of key personnel brings different pers pectives and opinion
Determines alignment (or not) of key organizational and project focus areas
Encourages discussion allows for understanding o f others roles and what simportant
Great discussion on objectives, priorities, weight ing and alignment
Provides formality and structured thinking to our current informal review
Needed improvement:

More guidance on how to populate needsfacilitat ion

Need to identify the right stakeholder group
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Clearly define the goa of the project before the session begins ( elevator speech )
Need to use the tool more to determine opportuniti es for improvement

Figure5.5.4 Summary of Workshop, Iteration2 P rivate 3

The overall ratings from Private 3 on the value of the tool including i) participant confidence in
the tool and methodology and ii) the likelihood of using it again scored relatively high (out of 5):
4-3, 4-5, 4-5, 4-3 and 5-5 respectively for these questions.

Continuous Improvement Workshop Evaluation: Iteration 3 Public 1
Worked well:

Easy to use

Many of the elements capture what is required

Thetool can help to kill aproject early

Thelist of elementsare bangon .

Can use for projects on hold or cancelled to deter mine the why behind it
Supports our communication efforts

Interactive session and walkthrough of very practi cal/applicable example

Needed improvement:

Bring more quantitative to qualitative portion

Needs to betailored to the public sector i.e. a dd Procurement, Security elements
PMswill need facilitation skillstraining

Be careful of political element with government/pu blic sector users should rename
Scoring interpretation may be skewed in risk averse environment

Figure5.5.5 Summary of Workshop, Iteration 3 P ublic 1

The overall ratings from Public 1 on the value of the tool including i) participant confidence in
the tool and methodology and ii) the likelihood of using it again scored low-medium (out of 5):
3-2, 4-2, 4-2, 4-3 respectively for these questions. The lower scores for the likelihood of using
the tool and methodology were qualified by participants since the organization had an existing
tool that the participants were required to use, despite seeing the value in the Feasibility
Formula .

The organizations in Iteration 2 and 3 were not new to the world of project management. On the
contrary, Private 2 and 3 both had dedicated Project Management Offices (PMOs) and Public 1
had a smilar PM Centre of Excellence (COE). As a result, these organizations had some
previous or current ability to assess projects, whether formal or informal. It was interesting to
note, however, that only one of the participating organizations could claim atool as robust as the
Feasibility Formula, but that it still missed the mark on determining alignment with
organizational objectives. This finding underscored a significant pattern regarding lack of
decision making tools and methodol ogies in organizations.

As the evaluations indicated, the methodology and tool brought the greatest value through

essential discussion among the stakeholder group in order to arrive at a conclusion as to the
project sviability and likelihood for success.
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5.5.4 Revision of the plan

Workshops had now been held with the three organizations for continuous improvement
iterations 2 and 3. As the recommendations for improvement and subsequent modifications to
the Feasibility Formula began to significantly diminish, it was time to ¢ onduct a fina
validation of the tool and methodology.

5.6 Validation Fourth iteration

The validation phase, or fourth iteration, was conducted late May through June, 2014, with
participants from Public 2 and NFP 1.
5.6.1 Planning and implementation

The planning and implementation phase of the validation included a regard for what would be
necessary to interpret the tool and methodology as approved in a final state. The researcher

was looking for an absence of suggested improvements and/or no further feedback on
enhancements from the participants. This would be determined through the discussions as well
as alack of substantial comment in the formal evaluations following the workshops.

5.6.2 Monitoring the results and effects

For this validation phase, all suggested improvements from the continuous improvement phase
were implemented within the Feasibility Formula prior to the workshops. Through the two
remaining organizations, it was critical to understand that the tool and methodology was

accepted asis and found to be useful initscurr ent state.

5.6.3 Réeflection and evaluation

Validation Workshop Evaluation: Iteration 4 Publi c 2
Worked well:
Opened my eyesto the corporate objectives. We usu aly only look at the small picture.
Easy comparison between corporate objectives and p rojects.
Looks, works really well.
Keeps corporate initiatives and goals top of mind .
Lets you know when the project focus doesn t conne ct on a corporate level.
Liked the comparison between project and corporate objectives/alignment.
Needed improvement:
Nothing noted.

