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ABSTRACT

The success and failure of projects is a topic refaginterest for those seeking answers to
maximize project results. Projects typically requar significant amount of investment of both
monetary and human capital, so there is often natisktake with the outcome of a project.

The perceptionof a likely outcome of project success or failigegelated to undertaking a pre-
project determination of feasibility, or the extéatwhich decision makers are engaged to align
project goals with an organization’s strategy. Bhex a significant body of research on the
subject of stakeholder engagement as it relatpsoject success (De Wit, 1988; Baker, Murphy,
Fisher, 1983; Pinto and Slevin, 1988; Torp, Austand Mengesha, 2004). Understanding the
importance of measuringerceivedsuccess is more relevant today to the project genant
community than ever before (Belassi, Tukel, 199@}onsultations and extensive
communications are key to successful stakeholdgagement and management, and provide a
strong contribution to project success (Torp, Angtand Mengesha, 2004; Pinto and Slevin,
1988).

The aim of this research is to develop a pre-ptojeasibility tool and methodology that
contributes to both the organization and the ptojpanagement profession in its ability to
engage stakeholders to assess the alignment objacpwith an organization’s strategy, to
inform the likelihood of the project outcome, arad dupport effective decision making. This
dissertation will establish a link between theizdition of the pre-project feasibility tool and
methodology and the stakeholders’ ability to deteama likely project outcome and make
informed decisions.

A project feasibility methodology and tool has begsveloped to facilitate project decision
making and is the foundation for this research. Heasibility Formulad" is based on the
premise that stakeholders have a better opportuaityetermine the likelihood of a project’s
outcome if they are engaged in pre-project feasibidetermination: looking at the strategic
objectives of an organization and the project'digbio satisfy those objectives. This informs
stakeholders of opportunities and risks to the mirgdion, and ultimately suggests the likelihood
of a successful or unsuccessful project outcome. Mmiethodology and tool itself provides an
effective mechanism by which to assess an orgaoizatreadiness and permits stakeholders to
perceive alignment with strategic initiatives.

This research embodies four themes: the first thismie define project success and its link to
project alignment with the strategy of an organarat The second theme is testing and
refinement of theFeasibility Formuld™ methodology and tool to support effective decisio
making. The third theme is to determine the toafectiveness in pre-project feasibility
determination. The fourth and final theme is toed®ine the capability and willingness of the
project manager and/or project team to utilizettfwd in support of favourable project outcomes.

This research primarily adopted a qualitative apphothrough data collection, an iterative
methodology refinement and action research, as allextensive case studies. Data was
collected through document analysis, interviewsrksioops, evaluations, case studies, and
observation from the application of thieeasibility Formuldv. Case studies of participant
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projects, as the primary source of data, were tselicit feedback from research participants
and to enable refinement of the process and teelfitThe iterative methodology refinement
sought to obtain participant satisfaction (i.e.faodher adverse comments) through successive
versions of the tool and methodology.

Findings from the research can be characterizetblimvs: The Feasibility Formuld” was
evaluated as an effective tool and methodologyetermining: i) the extent to which a project is
aligned with the organization’s objectives; ii) tlileslihood of a successful project outcome; and
iii) key factors affecting decision making. Furthdre research provided a greater understanding
of the project manager and/or project team’s wgiiess and capability to use tReasibility
Formula™ to engage project stakeholders.

This research contributes to the project managebmaahy of knowledge through the provision of

a tested and refined pre-project feasibility taodl anethodology that assesses the alignment of a
project with an organization’s objectives, inforthe likelihood of a successful project outcome
and supports effective decision making among stzlkleins.

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

Projects ardemporary endeavourthat produce a unique result — a product, senacegther
outcome. There is a need to conduct due diligem@evance of the project in order to establish
viability and the project’s ability to achieve tesired result.

Consider that most types of projects experiencé hages of failure: 31.1% of projects are
abandoned or cancelled before completion (i.el to$s); 52.7% of projects average delivery of
half of their planned functionality and cost twonés their original estimates; and 16.2% of
projects are completed successftilNvhich leads one to question: Why are projectseked or
abandoned at such high rates? Why are so few psajempleted successfully? These high rates
of failure do nothave toapply to the majority of projects. Project successailure is strongly
influenced by the level of pre-project feasibildgtermination undertaken by key stakeholders
with an “organization perspective”. Within this $#aility determination, it is the identification
of an organization’s strategy and clear businegsctibes, and the extent to which the project
can satisfy these objectives, that supports thaditiiod of a successful project outcome.

The Feasibility Formula™,a project due diligence methodology and decisi@king support
tool, was developed to assist the project communitye. project manager and team, and key
stakeholders — in this process. Treasibility Formula™is based on the premise that there is a
greater likelihood of a successful project outcorhe robust project feasibility tool and
methodology is in place to facilitate effective @&mn making prior to the project being
launched. It offers an instrument and accompansgtngctured process to identify and assess the
relative importance of an organization’s goals, #reproject’s ability to satisfy these goals.

The benefit of the tool is derivative of the conative and interactive nature of the process itself
and its resulting analysis. The use and methodotifgthe Feasibility Formula™to engage
stakeholders in the active determination of a @tt§gorobability for success is the focus of this
research. The goal is to establish the connecttween the use of the tool and methodology -
based on its refinement and testing- and its ghibt support effective decision making in a
project environment.

The research is exploratory and descriptive innegafis it examines an organization’s objectives
as key decision making criteria, and its importaimcearious project types within medium to
large sized Canadian organizations in both the ipuahd private sector. The research
proposition is that project management will be sufgd by the application of thieeasibility
Formula™ tool and methodology and its ability to determadgnment of a project with an
organization’s strategy, and in supporting projstetkeholders in the key aspect of decision
making.

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

! The CHAOS Report (1994, 2004), The Standish Group,
http://www.standishgroup.com/sample _research/cH&84 1.php
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organizations. It is grounded in qualitative reshawith data gathered from the numerous and
iterative refinements, and from participant evatuad. A series of case studies are presented that
harness data from individual consultations, infdrraad formal meetings, observation, team
workshops and review and analysis of project docuat®n. These case studies further examine
the capability and willingness of the project magragnd/or project team to use theasibility
Formula™tool and methodology for pre-project feasibiligtermination and decision making.

This research studies ways to aid project manageisstakeholders in identifying, examining
and evaluating an organization’s goals and criteaasidered essential to project success. The
outcome of the research is a dynamic and comprafensethodology and tool that has been
refined and tested in a number of project enviramiie

An overview of the dissertation and its scope msspnted in this chapter. Section 1.1 presents a
brief description of the researcher's backgroundl ahe contribution permitted by this
experience, as well as the inspiration and strecgarnered through coursework in the Masters
of Project Management program at the UniversitQagebec. Section 1.2 describes the research:
the background, motivation, reasoning, the resegrclem and themes which guided the
research objectives, questions, theoretical framlevemd methodology.

1.1 Experiences of the researcher leading to thesearch

| have more than twenty years of experience inqutajnanagement within many industries, both
public and private sector, and for numerous projggtes including construction, retail,

communications and IT. My work has included leadprgjects, providing strategic planning

and consulting services, and project managemeirtiriga In my current role as Director,

Advisory Services, for Canada’s largest project agament firm, my focus is leading a national
team in the upfront planning, due diligence andsifahty determination of complex capital

projects, as well as providing Project Managemdfit©(PMO) design and support.

As a senior management consultant in the projectagement discipline, | have seen projects
succeed and projects fail. 1 understand the impoeaof proper due diligence and feasibility
determination and its application before a projectindertaken, and the consequences of not
doing so.

In project management, there is an extreme tendengymp straight into execution. Project

managers are most often handed solutions to impiena¢gher than well-defined and validated

projects that are aligned with organizational oties. Further, project managers are commonly
not involved in the pre-project planning and deamisinaking process which can lead to a lack
of: clear vision, alignment of stakeholders, issidestification, defined expectations/results and
informed decision-making. Pre-project feasibiliyith the involvement of the project manager,

can lead to the early identification, assessmerd egsolution of issues and permits a

determination of project viability, and the liketibd of a successful project outcome.

These experiences and insights have led to thelagewent of theFeasibility Formula™
prototype.

10
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1.2 Development of prototypd-easibility Formula™

The Feasibility Formula™methodology and tool was designed to be a meamaiuis assessing
organizational criteria and determining the extentvhich a candidate project could satisfy the
criteria. It represents the due diligence andyammakequired to ensure informed decision making
in support of organizational objectives and créeri

The due diligence and decision making methodolsggupported by a visual scoring matrix that
identifies individual criteria, or elements, andrpés stakeholders to weight the relative
importance of each one. While these criteria haaak $everal iterations, the final version of the
tool presents eleven criteria that appear commandst organizations, as validated through the
research. The stakeholder participants can thell tiiwn” on each criteria to define further
objectives and elements against which to “negdtiite merits to the organization, and the
project’s forecasted ability to satisfy.

The Feasibility Formula™was inspired by my work as a management consuitaatproject
environment. Its foundational premise is that prgjgrt assessment and feasibility
determination against an organization’s objectieesl criteria (i.e. “what's important”) is
necessary to determine the viability of a projed &s likelihood for success. The tool permits
stakeholders to: engage in necessary and robusiusdien; rate the project against
organizational criteria; and make an informed deniss to whether they should proceed with
the project given the outcome of the exercise. fbéand methodology was created to enhance
the likelihood of project success.

1.3 Background to the research

The idea for a robust methodology of engaging s$takkers in a pre-project feasibility
determination process arose from my managemenultongs experiences: projects were often
initiated without any prior assessment against agamzation’s strategy, nor meaningful
stakeholder engagement, calling for mid-streameation (if possible); projects experienced
many issues throughout the lifecycle that may hlbaeen avoided if assessed up front; and
projects frequently had their scope altered or wareelled outright.

One of the most important aspects leading to tegearch, was the lack of engagement of
stakeholders in a dynamic project feasibility assent, and moreover, the project manager’s
absence from this process. Not only were orgamizatistakeholders “in the dark” about project
objectives and outcomes, but the project managewkess about what the overall project would
accomplish.

As such, thd-easibility Formuld™ was developed to foster the engagement of kéelstdders
and ensure a common understanding of a projeciisyglor inability) to address organizational
strategy, and ultimately its likelihood of success.

Much research has been conducted on project sueces§ailure. The Standish Group report
(1994, 2004) cited in the Introduction presentg@taing statistics of project failure. Other
research defining project failure includes the gettion of poor alignment between the project

11
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solution and the organization’s strategy, businesquirements or priorities (Canadian
Management Accounting Society, 1998). The litemafiimds project success, on the other hand,
influenced by the alignment of project outcometh®strategy of an organization.

From this research, there is recognition of theartemce of identifying organizational needs and
priorities, and senior stakeholder engagement allisectors. However, this recognition is not
well supported by current tools or methodologiebe Tdevelopment and refinement of the
Feasibility Formula™and a determination of its effectiveness in flifg this need is the
subject of this research.

1.4  Research Proposition

The practice of project management will be advanbgdhe Feasibility Formula™, a pre-
project feasibility determination tool and methaolp}y which seeks to determine alignment of a
project with an organization’s objectives and supiakeholder decision making. A focused
and effective pre-project feasibility tool and sthklder engagement methodology is necessary
to facilitate formulation of perceptions for a llggroject outcome and enable informed decision

making.

The four themes arising from this proposition dtestrated below:

Table 1.4 — Research Themes

Research Theme 1
Project Success
and Failure

Question 1
Objectives 1, 2

Project success and
alignment of project
with organization’s
strategy

AND

Question 2
Objective 3

Existing feasibility
determination and
decision making
practices in project
management

Research Theme 2
Refining the
Feasibility Formuldg"

PrototypeFeasibility
Formula™

Leading to
Question 3
Objective 4

Refined and tested
Feasibility Formulg"
methodology and tool

Research Theme 3

Research Theme 4

Determining Feasibility Project Manager and/or
Formula™ effectiveness Project Team capabilities

Effectiveness of
Feasibility Formulg"

Question 3
Objective 5

For specified project
types

Question 3
Objective 6

Measures of
effectiveness

Question 4
Objective 7

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

12
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15 Research Questions

The research questions developed are:

1. Does the alignment of project goals with the sgwtef an organization influence project
success?

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

3. Does the use of a pre-project methodology suppdited tool such as théeasibility
Formula™ increase the effectiveness of decision making?

4. How capable and willing is the project manager angiroject team in using the
Feasibility Formula methodology and tool to engage with decision meke

1.6 Research Scope and Objectives

The resulting research objectives developed framrélsearch questions are:

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

Objective 3, from Question 2:
3. To identify current pre-project feasibility andatdd decision making practices.

Objective 4, 5 and 6, from Question 3:
4. To test and refine thiéeasibility Formuld™ methodology and tool.
5. To measure the effectiveness of the tool.
6. To evaluate its effectiveness in different profgygees.

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

1.7 Hypothesis

The hypothesis, therefore, based upon the stateehmeh problem, research questions and
objectives is:

The Feasibility Formula™ tool and methodology cdmites to both the
organization and the project management professioits ability to inform the
likelihood of a successful project outcome and supgffective decision making.

1.8 Research Design

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

Phase 1 Literature Review on project success and preegtojfeasibility
determination
Phase 2 Iterative Methodology Refinement and Action Reska

13
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Phase 3 Case Studies

The research design is shown below in Table 1.8.

Table 1.8 — Research Design

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3
Research Theme 1 Research Themes 2 & 3 Research Theme 4
Literature Review Iterative Prototype Refinement Case Study

and Action Research

Project success and alignment « 4 iterations Interviews
project with organization’s 6 workshops Observation and reflection
strategy 18 exercises Document analysis

Data from Phase 2
Identify existing pre-project
feasibility determination and
decision making practices

Outcomes Outcomes Outcomes
Existing feasibility determinatior RefinedFeasibility Formuld™ Assessment of organization and
and decision making practices il decision making in the project
project management to Phase Z Effectiveness oFeasibility environment

Formula™
Data to formulate questions for Project manager/project team
Phase 3 interviews Data for Phase 3 capability and willingness

Objectives 1 and 2, and the first two research tipres look to examine influences on project

success in a variety of project types — for exami@ehnology, business, and accommodation
projects. The Phase 1 literature review obtained ftam existing research on project success to
identify that project success is linked to strategroject management and the alignment of
strategic goals. Further, project managers mussgsssthe skills necessary to facilitate this
alignment. This represented Phase 1 of the research

The characteristics and attributes acquired frormsBhl then became a key input for the
interview questions for Phase 3. These same cleaistats assisted in the refinement of the
Feasibility Formuld™ methodology and tool prototype, and became th&sbfor Phase 2,
addressing objectives 4, 5 and 6, and questionoBigih a series of workshops.

Objective 7 and question 4 sought to understandMhbmgness and capability of the project

manager and/or project teams participating in thdysto engage with stakeholders in the use of
the tool and methodology. This represented Phadel research.

14



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

1.8.1 Theoretical Framework

A number of research approaches were examineckipriégparation of the research design. This
included qualitative and quantitative research, lamigstico-inductive and hypothetico-deductive
methods offered by the research paradigms of irggysm, positivism, and critical theory, and
various data collection techniques.

Phase 1 provided a search of the literature totiigereasons for project success and the
connection between pre-project feasibility deteation and project success.

Phase 2 represented an iterative process to réfeEeasibility Formuld¥ methodology and
tool through action research and a series of tatsll workshops with participant organizations,
persevering until no further opportunities for nefiment or improvement were identified or
forthcoming. This iterative process provided dat tvas critical to the further refinement of the
tool, and for the case study.

While the approach to Phase 3 considered a nunilateonatives, it was the descriptive case
study, further discussed in Chapter 4, that wascsadl as the most appropriate technique for
Phase 3. Further, the data collected throughousé’zain the form of questionnaires and
observations necessitated the inclusion of Phaksg#a2in Phase 3.

1.8.2 Limitations of the Research

Limitations of the research need to be recogniZée. data collection was of a relatively small
scale that yielded research of six projects from participant organizations. While the

participants represented a sampling of both pudolid private sector organizations, of mid but
primarily large size, findings were based on intetations of the qualitative data collected.
Further research is required to ensure greateracgwf interpretation through a larger sample
size of organizations, projects and project types.

Similarly, in assessing the capability and williegs of the project manager and/or project team
to utilize theFeasibility Formuld" methodology and tool, the results are limitedhms number

of project manager and project team member paaintgin the workshops and case studies.
Extrapolation is made from this analysis and thea @@plied more generally, but a larger sample
size of project managers and project team memiad, their exposure to thEeasibility
Formula™ would yield more conclusive results.

The role of the facilitator in the process cannetumderestimated. This is a key function in
ensuring the engagement of participants and thectefeness of the methodology. Future
research must encompass trained facilitators in Wke of the Feasibility Formuld"
methodology and tool in order to necessitate ressencomparison of its utilization and
effectiveness.

Finally, a key limitation of the research is thedaf benchmarking among projects utilizing the
tool following project completion. This research sMandertaken using a cross-sectional time
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frame, and within a limited period, therefore tleuds was orperceivedlikelihood of project
outcome. Hence, the final outcome of the seleptejects — some of six months to perhaps
years in duration — would be unknown. As such, reitxesearch should include revisiting the
outcome of the participating projects, and theiccess or failure, in order to benchmark the
Feasibility Formuldv scores and their interpretation, and further wat@®l the tool's
effectiveness.

1.9 Structure of the Dissertation

The structure of the dissertation is illustratedrigure 1.9. It has ten chapters:

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

Chapter 2 presents the literature review of thie hatween pre-project feasibility determination
and project success. The review includes an exaioimaf current theory of project alignment
with strategic initiatives, as well as the impodarof stakeholder engagement and perception,
and a brief description of their role in decisioakimg.

Chapter 3 describes th&asibility Formuld™ methodology and tool, its origins, use and value
to the project manager, project team, and decisiakers within the project organization. The
value to the project management professional digeiand community is also considered.

Chapter 4 describes the research approach, reselasign, theoretical and philosophical
considerations and presents the three distinctgshafsthe research.

Chapter 5 depicts the detailed process of thetiveraefinement of the methodology and tool
and action research. It further describes the dazgdons and projects that were part of the
research and provides a detailed summary of th&shiop process. Finally, the evaluations and
feedback of the workshop participants is shared.

Chapter 6 describes the case studies in detailpaesknts the analysis of the data collected
during the research process. Six projects in spamizations were assessed: one in IT, two in
accommodation, and three business projects. Thaniaations included: three private sector
firms: one financial services/wealth managememh fione project management company, and
one defense contracting organization; two publat@eorganizations: one IT organization and
one export development company; and one not-fafitppoganization: a medical association.
Each case study includes a description of the @zghaon, the project being considered, and an
evaluation of the case study. Chapter 6 also coesptre case studies through an inter-case
analysis and extrapolates to inform conclusions.

Chapter 7 presents a final summary of the resdardimgs in response to the research questions

posed, and the contribution of this research to th&cipline of project management.
Recommendations for future research are provided.
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Figure 1.9 — Structure of the Dissertation

Chapter 7
Conclusions

This chapter provides a detailed introduction te tlissertation and its foundational research.
The researcher’s position is that pre-project fahisi determination informs the likelihood of a

project outcome and enables effective stakeholdeistbn making.

These concepts are explored further through teetiire review in Chapter 2 which presents the
fundamental theories and practical findings centrdhis dissertation.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter will review previous literature andgearch on project success and its relationship
to pre-project feasibility determination and demmsmaking to address research questidddes

the alignment of project goals with the strategyanforganization influence project success?
will also address relevant research in seeking maswer to question 2What are the
characteristics of effective decision making irnre-project environment?

2.1 Project, Project Management and Project Feasibiy defined

According to Shenar, Dvir, Levy and Maltz (2001)pm@ject is initiated to create change—"to

develop new products, establish new manufacturimggsses, or create a new organization.
Without projects, organizations would become oliso#md irrelevant, and unable to cope with
today’s competitive business environment.”

A second and much broader definition is offeredCisland and Kerzner (1985), in their waokk
Project Management Dictionary of Termand includes a description of a “combination of
human and nonhuman resources pulled together iengdrary organization to achieve a
specified purpose. A project, then, can be defamegdossessing the following characteristics:

o Defined beginning and end (specified time to cortiguhg.

o Specific, preordained goal or set of goals.

o Series of complex or interrelated activities.

o A limited budget.”

According to the Project Management Institute (PNAD13), the global association for the
discipline, project management is “the applicavbinowledge, skills and techniques to execute
projects effectively and efficiently.” In recent ars, the PMI has added: “It's a strategic
competency for organizations, enabling them tgt@ect results to business goals — and thus,
better compete in their markets.” It is the impoda of this connection between the project and
business objectives that is of interest to thisaesh.

The feasibility, or viability, of a project is oftedetermined through an evaluation that focuses on
the technical and financial elements of a projant assumes objectivity in its determination of
potential for success. For the purposes of thisame$, pre-project feasibility determination is
defined aghe evaluation of the extent to which a projedligned with the strategic objectives
of the organization

The project organization, namely the project teaperates within the broader organization or

entity. Therefore, the temporary project organ@agperforms within the larger, more permanent

one. The business strategy of the primary organizastablishes the need for the project, its

governance and its deliverables. According to thk 2013), these governance processes must
ensure that project deliverables are relevantecstrategic direction of the organization.
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2.2 Evolution of project success

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

Researchers have been studying success factorsjetts since 1967 and the concentration of
these efforts have evolved from a purely techrfimalis to a combination of social, technical and
strategic elements (Torp, Austeng and Mengesha})2@3 project management has continued
to progress as a professional discipline, themaasinting evidence of a distinct shift in focus
from these quantitative, technical attributes objget management, to the more qualitative
aspects, as significant contributors to projecteas (Cooke-Davies, 2002; Jugdev and Mdller,
2005; Lavagnon, 2009; Shenhar, Levy, Dvir, 1997).