Figure5.6.3 Summary of Workshop, Iteration4 P ublic 2
The overall ratings from Public 2 on the value of the tool including i) participant confidence in

the tool and methodology and ii) the likelihood of using it again scored relatively high (out of 5):
5-3, 5-4, 4-4 and 4-4 respectively for these questions.
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Validation Workshop Evaluation: Iteration 4 NFP 1
Worked well:

The tool allowed us to break down the different criteria into component parts to foster
achievement of objectives

It forces dialogue and commitment of common, measu reable goals.

| really like the visual representation.

| think it should be done at the front end of all projects very effective.

Needed improvement:

| think thetool isgreat asis.

There is a significant time commitment required to properly develop and populate the tool that
needs to be considered.

Figure5.6.4 Summary of Workshop, Iteration4 N FP 1

The overall ratings from NFP 1 on the value of the tool including i) participant confidence in the
tool and methodology and ii) the likelihood of using it again scored very high (out of 5): 5-5, 5-
5, 5-4 respectively for these questions.

5.6.4 Researcher Evaluation

At the conclusion of Validation - Iteration 4, it became evident that the tool and methodology
had uniformly been well-received and valued by all participant organizations. There were no
further suggestions for improvement to the final version of the tool.

As aresult of the work with these six organizations, a refined, robust tool and methodology was
developed that permitted project communities to e ffectively define and prioritize objectives
and assess a project s ability to satisfy these objectives and its likelihood for viability and a
successful outcome.

5.7  TheEffectiveness of the Feasibility Formula

Chapter 5 has thus far addressed Research Objective 4: to test and refine the Feasibility
Formula methodology and tool. This section will now focus on Objectives 5 and 6: to measure
the effectiveness of the tool and to evaluate its effectiveness in different project types.

5.7.1 Effectiveness of the tool and methodol ogy

The process of identifying and prioritizing organizational objectives in the first exercise, and the
consideration of the project s ability to satisfy these objectives in the second exercise, required
significant engagement of the participating stakeholders. The vast mgority of participants had
not been exposed to a feasibility tool previously, and the following benefits had been cited
relative to its effectiveness:

» Fosters necessary consensus building among participants

« Expectations of stakeholders are better understood

* Knowledge gained re insight into other functional areas, challenges and opportunities

within the organization
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* Instilsahigh level of collaboration among participants

* Consideration of organizationa objectives brings clarity and focus

* Nurtures astronger familiarization of what smost important to the organization

» Affords multiple perspectives from the participant stakeholders

* Introduces consideration for a project s aignment with an organization s objectives

* Providesfor substantia dissection of the project at avery detailed level

» Permitsreflection on extended impact of project under consideration and other related
projects

» Provides alearning experience through participation

The effectiveness of the methodology was further measured through evaluations completed by
the participants of the six cases at the conclusion of each workshop, for a total of 24 formal
evauations. The two key questions that sought direct responses to the effectiveness of the
Feasibility Formula were Question 5 rating a participant s confidence in the methodol ogy
and tool and Question 6 rating the likelihood of the participant using the Feasibility Formula
again. The results of the responses, shown in Figure 5.7.0 and 5.7.1 below indicate that
respondents were generally very confident in the tool and methodology, and that the mgjority
would likely use it again.

O12# =

Figure5.7.0 Responsesto Q5 confidenceinusin gthe Feasibility Formula
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032/ *

Figure5.7.1 Responsesto Q6 likelihood of usin g the Feasibility Formula again

The consistent lower scores (all a score of 3) from one organization (Public 1) for the likelihood
of using the tool and methodology again were qualified by participants since the organization
had an existing tool that the participants were required to use, despite seeing the value in the
Feasibility Formula .

It was clear for the researcher upon examination of the evaluations that the participant views of
the Feasibility Formula  specified the effectiveness of the tool and methodology in decision
making in support of project success.