Figure 2.2 illustrates the evolution of project s@&s dimensions along the lifecycle, from a

focus on technical implementation, to critical seexfactors and frameworks, to the more recent
consideration of strategic project management fpooject 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)

Figure 2.2 — Evolution of project success dimensiaiong the project lifecycle

Source: Jugdev and Mdller, 2005.

In a recent literature review, Lavagnon (2009) stddProject Success as a Topic in Project
Management Journaland found that a remarkable 25 out of 30 artiplasiished between 1986

and 2004 had taken criteria other than the elemeintsme, cost and quality (i.e. the “triple

constraint” or “iron triangle”) into consideratiom their definitions of project success.
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The research on project success shows that thetisie universal concept of project success.
The definition of project success depends uponothectives considered - and therein lies the
challenge: there is no universal set of objectivEse definition and interpretation of these
objectives varies and is dependent upon who detime®bjectives and interprets the extent to
which they are being addressed, and who ultimats$gesses the outcome of the project. Hence,
stakeholders’ understanding of the organizatiolgaives and the extent to which the project
can achieve these objectives is a critical inpuh#olikelihood of a successful project outcome.

According to Pinto and Slevin (1988) and their esviof critical success factors in effective
project implementation, one factor developed wdated to the underlyingpurposefor the
project and was classifieBroject Mission.Other authors have discussed the importance of
clearly defining goals at the outset of the projédorris (1983) classified the initial stage of
project management as consisting of a feasibilégision: Are the goals clear and can they
succeed? Bardach (1977) further identifies an impl&ation process that begins with
instructions to first clearly state the plan angecbves.

Shenhar, Dvir, Levy and Maltz (2001) propose thaijgrt managers are the new strategic
leaders, who must assume full responsibility foojget business results. The researchers
stipulate that “defining and assessing project sscde therefore a strategic management
concept, which should help align project effortghwihe short- and long-term goals of the
organization”. They further reference the need ¢wetbp a framework for the assessment of
project success that is tied to the strategic mamagt of the organization and to “top-level
decisions on project selection and project iniati This framework would help project
managers and business organizations see the diffeaies of the organization. Most projects
are conceived from a business perspective withbkst@d goals that pursue greater
performance, better results, more profits, etc. dlmdlenge lies in the project manager’s ability
to step outside of his/her tactical and operatidoalis at the activity level, to focusing on the
business aspects.

2.3  Strategic alignment and project success

According toProject Management Institute (PMI) President Madngdley, “organizations are
beginning to realize that improving the alignmerit strategic initiatives impacts project
success.” He adds that “...now is the time to refoous aligning project and program
management with organizational strategy to impr@ailts.” Today’s project managers must
not only possess leadership and technical competenoutstrategic and business skil{ghe
“talent triangle”), according to the Project Managmt Institute (2014), in order to accomplish
this alignment.

Similarly, according to the Association of Projdtanagement in the UK (2002), the “effective
governance of project management ensures thatgamiaation’s project portfolio is aligned to
the organization’s objectives, is delivered effitlg and is sustainable”.

2 http://www.constructionweekonline.com/article-2@efce-to-face-mark-langley-ceo-pmi/3/, retrievedgst 6,
2014

20



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

Researcher Cooke-Davies (2009) stipulates thatimhportant to “identify explicitly the strategy
of the organization, and ensure that the goals lpectives of any project will further the
sponsoring organization’s chosen corporate straséaglycontribute to its overall goals”. This is
the new reality of determining project feasibilggd the likelihood of success.

Morris (2009) likewise gives consideration to thwategy of the organization, and the
importance of aligning projects in pursuit of teisategy. He postulates that the emphasis should
be placed on the value that the project produceshi® organization, instead of the traditional
focus on execution. In order to achieve this, tlganization’s strategy and requirements must be
made explicit. Achieving the alignment between eagaaization’s goals and the project itself is
critical to the value that the project can bringdle organization.

The latter part of the 2'lcentury has seen a stronger emphasis on thehaigtojects play in
generating favourable, constructive change forrgarization by addressing identified strategic
objectives (Gareis, 1990; Turner, 1993; Dinsmo899).

2.4 Methodologies and tools in support of strategialignment

The utilization of methodologies and tools for gaglder engagement has been associated with
strategic project management (DeWit, 1988; JugdeV Muller, 2005; Koplyay et al, 2012).
Understanding stakeholder perceptions using caatsuit as the primary means, is of critical
importance to project success (Torp, Austeng, Mshmge 2004). The absence of this
understanding can be referred to as a “perceptapi gvhich is defined as the existence of
multiple and conflicting interpretations by diffetestakeholders (Jiang et al, 2009).

There are examples, such as the SPICED approacnéRb999), which provides a stakeholder
engagement framework that invites input and invalgat from project stakeholders. Such tools
challenge traditional assumptions of facts andnajpooject managers to deal wiplerceptionsof

the facts (Esterella, 2000), but they are inadegjusiofar as addressing strategic alignment — i.e.
an organization’s objectives and the project’sighbib satisfy same.

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

Researchers Dumont, Gibson and Fish (1997) soaglévelop a project scope definition tool in
the industrial sector in order to better achievsifess objectives. In 1997 they completed a
study of industrial construction projects usingitthieroject Definition Rating Index (PDRI) to
assist project managers in their scoping of prejedithin this tool, the researchers captured
several business objectives including market siyataffordability and feasibility, capacities and
social issues as part of their checklist. The me$eas concluded that the tool could be used as a
pre-project assessment tool for determining a cantdeel at which the organization is willing

to authorize projects. Further, the PDRI facilithteommunication and consensus building
among stakeholders as an objective tool and contrasis for project scope evaluation.
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Several studies suggest that the proper use oégirajanagement tools and methodologies to
satisfactorily gather success criteria impactsstiexess of a project (Petanakul et al, 2010; Pinto
and Slevin, 1988) and moreover, that the processabkeholder engagement and the capture of
relevant organizational criteria is enhanced whitn ise of such tools and practices. The intrinsic
value for these types of engagement methodologiethat they can be used to facilitate
discussion between the project manager and stakaisopland the exchange of information,
knowledge, and gathering of objectives and critigria “live”, face-to-face environment.

25 Stakeholder Theories

Stakeholder theories play a role in the discipbheroject management and the decision making
process around project selection.

A stakeholder is defined as “any group or individudno can affect or is affected by the
achievement of an organization’s objectives” (Fraem1984). Employees are identified as
primary stakeholders of the firm (Mitchell et aB9l7; Bosse et al, 2009). Employees comprise
the firm, and as they are “a resource of the catfpmm, they represent the corporation towards
other stakeholders and they act in the name afdhgoration (Crane et al, 2004). Employees are
greatly affected by the success or failure of timn f(Greenwood, 2007) as they make an
investment of experience, skills, and relationshgmgl they have a financial dependency on the
firm. Hence their engagement in support of progatection - and in achieving project success -
is often required.

Traditional stakeholder theory explores the refalop of the firm to its internal and external
environment and its behavior within these environta¢Freeman, 1984). According to this
theory, if the firm makes a commitment to monit@keholder interests, it will perform better
than other organizations. This approach of staklhr@ngagement further supports effective
decision making within the firm.

2.6 Characteristics of effective decision making

Vroom and Jago (1974) view decision making as &bpcocess represented by events between
people. When instances of decision making are reduithere are a variety of social
mechanisms for “determining what solution is chosemlecision reached.” This social process
used for decision making in organizations consideth descriptive (determinants of choices)
and normative (consequences of choices) models the stakeholders participating in the
decision making process that determine the alteesmiand ultimately, the effectiveness of the
decision reached.

The notable expert on management studies, Peteck&ru(1968), identifies a number of
characteristics of effective decision making. Hedwes that decision makers concentrate on that
which is important at the “highest level of coneegpt understanding”. This refers to an
executive’s ability to think through the strategispects rather than solving problems through
examination of detailed data. Ultimately, execugiveant to know the underlying realities that
need to be satisfied by the decision, and thereftia would constitute an effective one.
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Figure 2.6 illustrates a decision making framewdinlat first captures the need to define
objectives and appraise the organization’s sitnatio

[/ Scenario { Option

analysis / generation )

Problem Evaluate Risk

framing / analysis

[ Option

Structure evaluation Decide

Y@/ Oviective { Situation { Recommend { Decision &

definition ) appraisal / . &negotiate  / commitment /

Figure 2.6 — The Genesis framework for decisioningak

Source: Genesis Management Consulthritp://www.genesismc.co.uk/blog/drucker-effectiezidion/

Williams and Samset (2010) recognize that front-dadision making in projects is becoming
increasingly important, including “the need forgalment between organizational strategy and
the project concept”. These researchers indicatepiojects must begin with an organizational
strategy and an understanding of how the strateigesithe definition of the project. Looking
beyond traditional and simple success criteriangdrtant as the project fundamentally sets out
to bring about change. It is the identification aacknowledgement of the organization’'s
objectives and criteria that facilitates effectdexision making in the project environment.

2.7 Project Selection

Much has been written regarding the challengegifageorganizations in evaluating, prioritizing
and selecting projects that will bring value to fiven. According to Henriksen and Traynor
(1999):

“Assessing the potential value to the organizatbra proposed project is a
challenge faced by every decision maker who mustate limited resources
to a plethora of candidate projects. This decissacomplicated by the fact that
at the outset, the probability a project will becsessful in its technical
objectives is usually difficult to know...and theimate impact of those results
within the scientific and technological communisyniever totally apparent.”

Approaches, methodologies and techniques for $eiegprojects, both quantitative and
gualitative, have appeared in the literature faumber of decades and there are many published
studies. However, there is a total lack of a framwior organizing these techniques logically in
a flexible process which supports the project sele@rocess (Archer, Ghasemzadeh, 1999).
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Existing project selection methods can usually teced into one or more of the following
categories:

= Economic models, such as IRR, NPV, ROI, cost-béaetlysis

= Decision analysis, decision trees, risk analysis

= Mathematical programming

= Scoring

= Peerreview

* Interactive methods

= Portfolio optimization

A most common approach is to rate potential prejexainst a set of criteria and apply an
algorithm. Some approaches presented in the lilerare so mathematically elaborate that they
necessitate the assistance of an expert decisalgsaim order to be useable by most real-world
managers. As a consequence, very little use has beele by managers of many of these
approaches (Higgins, Watts, 1986).

The following table represents a literature revasuch project selection approaches.

Table 2.7 — Project Selection Literature Table Suraim

Reference Project Selection Approach
Averch, H. (1993) Importance of portfolio considerations in project selection; advocates
scoring against weighted criteria with peer review for basic research.
Bard, J.F. et al (1988) Interactive decision support system (DSS) for screening existing projects

and evaluating new ones; portfolio optimization using mixed nonlinear
integer programming (NLIP) to maximize expected (economic) return.

Brenner, M.S. (1994) Uses analytic hierarchy process (AHP) for selecting and weighting
criteria; uses informal rating of projects by project champions against
criteria.

Cardus, D., et al (1982) Cost-benefit analysis combined with scoring; discussion of additive vs.
multiplicative scoring algorithms.

Chun, Y. (1994) Uses expected net present value (NPV) of a project, conditional upon its
calculated projected success or failure, to derive optimal project ordering
parameters.

Gaynor, G. (1990) Provides checklist of important questions to ask and criteria to consider
in selecting projects.

Golabi, K. (1987) Uses multi-attribute utility theory (MAUT) to construct value functions;

maximizes total value of portfolio of projects using linear integer
programming (ILP).

Hall, D., Nauda, A. (1988) Emphasizes formalized interactive process to integrate R&D selection
with business strategy; no particular methodology stressed.

Krawlec, F. (1984) Scoring combined with probabilistic risk assessment (PRA)

Venkatraman, R.(1995) Ties project selection and scheduling to the project lifecycle; selections

made using empirical approach.

Source: Adapted from Henrikson, Traynor, 1999.
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2.8 Summary of the Chapter

From the literature review, there is establishedvedge in the definitions of project success
and project management, although no consensus @ressl criteria, caused by a universal
inability to establish objectives that would be dmity applicable. Thd-easibility Formula“
addresses this issue in supporting organizationsstablish specific objectives in advance of
proceeding with a project, thereby increasingikslihood of success.

Project success has been linked to strategic maregen the literature, but there remains a gap
in the knowledge related to the tools and methaglet that would facilitate same. The
Feasibility Formula™ is a tool and methodology that links the stragegif an organization with
project outcome.

Research on decision making related to the fedasgibif projects, as well as tools and
methodologies in support of project decision makimgy widely under-represented in the
literature. However, research did point to decisitaking as an exercise that was best facilitated
by the engagement and social interaction of stdkdem TheFeasibility Formuld™ supports
this premise.

The role of the project manager was identified le@nging from one of technical competency to
one that further demandesdrategic and business skillswith responsibility for achieving an
organization’s goals and business results througieq delivery. The~easibility Formuld™
supports the development of project managers inefiog stakeholder engagement and
facilitation skills, as well as business skills bgbt about through the use of the tool and
exposure to defining organization strategy andaibjes.

This chapter reviewed previous literature and netsean project success and its relationship to
pre-project feasibility determination in addressmegearch question Does the alignment of
project goals with the strategy of an organizatinfiuence project successPhe research would
indicate that the answer is a resounding “yes’hwiuch reference to improving project results
through the alignment of project goals with an orgation’s strategy.

The review also addressed questioMtiat are the characteristics of effective decisiaking
in a pre-project environmentalthough the literature was lacking in definitiori these
characteristics in the project environment, andi@aarly at the early pre-project feasibility
stage.

In summary, the literature review illustrates thia¢re are elements of this research that are

unique and which address gaps in current resekrother, the review proves that the research
subject chosen is important and relevant.
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3. THE FEASIBILITY FORMULA ™

The Feasibility Formuld" is based on the principle that when key stakedreldof the
organization come together to conduct pre-projeessibility, they are able to determine the
likelihood of the project’s success or failure. Theasibility Formuld™ methodology and tool
provides a mechanism for stakeholders to definetvidamportant to their organization,
determine the necessary criteria, and gauge thegbability to satisfy these criteria. The true
benefit of theFeasibility Formuld“ is the methodology itself: gathering the stakdbd and
decision makers to discuss and assess the obgdaifvéhe organization that the project must
satisfy.

This chapter deals with the second research themeefming the Feasibility Formuld™
methodology and tool. The sections within this ¢bapvill define the methodology and tool,
describe its origins, illustrate how the methodglag applied, and present the features of the
tool. It will also address the value of the metHodyg and tool to the project manager and
project stakeholders, to the organization and égotioject management discipline.

3.1 Feasibility Formula™ defined

The Feasibility Formuld methodology enables project stakeholders to cmgether in order

to determine the feasibility of a project and ikely outcome. It assists in determining, through
the discussion and analysis process, if the prggeadigned to the organization’s strategy and has
the potential to meet stakeholder expectations. Feasibility Formuld“ captures the
organization’s goals and the weights assigned ¢o importance, and measures the project’s
ability to satisfy these goals. In doing so, it \pd@s an indication of likelihood for project
success or failure.

The Feasibility Formuld“ tool is represented by a set of Excel spreadshiett captures
qualitative and quantitative information and pr@sss numerical data. It is provided as a
template with examples, yet the stakeholders mogiulate the spreadsheets witthat is
important to thenand thenweight this importancevith a relative rating/score. There are eleven
elements for which the organization’s stakehol@eesto identify and rate objectives:

Strategic Alignment
Risk

Financial

Stakeholder Satisfaction
Human Resources
Political

Brand

Organizational Maturity
. Policy or Strategic Benefits
10. Compliance

11.Ethics

©CoeNOoOA~WDNPR
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The eleven elements were developed by the researchkdated and adjusted during the
preliminary research and pilot phase to arrivdistfinal list.

The stakeholders enter the organizational objestioeeach element, and rate the importance to
the organization on a scale of 1 to 10. They aga tsked to score the identified project’s ability

to satisfy these objectives. Theportanceis weighted as 65% and tpeoject’s ability to satisfy

as 35%. The weighting is higher anportance because it is the organizational objectives that
drive the need for the project. If the formula wexgually weighted and an element was not

important to the organization, yet the project donleet the objective, it would not be relevant.

This was arrived at through the consultation andtpphases of the research. Further, the
research showed that it was this combined assessmémweighting (65%-35% as a reasonable
balance between importance and satisfaction) dicagrding to research participants, yielded the
desired characteristics and therefore ranked promansistent with the organization’s intended

strategy. The resulting ratio was found empirictétlyest represent the concept of overall value.

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

Feasibility Formula™ Worksheet

Rating of Importance Satisfies Criteria Aggregate
Objectives = Decision Criteria Description 1]2]3]a]s]e]7]8]s]10 Criteria 1]2]3]a[s5J6[718[9]10] seore

"What Matters" "What Matters Most" "Extent that criteria satisfies what matters most"

Favourable assessment of anticipated
project outcome in supporting

1 Strategic Alignment Project meets organizational strategy and objectives. organization's objectives as outlined in
business plan or other strategy
document(s).

Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or Risk Assessment outcome considered
2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or satisfactory based on risk mitigation
accepted. measures identified.
project satisfi zational goal tment, cost Satisfactory outcome of financial
roject satisfies organizational goals re investment, cos s
3 Financial . ) & 8 B feasibility exercise(s) (e.g. RO, IRR, NPV,
cost cost
Proforma calculations)
Expectations of stakeholders (i.e.
conceiver, user, financier, developer,

4 Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives. " . . . P
deliverer) identified and considered
achievable.

Satisfactory identification and
Organization has the human resources capacity and capability P "
. . availability of capable internal and/or

5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the .

. external resources to plan and deliver
required human resources. N
the project.
- . . . . Outcome of political scan demonstrates

6 Political Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker. IR
project's ability to meet political needs.
Favourable review of project alignment

Project meets organizational objectives related to brand . prol . €
7 Brand . to corporate image and branding
awareness, development, corporate image.
strategy.
Identification of satisfactory capacity
Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability, following assessment of the
8 Organizational maturity focus of business efforts, maturity level and business organization's performance and any
performance. significant initiatives/changes in
progress and/or planned.
. - Project outcome positively influences organization's Satisfactory outcome of SWOT analysis
9 |Competitive Positioning N N N " N .
competitive positioning. including project impact consideration.
" : - : Satisfactory outcome of current policies
. ) ) Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or ‘ .rv | u‘ .p @
10  [Policy or Strategic Benefits strate review with favourable projectimpact
v on future policies.
. . " N . . Assessment of required regulatory

11 |Regulatory Compliance Project complies with regulatory and technical requirements. - " .

measures and project's ability to satisfy.
. " " N N . Assessment of legal requirements and
12 |Legal Compliance Project complies with legal and sanctioned requirements.

project's ability to satisfy.

Figure 3.1 The prototype Feasibility Formula™ - ¥ien 1
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Rating of Satisfies Criteria e
Objectives = Decision Criteria Description 1[2]3]als[el7[8]910 Project Criteria 1]2]3[afs5[6[7]8[9]10] seore
"What Matters" "What Matters Most" "Extent that project satisfies what matters most"
Favourable assessment of anticipated
project outcome in supporting
1 Strategic Alignment Project meets organizational strategy and objectives. organization's objectives as outlined in
business plan or other strategy
document(s).
Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or Risk Assessment outcome considered
2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or satisfactory based on risk mitigation
accepted. measures.
5 Fimancial Project satisfies organizational goals re investment, cost Satisfactory outcome of financial
reduction, cost management, cost mitigation. feasibility review.
Expectations of stakeholders (i.e.
conceiver, user, financier, developer,
4 Stakeholder Satisfaction |Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives. e CLE
deliverer) identified and considered
achievable.
Satisfactory identification and
Organization has the human resources capacity and capability BEEi !
' " =L availability of capable internal and/or
5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the ;
! external resources to plan and deliver
required human resources. .
the project.
Outcome of political scan demonstrates
6 Political Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker. BT e
project’s ability to meet political needs.
Favourable review of project alignment
Project meets organizational objectives related to brand Ve ° project allg
7 Brand N to corporate image and branding
P image.
B strategy.
|dentification of satisfactory capacity
Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability, following assessment of the
8 Organizational Maturity [focus of business efforts, maturity level and business organization's performance and any
performance. significant initiatives/changes in
progress and/or planned.
Satisfactory review of project support of
Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or istactory review of project supp
9 Policy or SrategicBenefits | and alignment with new or current
8y- policies.
Assessment of required regulatory
10 Compliance Project complies with regulatory and legal requirements. measures and legal requirements and
project's ability to satisfy.
1 Ethical Project satisfies ethical considerations. Favourable review of project alignment
with ethical standards, practices and
policies of the organization.

Policy or Strategic Benefits, 10

Organizational Maturity,

Ethical, 10

Figure 3.2 The Feasibility Formula™ - Version 4

As a group, and as facilitated by the researches, stakeholders are requested to identify
organizational objectives related to the 11 elesieeiach on a separate worksheet. The
researcher facilitates the discussion and captthiesobjectives and their rating on each
spreadsheet, projected in the room for all to Sé¢we Excel software is programmed with
complex calculations for each element, that is ttransposed to an aggregate score on the
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master spreadsheet that will give stakeholdersaghloard” overview. Each organization will
have a customized, or unig&easibility Formuld™ output. Through stakeholder discussion and
in assessing the product of their efforts — thetaraspreadsheet — the stakeholders are able to
make a final recommendation or decision as to wdrdthproceed with the project.