5.7.2 Effectiveness of the software

The Feasibility Formula  tool was created in Microsoft Excel and consisted of 12 worksheets
(11 worksheets and 1 master worksheet). There was one worksheet for each of the 11 elementsto
be assessed and scored, and one master worksheet on which the aggregate data appeared along
with a visual representation of the outcome. Each of the worksheets, except the master one,
allowed participants to enter text (objectives) and numerical data (ratings). The spreadsheet
would perform al of the required calculations to produce the aggregate results. If stakeholders
chose fewer objectives to populate, then the formula would need to be manipulated manually to
capture only the number of line items selected and reflect an accurate score.

Feedback to the software was generally positive. Participants widely commented that the benefit
was in the structure provided by the software to capture both qualitative elements through text
and quantitative data through the numerical scoring. The software was uniformly regarded as
necessary to support the methodol ogy.

5.7.3 Effectiveness by project type

Of the six participating organizations, the projects identified were: one IT, two accommodation,
and 3 business projects (marketing, business development and real estate strategy).
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Five of the six organizations had not used a project feasibility assessment tool previously in
support of decision making. Further, there was a definite absence of either identifying or
considering organizational objectives as part of a project selection process, regardless of project
type. Given the researcher s experience in project management environments, this was not a
revelation, but rather the premise of the opportunity to assist organizationsin this regard.

The eleven elements were selected intentionally so as to be applicable across al organizations,
industry and project types. This was further established during the iterative refinement phase.
Interestingly, it was only Public 1 that commented that public sector organizations may require
adjustments to the language and/or renaming in order to deal with public sensitivities. One
example was the suggested renaming of the element political given the nature of their
environment.

Irrespective of project type, there were widespread similarities captured for the tool and
methodology regarding: the enthusiasm displayed; feedback and suggestions for improvement;
its applicability to the identified organization, selected project and its stakeholders; its usefulness
and cited benefits; and resulting value. The summary of the evaluations in section 5.7.1 supports
this finding.

5.8  Action Research Findings

Using Schmuck s (2009) action research criteria, Table 5.8 below shows the extent that each
criteriawas met by the research undertaken with the organizations and their specified projects:

Table 5.8 Action Research Findings

Action Private 1 Private 2 Private 3 Public 1 Public 2 NFP 1
Research Marketing Accommodation Business IT Accommodation Real Estate
Criteria* Development

Provides . o . . .
intervention(s) Re-examining | New process Seeking inclusion | Now conducting | New Recognize need
. approach to adjustments to of necessary & project consideration to pay
for continuous o ) ) - _— X
. organization s | include PMO identified broader | assessments for application heightened
improvement . o .
overall recommendation | stakeholder portfolio-wide of tool to attention to
marketing to stop, hold or | audience for provide specific
campaign kill future workshopsin improvement in | organizational
identification | projects support of process prioritization of | objectives and
& selection & outcome projects secure advocacy
improvement from Board
Seeksto foster . . .
New, PMO reviewing | Tool and Committed to Implement Resulting
development . :
and olanned structured content of methodology to give further methodology in | thoughtful
chanp o approach existing be applied to all specialized the regions consideration of
9 adopted to business cases future capture attention to going forward alternatives &
establish to include new initiatives organizational to ensure impact if project
metrics and material from risk and corporate undertaken
review the Feasibility financial alignment and
likelihood of | Formula outcomes standards
success applied
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trustworthy Sati;fied by Sati.sf?ed by Sati.sf?ed by Sati.sf?ed by Sati;fied by Sati;fied by

data on the participant participant participant participant participant participant

multiple workshop and | workshop and workshop and workshop and workshop and workshop and

per spectives exercises, and | exercises, and exercises, and exercises, and exercises, and exercises, and

of individuals | ¢ study case study data | case study data case study data | casestudy data | case study data
data collection collection collection collection collection

and groups collection

:;Z(;T?a?:;e Strengthening | New Stapdardization of Ensur.i ng Raises Pr.oj ect

and corporate governance review tea.m. rp!es techrycal & awareness for ahgnment &

improvement resource structure & responsibilities | functional local resulting
function introduced to to ensure authorities management implementation
(talent, expedite consistent present for all and expedites fosters
structure) to decision making | approach to all project reviews | project decision | expected,
better support | in support of initiatives making desired cultural
local regions | projects shift

* Schmuck (2009)

Fundamentally, the majority of participants identified the strong likelihood of using the
Feasbility Formula again, and the findings from the action research, as illustrated above,
further supports this view. Based on outcomes of the action research, it became evident to the
researcher that the criteria of improvement, development, perspectives and local change would
be satisfied.

59  Establishing Credibility

Establishing credibility of the Feasibility Formula and validation of the outcomes of the
workshops was an important consideration for the research. This was substantiated in a few
ways:

) Explicitly communicating the incorporation of suggested improvements to the tool
and methodol ogy to (benefitting) participants in subsequent workshops.

i) Sharing examples of opportunities, challenges and feedback from and between the
different organizations during workshops, ensuring confidentiality was maintained at
all times.

1) Maximizing its usefulness and applicability by performing a chalenge function as
facilitator, providing suggestions to the participants re choices for what they are
populating in the tool and how it may be optimized.

iv) Providing afinal presentation to the organizations sponsors regarding the findings of
the research.

V) Actively supporting organizations that expressed a desire to work further with the
tool and methodology, and make recommendations for its application, adoption and
incorporation into project initiation and planning processes.

vi) Presenting the methodology and tool, and research results, to colleagues and
practitioners in the project management field to solicit feedback and obtain
validation.
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One of the veritable signs of the credibility of the tool occurred when | started to receive requests
from organizations, both solicited and unsolicited, to conduct one or more workshops, resulting
in the commercial use of the Feasibility Formula tool and methodol ogy.

510 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter has provided a detailed description of the iterative methodology refinement process
and action research. It has addressed the research objectives of testing and refining the tool and
methodology, measuring its effectiveness and evaluating its effectiveness in different project

types.

The research environment is described and the six case organizations and their projects depicted.
The refinement strategy is presented including the phases of i) pilot, ii) continuous improvement,
and iii) validation. It takes four iterations to successfully refine the tool to a point where no
further suggestions for improvement are made or incorporated.

Finally, participant evaluations are assessed and presented, indicating a strong likelihood of
future use of the tool. The action research findings are also described and indicate that the
research meets the criteria as defined.

The content of this chapter conveys to the researcher that the greatest perceived value of the
Feasibility Formula tool and methodology for participant organizations is its ability to
generate meaningful discussion and aresulting prioritized list of objectives that would permit the
determination of organization and project alignment and resulting likelihood for project
success.
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6. CASE STUDIES

Chapter 6 will provide the case studies and a synopsis of the qualitative data amassed from the
research within five Canadian organizations. The case study descriptions for the participant
organizations and their identified projects will be presented in the same order as the iterative
methodology refinement and action research:

Project of Iteration 1 Pilot : Private 1 Nationa Marketing Campaign

Projects of Iteration 2 & 3 Continuous Improvement: Private 2 Nationa Rebranding
Accommodation Project; Private 3  Internationa Capture Centre Initiative; Public 1
Enterprise Portfolio System

Projectsof Iteration 4 Validation : Public2 Regional Office Accommodation; NFP1 Red
Estate Strategy

6.1 Introduction

The objective of this chapter, and the case study methodology, is to validate the research
objectives and answer the research questions related to i) measuring the effectiveness of the tool
and methodology and ii) the willingness and capability of the project manager and/or project
team to use the Feasibility Formula

The cases are presented in a consistent manner:
» Description of the organization
o Overview of the organization and project
0 Making contact and gaining access
0 Structure of the organization
o Culture
» Description of the project
Project typology
Objectives and drivers
Lifecycle
Project organization
Roles of sponsor, project manager and project team
Decision making
Results of completed Feasibility Formula
Effectiveness of the tool and methodology
Willingness and capability of the project manager and/or project team in using
the Feasibility Formula

O O OO O o oo o

6.1.1 Data Gathering

This research recognizes the project as the unit of analysis, however the primary focus of the
study is on the organization s practice of pre-proj ect feasibility determination, or its absence. The
case studies focus narrowly on these specific aspects of organizationa behavior (e.g. use of pre-
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project feasibility determination and decision-making tools). There is an element of individual
behavior when we examine project manager s willingness and capability to use the Feasibility

Formula

designed to provide insights into the issue of pre-project feasibility determination.

tool and methodology. Further, the case studies are instrumenta in nature and are

Well-known case study researchers such as Stake, Berg and Yin have written extensively about
case study research and have suggested techniques for organizing and conducting research
successfully. A key strength of the case study method involves using multiple sources and
techniques in the data gathering process.