3.2  Origins

Driven by my experience in management consultimgcépital projects across a wide variety of
sectors, | came to realize that the majority ofjguts were not assessed at the organizational
level (i.e. against organizational objectives) befdoeing undertaken. Projects were being
initiated without prior assessment by stakeholdensith a project manager’s full understanding
of what the project would deliver to the organiaati

While | have been able to provide assistance t@rorgtions on a discrete basis, looking at
various elements in isolation, | sought to standardn approach by developing a methodology
and more comprehensive tool that could satisfy thismma, providing greater insight into
likely project outcome.

3.2.1 Personal input

The idea for thé-easibility Formuld“ surfaced when it became evident that the majofityy
clients did not have a means to assess a contexdpbabject’s ability to meet organizational
objectives. Without this pre-project feasibilitysassment and determination, projects were often
initiated without stakeholder support or understagaf the anticipated outcome; a number of
project risks and challenges therefore arose thaldchave been addressed; and many projects
could be characterized as achieving only partietsss.

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

3.3 Using the Methodology

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

The first exercise allowed for the introductiontbé tool and methodology to the stakeholders
and facilitated the active population of organiaaél objectives based on participant knowledge
of the organization. The participants further assdshe relative importance of each objective.
The output was a concise list of rated objectiveshich of the 11 elements.
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The second exercise was a review of the projec¢iucahsideration and forecasting the project’s
ability, across the 11 elements, to satisfy thentified organizational objectives, and to what
extent, via numerical rating. The results were aagulated in the spreadsheet tool at both a
detailed and summary level. This exercise furtleommodated the assessment and analysis of
the outcome/results with the stakeholder team.

The third and final exercise provided for an assesg of project manager and/or project team’s
willingness and capability to use the tool and rodtlogy, and a review of the tool's
effectiveness, the solicitation and applicationfeédback in refining the tool, and its formal
evaluation by participants.

e _ N . ) -
Exercise 1 Exercise 2 Exercise 3
Introduce methodology Populating/rating A review of the tool’s
and tool project ability to effectiveness
O satisfy objectives O
Introduction of - The formal capture of
stakeholders and Assessment and feedback and
roles/responsibilities analysis of outcome necessary refinement
O ‘ (master spreadsheet) ‘ recommendations
Defining the project ol
= ‘ ‘ An assessment of
. project manager
Populating and/or project team
organizational capability and
objectives willingness
gl |
Prioritization and Evaluation of the tool
weighting of objectives and methodology by
participants
\ J - AN J

Figure 3.3 — The Feasibility Formula™ Methodology
3.3.1 Description of workshop exercises
The workshops involved three distinct exercises:

The first exercise entailed:
* Anintroduction to the methodology and tool
» Introduction of stakeholders and roles/responsiédi
» Defining the project
» Populating organizational objectives
» Prioritization and weighting of objectives

The second exercise consisted of:
» Populating/rating project ability to satisfy objeets
* Assessment and analysis of outcome (master spregijish

30



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

The third exercise necessitated:
» Areview of the tool's effectiveness
« The formal capture of feedback and necessary metné¢ recommendations
* An assessment of project manager and/or project seeapability and willingness to use
the tool and methodology
» Evaluation of the tool by participants

3.3.2 Identification of workshop participants

In early communications and discussion with theaargation’s sponsor for the research
contribution, stakeholder participants were selbdta@sed on two criteria: i) their knowledge of
the organization (i.e. its goals and business dibgs) and ii) their knowledge of the candidate
project. The participants were therefgtakeholder®f the projects.

In most workshops, there was representation froen diganization’s senior management, a
sponsor for the project, functional area represema and members of the project team,
including the project manager. In two cases, forRraject Management Offices (PMOs) were
in place and represented.

Details of the workshop participants are provide@€hapter 6 which presents the case studies.
3.3.3 lIdentification of candidate projects by paripant organizations

Within the first exercise, and following the intwattion of the methodology and tool, the
participants took the opportunity to identify theoject to which theFeasibility Formuld™
methodology and tool would be applied.

An objective of the research was to test the apbiiity of the Feasibility Formuld" to many
project types, to ensure its versatility and usefas across the broader project management
practice. Some organizations presented severalidaedprojects at the outset of the first
exercise, from which the researcher/facilitatorldatnoose. The only stipulated criteria was that
the proposed project be under formal considerdiiotihe organization and not yet initiated. This
was important in order to ensure there was litleno pre-conceptions or biases about the
project’s viability, as would likely be the caseifeady committed.

As a result, a good cross-section of projects veampassed in the research, including an IT

project, two accommodation projects, and threertass projects including real estate, marketing
and business development initiatives.
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3.3.4 lIdentification and weighting of organizatiohabjectives

The main component of the first exercise is thatifieation of organizational objectives by the
participant group. Examples of types of organizaloobjectives were provided by the
researcher to help facilitate the exercise andhgetndividuals to think and collectively discuss
these among the stakeholder group present. Thesepdes were displayed on each worksheet
within the tool itself. Several organizational alijjees (up to seven per category/element as
allocated in the tool) were captured for the 1Inelets described earlier.

Once the objectives were identified within each ksbeet, the participants were asked to
identify the weighting of importance (“what matten®st”) to the organization for each objective
on a scale of one to ten. These scores were sumimie bottom of each worksheet, and an
aggregate score assigned to the master spreadishtet particular element.

3.3.5 Identification of project ability to satisfybjectives

After the organizational objectives were identifiaad weighted, the participants reviewed the
project’s ability to satisfy these objectives thgbuan identical weighting exercise, thereby
assigning a numeric score for each element onaine svorksheet. This permitted a side by side
view of the score for each element based on it@rorgtional weighting, and its project
weighting. For example: an organizational objectivaler the element “Strategic Alignment”
included “Growth of $2.5M in 2014” with an importza weighting of 8; the project’'s assessed
ability to support, contribute or meet that objeetivas assigned a weighting of 3. The aggregate
score of 6 was transferred and automatically papdlan the master worksheet.

It is important to note that the total score focle@lement included within its formula a 65%
weighting for organizational criteria importancedaa 35% for the project’s ability to satisfy this
criteria. A greater weighting was attributed to tbeganizational criteria to underscore its
importance (i.e. if an objective or criteria wast moportant 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 ofx#reiges included interpreting the meaning
of the totalFeasibility Formuld™ score and visual representation of the 11 elesngnaphically
represented in a “colour wheel” to the participaitse question asked was: “What is considered
a reasonable score that would permit you, the btader, to believe that the project was aligned
with organizational objectives, that it was vialded a likely candidate for success?”

The research indicated that the greatest valubeofMorkshop was generated from the exercise
discussions. It was the interaction, brainstormicwjlaboration, consensus building and better
understanding of expectations and outcomes thrdiegbgue that provided the most meaningful
insight into the project. The act of the foregowas an exercise in due diligence itself.
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While the weighting and overall rating of the elentse and the final aggregate score out of ten
provided some indication of project feasibility,was determined that the interpretation of the
score varied, depending primarily on the organmes tolerance for risk. For example, high
tech or IT project organizations are typically dwerized as risk-takers, therefore a score of
four out of ten may not elicit concern. Rather ytheay indicate that they are prepared to initiate
the project despite the “red flags” as IT developtms risky, but worth the risk if successful.
Alternatively, a mature, traditional organizatiomyrindicate that unless the score is an eight out
of ten or greater, the project will not be approvwedproceed, due to the organization’s risk
averse nature.

In summary, the assessment exercise was morelagkthe discussion to arrive at a conclusion
around project feasibility, rather than meaningrfrine score itself.

3.3.7 Project Manager assessment

The project manager and project team participaittsirweach workshop were then called upon
to assess the methodology and tool. The reseavchiated to explore whether theeasibility
Formula™ was considered useful to the project manageroaribject team member in their
role, and whether they possessed the willingnedscapability (including facilitation skills) to
lead stakeholders through the methodology and sisscn.

Aspects considered and discussed included:

« the ease of the methodology

» the tool's contribution to the project

e ways in which theFeasibility Formuld" could support the project manager and/or
project team member role

« ability of the project manager/team member to hsedol

« ability of the project manager/team member to ftaté the process

» consideration for training in the use of the toodl anethodology

» willingness of the project manager/team membeistothe tool

e applicability to the project manager/project teaenmber’s projects

3.3.8 Evaluation of the tool and methodology

The final component of the third exercise was toehall participants complete a formal
evaluation (Appendix 4). The gquestions were spealiff chosen to elicit information that the
researcher could use to better understand thehstllex’s role, their organization, and their
perception of the tool’s applicability and value.

Most importantly, the evaluation was an opportuiidy the participant to identify, and for the
researcher to understand, what worked well and weatled improving with respect to both the

tool and methodology.

The results of the evaluations are provided in @rap
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3.4  Features of thd=easibility Formula™ Tool

The Feasibility Formuld” methodology is accompanied by a visual tool thatsed to engage
stakeholders and capture information relevant ¢oetkercise. Following is an explanation of the
tool, the data that is collected, and the outpatioled by the tool.

The master worksheet represents a “snapshot” ofatigregate picture of thEeasibility
Formula™ project assessment. As seen in Figure 3.4.1firdteside of the worksheet shown
identifies and captures data specific to orgarirati goals. A description of the overarching
assessment criteria is provided for each of theléfnents identified. The rating of importance
(“what matters most”) is automatically populatedotigh a series of formulas, once the
individual worksheet for each element is completed.
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Objectives = Decision Criteria

"What Matters"

Rating of Importance
Description 1[2]3[a]s]e6[7]8]9]10
"What Matters Most"

1 Strategic Alignment Project meets organizational strategy and objectives.
Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or

2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or
accepted.

) . Project satisfies organizational goals re investment, cost

3 Financial ) L
reduction, cost management, cost mitigation.

4 Stakeholder Satisfaction Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives.
Organization has the human resources capacity and capability

5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the
required human resources.

6 Political Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker.

2 Brand Project meets organizational objectives related to brand
awareness, development, corporate/organizational image.
Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability,

8 Organizational Maturity focus of business efforts, maturity level and business
performance.
Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or

9 Policy or Strategic Benefits L E [relftey /
strategy.

10 Compliance Project complies with regulatory and legal requirements.

11 Ethical Project satisfies ethical considerations.

Figure 3.4.1- Feasibility Formula™ Tool — Organi&at
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The second half of the master worksheet provid@ssaription of project criteria as a summary
of considerations when assessing the project'stylid satisfy “what matters most”. This
section is also automatically populated throughmidas when the individual worksheets are
populated at the project level. Once again, ithportance (i.e. “what matters most” at the
organizational level) is weighted as 65% and geject’s ability to satisfyas 35%. The
weighting is higher ommportance because it is the organizational objectives thae the need
for the project.

Satisfies Criteria

Aggregate
Objectives = Decision Criteria 1 [ 23T a]ls]e]718]9]10 Score
"What Matters" " Extent that project satisfies what matters most"

1 Strategic Alignment

10
2 Risk

10
3 Financial

10
4 Stakeholder Satisfaction

10
5 Human Resources

10
6 Political

10
7 Brand

10
8 Organizational Maturity

10
9 Policy or Strategic Benefits

10
10 Compliance

10
11 Ethical

10

TL Score 1 0

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 seseion of the findings. Each “wedge”
represents one of the elements, provides the rétinghat element (automatically populated
from the aggregate score) and adjusts its sizeirwitie “pie” to accurately represent its total
score. This permits the stakeholders to visually which elements scored high, and which
scored low, for further assessment and/or discnssaapplicable.

3.4.1 Interpretation

The rating and subsequent scoring of the elementgended to provide andication of where
the project is most closely aligned with the orgation’s objectives, based on the elements
reviewed, and where it is not aligned. The restdtpiire interpretation by the stakeholders in
order to determine their meaning and applicati@s -organizations differ in their culture as to
risk tolerance, and stakeholder perceptions alsp va

As indicated earlier in this chapter, the reseandicates that the greatest value of the workshop
is generated from stakeholder discussion and amsesslt is the lively interaction and dialogue
that provided the most meaningful insight into greject, its alignment and “place” within the
organization, and its likelihood of a successfulcome. Decisions are based on this assessment.

3.5  Value of the Methodology

As described above, the most significant benefittlod Feasibility Formuldv tool and
methodology is a derivative of the workshop procass assessment itself. This is facilitated by
the discussion among project stakeholders thatlesal participants to “weigh in” on the
definition of organizational objectives, and theiwas aspects of the project that may or may not
satisfy these objectives. It was interesting foe tlesearcher to observe what was often
“negotiation” and resulting consensus building tioak place among stakeholders.

This dialogue and necessary collaboration permittedparticipants tehink deeplyabout what
is important to their organization, and to assesss aletailed level the true relevance and
contribution of the project to the organization.
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3.5.1 Value to the organization

The impetus for this research is the researchaligfliithat pre-project feasibility determination
contributes to project success, and that the absehsuch due diligence is one of the major
contributors to project failure.

TheFeasibility Formuld™ tool and methodology provides value to the orgation as it:

* ensures that projects are fully assessed to eafigrenent with organizational strategy

e enables the prioritization of projects among otherder consideration

» allows for adjustment to project scope and othéeria in order to support increased
likelihood of project success

* shows likely areas of risk to the organization amdsideration for mitigation if the
project is undertaken

» permits early project termination if applicable galing loss of resources, time and
money)

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

» fosters stakeholder collaboration, supports teaticansensus building

3.5.2 Value to stakeholders/decision makers

Stakeholders benefit from tHeeasibility Formuldv tool and methodology as it provides an
opportunity for stakeholders to:

» express themselves and ensure their expectatierigiawn

e learn about the organization and other stakehdlgenspectives through the process
itself

» seek clarity related to the organization’s stratagg objectives

* become part of an integrated project team

e enhance communication among team members

e understand the expectations of others

* contribute to the organization in a meaningful way

» assess the project both within and outside of flueictional area

Decision makers within the organization benefitnirdiaving the necessary data and required

stakeholder input to inform their decision. Theyn darther have greater confidence in the
accuracy of their decision as a result of the ropuscess and tool.
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3.5.3 Value to the project manager

The Feasibility Formuld“ provides value to the project manager as it mtssa simple and
effective methodology to assess project feasibibgfore the project planning process is
undertaken. As a result, the project manager caa feeater confidence in the project’s ability
to proceed with the support of the stakeholders.

The process itself also permits the project managemgage the stakeholders and develop a
relationship at the beginning of the project. Th&ationship with individual stakeholders will
then be in a better position to be nurtured. Stakknts and project managers can feel more
comfortable in approaching each other in convayeategarding aspects of the project. It can
also provide the project manager with a view ashah stakeholders he/she should spend more
time with in order to understand and manage expenta Further, he/she can also learn which
stakeholder(s) can be a valuable resource or st®t success of the project.

Through the methodology and tool, the project managalso introduced to potential risk areas
for the organization and can now manage and méitfase risks at the project level.

Most importantly, the project manager now has thdita to manage the project with an
understanding of the organization’s goals, and what project is meant to achieve as an
outcome.

Beyond the project manager, the project team navahbetter understanding of the stakeholder
community, and its members’ management stylesppetives and expectations. They will, both
individually and collectively, learn about thesaks&holders and the relationships that exist or
form among them. The project team members willrban optimum position to influence and
manage these relationships. Ultimately, the projegam will have a comprehensive
understanding of the organization’s goals and thgept’s role in satisfying those goals.

It is the combined value that tReasibility Formuld™ brings to the project manager and project
team that supports an increased likelihood of ptgaccess.

3.5.4 Value to the project management profession

The Feasibility Formuld methodology and tool brings value to the proje@nagement
profession in raising the awareness of the neegre+project feasibility determination in an
effort to increase the number of successful proatcomes. TheFeasibility Formula™
provides knowledge leadership in consideratiorhefroject lifecycle: project planning begins
beforethe “initiation” phase, and actually commenceshwitie feasibility determination and a
measurement of the project’s alignment to its spong organization and likelihood of success.

The tool and methodology also contributes to thggat management profession by further

developing the role of the project manager. Throwgily involvement and stakeholder
engagement, the project manager’s reputation ichesd by their ability to contribute to the
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strategic needs of the organization, thereby eleyahe profession to a new level from the
traditional tactical, technical level.

The contribution to the project management protessan be summarized as reducing the risk
of project failure and resulting waste of finan@ald human resources. Through an improvement
in the number of cases of project success the agpntof the project management profession

will be enhanced.

3.6 Summary of the Chapter

The Feasibility Formuld¥ methodology and tool provides a practical andagimgg means for
project stakeholders to contemplate a project'dilitg. It provides a process and analytical
technique for organizations to determine “what Bratimost” and to identify a project’s ability
to satisfy these objectives for the benefit of dhganization.

This chapter has presented a detailed descripfidgheomethodology and tool, its origins, its
application within the workshop and exercises utaden, 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 densd and selected to address the research
guestions identified earlier in Chapter 1. Phildsoal and theoretical considerations will be
explored, as well as the purpose of research, pppte approaches, techniques and data
collection methods.

Several research approaches will be presenteddinguhose selected that best represent the
research being undertaken for #reasibility Formuld™. The aspects reviewed are:

* Purpose and objectives of the research and itganete
e Terminology

e Types of research

* Methodologies

* Time dimension

» Data collection

* Role of the researcher

The research techniques specified and selectetiforesearch are:

1. Literature research — to identify the relationshgiween project success and pre-project
feasibility;

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

3. Case Study research — to explore the willingnesiscapability of the project manager
and/or project team member to use Beasibility Formuld methodology and tool.

4.1 Philosophical Foundations

Research is a logical and systematic search foramwseful information on a particular topic.
It is an investigation of finding solutions to stiic and social problems through objective and
systematic analysis. Research is done with the dfeftudy, experiment, observation, analysis,
comparison and reasoning (Rajasekar, Philominatbamnathambi, 2006).

According to Majoros (1997), scientific researchaisconscious and systematic practice of
cognition, which provides us with tools to helptagope with unusual problems and situations.
Research is important both in scientific and naerddic fields. In our lives, new problems,
events, phenomena and processes occur every dagticBHy implementable solutions and
suggestions are required for tackling new problémas arise. Research needs to be undertaken
in order to find causes, solutions, explanatiorg applications.

At the root of research are the core concepts ofab@cience — ontology and epistemology
(Grix, 2002). According to Blaikie (2000), ontologyan be considered the starting point of all
research, and can be described as claims and a$sasnthat are made about the nature of
social reality whereas epistemology is relatedhi methods, validation and means of gaining
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knowledge of social reality. Epistemology is comesl with the knowledge-gathering process
and with developing new models or theories.

According to Grix (2002), methodology is the logicthe research method, and the method itself
is guided by the research questions. It is thisrietationship between the building blocks of
research that permits the researcher to deterriifat’'s out there to know (ontology)? What
and how can we know about it (epistemology)? Howwa go about acquiring that knowledge
(methodology)? Which precise procedures can weaaiaequire it (methods) and which data can
we collect (sources)?

Grix (2002) also portrays two approaches to stugly@acial capital, as illustrated in Table 4.1
below:

Table 4.1 — Two approaches to studying social calpit

Ontology Epistemology Methodology Methods Sources
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 guantitative and surveys transcripts and
(social reality 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 techool of thought that stresses the reflective
assessment and critique of society and cultureppyyang knowledge from the social sciences
and the humanities. According to the Stanford Elopadia of Philosophy, its origins are with
German philosophers and social theorists in thet®vle€uropean Marxist tradition known as
the Frankfurt School. According to these theoriatsritical” theory may be distinguished from
a “traditional” theory via its core concepts: i)timal social theory should be directed at the
whole of society in its historical setting, and {tishould improve the understanding of society
by integrating all the major social sciences.

4.2 Research Approaches

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

4.2.1 Research purposes

When developing a research design, the researchst determine whether the goal of the
research is to be exploratory, descriptive or exgiary, as this will impact the type of study to
be undertaken. According to Blanche, Durrheim aanhtér (2006), exploratory studies may be
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used to make preliminary investigations into newaarof research. They tend to be open and
flexible and often employ an inductive approacte (Beure 4.2.2).

Descriptive studies describe phenomena in accutetail. Typically, a set of categories or
classification types are created to report theauttaristics of the phenomena. Here, the research
design is focused on validity (accuracy) and rdliigi{consistency).

Explanatory research provides causal explanationthé phenomena and may enrich a theory’s
explanation, and further test its predictions.slaiso used to eliminate rival hypotheses — and
determine which of several explanations is best.

4.2.2 Methodological strategy
There are two modes of inquiry in social reseairathuctive and deductive reasoning.

According to Babbie (2013), induction moves frora #ipecific to the general, from a set of
particular observations to the discovery of a patthat represents some degree of order among
events. It is the logical model in which generalngiples are developed from specific
observations. Deductive reasoning, on the othed hawoves from the general to the specific. It
moves from logically or theoretically expected paitto observations that test whether the
expected pattern actually occurs. It begins witthyivand moves to “whether,” whereas
induction moves in the opposite direction.

The following comparison illustrates the two apmtoes (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 testing or attempt to
determine the limitations of the theory
(situations where it does not apply).

Figure 4.2.2 — Inductive vs Deductive Approach

Source: Paul D. Reynolds, A primer on Theory Cartsimn, New-York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1971
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4.2.3 Time dimension
There are two options for the time dimension oéagsh: cross-sectional or longitudinal.

According to Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (200&)pss-sectional studies typically use a
survey strategy or interviews conducted over atgherod of time. They are often exploratory

and descriptive studies that represent a “snapsbbine point in time. These researchers
describe the longitudinal study approach as examgiphenomena over an extended period of
time. Longitudinal studies involve the collectiohdata at different points in time, and are often
associated with explanatory studies.

4.2.4 Methods of analysis

The distinction between quantitative and quali@atdata in social research is essentially the
distinction between numerical and non-numericah {Babbie, 2013).

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

Quantitative research is generally predictive, arptory research that supports the theory
testing process and it is considered deductiveareBe The quantitative research process is a
linear one. The existing body of knowledge leadsesearch propositions; theoretical concepts
are operationalized and corresponding measurenuats are designed. Standardization of
measurement is the rule in quantitative reseailtBubjects/objects are measured with the same
instruments.

A comparison of qualitative and quantitative reskas shown in Figure 4.2.4 below:
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» 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

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

5. Generalize specific observations predetermined hypotheses

into an hypothesized theoretical
framework

Figure 4.2.4 — Qualitative vs Quantitative Research

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

Berg’s qualitative research design model (Berg,d,12012) is somewhat a combination of the
two approaches includirgpiraling feedback

Ideas -> Literature review -> Design -> Data cdimt and organization -> Analysis and
Findings -> Dissemination

There are other researchers that believe in theurtent use of qualitative and quantitative
methods (Blanche, Durrheim, Painter, 2006), anttthey are invoked at interactive places and
different points in time (Newman, Benz, 1998). Wisattecting the research approach (e.g.
gualitative, quantitative or mixed), the researcsiould decide which research approach is
going to lead him/her easily, swiftly and mosfficiently to the most reliable findings
that adequately answer the research questions {@ev&lazar, and Vogrinc, 2010).

4.3 Research Techniques

This section will focus on a number of researcthtggues including experimental and survey
research (quantitative design) and field, actioth @ase study research (qualitative design).

4.3.1 Experimental research

Characteristics of experimental research includest twhich is formal, causal/predictive,
laboratory or simulation, observation or survey atatistical. Experimental research is carried
out in acontrolled environment which allows for ease of comparisorresiults. Benefits of
experimental research include the ease of rephicadt a typically lower cost and in a shorter
timeframe.
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4.3.2 Survey research

Survey research is the most common research/d#targay technique in social research.
Surveys most often meld sampling, question desighdata collection methodologies (Fowler,
2014).

Survey research is formal in most cases, consditakepost facto research, and it is typically
cross-sectional. It is descriptive but may be usedtudy complex relationships and derive
predictive results. Survey research involves staefisanalysis of the results including analysis of
the correlations among the variables. It can belyeasiministered by the researcher, and
provides for anonymity and avoids bias, which carpbesent with interview technique. Survey
research can test several hypotheses, collectitg dbout the behaviour, characteristics,
opinions, knowledge, etc. of its respondents tapecd numerical results.

4.3.3 Field research

Field research has been primarily conducted byas@ithropologists and sociologists and is
known as field work, ethnography, case study, tptale research and interpretive procedures
(Burgess, 2002).

It is also known as participant-observation redeavhereby researchers attempt to interpret and
explain the meaning of social situations. The regea looks to understand the meaning of
events for people in particular social settings.

4.3.4 Hermeneutics

Hermeneutics is the study of interpretation. Ipisdominantly a methodology used to interpret
text (Gallagher, 1992). Understanding text has derifies due to the nature of interpretation
between text and reader, text and author and sco@imstances. Asinderstandingis a
linguistic event, language plays a primary roleisltthrough language that meaning can be
interpreted.

The researcher often interprets the text, devetopaning from it, and provides findings in
narrative formTextcan be considered written or verbal.

4.3.5 Action research

Action research has a driving goal to create pasitocal social change. It is action oriented
research rather than theory or knowledge produatisearch. Participants are involved at all
stages of the research process and oftentimesrechseaubject distinction is blurred. The
researcher is an observer/facilitator serving pgdints and their organization and often the
research problem is defined by or with the stakesl.
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Action research is collaborative, whereby all steltders are involved and the researcher is a
participant to a collaborative process and sodiahge effort. It is also reflective as participants
reflect on their experiences, problems and issuakwooking for solutions; their views of the
situation are key to the solution. Finally, actioesearch is experiential, as the research
experience is part of the immediate solution biudoah learning, growth experience for
participants. Therefore, the process is fluid andludes planning, acting, reflecting, data
collecting, then possibly more acting and reflagtietc. throughout the research effort.

Action research can be used to uncover/producenvetion and knowledge directly useful to a
group of people through research and educatiotaritalso be used to enlighten and empower
participants to take up and use the informatioheyad.

According to Schmuck (2009), action research has ébaracteristics — that also 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 multiplegmectives of individuals and groups
Focuses on local change and improvement

R

Therefore the key elements of action researchiamgrovement, development, perspectives and
local change.

4.3.6 Case study

Case studies can focus narrowly on very specifigeets of individual or organizational
behaviours, or alternatively have a very broad scofhe case study approach allows the
integration of many formal and informal elementsotigh the data collection and analysis
process. It is generally associated to a holisppreach to research providing in depth
understanding of the phenomenon under study.

Case study is an approach used to examine simpteroplex phenomenon through in depth

study of units of analysis from individuals to largrganizations using a variety of data gathering
approaches that can make use or contribute toythatthough not obligatory (e.g. may just be

descriptive).

Case studies can be intrinsic where they are facaeethe understanding of the particular case

studied with no theoretical intention. Instrumerdase studies, on the other hand, are designed
to provide insights into an issue or refine a tlkéoal explanation. The case study is not the

purpose, rather answering a research questionase<Care selected because they allow the
advancement of a research interest. Collective saghes are characterized by multiple-cases

that can be comparative and/or contrasting. Mutipistrumental case studies increase the

validity and reliability of results.
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Typically case studies are associated to theorgldpment (grounded theory approach) rather
than theory testing. Arguments for the use of theben case study research suggest that it
provides direction for selection of individual casand case study design, and further allows
specification of what is being explored (Yin, 2003)

Case study work makes extensive use of intervi@gscharacterized by Kvale and Steinar
(1996), which include the following elements:

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

Figure 4.3.6 — Interview Methodology

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

There are also several types of interviews to ctamsivhen designing this aspect of research, as
illustrated in Table 4.3.7 below:

48



Table 4.3.7 — Designing: Type of Interviews
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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 inteswi model in which a facilitator leads a group
through a structured process helping them idenkir objectives or concerns and establish a
hierarchy of considerations. The use of elicitatiechniques developed by decision analysts also
allows for the clear measurement of these identifibjectives and the development of weights
to distinguish more important from less importardnsiderations. A greater detail of
understanding is thus traded against the greatetbeu of people involved in conventional
surveys (Slovic, Gregory, 2000).

4.4 Data Collection

Data is the foundation of all research. Social rem@eresearchers look to data to achieve their
research objectives and to answer their researebtiqus. Data collecting methods affect the
quality, quantity, adequacy and relevance of tiseaech — therefore the overall quality of the
research (Pawar, 2004).

Data collection methods are used in both quantéadind qualitative approaches to research. The
methods selected are based on the chosen reseppthaeh and may include in-depth
interviews, group interviews, observation, survegearch and case studies, which often use
interviews or questionnaires combined with documentesearch. Data collection can also
incorporate secondary data such as organizatia@lndentation. To be successful in any data
collection undertaken, the researcher must cleargerstand theobjectives of the data
collection.
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4.4.1 Criteria of Research Quality

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

» Allow empirical testing of research hypotheses

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

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

Good measures should be equal to the true valubeofattribute measured. Reliability and
validity are central to all research. Reliabilitdicates exemption of random error; differences
between individuals or groups are “real” and nog¢ do variations caused by the measurement
instrument. Validity refers to exemption of systeéimarror or bias; the actual “value” of the
attribute is captured by the measurement instrument

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

* Obtain a variety of information on the same issue

e Use the strengths of each method to overcome timateies of the other
* Achieve a higher degree of validity and reliability

* Overcome the deficiencies of single method studies

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

follows:

Table 4.5 — Four themes of the research

Research Theme 1
Project Success
and Failure

Question 1
Objectives 1, 2

Project success and
alignment of project
with organization’s
strategy

AND

Question 2
Objective 3

Existing feasibility
determination and
decision making
practices in project
management

Research Theme 2
Refining the
Feasibility Formulg"

PrototypeFeasibility
Formula™

Leading to
Question 3
Objective 4

Refined and tested
Feasibility Formula"
methodology and tool

4.5.1 Research Questions

Research Theme 3

Research Theme 4

Determining Feasibility Project Manager and/or
Formula™ effectiveness Project Team capabilities

Effectiveness of
Feasibility Formula"

Question 3
Objective 5

For specified project
types

Question 3
Objective 6

Measures of
effectiveness

The research questions developed to address timesha&bove are:
1. Does the alignment of project goals with the stgatef an organization influence project

success?

Question 4
Objective 7

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

2. What are the characteristics of effective decismaking in a pre-project environment?
3. Does the use of a pre-project methodology suppdited tool such as thieeasibility

Formula™ increase the effectiveness of decision making?

4. How capable and willing is the project manager andgiroject team in using the
Feasibility Formula methodology and tool to engage with decision meke
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4.5.2 Research Objectives

The resulting research objectives developed franrésearch questions are:

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

Objective 3, from Question 2:
3. To identify current pre-project feasibility andatdd decision making practices.

Objective 4, 5 and 6, from Question 3:
4. To test and refine thiéeasibility Formuld™ methodology and tool.
5. To measure the effectiveness of the tool.
6. To evaluate its effectiveness in different projygies.

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

4.5.3 Hypothesis

The hypothesis, therefore, based upon the stateehmeh problem, research questions and
objectives is:

The Feasibility Formula™ tool and methodology cdmites to both the
organization and the project management professioits ability to inform the
likelihood of a successful project outcome and supgffective decision making.

4.6  The Research Design

The design and the structure chosen for this rekesr a combination of exploratory and
descriptive using inductive reasoning and usingoaszsectional time dimension. The principal
method of analysis and recording is qualitative,plrying data collection methods of
guestionnaire, formal and informal meetings, obaton, interview, and document analysis.

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

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3
Research Theme 1 Research Themes 2 & 3 Research Theme 4
Literature Review Iterative Prototype Refinement Case Study

and Action Research

Project success and alignment « 4 iterations Interviews
project with organization’s 6 workshops Observation and reflection
strategy 18 exercises Document analysis

Data from Phase 2
Identify existing pre-project
feasibility determination and
decision making practices

Outcomes Outcomes Outcomes
Existing feasibility determinatior RefinedFeasibility Formuld™ Assessment of organization and
and decision making practices il decision making in the project
project management to Phase Z Effectiveness oFeasibility environment

Formula™
Data to formulate questions for Project manager/project team
Phase 3 interviews Data for Phase 3 capability and willingness

The first two research questions and first thrgedailves look to comprehend the influences for
successful project outcomes in all project typdse Tescriptive and exploratory approach of
Phase 1 was based on data derived from existiagptiitre to identify that project success is
influenced by the alignment of project outcomethstrategy of an organization.

The literature review from Phase 1 and charactesistientified provided valuable input to the
guestions developed for the interviews, both stmact and unstructured; this became the launch
point of Phase 3 and further contributed to theneshent of the prototypEeasibility Formula™

and starting point for Phase 2 which addressedtigne3 and objectives 4, 5 and 6. Question 4
and objective 7, representing Phase 3 of the relsemvestigated the capability and willingness
of the project manager and/or project team to kisedol and methodology.

4.6.1 Research strategy

In looking at the options of the various researngpraaches, it become evident and well defined
as to which research strategies were most suitabkach phase:

Phase 1 is addressed through the literature retheivinvestigates the relationship between
project success and pre-project feasibility deteation (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 thgvierefinement of the prototygesasibility
Formula™ methodology and tool. Upon further explorationtted theory and characteristics of
action research, it became clear that the methggalefinement activity fit all of the criteria.
According to Schmuck (2009), there are four craeof action research: i) it provides
intervention(s) for continuous improvement; ii) Seeks to foster development and planned
change, iii) it aims to collect trustworthy data the multiple perspectives of individuals and
groups; and iv) it focuses on local change and ampment. The key elements of action research
- improvement, development, perspectives and lobahge — would therefore be addressed
through the iterative methodology refinement precdsased on facilitated workshops with
participant organizations, and continuing until fusther occasion for refinement could be
recognized.

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

Table 4.6.1 — Research strategies (Yin, 2003)

Strategy Form of research Required control over Focus on
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 Yes/no
many/much
History How, why No No
Case Study How, why No Yes

Yin’'s how and why questions signalled the favourable use of deseeiptase studies. This
strategy was further supported by Phase 2 andatzecllected for input into Phase 3.

4.6.2 Structure of the Research
The three phases of the research are describée ifoftowing sections. The literature research
of Phase 1 serves as important input for the deweémt of the questions for the interviews. The

structure of the interviews was critical in faa@ting the development of the workshops, which
themselves supported the refinement of the metloggaind tool.
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4.7 Literature Search — Phase 1

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

It further supported the development of the prgietynethodology and tool through validation

of the importance of strategic alignment and theeabe of such tools. The outcome of the
literature review in Chapter 2 represents key infart Phase 2 — lIterative Methodology

Refinement and Action Research, and Phase 3 —Siadyg.

4.8 Iterative Methodology Refinement and Action Resarch — Phase 2

The researcher’'s experience on the significancelsfervation and reflection as tools for
practicing project managers, as well as the liteeateview and Bourne’s thesis (2005), guided
the researcher to consider the iterative approadiudying the effectiveness of tkeasibility
Formula™ methodology and tool.

The iterative methodology refinement and actioreaesh was based on facilitated workshops
that involved project team members using the tawdl anethodology in their own work
environment. This afforded two key benefits: thestfiwas the introduction of a structured
process for assessing the viability of the ideatifproject and the refinement of the tool for
assessing the organization’s future projects; dworsd benefit was to the research and was the
receipt of significant feedback, input and evalomtifor the tool and methodology and its
effectiveness. The aggregate of this feedback gteichprovements in subsequent iterations of
the tool.

4.8.1 Data collection

The Feasibility Formuld“ prototype was first developed based on the rekeds experience
with various organizations and project assignmerni& prototype then became the foundation
for the facilitated workshops with participant ongaations, with the project selected by the
sponsor. There were one or more workshops with @aghnization that encompassed three
exercises in total: the first exercise allowed tfog introduction of the tool and methodology to
the project stakeholders and facilitated the acgigpulation and weighting of organizational
objectives; the second exercise was a review opthgct under consideration and forecasting
the project’s ability to satisfy the identified argzational objectives; and the third exercise
provided for an assessment of the project managdfoa project team’s willingness and
capability to use the tool and methodology; a nevid the tool's effectiveness; the solicitation
and application of feedback in refining the toaidats formal evaluation by participants.

4.8.2 Methodology Refinement Cycles

Contribution to the refinement of the methodology &ool was primarily received in two ways:
the first was through dialogue and discussion dutime sessions themselves, including the
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receipt of both solicited and unsolicited feedb&okn participants; the second was through the
formal evaluation at the conclusion of the exetise

Improvements from one workshop were incorporatéa the tool and methodology prior to the
next workshop as part of the refinement procese. &drliest iterations, including the “pilot”,
were expected to generate the most critical feddbhad resulting improvements, however the
researcher was prepared to continue until no furldeerse comments were received. It was
anticipated that this could be accomplished in gutw sessions, and that the comments would
diminish as a result of the improved version of the and methodology being presented. The
researcher’'s expectation was that the final itematwould substantiate the user-friendly
methodology and tool, and its effectiveness.

4.9 Case Study — Phase 3

Following an analysis of research techniques tisfyathe needs of Question 4How capable
and willing is the project manager and/or projeetain in using the Feasibility Formula™
methodology and tool to engage with decision malksirsg Yen's (2003) strategy:

4.9.1 Case Study data collection

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

Data was also collected through interviews condletith the executive sponsor of each project
and the project manager (see Appendix 5 for ingevvguestionnaires). The approach to the
interviews followed a semi-structured format, dasirated within Table 4.3.7. The interview
collected data regarding expectations, currenttipex of the organization and individual, and
definitions of successful and unsuccessful projetie researcher’'s personal experience and
results of the literature search were the primapyts to the development of the questions.

Finally, the action research and iterative methogypl refinement permitted data gathering
through observation and inquiry of the project stakders during the workshops. There were
additional opportunities for the research to callsame through informal meetings with
participants and project sponsors, as well as tirothe review and assessment of
documentation provided by the organization in suppbthe research.

4.9.2 Case Study data analysis

The data analysis of the case studies was undertakexamining the data gathered from each
participant project and its sponsoring organizatiims examination was conducted within each
case and finally as an inter-case analysis, whaimijited the comparison of the case studies
across a number of dimensions. In analyzing thelaities and disparities both within, and
between the projects, an interpretation of the daagy guide the researcher to more extensive
conclusions regarding theeasibility Formula™methodology and tool.
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4.9.3 Validation

The data gathered, the results of its analysis,candlusions reached were validated through the
presentation of the research findings and repottéoparticipants of the research, as well as to
project management practitioners and industry sgimals.

4.10 Other aspects of Research Design

While the research structure identifies three ncstphases of the research entailing different
techniques, there was commonality of process amdatpa management, selection of
participants, gaining access and ethical considerst

4.10.1 Data management strategy

A comprehensive data management strategy wasi@atagomponent of the research design and
necessary to manage the abundance of data colleotednany sources. It was paramount that
data could be stored and retrieved with relativieest any given time during the course of the
research.

As such, the data management strategy encompasses! fnom observations and feedback,
formal documents such as completed evaluation focimenges to an iteration of the tool and/or
methodology, documents obtained from participamfanizations, records of participants and
interviews, presentation material and various surgnitbcuments. All soft copy documents
were stored electronically, with files dated andamized into folders identified by subject name.
Hard copy documents were categorized into foldertdpic, e.g. Case Study — Private 1,
evaluations, etc.

4.10.2 Selection of participants

Particular attention was given to the types of nigations and projects selected for the research.
Organizations of medium to large size were pursagdeing most suitable given the likely
nature, scope and complexity of the projects ua#tert, as well as their broader stakeholder
representation and governance structure for decisiaking. To appropriately test the
Feasibility Formula™methodology and tool in a number of environmentgthpublic and
private sector organizations were selected. Andas deemed that a variety of project types
would be solicited to further validate the widesateapplication and effectiveness of the
Feasibility Formula™.Hence, project types targeted included: IT, accommodatod other
business projects (e.g. marketing). If a Projechdfgement Office (PMO) function existed, the
target was considered to be even “richer” due fwosure to all projects within an organization
and a bevy of project managers.

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

4.10.3 Gaining access

The research projects to be identified by the spoo$ the organization needed to satisfy the
following criteria in order to be relevant to thesearch:
* Project identified to be new and under considenatio
* Project to be of significance to the organizatierg( cost, risk, complexity, executive
oversight/interest)
* Project manager and/or project team assignedpkace

Initiation

Critical to the success of the research was gaiaaogss to projects that met the above criteria.
An introductory letter to participants (Appendix @)as issued to each senior management
sponsor of the targeted organizations requestiag garticipation and outlining initial criteria
for project identification. The sponsors were ofteaferrals from other professional
acquaintances that had contacts within the targeigahizations.

The letter was followed up with a phone call andforail to further describe the nature of the
research, format of the exercises, and to secdegeaand time for the workshop(s). Fortunately,
there was a strong interest in the research bgpbasors solicited and the acceptance rate was
high.

Execution

During the research, there were a number of infomeetings that took place with sponsors that
served two purposes: they helped to further unadedsthe organizations, their challenges and
politics, providing additional insight into the @gzation, its people and project environment.
Secondly, it deepened the relationship betweenareer and subject/participant, yielding

additional, relevant data.

Closing
It was important to properly “close” the researchihwthe participating organizations. Each
participant therefore received a personal “thank’yor their contribution to the research. Every

sponsor also received a copy of the presentatisoriténg the research, and the completed tool
itself (i.e. populated worksheets and master sgitesat) for future use within the organization.

58



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

4.10.4 Ethical considerations

Ethics has become a foundation for conducting gffe@and meaningful research (Drew, 2007).
Important aspects of ethics in research includeirif@med consent of participants, protection
from harm — psychological, financial, social - anghintaining participant confidentiality,
privacy and anonymity (Polonski, 2004).

Ethical behaviour must be present during all aspeetd phases of the research including
participant selection, data collection, analyseparting and publication. It is critical for the
researcher to be cognizant of ethical consideratgarticularly in action research where it may
require the researcher to respond to ethical cersidns within unplanned events. It can be
challenging for the researcher to anticipate sticica issues.

Researcher integrity during the execution of thelgtis a fundamental principal for scientific
investigation. The researcher offered and signewradisclosure agreement with two of the
organizations due to the anticipated exposureghblyiconfidential information through the data
collection and workshop process.

While informed consent of participants was sougid saecured at the outset of the research
activity, a second opportunity presented itselbtigh the introductory presentation that laid out
the purpose, methods, and participant requiremefntise research, in which informed consent
was again solicited and acknowledged.

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

4.11 Summary of the Chapter

In this chapter, the research design and struaiitbe research has been described in detail —
from philosophical fundamentals and alternative rapphes and techniques, to the final
configuration of the research undertaken.

The researcher has presented the groundwork inctiapter to demonstrate in subsequent
chapters that this research has: i) potential dmriton to new knowledge production (this

research area is largely unexplored), and ii) ga@krontribution to management practices
(research implications for management may improamagement practices leading to positive
and significant impacts on organizations and sggidh short, the research has meaningful
practical application.

Chapter 5 following will describe the iterative rnetlology refinement and action research.
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5. ITERATIVE METHODOLOGY REFINEMENT AND ACTION RES EARCH

The previous chapter has described and validateddtection of action research as the research
technigue to undertake the iterative methodolofipeeent that addresses research Question 3:

Does the use of a pre-project methodology suppoligda tool such as the Feasibility
Formula™ increase the effectiveness of decisionmg&k

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

4. To test and refine théeasibility Formuld™ methodology and tool.
5. To measure the effectiveness of the tool.
6. To evaluate its effectiveness in different profggees.