Data gathering for each of the case studies included, but was not limited to:

Project briefs

Project documentation
Personal communication documents (emails)
Agendas and minutes
Website review

News rel eases

Policy documents

Organization documents
Formal and informal interviews (facts, opinions, insights)
Interview participant surveys

Observation

Researcher journal notes

A further description of the data management techniques employed for this research including
the storage, classification and retrieval of these items is described previously in Chapter 4.

6.2

Overview of Case Studies

An overview of the case studies is presented below in Table 6.2 and summarizes characteristics
of each organization, project and team:

Table 6.2 Summary of cases

Case Type of Organization Project Background of | Project Type
Organization Maturity Organization PM/Team
Level*
Private 1 - Private sector Growth Project Manager | PM haslittle Simple; High
National (national) isaso project novelty,
Marketing Project Functional management moderate
Campaign Management Subject Matter experience complexity
Expert
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Case Type of Organization Project Background of | Project Type
Organization Maturity Organization PM/Team
Level*
Private 2 - Private sector Mature Sophisticated Assigned PM has | Typical to
National (national) project significant complex; High
Rebranding Wealth organization with | experience yet pace; moderate
Accommodation | Management/Fina dedicated implementation | technology,
Project ncia Services Program team does not novelty; high
Management technology
Office (PMO)
Private 3 - Private sector Mature Robust team of PM has Complex; High
I nter national (national) independent substantial complexity and
Capture Centre | Defense PMssiloed from | experience but pace; moderate
Initiative Contracting the functional looking for technology,
areas considerable low novelty
guidance from
Project Lead
Public1 - Public sector Incubation Dedicated PM as | Highly Complex; High
Enterprise (federal/national) part of PM experience PM complexity/
Portfolio System IT Service Centre of working in technol ogy,
Provider Excellence strong PM moderate to
(COE) environment high pace, low
novelty
Public 2 Public sector Mature Subject Matter Assigned PM has | Typical; Low
Regional Office | (federa/national) Expert (SME) in | significant pace &
Accommodation Export Facilitiesis experiencein complexity,
Devel opment assigned as facilities projects | low-medium
Project Manager | implementation; | novelty &
uncredentiadled in | technology
formal PM
NFP 1 - Real Not-For-Profit Mature No project Nointerna PM Complex; High
Estate Strategy | (national) organization capabilities,; complexity and
National Medical exists outsourced PM novelty,
Association expertise moderate to
high

technology and
pace

*based on organizational lifecycle of Incubation, Growth, Maturity, Decline (Dickel, Mason, Rowe,

1982)

6.3

Marketing Campaign

Case Study Description: Project of Iteration 1

Pilot:

Private 1

National

Private 1 is a privately held Canadian project management services company and is part of an
international commercial real estate services organization. It specializesin project consulting for
large capital construction and infrastructure projects through a national employee base of 300+
project managers.
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The project is a marketing campaign targeting the acquisition of new national accounts for the
firm. Characteristics of the campaign had previously been defined including its format (i.e. a
novel video campaign prototype), targeted audience (Corporate Office prospective clients),
logistics of its distribution, and performance measurement. The organization was contemplating
a series of marketing campaigns targeting a variety of industry sectors based on the outcome of
thisfirst project.

6.3.1 Making contact and gaining access

Looking to include a project management firm within the organizations selected for the research,
it became evident to the researcher that this organization would likely be a strong pilot candidate
given its familiarity with project management environments and existing knowledge of project
management processes and methodol ogies.

| first approached the Director of Marketing in early March 2014 to request participation in the
research, namely the workshop and case study, and while there was some initial apprehension
(due to initial perceived inapplicability of a marketing project), she agreed to participate, along
with members of her team. Further, the interest and participation of the Director s supervisor, the
Vice President of Development, was secured as she expressed that the research could be
beneficial to their decision making process and project selection. Within one week, we were
fully engaged in the research process.