This chapter presents Phase 2 of the researchifodissertation: action research and iterative
methodology refinement to test the effectivenesthefeasibility Formula™methodology and
tool. It will: provide a description of the orgaaimns and projects that participated in the
research and the workshop process; present and aumenthe refinement process; and examine
the effectiveness of the tool and methodology.

51 The Research Environment

A total of six organizations participated in thesearch, comprised of: 3 private sector
organizations — Private 1, Private 2 and Privat2 Bublic sector organizations (federal/national
level), Public 1 and Public 2; and 1 Not-for-Prafiganization. In total, there were six projects:
one IT, two accommodation, and three business gjenarketing, business development, real
estate).

The organizations and projects are summarized lnteTa 1 below:

Table 5.1 — Research Organizations and Projects

Organization Project Project Type

National Marketing

1 | Private 1 — Project Management .
Campaign

Business (Marketing)

Private 2 — Wealth Management/Financial National Rebranding

. . : Accommodation
Services Accommodation Project

International Capture Centl Business (Business

3 | Private 3 — Defense Contracting Initiative Develapment)

4 | Public 1 —IT Service Provider Enterprise Portddbystem | IT

Regional Office

) Accommodation
Accommodation

5 | Public 2 — Export Development

Not-For-Profit (NFP) 1 — Medical

L Real Estate Strate Business
Association ay
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5.1.1 The Cases

Private 1 — National Marketing Campaign

Private 1 is a privately held Canadian project ngan@ent services company and is part of an
international commercial real estate services argdion. It specializes in project consulting for
large capital construction and infrastructure prtgehrough a national employee base of 300+
project managers.

The project was a marketing campaign targetingatigpiisition of new national accounts for the

firm. Characteristics of the campaign had previpusten defined including its format (i.e. a

video campaign), targeted audience, logistics otlistribution, and performance measurement.
The organization was contemplating a series of gtar§g campaigns targeting a variety of

industry sectors based on the outcome of thisgngject.

Private 2 — National Rebranding Accommodation Febje

Private 2 is a national wealth management and ¢iaaservices firm in Canada that manages
roughly $30 billion in investment funds through &icial Advisors across 50 regional offices.
The staff count is over 1000 employees.

The organization supports a dedicated Program Managt Office (PMO) function that
centrally manages strategically driven projectsva®e 2’s project was a National Rebranding
Accommodation Project that would introduce a neanbdrand alternative workplace strategy
through the renovation of its 50 offices.

Private 3 — International Capture Centre Initiative

Private 3 is a substantial defence and aerospagieesming firm that serves government and
commercial clients in more than 40 countries vig008 employees, with over $30 billion in
revenue. The company provides technology base@ragsand integration support to defence
and public security organizations.

The project was an international capture centigatinie (i.e. business development) to increase
sales “wins” in domestic and international markéig.to $10M in discretionary funds was made
available for the project in order to pursue othesiness from across the organization.

Public 1 — Enterprise Portfolio System

Public 1 is a federal government IT body with 6,08@ployees that is mandated to deliver
email, data centre and telecommunication service43tfederal departments and agencies. Its
current total annual budget is approximately $1lillioh. The creation of this centralized IT
organization brought together people, technologgouweces and assets from 43 federal
departments and agencies to improve the efficieratigbility and security of the government's
IT infrastructure.
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The project represents the implementation of arefpnse Portfolio System (EPS) that is an

organization-wide application intended for 300 BebjManagers as primary users that will act as
a PM tool and repository for the management of @b@ects (current) valued at 100s of millions

of dollars.

Public 2 — Regional Office Accommodation

Public 2 is a crown corporation of the federal ganeent that specializes in export development.
It is a credit agency that supports and developomrxrade by helping companies respond to
international business opportunities. The orgaionagprovides financial services, insurance and
business solutions to the country’s exporters amdstors and their international buyers.

The project represents accommodation for Publicr@tgonal office in central Canada. The
$30M facilities budget is applied to its head ddfiglus 17 domestic regional offices and another
17 international offices that are co-located witfoeign affairs organization. While this project
has implications related to standards and methaabpfoach for all offices, it further requires
consideration for either a new office, or the reakewf an existing lease. In either case, the
criteria indicate a necessary expansion to dotiaesize of the space to accommodate new staff.

Not for Profit 1- Real Estate Strategy

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

The project is based on a real estate strategMfét 1's head office, a facility of 80,000 square
feet. Options under consideration by the orgaropmatange from staying in their existing facility

to adopting an alternative workplace solution asbrating elsewhere in the city (and selling or
leasing the current property), to co-locating amegrating with an affiliate located nearby. The
latter is the preferred option and represents thgt under formal consideration.

5.1.2 Organization, Stakeholder and Project Selenti
Organization selection

The organizations selected for this research wegeired to individually or collectively meet
several criteria in order to provide the needediisfor the research:

o Organization regularly undertakes projects of sigaince

o Firm is of medium to large size (300 to 95,000 esypks) given the likely access
to projects of considerable scope and complexitygst robustness of tool)

0 A governance structure for decision making is ecpl

o0 The research would involve several companies toieéite sources of bias
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o Companies selected would represent both publicpaindte sector organizations,
and varying businesses, in order to support detextion of applicability

Stakeholder selection

The stakeholders identified for this research wegglired to meet criteria in order to be chosen,
based on their ability to contribute most meanifigfio the study. The criteria included:

o Senior management: those who can identify and sésdhe organization’s
strategic objectives

o Persons with authority: to make decisions arounel pinoject (approval or
rejection)

o0 Project Sponsor: who “owns” the success or faibfrthe project

Project manager/project team members: to be askemein place

o Functional Specialist: to contribute subject mattguertise

(@)

Project selection

The projects chosen for this research within théig@pating organizations were selected based
on the following:

o Project identified to be new and under considemnatio

o Project to be of significance to the organizati@g( cost, risk, complexity,
executive interest/oversight)

o Variety of project types to support determinatidrapplicability

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

5.2  The workshop process

As described in Chapter 3, the methodology corsisteone or more workshops (for each case)
representing three exercises: The first exercik@vat for the introduction of the tool and
methodology to the stakeholders and facilitatedatttere population of organizational objectives
based on participant knowledge of the organizafldre participants further assessed the relative
importance of each objective and the output wasngise list of rated objectives for each of the
11 elements.

The second exercise was a review of the projectiucahsideration and forecasting the project’s
ability, across the 11 elements, to satisfy thentified organizational objectives, and to what
extent, via numerical rating. The results were aagulated in the spreadsheet tool at both a
detailed and summary level. This exercise furtlteommodated the assessment and analysis of
the outcome/results with the stakeholder team.
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The third exercise provided for an assessment@égr managers’ willingness and capability to
use the tool and methodology, and a review of tw's effectiveness, the solicitation and
application of feedback in refining the tool, atelformal evaluation by participants.

Participants of each workshop included executivenbers, project managers, subject matter
experts and others, as identified by the projednspr as being relevant contributors and/or
stakeholders to the project and organization. Memheere also sought based on their
knowledge of the project and of the organizatiogéals and cultural disposition in order to
ensure accurate representation and provide varpgrgpectives in order to foster robust
discussion and further “test drive” the tool aw#s intended.

As researcher, | facilitated all workshops, exagiand activities. Following this, the completed
Feasibility Formula™ for the specific organization, as produced wallegroup, was presented
to the project sponsor for review and validatioetdils of the project participants is provided in
Table 5.2 below:

Table 5.2 — Details of workshop participants

i o . i Number of
Participant Organization Project role of participants .
participants
Private 1 — National Marketing | Vice President, Development
Campaign Director, Marketing and Communications 4
Marketing Coordinator
Communications Manager/Project Manager
Private 2 — National Assistant Vice President, Program Management
Rebranding Accommodation Office
Project Manager, Project Management 4
Program Lead, National Re-branding
Project Manager
Private 3 — International Director, Business Development
Capture Centre Initiative Director, Cyber Practice
Director, Project Management 5
Capture Centre Specialist
Project Manager
Number of
Participant Organization Project role of participants participants
Public 1 — Enterprise Portfolio | Senior Director, Centre of Excellence (COE)
System Director, Business Management Solutions 4
General Manager, Consulting
Director of Project Management
Public 2 — 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 Methodology Refineent

The action research was based on its applicatiothéoachievement of four criteria (Schmuck,
2009): i) it provides intervention(s) for continoumprovement; ii) it seeks to foster
development and planned change, iii) it aims tdecbltrustworthy data on the multiple
perspectives of individuals and groups; and i¥dduses on local change and improvement. The
key elements of action research - improvement, ldpweent, perspectives and local change —
would therefore be addressed through the iteraigthodology refinement. Further, the process
of iterative refinement would be supported by Degrsrplan, do, check, a@nd the process of
plan, monitor, evaluate, refle¢t.usthaus, Adrien, Perstinger, 1999). Systematalysis of the
methodology and tool would provide an understandihgauses for success or failure — and
subsequent improvement - and also reduce the Hib@di of moving too quickly to the next
iteration without reaping the benefits of the catrene (Slater, Narver, 1995).

The process consisted of defining the notion, dateng the approach, designing the
methodology, planning and implementing the acegitimonitoring, evaluating and reflecting
upon the results. The combined cycle of plan, dopitor, evaluate and reflect was then repeated
for each iteration.

For this research, data was collected through &ssesf document analyses, interviews,
observation and both formal and informal discussidrhe informal data served to augment the
workshop process. Figure 5.3 represents a sumnang aterative 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

Figure 5.3 — Iterative process summary

5.3.1 Designing the refinement strategy

The refinement strategy was designed to test Huthvalue and practical application of the
methodology and tool for the participating orgatimas. It was germane to the research to
compare its usefulness and application across erape of project types and as a result, IT,
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accommodation, and diverse business projects vedeetsd for the research. Further, | wanted
to determine the effectiveness of theeasibility Formuld¥ tool and methodology in
organizations of a significant size in both thelpuénd private sector.

The plan and do aspects of the cycle were undertaken through tbekskop and exercise
processes, as described in detail in Chapter 4.nTdw@tor and evaluateperiod was based on
observation of participant actions during the wbiks feedback received, both formal and
informal, and their evaluation of tikeasibility Formuld™ tool and methodology.

Reflectionat the conclusion of each workshop, and prior te hext, was critical for the

researcher to enable “lessons learned” and coniswimprovement for the subsequent iteration
of the tool and methodology. Coupled with the pgrant evaluations, this permitted the
researcher to query what worked, and what didnitkwand why — with a view to improvement.
Further, it was important to capture learning dgrithe process, of both participants and
researcher.

Central to the research effort was the summationabés of the thoughts and ideas from this
reflection following the conclusion of each workgh@nd to do so when this was “fresh in the
mind”. These observations were included in thenegfients and became inputs for the Phase 3
case study research.

The researcher was open minded and flexible reggrtfie number of iterations that may be
required for completing the cycle, whereby no fartsuggestions for improvement or adverse
comments were forthcoming from the action reseg@aticipants. This juncture was reached
following the fourth cycle. A summary of the iteve methodology refinement is shown in

Table 5.3.1 below:

Table 5.3.1 — Summary of iterative methodology neiment

Project Changes Output
Private 1 — National Marketing | Pilot — Iteration 1
Campaign; PrototypeFeasibility Formuld™ refined four times
Private Consultations x 3 with improvements incorporated in tool and
methodology.

February-March, 2014
-remove benefits realization (applies to all), remo| 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 as the"Iriteria

-alter examples provided on worksheets

Private 2 — National Continuous Improvement — Iterations 2+3
Rebranding Accommodation March-May, 2014
Project -introduce weighting of 65/35
-adjust formulas and aggregate to master worksheet
Private 3 — International -introduce pie chart
Capture Centre Initiative -confirm visual representation
-process to capture data adjusted to reduce wapksho
Public 1 — Enterprise Portfolio | time Feasibility
System -make corrections: several scores not recording in  Formula™
matrix v3, v4

-maintain description and criteria columns as
prompts to user groups

-pie chart — adjust to text within chart, no legend
numbers

-change worksheet formula if fewer than 7 objecive
chosen to ensure accuracy
-adjust examples used to ensure “organizational” jan
not “project” based

Public 2 — 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 tlikeasibility Formulad™ followed the initial tool and
methodology development in December 2013 and Jar2@d4, and took place in February and
March 2014. It consisted of three individual sessiavith consultants (one Risk, one IT, one
Defense) and a workshop with the participants fRnaate 1.

5.4.1 Planning and implementation

The planning for the pilot consisted of determinungual improvements for the tool, developing
an accompanying introductory presentation (Appen@lix practicing the methodology and
facilitation of the workshop, and selecting thehtigrganization and individuals to participate in
the initial test and refinement of tReasibility Formuld".

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

It was found, however, that the time was insuffitiéo conduct the full workshop, so the
researcher would need to review and amend the mlatieraccomplish same in this timeframe,
or solicit longer duration workshops from the remmag participant organizations: the former
was chosen and the researcher subsequently coddeaserial and facilitation to accomplish a
two-hour workshop that yielded the necessary ostput

5.4.2 Monitoring the results and effects

Following the results of the consultations and vebidp with Private 1, several adjustments were
incorporated into the tool and methodology. Somett@ key modifications included: an
introduction of the classifications of “what ma#feland “what matters most” to simplify the
context for participants; fine tuning the elemetdseliminate some (regulatory compliance,
awareness generation) and introduce others (etbgal, compliance); expand ratings scale from
5 to 10 for greater differentiation of importan@ssign a weighting of 65:35 for scoring of
organizational importance: project ability to sitisasnd make visual adjustments including the
addition of an automated pie chart.

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

evaluations and provide formal feedback on the @@ methodology, and to further provide
comment for suggested improvements. Responsesavielgd below in Figure 5.4.3.

Pilot Workshop Evaluation: Private 1

Worked well:

“Real value in the discussion and in agreeing ymaorities and their weighting:
“It provides the opportunity to very methodicallpcathoroughly examine the project from a
strategic, business driver perspective”

“Facilitates making go-no go decisions on projects”

“Great to look at the project from an organizationawpoint”

“Captures a different lens from each stakeholder”

Needed improvement:

“We identified a technical glitch with the formuia be rectified”

“Consider having a session just to discuss anthsetrganizational goals first”
“Anticipate level of facilitation required could lextensive for immature organizations”

Figure 5.4.3 — Summary of Workshop, Pilot — Privhate
The overall ratings from the completed evaluatiovexe positive: ratings on i) participant

confidence in the tool and methodology and ii) likelihood of using it again scored high (out
of 5): 4-5, 4-5, 4-4 and 4-5 respectively for thgsestions.
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From the researcher’s perspective, it was evidbat tteration 1 performed the necessary
function of a pilot that permitted the early treahd testing of the tool in an environment that
consisted of consultations and a full workshopvdta 1 was ideal as a highly cooperative,
medium-sized organization in order to prepare far flarge scale organizations that would be
next.

5.4.4 Revision of the plan

Regarding the time required for the workshop, iswi&covered that two hours was not enough
to conduct the workshop as planned so modificatese made to condense material and
streamline population of the tool to still yielcethecessary outputs.

The suggested improvements and fixes from partitgoaere incorporated into the plan revision
and next iteration of the tool and methodology,luding some recommendations on the
facilitation of the workshop prior to repeating thyele.

55 Continuous Improvement — Second and Third Iteraons

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

5.5.1 Planning and implementation

The planning and implementation phase of the cantis improvement cycle included a review
of all feedback and resulting modifications frorne thilot phase, collection of documentation
from the participating organizations, discussionghwparticipants sponsors, and further
refinement of the facilitation to ensure a two-haworkshop timeframe. This included the
addition of examples to the tool in order to spegdthe discussion around organizational
objectives. Further, the researcher conduced naoyertins’ of the tool to ensure it was “second
nature” and it could be manipulated quickly durpapulation and discussions.

5.5.2 Monitoring the results and effects

For this continuous improvement phase, it was ingmirto understand the possibilities for
improvement from the pilot phase and with the thadditional workshops. It was necessary to
capture all possible modifications for the tool andthodology that would likely benefit others
as a result of learning from new participants, #meir feedback. The formal evaluations, as
summarized in section 5.7 were also used to majkistatents.
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5.5.3 Reflection and evaluation

Each of the three workshops, consisting of thresrases per workshop (total of 9), produced
valuable feedback for the tool and methodologynegfient. While there was some overlap or
redundancy of comments and feedback (indicatingseasus for improvement areas), each
organization was able to yield, through its papicits, a new “nugget” or two that would serve
to further improve th&easibility Formuld™. There were a few suggestions not implemented as
the researcher determined that it would benefitféhng or that organization specifically, rather
than the many.

The evaluations from Private 2, Private 3 and Rublworkshop 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 criteria laid out”

“Has the ability to be customized to meet our néeds

“An organized tool that linked thought to outconaesl considered organizational priorities”
“Tool looked easy to use”

“Can use the tool and methodology to compare anttast at the portfolio level”

“Goals can be pre-determined with the executivectrsistency and use with all projects”
Needed improvement:

“Required some manual manipulation of formulas @mum of 7 objectives not identified”
“Could include an overview of each section on eaorksheet for further context”

“Would be good to lay out the results in low, medjthigh rather than a numerical value”
“Improve the risk definition(s)”

“Scoring is interpretive; better to go with coldagend and meaning rather than relative scorgs”

Figure 5.5.3 — Summary of Workshop, Iteration 2ivdte 2

The overall ratings from Private 2 on the valueh#f tool including i) participant confidence in
the tool and methodology and ii) the likelihoodusing it again scored medium-high (out of 5):
3-4, 4-4, 4-5 and 4-5 respectively for these qoesti

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 perstives and opinion”
“Determines alignment (or not) of key organizatioawad project focus areas”
“Encourages discussion — allows for understandfrglters’ roles and what’s important”
“Great discussion on objectives, priorities, weiggtand alignment”
“Provides formality and structured thinking to aunrent informal review”
Needed improvement:

“More guidance on how to populate — needs faciitet

“Need to identify the right stakeholder group”
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“Clearly define the goal of the project before fassion begins (“elevator speech”)”
“Need to use the tool more to determine opportesitor improvement”

Figure 5.5.4 — Summary of Workshop, Iteration 2rivdte 3

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

Continuous Improvement Workshop Evaluation: Iteration 3 — Public 1

Worked well:

“Easy to use”

“Many of the elements capture what is required”

“The tool can help to “kill” a project early”

“The list of elements are ‘bang on’.

“Can use for projects on hold or cancelled to deiee the “why” behind it”
“Supports our communication efforts”

“Interactive session and walkthrough of very preadfapplicable example”

Needed improvement:

“Bring more quantitative to qualitative portion”

“Needs to be tailored to the public sector — idd Rrocurement, Security elements”
“PMs will need facilitation skills training”

“Be careful of political element with governmentijie sector users — should rename”
“Scoring interpretation may be skewed in risk agesvironment”

Figure 5.5.5 — Summary of Workshop, Iteration 3ublie 1

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

The organizations in Iteration 2 and 3 were not h@wthe world of project management. On the
contrary, Private 2 and 3 both had dedicated Prdfemagement Offices (PMOs) and Public 1
had a similar PM Centre of Excellence (COE). Aseault, these organizations had some
previous or current ability to assess projects, théreformal or informal. It was interesting to
note, however, that only one of the participatingamizations could claim a tool as robust as the
Feasibility Formuld™, but that it still missed the mark on determiniaignment with
organizational objectives. This finding underscomdsignificant pattern regarding lack of
decision making tools and methodologies in orgdiumna.

As the evaluations indicated, the methodology amml brought the greatest value through

essential discussion among the stakeholder grouprdar to arrive at a conclusion as to the
project’s viability and likelihood for success.
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5.5.4 Reuvision of the plan

Workshops had now been held with the three orgéoiza for continuous improvement —
iterations 2 and 3. As the recommendations for aw@ment and subsequent modifications to
the Feasibility Formuld” began to significantly diminish, it was time t@ncuct a final
validation of the tool and methodology.

5.6 Validation — Fourth iteration

The validation phase, or fourth iteration, was aardd 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 vatidancluded a regard for what would be

necessary to interpret the tool and methodolog$approved” in a final state. The researcher
was looking for an absence of suggested improvesnamid/or no further feedback on

enhancements from the participants. This would déterchined through the discussions as well
as a lack of substantial comment in the formal @atadns following the workshops.

5.6.2 Monitoring the results and effects

For this validation phase, all suggested improvamé&om the continuous improvement phase
were implemented within thEeasibility Formula™ prior to the workshops. Through the two
remaining organizations, it was critical to undenst that the tool and methodology was

accepted “as is” and found to be useful in its entristate.

5.6.3 Reflection and evaluation

Validation Workshop Evaluation: Iteration 4 — Public 2

Worked well:

“Opened my eyes to the corporate objectives. Wallysanly look at the small picture.”
“Easy comparison between corporate objectives aniegs.”

“Looks, works really well.”

“Keeps corporate initiatives and goals top of mind”

“Lets you know when the project focus doesn’t catma a corporate level.”

“Liked the comparison between project and corpoodjectives/alignment.”

Needed improvement:

“Nothing noted.”

Figure 5.6.3 — Summary of Workshop, Iteration 4ublie 2
The overall ratings from Public 2 on the valueltd tool including i) participant confidence in

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

“The tool allowed us to break down the differenttesta into component parts to foster
achievement of objectives”

“It forces dialogue and commitment of common, meaahle goals.”

“I really like the visual representation.”

“I think it should be done at the front end of @lbjects — very effective.”
Needed improvement:

“I think the tool is great as is.”

“There is a significant time commitment requiredptoperly develop and populate the tool that
needs to be considered.”

Figure 5.6.4 — Summary of Workshop, Iteration 4PN

The overall ratings from NFP 1 on the value oftib@ including i) participant confidence in the
tool and methodology and ii) the likelihood of ugiih 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, tecame evident that the tool and methodology
had uniformly been well-received and valued bytticipant organizations. There were no
further suggestions for improvement to the finaksiwan of the tool.

As a result of the work with these six organizasioa refined, robust tool and methodology was
developed that permitted project “communities” fteetively define and prioritize objectives
and assess a project’s ability to satisfy theseatives — and its likelihood for viability and a
successful outcome.

5.7 The Effectiveness of th&easibility Formula™

Chapter 5 has thus far addressed Research Objettite test and refine the Feasibility
Formula™ methodology and todrhis section will now focus on Objectives 5 anddSmeasure
the effectiveness of the t@oldto evaluate its effectiveness in different projgpes.

5.7.1 Effectiveness of the tool and methodology

The process of identifying and prioritizing orgaatipnal objectives in the first exercise, and the
consideration of the project’s ability to satishese objectives in the second exercise, required
significant engagement of the participating stakedrs. The vast majority of participants had
not been exposed to a feasibility tool previouslgd the following benefits had been cited
relative to its effectiveness:

» Fosters necessary consensus building among partisip

» Expectations of stakeholders are better understood

» Knowledge gained re insight into other functionadas, challenges and opportunities

within the organization

73



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

* Instils a high level of collaboration among paggmts

» Consideration of organizational objectives bringsity and focus

* Nurtures a stronger familiarization of “what’s masiportant” to the organization

» Affords multiple perspectives from the participatakeholders

* Introduces consideration for a project’s alignmaith an organization’s objectives

* Provides for substantial dissection of the progc very detailed level

* Permits reflection on extended impact of projeaarnconsideration and other related
projects

* Provides a learning experience through participatio

The effectiveness of the methodology was furtheasueed through evaluations completed by
the participants of the six cases at the conclusiorach workshop, for a total of 24 formal
evaluations. The two key questions that soughtctliresponses to the effectiveness of the
Feasibility Formula™were Question 5 — rating a participant’s confidemcéhe methodology
and tool and Question 6 — rating the likelihoodhaf participant using thiéeasibility Formula™
again. The results of the responses, shown in &igur.0 and 5.7.1 below indicate that
respondents were generally very confident in tlet &amd methodology, and that the majority
would likely use it again.

Q5 - Confidence in Feasibility Formula ™

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 1011121314151617 18 19 2021 22 23 24

M Rating

Figure 5.7.0 — Responses to Q5 — confidence irgukim Feasibility Formula™
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Q6 - Likelihood of using again

1 2 3 456 7 8 91011121314151617 18 1920212223 24

M Rating

Figure 5.7.1 — Responses to Q6 — likelihood ofgittie Feasibility Formula™ again

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

It was clear for the researcher upon examinatioth@fevaluations that the participant views of
the Feasibility Formula™specified the effectiveness of the tool and metlagoin decision
making in support of project success.

5.7.2 Effectiveness of the software

The Feasibility Formula™tool was created in Microsoft Excel and consisted2worksheets
(11 worksheets and 1 master worksheet). There nasvorksheet for each of the 11 elements to
be assessed and scored, and one master workshesdianthe aggregate data appeared along
with a visual representation of the outcome. Eathhe worksheets, except the master one,
allowed participants to enter text (objectives) andnerical data (ratings). The spreadsheet
would perform all of the required calculations tmguce the aggregate results. If stakeholders
chose fewer objectives to populate, then the foamnduld need to be manipulated manually to
capture only the number of line items selectedrafidct an accurate score.

Feedback to the software was generally positiveidfzants widely commented that the benefit
was in the structure provided by the software totwa both qualitative elements through text
and quantitative data through the numerical scorirfge software was uniformly regarded as
necessary to support the methodology.

5.7.3 Effectiveness by project type

Of the six participating organizations, the prageictentified were: one IT, two accommodation,
and 3 business projects (marketing, business develot and real estate strategy).
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Five of the six organizations had not used a ptdjeasibility assessment tool previously in
support of decision making. Further, there was fanile absence of either identifying or
considering organizational objectives as part pf@ect selection process, regardless of project
type. Given the researcher’'s experience in prajeahagement environments, this was not a
revelation, but rather the premise of the oppotyuto assist organizations in this regard.

The eleven elements were selected intentionallgissto be applicable across all organizations,
industry and project types. This was further esshbld during the iterative refinement phase.
Interestingly, it was only Public 1 that commenthdt public sector organizations may require
adjustments to the language and/or renaming inra@ealeal with public sensitivities. One
example was the suggested renaming of the elenwiitiCal” given the nature of their
environment.

Irrespective of project type, there were widespreadilarities captured for the tool and
methodology regarding: the enthusiasm displayeelidack and suggestions for improvement;
its applicability to the identified organizatiorelscted project and its stakeholders; its usefsines
and cited benefits; and resulting value. The summéathe evaluations in section 5.7.1 supports
this finding.

5.8  Action Research Findings

Using Schmuck’s (2009) action research criterighld@.8 below shows the extent that each
criteria was met by the research undertaken wihotiganizations 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

: J v J v v v
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 N ) o - .
. organization’s| include PMO identified broader| assessments for application | heightened
improvement : o .
overall recommendatior| stakeholder portfolio-wide of tool to attention to
marketing to stop, hold or | audience for provide specific
campaign “kill” future workshops in improvement in | organizational
identification | projects support of proces: prioritization of | objectives and
& selection & outcome projects secure advocacy
improvement from Board
Seeks to foster v v I v .\/ v .\/
New, PMO reviewing | Tool and Committed to Implement Resulting
development ; .
and planned structured content of methodology to | give further methodology in | thoughtful
chanp e approach existing be applied to all | specialized the regions consideration of

g 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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. v v v v v v

Aims to collect e e s . - o

trustworthy Satisfied by | Satisfied by Satisfied by Satisfied by Satisfied by Satisfied by
participant participant participant participant participant participant

data on the

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

. exercises, and exercises, and | exercises, and exercises, and | exercises, and | exercises, and

perspectives

of individuals case study case study data| case study data | case study data| case study data| case study data
data collection collection collection collection collection

and groups :
collection

Focuses on v v v v v v

local change Strengtheningl New Standardization of Ensuring Raises Project

and corporate governance review team roles| technical & awareness for | alignment &

. resource structure & responsibilities | functional local resulting

improvement i ) . . .
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 ideetif the strong likelihood of using the
Feasibility Formula™again, and the findings from the action researshillastrated above,
further supports this view. Based on outcomes efattion research, it became evident to the
researcher that the criteria of improvement, dgualent, perspectives and local change would
be satisfied.

5.9 Establishing Credibility

Establishing credibility of thd=easibility Formula™and validation of the outcomes of the
workshops was an important consideration for theeaech. This was substantiated in a few
ways:

)] Explicitly communicating the incorporation of sugtgd improvements to the tool
and methodology to (benefitting) participants ibseguent workshops.

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

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

iv) Providing a final presentation to the organizati@m®nsors regarding the findings of
the research.

V) Actively supporting organizations that expressedeaire to work further with the
tool and methodology, and make recommendationgdaapplication, adoption and
incorporation into project initiation and plannipgpcesses.

Vi) Presenting the methodology and tool, and reseaesults, to colleagues and
practitioners in the project management field tdicg&ofeedback and obtain
validation.
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One of the veritable signs of the credibility oéttool occurred when | started to receive requests
from organizations, both solicited and unsolicitexiconduct one or more workshops, resulting
in the commercial use of titeeasibility Formula™tool and methodology.

5.10 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter has provided a detailed descriptiothefiterative methodology refinement process
and action research. It has addressed the resebjettives of testing and refining the tool and
methodology, measuring its effectiveness and etialyats effectiveness in different project

types.

The research environment is described and theasi& organizations and their projects depicted.
The refinement strategy is presented includingptieeses of i) pilot, ii) continuous improvement,
and iii) validation. It takes four iterations tocsessfully refine the tool to a point where no
further suggestions for improvement are made arrparated.

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

The content of this chapter conveys to the researtitat the greatest perceived value of the
Feasibility Formula™ tool and methodology for participant organizatiassits ability to
generate meaningful discussion and a resultingipzied list of objectives that would permit the
determination of organization and project alignmentand resulting likelihood for project
success.
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6. CASE STUDIES

Chapter 6 will provide the case studies and a sgisopf the qualitative data amassed from the
research within five Canadian organizations. Theecstudy descriptions for the participant

organizations and their identified projects will peesented in the same order as the iterative
methodology refinement and action research:

Project of Iteration 1 — Pilot: Private 1 — National Marketing Campaign

Projects of Iteration 2 & 3 — Continuous Improvemert: Private 2 — National Rebranding
Accommodation Project; Private 3 — InternationalptDee Centre Initiative; Public 1 —
Enterprise Portfolio System

Projects of Iteration 4 — Validation: Public 2 — Regional Office Accommodation; NFP Real
Estate Strategy

6.1 Introduction

The objective of this chapter, and the case studyhadology, is to validate the research
objectives and answer the research questions detiat¢ measuring the effectiveness of the tool
and methodology and ii) the willingness and cajigbdf the project manager and/or project
team to use thEeasibility Formula™

The cases are presented in a consistent manner:
» Description of the organization
o Overview of the organization and project
o Making contact and gaining access
o 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 completeBeasibility Formula™
Effectiveness of the tool and methodology
Willingness and capability of the project managed/ar 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 urgénafysis, however the primary focus of the
study is on the organization’s practice of pre-pcbfeasibility determination, or its absence. The
case studies focus narrowly on these specific &spéorganizational behavior (e.g. use of pre-
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project feasibility determination and decision-nmakitools). There is an element of individual
behavior when we examine project manager’s willegmand capability to use tReasibility
Formula™ tool and methodology. Further, the case studiesrsteumental in nature and are
designed to provide insights into the issue ofgm@ect feasibility determination.

Well-known case study researchers such as Stakg,d& Yin have written extensively about
case study research and have suggested techniguesganizing and conducting research
successfully. A key strength of the case study owetimvolves using multiple sources and
techniques in the data gathering process.

Data gathering for each of the case studies indiuidkgt was not limited to:

Project briefs

Project documentation

Personal communication documents (emails)
Agendas and minutes

Website review

News releases

Policy documents

Organization documents

Formal and informal interviews (facts, opinionssights)
Interview participant surveys

Observation

Researcher journal notes

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

6.2 Overview of Case Studies

An overview of the case studies is presented batoWable 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 has little Simple; High
National (national) — is also 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/Fing dedicated implementation | technology,
Project ncial Services Program team does not | novelty; high
Management technology
Office (PMO)
Private 3 - Private sector Mature Robust team of | PM has Complex; High
International (national) — “independent” | substantial complexity and
Capture Centre | Defense PMs siloed from | experience but | pace; moderate
Initiative Contracting the functional looking for technology,
areas considerable low novelty
guidance from
Project Lead
Public 1 - Public sector Incubation Dedicated PM asHighly Complex; High
Enterprise (federal/national) part of PM experience PM | complexity/
Portfolio System | — IT Service Centre of working in technology,
Provider Excellence strong PM moderate to
(COE) environment high pace, low
novelty
Public 2 — Public sector Mature Subject Matter | Assigned PM hag Typical; Low
Regional Office | (federal/national) Expert (SME) in | significant pace &
Accommodation | — Export Facilities is experience in complexity,
Development assigned as facilities projects| low-medium
Project Manager| implementation; | novelty &
uncredentialed in technology
formal PM
NFP 1 - Real Not-For-Profit Mature No project No internal 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 Incubationro@th, 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 ngan@ent services company and is part of an
international commercial real estate services argdion. It specializes in project consulting for

large capital construction and infrastructure prtgehrough a national employee base of 300+
project managers.
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The project is a marketing campaign targeting tteussition of new national accounts for the
firm. Characteristics of the campaign had previpusten defined including its format (i.e. a
novel video campaign prototype), targeted audief@erporate Office prospective clients),
logistics of its distribution, and performance measent. The organization was contemplating
a series of marketing campaigns targeting a vaoéipdustry sectors based on the outcome of
this first project.

6.3.1 Making contact and gaining access

Looking to include a project management firm witthe organizations selected for the research,
it became evident to the researcher that this @@gaon would likely be a strong pilot candidate
given its familiarity with project management emviments and existing knowledge of project
management processes and methodologies.

| first approached the Director of Marketing in lgavlarch 2014 to request participation in the

research, namely the workshop and case study, aild there was some initial apprehension
(due to initial perceived inapplicability of a matkg project), she agreed to participate, along
with members of her team. Further, the interestgarticipation of the Director’s supervisor, the

Vice President of Development, was secured as speessed that the research could be
beneficial to their decision making process andeutoselection. 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 placattteflected a flat, rather than a traditional,
hierarchical, organization. There were only fowele for the entire organization: Executive,
Director/Principal, Project Manager, and Administra. This facilitated ease and nimbleness in
decision making.

6.3.3 Culture

The culture of the organization reflects an engapurial environment where autonomy and
creatively is supported, however there is a dicmytpresent with stringent internal systems and
quality management processes, particularly in sapygats ISO 9001 certification.

Further, Private 1 has established a learning enment where continuing education is a
requirement of all staff. Credentials, both tha@thievement and maintenance, is seen as an
imperative for employees.

6.4 Project Description

The marketing campaign is targeting the acquisitbnew national accounts for the firm. The
target audience had been selected from a corpdesitdase and industry lists of organizations
considered to be top prospects given the sizeef thcility and/or real estate portfolio, which
would signal the likely degree of project managensenvices required.
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A script was written, including a complimentaryeeit offer for the CEO to record on video in a
professional studio. The video card would then lectl mailed to a key contact at the target
organization, with the CEQO’s video playing autoroallly upon opening of the card. It was
anticipated that the idea was so novel that it wqudjue the target’s interest and yield a “call to
action”.

6.4.1 Project Typology

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

to discover the effectiveness of theasibility Formula™among various project typologies.

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

Table 6.4.0 — Project typology example

Complex >$5M >18 months High High
Typical $1IM 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 i8te and Dvir (2007), is that executives and
project teams fail to appreciate up front the ext#ncomplexity and uncertainty involved in
undertaking the project — or failed to communictiie extent to each other. Further, the
researchers posed several critical questions,dirgiu‘Can we help project teams make the right
assessment before presenting their project propasaiop management?” and “Can we show
executives how to ask the right questions and ém@mnger before they make a commitment to
a project and before it is too late?”

The Feasibility Formula™methodology and tool supports executive teams is régard and
facilitates their ability to identify, communicatenderstand, and address the complex and

uncertain aspects of the project in an organizatioantext.

Following is Shenhar and DvirBiamond Modelrepresenting a project typology that can be
used to assist an organization in planning forgmoguccess:
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Figure 6.4.1 — The Diamond Model (Shenhar, DviQ20

The model considers the project from multiple disiens: Novelty, Complexity, Technology
and Pace (NCTP) as illustrated above, and as @&ptoy numerous stakeholders, such as
executives, managers, teams and customers. Thel mesemes that the project leader is
responsible for achieving all the metrics of progaccess.

The Novelty dimension is related to product andviser novelty - from the improvement of
existing to the introduction of new ones. Complgxd related to a project’s scope — its size,
scale and interdependencies. Pace refers to théication of timeline and urgency, and the
aspects of project outcomes associated with tineehilology is characterized as a level of
uncertainty, especially the more novel or compleg project. Each of these dimensions are
assessed not only in isolation, but more imporyaintlcombination for an integrated view of
potential project impact and to permit the idendéfion of the optimum project team and
structure to support project success.

For Private 1, the marketing campaign project lissitated below using Shenhar and Dvir's
model:
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Figure 6.4.2 — The Diamond Model for Private 1 @@®&n Shenhar, Dvir, 2007)

The model suggests that the marketing campaignesepts moderate complexity and
technology requirements, a competitive but notaaitpace, and rates much higher in novelty.

6.4.2 Objectives and Drivers

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

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

A primary driver of the project was for the Devaiognt Team (of which Marketing was a
function) to demonstrate its ability to the orgatian to successfully develop and implement
marketing projects that are aligned to the orgditina The objective of the project was to be
able to evidence favourable response metrics onahmaign.
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6.4.3 Lifecycle

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

6.5 Project Organization

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

6.5.1 Roles of Sponsor, Project Manager, Projectiire

The sponsor for the project was the Director of kdding and Communications who had

responsibility for the Marketing team and the sabjaarketing campaign project. The Director

was very “hands on” and played an active role legudine project and the team to develop, plan
and internally “sell” the campaign to senior execes.

The Project Manager was a subject matter expert5)Skl Communications and had taken on
the role of planning and executing the project. sTimcluded the database mining and
establishing targets, coordinating the script aitte requirements, managing the “talent” and
production of the material. This individual was ndiowever, an experienced, trained or
credentialed Project Manager, but rather an SME whe tasked with managing the project. He
was nonetheless familiar with the requirement afaging stakeholders as a key input to project
success.

The Project Team as a whole was experienced inla@ng and launching marketing

campaigns, and several members had been workirg eeith other for two or more years.
Further, the executive members of the team wererallientialed project managers (Project
Management Professionals), and most familiar viithgroject environment and activities.

6.6 Decision Making

6.6.1 Project decision making within the organiza

Historically, decisions related to internal progdor Private 1 were made by either the CEO
directly, or by a member(s) of the Executive ted&re-project feasibility determination was
informal, although it was perceived that relevasattérs were considered in determining the
go/no-go of the project.

There was a recent example of a project for a Gisusystem (called Dynamix AX, or “DAX”)
where the Executive made the decision to inveghénsoftware. It became evident, however,
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with many false starts and issues surrounding tiigporate IT project - and an eventual
implementation that took one year longer than esttiah - that no “formal” process was in place
to align the project with organizational objectivedere necessary (i.e. specifically Risk,
Organizational Maturity and Human Resources) whiduld have permitted the identification
and necessary mitigation of issues up front anceatgr likelihood of project success.

In summary, Private 1 did not have a formal procesgplace, nor possess a tool and
methodology by which to assess a project up frerbats alignment with organizational goals
and its likelihood of success. Therefore, the decimaking was not formally facilitated.

6.6.2 Results of Feasibility Formula™

TheFeasibility Formula™for themarketing campaign project yielded a favourableltesith a
score of 9/10, as illustrated below in Figure 6.6.2

Feasibility Formula™ Worksheet

Rating of Importance Satisfies Criteria Azgregate
Objectives = Decision Criteria Description 1J2]3]a[s]e[7]8]9]10 Project Criteria 1[2[3[a[s]e6]7]8]9 10 Score
"What Matters" "What Matters Most" "Extent that criteria satisfies what matters most"
Favourable assessment of anticipated
project outcome in supporting
1 Strategic Alignment Project meets organizational strategy and objectives. organization's objectives as outlined in
business plan or other strategy
8 document(s). 8 8
Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or Risk Assessment outcome considered
2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or satisfactory based on risk mitigation
accepted. measures.
7 8
3 Finandial Project satisfies organizational goals re investment, cost Satisfactory outcome of financial
ion, cost cost mitigati feasibility review.
9
Expectations of stakeholders (i.e.
conceiver, user, financier, developer,
4 Stakeholder Satisfaction Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives. N . . ) L1
deliverer) identified and considered
achievable. 10
. . - Satisfactory identification and
(Organization has the human resources capacity and capability I .
. . - availability of capable internal and/or
5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the N
3 external resources to plan and deliver
required human resources. g
the project. 8 9
Outcome of political scan demonstrates
6 Political Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker. | o p 1 o
project's ability to meet political needs.
7
. - L Favourable review of project alignment
Project meets organizational objectives related to brand . .
7 Brand < - — to corporate image and branding
Be. strategy.
9
Identification of satisfactory capacity
Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability, following assessment of the
8 Organizational Maturity focus of business efforts, maturity level and business organization's performance and any
performance. significant initiatives/changes in
progress and/or planned. 8
Satisfactory review of project support of
| N . Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or ! ) Y revi 'w proj upp
9 Policy or Strategic Benefits - and alignment with new or current
&r policies.
6
Assessment of required regulatory
10 Compliance Project complies with regulatory and legal requirements. measures and legal requirements and
project's ability to satisfy.
10
1 Ethical Project satisfies ethical considerations. Favourable review of project alignment
with ethical standards, practices and
policies of the organization. 10

TLScore 9
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Ethical, 10

Policy or Strategic Benefits, 6

Figure 6.6.2 — Private 1 - Feasibility Formula™ réts

The low rating of importance for Policy or Strae@enefits was discarded, as this element was
considered inconsequential to the organizatiomasasssed by the participant stakeholders.

The project team determined that the overall resdiicated the organization’s ability to move
forward with the project, however, to be aware aadsisit the aspects of Risk, given the
assessment below specific to the Risk Worksheetlaudission:

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 Matters Most" "Extent that risks that matter most can be mitigated*"

Resourcing in Marketing to put o |0 |0 |0 |0 |0 |0 |0 o (0O |0 |o (o |o (g (oo

together campaign

Resourcing in BD to follow-up and O O o O O o ] O O O O O O O O O O

convert to sale

4 8
3 Reputational risk of message incl. o O g ] o o O ] a 0O O 0O O 0 0O O O
quality
6 8
4 Lack of attention from Sr. o o a o O o o a O ] O O O O O O
Management
7 6 7
5 Availability of subject matter O a o O ] a O a a O O O 0 O 0 0 O O
expertise 3 3 .
O |0 |0 |0 |0 |00 o (o o O o |0 o |00 |0 |0
6 |Demonstratable success/precedent
8 3 6
7 Effective internal communication O O g O O a M 0 O a O O 0 ] O [m] O m] [m]
plan -
Total 8 7 8

Figure 6.6.3 — Private 1 — Risk Worksheet
The two major areas of concern appeared to be dskeciated with: Risk #2 - no follow-up

from the business development organization; an# Rés- there was no precedent for success
with marketing campaigns.
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6.6.3 Effectiveness of the tool and methodology

The data analysis and evaluation for Private 1 cetes that this organization and its
participating members found tlkeasibility Formula™tool and methodology to be effective in
assessing pre-project feasibility and the likeldhoof the project's success within the
organization.