6.3.2 Structure of the organization

In Private 1, a matrix organization was in place that reflected a flat, rather than a traditional,
hierarchical, organization. There were only four levels for the entire organization: Executive,
Director/Principal, Project Manager, and Administration. This facilitated ease and nimbleness in
decision making.

6.3.3 Culture

The culture of the organization reflects an entrepreneurial environment where autonomy and
creatively is supported, however there is a dichotomy present with stringent internal systems and
quality management processes, particularly in support of its ISO 9001 certification.

Further, Private 1 has established a learning environment where continuing education is a
requirement of all staff. Credentials, both their achievement and maintenance, is seen as an
imperative for employees.

6.4  Project Description

The marketing campaign is targeting the acquisition of new national accounts for the firm. The
target audience had been selected from a corporate database and industry lists of organizations
considered to be top prospects given the size of their facility and/or real estate portfolio, which
would signal the likely degree of project management services required.
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A script was written, including a complimentary client offer for the CEO to record on video in a
professional studio. The video card would then be direct mailed to a key contact at the target
organization, with the CEO s video playing automaticaly upon opening of the card. It was
anticipated that the idea was so novel that it would pique the target sinterest and yield a call to
action .

6.4.1 Project Typology

When reviewing the projects identified for the case studies, it was important to examine project
typologies in order to enable characterization of the projects using specific categories. This
would enhance the fullness of the description of the case studies, but also permit the researcher

to discover the effectiveness of the Feasibility Formula  among various project typologies.

A simple typology model is to consider characteristics of cost, duration, complexity and risk, as
illustrated below:

Table 6.4.0 Project typology example

Complex >$5M >18 months High High
Typical $IM 18 months Medium Medium
$500K 9-12 months Low Low
Simple < $500K < 9 months Very Low Very Low

Source: Colin Lindsay

A common theme of project failure, according to Shenhar and Dvir (2007), is that executives and
project teams fail to appreciate up front the extent of complexity and uncertainty involved in
undertaking the project or falled to communicate the extent to each other. Further, the
researchers posed several critical questions, including Can we help project teams make the right
assessment before presenting their project proposals to top management? and Can we show

executives how to ask the right questions and foresee danger before they make a commitment to
aproject and beforeit istoo late?

The Feasibility Formula  methodology and tool supports executive teams in this regard and
facilitates their ability to identify, communicate, understand, and address the complex and

uncertain aspects of the project in an organizational context.

Following is Shenhar and Dvir s Diamond Model representing a project typology that can be
used to assist an organization in planning for project success:
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Figure6.4.1 The Diamond Model (Shenhar, Dvir, 20 07)

The model considers the project from multiple dimensions. Novelty, Complexity, Technology
and Pace (NCTP) as illustrated above, and as captured by numerous stakeholders, such as
executives, managers, teams and customers. The model assumes that the project leader is
responsible for achieving all the metrics of project success.

The Novelty dimension is related to product and service novelty - from the improvement of
existing to the introduction of new ones. Complexity is related to a project s scope its size,
scale and interdependencies. Pace refers to the combination of timeline and urgency, and the
aspects of project outcomes associated with time. Technology is characterized as a level of
uncertainty, especially the more novel or complex the project. Each of these dimensions are
assessed not only in isolation, but more importantly in combination for an integrated view of
potential project impact and to permit the identification of the optimum project team and
structure to support project success.

For Private 1, the marketing campaign project is illustrated below using Shenhar and Dvir s
model:
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Figure6.4.2 The Diamond Model for Private 1 (bas ed on Shenhar, Dvir, 2007)

The model suggests that the marketing campaign represents moderate complexity and
technology requirements, a competitive but not critical pace, and rates much higher in novelty.

6.4.2 Objectivesand Drivers

Historically, there had been only nominal marketing funds earmarked for external campaigns and
an informal approach to their development, approva and distribution. As one might imagine,
results from previous marketing projects were considered largely unsuccessful.

In 2013, a new Director of Marketing was hired and brought with her many years of experience
in developing and directing significant campaigns, and managing the resources necessary to
achieve the desired outcome.