A recurring theme from all organizations, includifyivate 1, was the importance of the
Feasibility Formula™in engaging stakeholders in extremely valuableudisions. This was the
only organization that presented a project tearmfaosole functional area (i.e. Marketing), and
it was still very interesting to observe the diffiet perspectives that were shared.

Private 1 also shared details of a historic projeat was unsuccessful, and highlighted areas
within the Feasibility Formula™that would have clearly indicated that the projecis not
aligned with organizational objectives and the lasy decision would have been “not to
proceed”, at very least without substantial workelignment of the project.

Beyond engaging in active discussion, participdrdasn Private 1 highlighted other areas of
effectiveness to be an ability to set organizatigoals once (as long as are applicable) and then
use theFeasibility Formula™to assess each project going forward. They alswatetl that
going forward, a baseline would be establishedoasthat would be considered an acceptable
score, to aid in expediting the interpretation aedision making for the project. Further, the
participants indicated that the tool fosters theeftdh assessment and consideration of future
participating stakeholders to ensure that narrogewsi are moderated and that “big picture”
perspectives are encouraged.

Private 1 indicated that tHeeasibility Formula™would be used in future to further compare
projects and prioritize them within the organizatio

Given the project typology for Private 1 of “simpleand “moderate” according to Shenhar and
Dvir's model, it is apparent that thEeasibility Formula™ is effective for this project
classification.

6.6.4 Willingness and capability of the PM/projegam in using the Feasibility Formula™

The evaluation of the project manager’'s willingnessl capability in using th&easibility
Formula™tool and methodology concluded in this case, thatroject manager was willing to
use theFeasibility Formula™for future marketing projects. The project managgmonstrated
capability (and confidence) in understanding thel ®@nd methodology, and in engaging the
necessary project stakeholders. However, the projanager did indicate a need to a) receive
training to properly follow the methodology, andtb)develop his facilitation skills in order to
be fully capable in undertaking the applicationtloé Feasibility Formula™for it to be most
effective.
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6.7  Case Study Description: Projects of Iteration® and 3 — Continuous Improvement:
Private 2 — National Rebranding Accommodation Projet

Private 2 is a national wealth management and ¢iaaservices firm in Canada that manages
roughly $30 billion in investment funds through &icial Advisors across 50 regional offices.
The staff count is over 1000 employees.

The organization supports a dedicated Program Managt Office (PMO) function that
centrally manages strategically driven projectsva®e 2’s project was a National Rebranding
Accommodation Project that would introduce a neanbrand alternative workplace strategy
through the renovation of its 50 offices.

6.7.1 Making contact and gaining access

My first contact with Private 2 was through the ysion of consulting services beginning in
January, 2013. | was fortunate, through this yeag Icorporate head office project, to come to
know several members of the Executive LeadershipniTELT). One member was the
Executive Vice President (EVP) of Information Tecluogy. | had “planted the seed” regarding
my research in late 2013 and subsequently followgdvith the EVP in early 2014. He was
happy to support my research as the sponsor, atiefyput me in touch with the Assistant Vice
President of the Program Management Office to nthkenecessary arrangements for the case
study.

6.7.2 Structure of the organization

Private 2, a long standing and mature organizatimajntained a traditional, hierarchical
structure. There were multiple levels to the orgation, both within its head office and regional
reporting structures. While one might postulate the type of structure - across an organization
with over 1000 employees — would generate a highllef bureaucracy and inhibit speed of
decision making, this organization was unexpectgdite the opposite: the firm was nimble and
regularly complex (and expensive!) decisions weadenvery quickly. The project team was
empowered to make a significant number of decisionsa wide variety of topics with
organizational implications. As required, the paogrlead would escalate decisions to senior
executive(s) as necessary, with the same remarka¢pense time.

6.7.3 Culture

The culture of the organization is characterizedxsemely professional with encouragement of
individual and team autonomy to carry out respdhsds. In order to support a variety of
project initiatives, the organization had a fornm@hange Management (CM) team. This
underscores the organization’s supportive cultunere the employee experience is paramount.
The underlying belief is that if you take care loé employee experience, they will appropriately
support a favourable client experience.

The CM team also provided representation on thgegirdor Private 2 to assist in ensuring its
success for the organization’s significant empldyage.
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6.8 Project Description

Private 2's project was a National Rebranding Acecmdation Project that would introduce a
new brand and alternative workplace strategy thindbg renovation of its 50 offices.

The project had been contemplated for a coupleeafsybut launch was slow due to vendor
issues with more than one branding firm in the tguaent of a national concept, as well as a
lack of integration among functional departmentat tvas necessary in order to determine
accurate requirements for the comprehensive projtile the national concept was now in
hand, and a cross-functional project team in pldwre was much to consider on the model for
the alternative workplace strategy (AWS) that woséet a new way of working introduced to
hundreds of employees across the country. Undesideration was a few different options
regarding a mobility/flexibility working model foemployees and the resulting square footage/
accommodation requirements and its implicationstie necessary investment across the
portfolio.

6.8.1 Project Typology

The project typology for Private 2 can be charaoter along the classification spectrum
between Typical and Complex, depending on how ttyarozation chooses to approach the
program of work. If the program is carved off irdiscrete projects, it would likely fall under

Typical. If the program is to be executed as omngelaundertaking, it would be defined as
Complex.

The Diamond Model for Private 2 indicates thatphaject typology is very high on Pace, fairly
moderate on Complexity and Novelty, and relativelyh on Technology. Indeed, the timeline
for the program of work is very aggressive anddtae strong technological considerations.
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Figure 6.8.1 — The Diamond Model for Private 2 @&®n Shenhar, Dvir, 2007)
6.8.2 Objectives and Drivers

The driver for Private 2’s project is the organizals need to reinvent itself - its brand and

corporate image - in order to differentiate itselfa highly competitive environment. The re-

branding encompasses a modification to the orgaarza name and logo, and the introduction
of high technology digital displays in all 50 lowats will stream messaging around the new
brand to Private 2’s clients. The alternative wdakp strategy with its new “look and feel” for

the space is paramount in supporting this reineantiy providing an enhanced employee and
client experience.

6.8.3 Lifecycle
The national re-branding accommodation project imass infancy within the project lifecycle.
It had been loosely defined and a preliminary bessncase was prepared with basic information

that focused on objectives for the program: it wabsequently revisited and rewritten with
substantial changes and a multitude of modification
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6.9 Project Organization

The project organization in Private 2 is substanfihere is a formal Program Management
Office (PMO) that centrally manages all “strategaojects. The PMO implements several
gating criteria, such as the need for a projecppsal from the sponsor in order to take on
projects within the PMO. The PMO looks at businessie and business risk in its assessment of
the projects, which are cross-functional acrosstiganization, representing technology projects
to new client products.

The PMO (Manager, Project Management and Projectager) played an oversight role for the
project at hand, while the assigned Program Lealtha real “driver” of the project. The other
team members, consisting of specialists in tedgylchange management, brand and client
experience, assigned to various roles within tregept, were highly dedicated, despite having
other responsibility areas within their day-to-agerational roles.

6.9.1 Roles of Sponsor, Program Lead, Project Team

The sponsor for the project was the Executive \Recesident for Client Experience (different
individual from the research sponsor). He was attiengaged in the project and was a key
decision maker.

The Program Lead was a highly energetic profesbivha was most suitable to the role and
effective in engaging the team members and saigitndividual contribution to the benefit of
the project. He was a long term employee of thamization and was most familiar with the
company culture, politics and means of navigatorgapprovals and support.

The Project Team members, as described in theoseetbove, had recently undertaken a
significant corporate head office project, so wkarailiar with the project environment, and had
also had the opportunity to work together as a tpeswiously.

6.10 Decision Making

6.10.1 Project decision making within the organiat

Further to the discussion on the structure of Rei2Za decision making in the organization was
largely decentralized to the functional unit, wapprovals required from the Executive when
certain financial thresholds were met. Manager @mdctor level positions had the autonomy to
make decisions for their units, and escalate oslyemuired by policy. This decentralization
enabled quick decision making which was not presliypgeen by the researcher in such a large
organization.

Decision making around the project was facilitabgdhe Program Lead. Where decisions could
be made by functional or subject matter expert® BErogram Lead would disseminate

accordingly. Many decisions were taken by him diye®thers that needed to be escalated to
superiors would first be quickly “socialized” bynmiwith Executive members as a precursor to
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seeking approval. Overall, the decision making essdn this large organization was clear and
nimble, to the benefit of the project.

As for decision making tools, Private 2’'s PMO hasl/eloped a formal tool that examined a
project’s ability to satisfy “business value” andusiness risk”, along with capturing the more
typical financial and resource requirements forr@jget. The PMO members commented that
neither their tool nor methodology was as robusiseffective as thieeasibility Formula™.

6.10.2 Results of Feasibility Formula™

TheFeasibility Formula™for the national re-branding accommodation project producedore
of 8/10, as illustrated below in Figure 6.10.2.

While there was a lower score generated on thenEiabelement, the team chose to focus in on
Strategic Alignment, as the project’s ability tdisty the organization’s strategic goals raised
some flags through discussion. The specific corscemre highlighted in Figure 6.10.3 and

include the project’s potential inability to satigfiet operating income goals and profit targets,
account performance, and employee satisfactionh B&t¢hese aspects were reviewed further
with varying perspectives shared — and heard -eterthine what next steps, if any, would need
to be undertaken to address these critical anchpally inhibiting factors.

94



Feasibility Formula™ Worksheet

10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

Rating of Importance Satisfies Criteria
Aggregate
Description 25|67 10 Project Criteria 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 7 | 8 | 9 | 10 Score
"What Matters" 'What Matters Most" "Extent that criteria satisfies what matters most"
Favourable assessment of anticipated
project outcome in supporting
1 Strategic Alignment Project meets organizational strategy and objectives. organization's objectives as outlined in
business plan or other strategy
document(s). 5 7
Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or Risk Assessment outcome considered
2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or satisfactory based on risk mitigation
accepted. measures.
6 7
3 Financial Project satisfies organizational goals re investment, cost Satisfactory outcome of financial
reduction, cost management, cost mitigation. feasibility review.
7 5
Expectations of stakeholders (i.e.
conceiver, user, financier, developer,
4 Stakeholder Satisfaction Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives. . . . ) B
deliverer) identified and considered
achievable. 3 7
o y - Satisfactory identification and
Organization has the human resources capacity and capability I )
- . . availability of capable internal and/or
5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the -
3 external resources to plan and deliver
required human resources. .
the project. 5 7
Outcome of political scan demonstrates
6 Political Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker. P p -
project's ability to meet political needs.
8 8
Favourable review of project alignment
Project meets organizational objectives related to brand . e B g
7 Brand | . 5 to corporate image and branding
corp image.
strategy.
8 8
Identification of satisfactory capacity
Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability, following assessment of the
8 Organizational Maturity focus of business efforts, maturity level and business performance and any
performance. significant initiatives/changes in
progress and/or planned. 6 8
Satisfactory review of project support of
. N Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or ) v ) (1) L2
9 Policy or Strategic Benefits ke and alignment with new or current
RS policies.
7 7
Assessment of required regulatory
10 Compliance Project complies with regulatory and legal requirements. measures and legal requirements and
project’s ability to satisfy.
9
1 Ethical Project satisfies ethical considerations. Favourable review of project alignment
with ethical standards, practices and
policies of the organization. 10

TLScore

8

Compliance; 9

Policy or Strategic
Benefits; 7

Organizational
Maturity; 8

Ethical ; 10

Strategic Alignment;

Financial; 5

Stakeholder
Satisfaction; 7

Human Resources; 7

Figure 6.10.2 — Private 2 - Feasibility Formula™sréts
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Strategic Alignment Worksheet

o Rating of Importance Level of gic Alij Aggregate
Organizational Strategy 1 [ 2] 3[a]s 6781910 1 [ 2 [ 3[4 ]5 678719710/ gore
"What Matters Most" "Extent that project aligned with what matters most"

Increase in primary clients/new oo |o o (o |0oo |0 0O O (0 |0 |0 (O |Oo (O O |d

client acquisition

o|o |0 o |0 o0 |0)|0)|O}((O0 |00 OO0 |0 |0 |0O|O

Meet net operating income goals

o |o|o|o|o|o|ol@ oo DDDDDDDDD

Employee satisfaction

Client satisfaction + NPS

Profit target achieved

Reputation preserved

~

Account performance

Total 9 5 7

Figure 6.10.3 — Private 2 — Strategic Alignment WYébreet

6.10.3 Effectiveness of the tool and methodology

The Feasibility Formula™tool and methodology was found to be highly effestiaccording to
Private 2 participants, in assessing pre-projeasikglity and the likelihood of the project’s
success within the organization.

The data analysis and evaluation from Private ZAcatds that this organization found the
greatest value from the discussion generated ak asethe tool's ability to highlight areas
requiring highest attention, and with the likelildodor solutions to be generated. The
participants were keen that the tool was effectivdostering problem solving amongst the
group. The interpretation of the score for Privitéke most participating organizations, was not
as important an exercise, compared to verballyessiing areas of potential risk or concern.

Prior to introducing the~easibility Formula™to Private 2, there was a lack of functional
integration across the organization when it camertgect planning and implementation. The
tool and methodology permitted the opportunity fearious individuals, from different
functional areas and departments, to get togethdr paovide varying perspectives on the
organization’s objectives and the project’s abilaysatisfy them.

Private 2 cited other areas of the methodologytaals effectiveness to be its ability to provide
a quick “kill” decision for a project that is so dbusly misaligned with organizational

objectives. Further, Private 2 was looking forwéwdutilizing its effectiveness to compare and
contrast projects at the portfolio level: they beéd the tool would be effective in helping to
prioritize projects among a group of projects unoersideration.
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In conclusion, thé-easibility Formula™proved effective in this project typology of “tyjgi€ to
“‘complex” and exhibiting traits of high technologynd pace, as indicated Shenhar and Dvir's
Diamond model, as applied to this project for RevAa

6.10.4 Willingness and capability of the PM/projetetam in using the Feasibility Formula™

The evaluation of the project manager’'s willingnessl capability in using th&easibility
Formula™ tool and methodology was solicited and confirmedthiy Program Lead, but was
also extended by the researcher to the PMO forairi2. Given that the formal PMO was in
place, the researcher obtained an assessment li#ssistant Vice President of the PMO and
the Manager of Project Management to determinieeifd was both a willingness and capability
of its project managers. The willingness was coméid immediately upon exposure to the tool
and methodology. The PMO members also confirmedctpability was present for the vast
majority of their project managers. The few excapdi were based on an identified need for
these project managers to increase their capamlifgcilitating stakeholders, as is required to
administer thd-easibility Formula™

6.11 Case Study Description: Projects of Iteration? and 3 — Continuous Improvement:
Private 3 — International Capture Centre Initiative

Private 3 is a substantial defence and aerospagieesming firm that serves government and
commercial clients in more than 40 countries vig008 employees, with over $30 billion in
revenue. The company provides technology base@ragsand integration support to defence
and public security organizations.

The project was an international capture centigatnie (i.e. business development) to increase
sales “wins” in domestic and international markéig.to $10M in discretionary funds was made

available for the project in order to pursue othasiness from across the organization. The
company Executive was looking for demonstrationgodater return on investment for each

discretionary dollar. The project team was to cohveaditional execution strategies into the

day-to-day operations and focus specifically on bewsiness acquisition.

6.11.1 Making contact and gaining access

| had identified Private 3 as a target organizagmen its breadth and likelihood for an array of
ongoing internal projects. As such, | approachedDhrector of Business Development, whom |
had met on prior occasion, to determine interekerd was some initial hesitation but then the
Director considered the current project he wasitepdnd determined there was potential benefit
from participating in the research. Within a feweks, the research within Private 3 was
initiated.

6.11.2 Structure of the organization

Private 3 is a mammoth organization with a verylitr@anal hierarchy, representing no fewer
than ten levels from the CEO to the line workers lighly bureaucratic, which poses significant
challenges to the project team (as will be disalissesubsequent sections). There are many
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departments and functional areas, which makesriatieg and cross-pollination difficult within
the organization. Further, there is considerablegggphy given Private 3’s international
presence. To some extent, the regional offices@soate in a matrix organization given distinct
lines of business that serve specific sectors aditos geography and a shared expertise that is
available for certain disciplines.

6.11.3 Culture

The culture of the organization is bureaucratic g, highly technical and process oriented.
Security is of major concern and it is an environtnghere risk is avoided. Employees, mostly
trained professionals, are required to perform igh hexpectations. Processes are formal
throughout the organization, with very specific uggments for documentation and gated
approvals. As a result, Private 3 is far from nieykdnd much time is required to accomplish
programs of work.

6.12 Project Description

The project was an international capture centréainie under the business development
practice to increase sales “wins”, i.e. new busiresd new client acquisition, in domestic and
international markets. Up to $10M in discretionfirgds was made available for the project.

The project was initiated by Private 3's Executiveorder to realize a stronger return on each
discretionary dollar. Historically, business deyst®nt activities, especially the pursuit of

Request for Proposal based opportunities, hadtlkesirganization millions of dollars each year.

The Executive believed that it was time to revitsuit strategies and identified the specific

need for a capture centre initiative that woulduon identifying and amassing the resources
and protocols necessary to be successful. The tbire¢ Business Development, as Project
Lead, was therefore charged with transforming tbetfend of the business.

6.12.1 Project Typology

The project typology can be considered Complex. Diemond Model, as shown in Figure
6.12.1 illustrates that this project is very highGomplexity, high in Pace, low to moderate in
Novelty and moderate to high in Technology.

The number of resources, span of geography and essbciated with the scope of the project
comprise its complexity.
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Figure 6.12.1 — The Diamond Model for Private 3gbd on Shenhar, Dvir, 2007)
6.12.2 Objectives and Drivers

The key driver for Private 3’s project is to incseats competitiveness. The organization had
recently lost several major bids for domestic amérnational work. As such, objectives for the

project included identifying the means by which trganization will be more successful in its

business development pursuits, and to equip the ‘fuapture centre” with the resources

necessary to execute successfully. Metrics willdeatified in order to measure the success of
the program and the return on investment that #exive is seeking.

6.12.3 Lifecycle

The capture centre initiative was in a pre-progege and about to enter the project lifecycle.
The project was in its early definition stage andas timely for the research to have the project
stakeholder group around the table for the firatti

6.13 Project Organization

The project organization is extensive in Privat&!3ere are 40 project managers in addition to a
number of project engineers that support the omgdioin’s projects. Project managers are
typically at the table to provide a perspectivepooject risk, costs, delivery/implementation and
technology. The organization is very strong ongebmanagement processes, tools and training.
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This is necessary to support the organization’s tgpprojects that are typically valued in the
order of millions of dollars each. According to thesearch sponsor, the project management
organization “mitigates the risk of the companyngig up for something that it can’t do”.

For the capture centre initiative project, a projanager was assigned under the oversight of
the Director, Project Management. The roles arailget below.

6.13.1 Roles of Sponsor, Program Lead, Project Team

The project Sponsor and Lead was the Director cfiigass Development. He was a long term
employee of Private 3 and had the same positiora foumber of years. The Director had full
responsibility and oversight for the capture cemntigative project, including the assembly of his
project team. He was most familiar with the compsangulture and the opportunities and
challenges this presented. Further, he had histortavledge of previous practice in capture
initiatives and was well suited to lead the projbett explored new ways of pursuing business.

The Project Team further consisted of the Directoyper Practice (technology), Director,
Project Management, the Capture Centre Speciali$tRroject Manager. The team members
only reported to the Director as Project Lead amgbfiar as their duties related to the project.
Within this functional organization, each projegain member reported to other individuals on
an operational level.

The Project Team members had worked together prslyi@n other initiatives so were familiar
with each other and the contribution that eachviddial could make.

6.14 Decision Making

6.14.1 Project decision making within the organizat

Decision making in Private 3 was an exercise irebucracy. Much documentation was needed
to prepare senior management for the pending decias well as a period of “socialization” of
the request. The go/no-go decisions required imbkas development, as to whether to pursue an
opportunity or not, were painful to solicit and dlize. This was considered a significant
impediment to success when pursuing new businasfieatime required for approvals eroded
the time available to respond to the opportunitgnreffective manner.

Decision making around the project was facilitabgcthe Director of Business Development in
his role as Project Lead. The Director would needmove all decisions upward to senior
management, following a formal Strategic Businesydlopment Initiative (SBDI) procedure

that included documentation around the pursuitlfjtsse requested bid confirmation, and a
Financial Management Review (FMR). Further, therasva Decision Analysis Resolution

(DAR) tool, seemingly used on only a few projectattlooked at project criteria, weighting and
options, for Executive review. As a result of tleguired documentation and timelines around
the specified procedures, decision making was pe&des strongly inhibited. The Director was
committed to reviewing this process as part ofddugture centre initiative project.
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While Private 3 possessed procedures and toolsippast of decision making, as indicated
above, each appeared to be prepared in isolatidnnawst importantly, without discussion.
Documentation was prepared by the business developteam, with or without input from

other functional areas, and in the absence of gliEdavith stakeholders, including the Executive.