A primary driver of the project was for the Development Team (of which Marketing was a
function) to demonstrate its ability to the organization to successfully develop and implement
marketing projects that are aligned to the organization. The objective of the project was to be
able to evidence favourabl e response metrics on the campaign.
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6.4.3 Lifecycle

The marketing campaign project was moving from an early definition stage to finalizing its pre-
project planning as the marketing department was contemplating the implementation of a series
of campaigns targeted at various industry sectors.

6.5 Project Organization

The project organization consisted of an extended team that included the CEO as primary
decision maker and talent, the VP of Development as the executive role, the Director of
Marketing and Communications as the functional lead and subject matter expert, as well as
sponsor for the research, the Marketing Coordinator, and the Communications Manager who was
assigned as the Project Manager for the project.

6.5.1 Rolesof Sponsor, Project Manager, Project Team

The sponsor for the project was the Director of Marketing and Communications who had
responsibility for the Marketing team and the subject marketing campaign project. The Director
was very hands on and played an active role leadi ng the project and the team to develop, plan
and internally sell the campaign to senior execut ives.

The Project Manager was a subject matter expert (SME) in Communications and had taken on
the role of planning and executing the project. This included the database mining and
establishing targets, coordinating the script and video requirements, managing the talent and
production of the material. This individual was not, however, an experienced, trained or
credentialed Project Manager, but rather an SME who was tasked with managing the project. He
was nonetheless familiar with the requirement of engaging stakeholders as a key input to project
success.

The Project Team as a whole was experienced in developing and launching marketing
campaigns, and severa members had been working with each other for two or more years.
Further, the executive members of the team were all credentialed project managers (Project
Management Professionals), and most familiar with the project environment and activities.

6.6 Decision Making

6.6.1 Project decision making within the organization

Historically, decisions related to internal projects for Private 1 were made by either the CEO
directly, or by a member(s) of the Executive team. Pre-project feasibility determination was
informal, athough it was perceived that relevant factors were considered in determining the
go/no-go of the project.

There was arecent example of a project for afinancial system (called Dynamix AX, or DAX)
where the Executive made the decision to invest in the software. It became evident, however,
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with many false starts and issues surrounding this corporate IT project - and an eventud
implementation that took one year longer than estimated - that no formal process was in place
to align the project with organizational objectives where necessary (i.e. specificaly Risk,
Organizational Maturity and Human Resources) which would have permitted the identification
and necessary mitigation of issues up front and a greater likelihood of project success.

In summary, Private 1 did not have a formal process in place, nor possess a tool and
methodology by which to assess a project up front as to its alignment with organizational goals
and its likelihood of success. Therefore, the decision making was not formally facilitated.

6.6.2 Resultsof Feasibility Formula

The Feasibility Formula  for the marketing campaign project yielded a favourable result with a
score of 9/10, asillustrated below in Figure 6.6.2.

$ #
# [ T T T-TsHT+T.1 o [ T T T-TsIHT+T.1T
m 5

0

87

(0]




10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

Ethical, 10

Policy or Strategic Benefits, 6

Figure6.6.2 Private 1 - Feasibility Formula res ults

The low rating of importance for Policy or Strategic Benefits was discarded, as this element was
considered inconsequential to the organization, as assessed by the participant stakeholders.

The project team determined that the overall result indicated the organization s ability to move
forward with the project, however, to be aware and re-visit the aspects of Risk, given the
assessment below specific to the Risk Worksheet and discussion:

Risk Worksheet
o ) Rating of Importance Level of Risk Mitigation Aggregate
Organizational Risks 1 [ 2 [3[a]s[e 789w 1 [ 2 [ 3[4a]5[6 7 [87] 9 [10] sore
"What Most" "Extent that risks that matter most can be mitigated*"
1 Resourcing in Marketing to put a O ] a O O a a O O a O O a a ] O a
together campaign 10

Figure6.6.3 Privatel Risk Worksheet
The two major areas of concern appeared to be risks associated with: Risk #2 - no follow-up

from the business development organization; and Risk #6 - there was no precedent for success
with marketing campaigns.
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