According to the Director and Project Team, Beasibility Formula™provides the'missing
link” in that it provides a formal methodology fengaging stakeholders in discussion, ensuring
a formal review of the project and its alignmenbtganizational objectives. As such, it has the
ability to expedite the decision making process.

6.14.2 Results of Feasibility Formula™

The Feasibility Formula™for the capture centre initiative project produced a sadré/10, as
illustrated below in Figure 6.14.2.

While the discussion was lively throughout the stadder engagement, the elements identified
as requiring the greatest amount of attention v&irategic Alignment, Risk, and Policy and

Strategic Benefits. It was Strategic Alignment thatl the largest swing in weighting between
organizational objective and the project’s ability satisfy. In particular, there were concerns
around “operational excellence” and “customer ataege”. Further, some of the elements
identified as “what matters most” to the organiaatwere actually weighted with low scores

(meaning they were less important to Private 3)tlye projects scored higher.
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Rating of Importance Satisfies Criteria Aggregate
Description 1 [s]6]7 10 Project Criteria 1]2[3]afsJe[7]8]9]10] Tgore
"What Matters" "What Matters Most" Extent j isfil most”
Favourable assessment of anticipated
project outcome in supporting
i Strategic Alignment Project meets organizational strategy and objectives. organization's objectives as outlined in
business plan or other strategy
7 document(s). 7 7
Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or Risk Assessment outcome considered
2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or satisfactory based on risk mitigation
accepted. measures.
7 7 7
3 Financial Project satisfies organizational goals re investment, cost Satisfactory outcome of financial
reduction, cost management, cost mitigation. feasibility review.
8 9
Expectations of stakeholders (i.e.
conceiver, user, financier, developer,
4 Stakeholder Satisfaction Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives. . . o ) P
deliverer) identified and considered
8 achievable. 8 8
Satisfactory identification and
Organization has the human resources capacity and capability W .
. . - of capable internal and/or
5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the N
B external resources to plan and deliver
required human resources. a
8 the project. 7 8
Outcome of political scan demonstrates
6 Political Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker. P p g
project's ability to meet political needs.
10
Favourable review of project alignment
Project meets organizational objectives related to brand . el R g
7 Brand o o image. to corporate image and branding
Be- strategy.
8 8
Identification of satisfactory capacity
Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability, following assessment of the
8 Organizational Maturity focus of business efforts, maturity level and business organization's performance and any
performance. significant initiatives/changes in
progress and/or planned. 10
Satisfactory review of project support of
. . . Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or . i . 1) LT}
9 Policy or Strategic Benefits strate and alignment with new or current
B policies.
8 7
Assessment of required regulatory
10 Compliance Project complies with regulatory and legal requirements. measures and legal requirements and
project's ability to satisfy.
10
1 Ethical Project satisfies ethical considerations. Favourable review of project alignment
with ethical standards, practices and
policies of the organization. 10
TLScore 9

Ethical , 10

Figure 6.14.2 —

Private 3 - Feasibility Formula™stdts

102




10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

Strategic Alignment Worksheet

o Rating of Importance Level of gic Ali Aggregate
Organizational Strategy 1 [ 2 [ 3] a]s e 78] 9]0 1 [ 23456789 10] sore
"What Matters Most" "Extent that project aligned with what matters most"
O O ] O O O O O O O O (O O O O O (O O

6 7

1 |Increased top line growth

o |0 (0|0 (0 |00 |0 |0 K o |0 |0 (0|0 |8 |O0 |0 |0 |0

2 |Operational excellence

oo o o oo« |00 oo 0o 00 |0|0|8 |00

3 |Grow international presence

4 |Clear differentiation in markets

5 |Engage workforce

6 |Customer acceptance

DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDD

Alter perception as "expensive o o g g o o g g d o a o o O o o O O
provider" 5 7

Total 7 7 7

Figure 6.14.3 — Private 3 — Strategic Alignment WYébreet
6.14.3 Effectiveness of the tool and methodology

Private 3 participants determined that Theasibility Formula™tool and methodology was
highly effective in engaging stakeholders in catidiscussion around a project’s alignment with
organizational objectives. In using the tool toesssthe pre-project feasibility and likelihood of
the project’s success, it highlighted a numberngbediments to the participants that could be
considered systemic within the organization.

The data analysis and evaluation from Private 3wvshthat the tool provided formality and
“structured thinking” around what was importantth® organization, and fostered a genuine
evaluation of the project’s alignment to Privates 8oals. Team members confirmed that the
Feasibility Formula™encouraged great discussions and “created amamhggde” that had
never occurred previously.

Participants commented that previous project ass#s were also performed instinctively, and
often failed as a result. They were very excitedualthe new tool and methodology and
indicated that it would be used in future also étedmine the go/no-go decision for the project.
The Director planned to introduce tReasibility Formula™to the Executive and demonstrate
its effectiveness in order to secure “buy in” titatould be used to provide assessments for
business development projects going forward. Heqgsed that the Executive be engaged to
populate the organizational side of the tool justen(in a certain period), so as not to reinvent
the wheel, and to know that projects were beingssesl against the same criteria each time.

The Director stated that the tool had “incredibkue” in its ability to capture the broader
objectives, including aspirational goals, and tio the question: “Does this project do that?”. He
strongly believed that thiéeasibility Formula™gets you to understand the “why” behind why a
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project would not be aligned with the organizatiand that “it forces you to look at it and be
realistic in your ability to address the issuedieTool and methodology would become Private
3’s “gate process” upfront in their pursuit procassl in their assessment of future opportunities.

In conclusion, theFeasibility Formula™ proved effective in this Complex project typology
characteristic of Private 3, and its charactessté high Complexity, high Pace, moderate
Technology and low Novelty based on Shenhar and$Biamond model typology assessment.

6.14.4 Willingness and capability of the PM/projetetam in using the Feasibility Formula™

The Director of Project Management confirmed aimgihess on behalf of himself and his team
of project managers to use tReasibility Formula™tool and methodology. His assessment
regarding the capability of the project manageesitied that they would need:

* More guidance on how to populate the tool;

« Training in facilitation or the support of a fatéior to “guide and constrain the dialogue;
and

» Support in identifying the right stakeholder graeptesentation.

The Director of Project Management, and the Prdiahager, confirmed that clearly defining
the goals of the project and their alignment todhganization’s objectives will help to position
the project, and project team, for success. As ,stlah evaluation confirmed value in the
Feasibility Formula™ and a willingness to use it. The capability gapsentdied where
acknowledged to be addressed through additionaingaand guidance.

6.15 Case Study Description: Projects of Iteration? and 3 — Continuous Improvement:
Public 1 — Enterprise Portfolio System (EPS)

Public 1 is a federal government IT body with 6,08@ployees that is mandated to deliver
email, data centre and telecommunication servioce43tfederal departments and agencies. Its
current total annual budget is approximately $liliob. The creation of this centralized IT
organization brought together people, technologgouweces and assets from 43 federal
departments and agencies to improve the efficieratigbility and security of the government's
IT infrastructure.

The project represents the implementation of arefpnse Portfolio System (EPS) that is an
organization-wide application, intended for 300jBcb Managers as primary users, that will act
as a PM tool and repository for the managementl1@ 2rojects (current) valued at 100s of
millions of dollars.

6.15.1 Making contact and gaining access

Public 1 is the principal IT organization in thebtia sector in Canada. | wished to include this
organization as a case study, but had no contatiswit. It happened that a colleague of mine
secured a short consulting assignment with an fsgiDeputy Minister (ADM) within the

organization, and | now had a means to ask fornémoduction. After several weeks, | was
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corresponding with the Director General responsibiePublic 1's Project Management Centre
of Excellence. She had agreed to sponsor my rdseend provide access to the stakeholders
necessary for the case study.

6.15.2 Structure of the organization

Public 1 reports to Parliament through the MinisiEPublic Works and Government Services.
The organization’'s head is the President, follovisydthe Chief Operating Officer and his
immediate Executive. There are also four SenioruDeMinisters which have approximately six
Director Generals (DGSs) reporting to them, withywag portfolios of responsibility. Below the
DGs are Assistant Director Generals, Directors Blashagers of various “rank”, and several
levels of line staff. This is the structure thabgwises the organization’s 6,000 employees.

Public 1 was a newly formed organization in 201ltodigh the consolidation of 43 IT
departments from across the country. Its projeahagament Centre of Excellence (COE) had
been in place for one year.

6.15.3 Culture

The culture of the organization is a mix of burgagg, chaos and innovation. A substantial
portion of the staff is technical, giving way to amalytical, “heads down” environment.
Nevertheless, there is an injection of innovatibnotigh research and the pursuit of novel
technologies, sometimes in partnership with prisaetor industry leaders.

The timeframe to accomplish any one project or @ogof work is significant. From idea
generation through approvals, development and napmrovals, it is a lengthy and often
disappointing process. One woman on the projech telaaracterized her role as “feeding the
machine” to indicate the organization’s magnitude scale, and the culture that has become
pervasive in support of its vast requirements.

6.16 Project Description

The project represents the implementation of arefpnse Portfolio System (EPS) that is an
organization-wide application, intended for 300jBcb Managers as primary users, that will act
as a PM tool and repository for the managemertsqgirojects (over 218 active at the time of this
research).

The EPS project is the implementation of Versioh 3he planning and execution of Version
4.0 was unsuccessful according to the project tddmay determined that this failure was based
on: a scope that was “fenced” due to timelinespcibyes that were not well defined; it was
based only on project management technical reqeinésn and not critical business
functionality; and finally, a split of authority & made approvals challenging. The project team
was therefore looking to avoid these project difal undertaking Version 5.0. The new version
would also incorporate capture of data and artefassociated with project schedule and risk.
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6.16.1 Project Typology

The project typology for Public 1 is Complex. Théambond Model, as illustrated in Figure
6.16.1 shows that this project is very high in Ctawrpy and Technology, moderate to high in
Pace, and low in Novelty.

The complexity of the project stems from the numiieEPS users, vast stakeholder group and
number of resources involved, approval gating nespénts, and the technology solution itself.

Technolo
10 gy

——Super-high-tech

L—High-tech

Ar System Assembly |

Regular ——

Complexity € > Novelty

De¢fivative Platform Breakthrough

competitive—;

Pace

Figure 6.16.1 — The Diamond Model for Public 1 @&®&n Shenhar, Dvir, 2007)
6.16.2 Objectives and Drivers

The key driver for the project of Public 1 organiaa is to increase its effectiveness in project
reporting. The organization is heavily governed dmds reporting is a primary function to
support its objective of demonstrating accountgbili

The EPS will support the project management COEipreparation of dashboard reports, at the
project or portfolio level, for both senior manager and also the federal treasury, when
funding support is required. Hence, an objectivetiie new version of EPS will be the ease of
mining and aggregating data for the purposes ofiggimg metrics in a presentable format.
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6.16.3 Lifecycle

The EPS project was in its definition stage. Thaswvstill upstream of the traditional project
management lifecycle as it had not formally beanaited. A post-mortem on the Version 4.0
implementation was concluding and would provideughle lessons learned for Version 5.0.

6.17 Project Organization

The project organization within Public 1 is expamesiThere are 300 project managers that
comprise the project management Centre of Excald@©OE). The COE is divided into three
functional areas: project management, reportingl ‘drevel 3-4” (highest priority, mission
critical, “evolutionary” and “transformational” ppects). Each functional area is led by a
Director who reports to the Senior Director, Projptanagement Centre of Excellence. The
project managers support and are assigned as ajgpeofo all active projects within Public 1,
including the EPS project. The project organizataperates in an environment of rigorous
standards.

The COE is regulated within the organization inscda there are policies which govern its
operation, including the Project Governance Framkw®GoF) and Project Management
Framework (PMF) as formal directives and methode®gssued within Public 1. These
directives are set to ensure the “timely, accuraieyant and transparent” delivery and reporting
of projects.

6.17.1 Roles of Sponsor, Program Lead, Project Team

The project Sponsor was the Director General (DG}he Project Management Centre of
Excellence (COE). She had initiated the COE one ye®r and built the team from both
existing and newly recruited project managemensgrerel. The DG’s mandate included the
establishment of the COE, its standards and systenusbuilding an operation that resulted in
the effective planning and delivery of projectsossr the organization. The EPS project was
considered by the Sponsor as essential, and thernéfparnered much attention.

The Senior Director, Centre of Excellence providee oversight for the EPS project. He had
overall operational accountability for the COE dhe project managers. The Director of Project
Management had direct responsibility for the EP$jgut and was most knowledgeable
regarding aspects of the application. He was “dtig® the project managers and was able to
characterize both their motivation and capabilitiBeth the Senior Director and Director
possessed a good understanding of Public 1's eudtnd the challenges that this presented in the
project environment.

The Director, Business Management Solutions prav@aeecessary interface to the COE team
in her responsibility for branch-wide reporting Rarliament. She represented the COE with
Corporate Services and ensured that the COE repibstperformance against its commitments.
This Director was responsible for the integratedsihess plan which included strategic

objectives for the COE, and the importance of sujip programs, including the EPS project.

107



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

The Project Team was rounded out by a General Mandgpnsulting. This individual had
responsibility for the consulting resources witlie COE, which represented a substantial
number of external project managers. As the headleofCOE had indicated that strong, skilled
project managers were the biggest challenge forotiganization, it was necessary to seek
external expertise to support project initiatives.

For a number of members of the Project Team, tHe @Bject would be the first opportunity for
collaboration on a project. Only the Sr. DirectardaDirector of PM within the COE had
previously worked together.

6.18 Decision Making

6.18.1 Project decision making within the organikat

Decision making in Public 1 entailed lengthy prasss policy observation and a multitude of
authorities. As a result, decision making was dléctive” process where decisions were not
made by one individual, but rather a number of vitilials related to project/program
components. Along the way, numerous recommendatiangdd be made for consideration to
support the scores of decision gates. Further, nigtysions were eschewed, as there was a
culture that included avoidance of mistakes andteps. Given the sheer magnitude of many of
the projects, and the bureaucracy within the omgitn, decision making was slow, and often
an inhibitor to progress.

Decision making for the EPS project required amnmied stakeholder group. A new business
case would be produced for sign-off at the Dire&eneral level. The Sr. Director of the COE
was responsible for gathering the data in supgadeoision making, and the Director of Project
Management would later come to be accountablentbday-to-day decisions around the project.
The assigned Project Manager had little or no aatgnto make any decisions - he was simply
an “executor.

Public 1's COE had a tool at its disposal to evi@ymojects called the Project Complexity Risk
Assessment (PCRA). While effective in examiningténghnical feasibility of each project, it did
not fully support decision making as there was aonsaleration of organizational objectives or
functional needs, hence the “hit and miss” succeds with past projects. Not giving
consideration to the organizational goals and tiogept’s alignment to this criteria was cited as a
primary cause for the failure of the previous ERS$sibn 4.0.

Leveraging the~easibility Formula™to engage a wider group of stakeholders would naean
significant change in process for the team as t&& Currently operated in a very prescribed
environment. Nonetheless, they observed its menitd had suggestions for how to best
incorporate into the COE. The Director commented thgardless of the results, however,

one of their biggest issues is that they are ndibatty “to turn down projects that don’'t make
sense”.
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6.18.2 Results of Feasibility Formula™

The Feasibility Formula™for the enterprise portfolio system project concluded aeaod 8/10,
as illustrated in Figure 6.18.2.

The stakeholder engagement for Public 1 was amestiag process as there were very diverse
perspectives represented. While the Financial elenszored lowest at 3/10, it was
fundamentally due to funding issues, and that flaat the monies had not yet been earmarked
for the project. This was seen to be overcome timedusiness plan was approved.

Stakeholder Satisfaction also scored low, primamilying to one stakeholder group and as yet
unknown satisfaction of necessary security featuvghin the EPS application. This would
remain “on the radar” of the project team for fetmnitigation.

Finally, the team decided to focus on the Risk eleimwhich is presented in Figure 6.18.3,
citing issues of: PM capacity, user community ggsttion and funding concerns.

Feasibility Formula™ Worksheet

- Rating of Importance . o Satisfies Criteria
Objectives = Decision Criteria Destiption 1J2]3]a]sJe[7[8]9]10 Brojectbritera 1]2]3Jals]e6]7] s8] 9 [ aio]Aesresatescore

"What Matters" ""What Matters Most" "Extent that criteria satisfies what matters most"

Favourable assessment of anticipated
project outcome in supporting
1 Strategic Alignment Project meets organizational strategy and objectives. organization's objectives as outlined in
business plan or other strategy
8 document(s).
Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or Risk Assessment outcome considered
2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or satisfactory based on risk mitigation
accepted. measures.
8
3 Finandial Project satisfies organizational goals re investment, cost Satisfactory outcome of financial
reduction, cost management, cost mitigation. feasibility review.
4
Expectations of stakeholders (i.e.
conceiver, user, financier, developer,
4 stakeholder Satisfaction Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives. RATEHUESpIIEEER CELT
deliverer) identified and considered
7 achievable. 6 6
Satisfactory identification and
(Organization has the human resources capacity and capability S i N
! " =L availability of capable internal and/or
5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the N
> external resources to plan and deliver
required human resources. N
the project.
8 9
Outcome of political scan demonstrates
6 Political Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker. CEBIEEL emonstr:
project's ability to meet political needs.
8 8
Favourable review of project alignment
Project meets organizational objectives related to brand N proj N 6
7 Brand AR to corporate image and branding
corp image.
strategy.
10
Identification of satisfactory capacity
Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability, following assessment of the
8 Organizational Maturity focus of business efforts, maturity level and business performance and any
performance. significant initiatives/changes in
progress and/or planned. 6 8
Satisfactory review of project support of
Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or Istactory review of project supp
9 Policy or Strategic Benefits and alignment with new or current
strategy. -
policies.
9
Assessment of required regulatory
10 Compliance Project complies with regulatory and legal requirements. measures and legal requirements and
project’s ability to satisfy.
10
11 Ethical Project satisfies ethical considerations. Favourable review of project alignment
with ethical standards, practices and
policies of the organization. 10

TL Score 8
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Ethical , 10

Financial, 3

Policy or Strategic Benefits, 9

Organizational Maturity, 8

Figure 6.18.2 — Public 1 - Feasibility Formula™ rdts

Risk Worksheet
Rating of Importance Level of Risk Mitigation Aggregate
Organizational Risks 1 [ 2[3[a[s e 7189w 1 2 [ 3] 4[5 [6 [ 71879110 sore
"What Matters Most" "Extent that risks that matter most can be mitigated*"
oo |0 |0 |0 |00 OO0 |0 |0 |0 |O|O0|O0 |9 (OO
1 |Fundamental adoption and use of tools
8 8 8

~

o (0|0 |0 |0 | (0|0 |0 (O o (O 0o (0 |0 (0 |0 |0 (0O
PM Capacity
6 3 5

Change management (process
mgmt/training)

I

Integrity of data/information

O]

Requirements clearly defined (end user)

o

Participation of user community

~

Funding

Total 8 6 7

Figure 6.18.3 — Public 1 — Risk Worksheet

6.18.3 Effectiveness of the tool and methodology

The research participants from Public 1 concludeat The Feasibility Formula™tool and
methodology was effective in the early identifioatiof project feasibility issues related to
organizational objectives, and its ability to pian understanding of the project’s likelihood
of success. Hence, the team indicated that theigoubst effective in determining the go/no-go
and in “killing” projects early if the evaluatiorrqvides an unsatisfactory outcome (although
they appeared to have little authority in makinig thetermination).

The data analysis and evaluation confirmed that fénileral entity was extremely risk averse, a
fact also confirmed by the team members. Publi@& all about accountability, and security was

110



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

paramount as the organization had responsibilitytHe personal data of Canadians and could
not tolerate a breach to its network.

Similar to other research participants, membershisf team suggested that the organizational
objectives be pre-populated by a more strategiam(oe. senior management/executive) so that
the project management organization (COE) wouly tialve to look at the project’s ability to
satisfy the objectives.

The patrticipants also cited that the tool and mahmgy could be used to retroactively review
projects previously put on hold or cancelled teed®ine the “why?” behind the decision.

The 11 elements were considered “bang on” and fidjyresented those which they would

consider as important to Public 1. The scoring sEto have greater meaning to this group
within Public 1, more than others — i.e. a low scaould mean “do not proceed”, or be prepared
to mitigate issues and manage to expectations Difeetor of Business Management Solutions

identified that theFeasibility Formula™would provide strong support to their communication

efforts through stakeholder engagement and alseessaging around the results of the analysis.
This may have been in part based on the stakelsoia#rtypically being engaged in dialogue

around a project and its feasibility, due to thet that much of their project work is prescribed.

In conclusion, the research participants believeat the Feasibility Formula™ was most
applicable to their organization, and the COE intipalar. They saw the value in the
organizational component, as this was observedag@ shortcoming with their existing tool.
The tool and methodology further proved effectiwéhis Complex project typology of Public 1,
and its characteristics of high Complexity and Tesbgy, moderate Pace and low Novelty
based on Shenhar and Dvir's Diamond model.

6.18.4 Willingness and capability of the PM/projetetam in using the Feasibility Formula™

The Senior Director of the Centre of Excellence dhd Director of Project Management
confirmed a willingness of themselves as projecofgssionals, and of their project managers to
use theFeasibility Formula™tool and methodology. They did provide a caveatydwer, that
their goal was to lessen the burden on the propestagers, hence the organizational objectives
should be pre-determined and communicated. Theegropanagers would then only need to
focus on the project components as to how theyesddPublic 1's goals. A concern was also
expressed that a number of the project manager&dwequire training in facilitation skills to
ensure an effective session with stakeholders.

6.19 Case Study Description: Projects of Iteratiod — Validation: Public 2— Regional
Office Accommodation

Public 2 is a crown corporation of the federal ganeent that specializes in export development.
It is a credit agency that supports and developom/xrade by helping companies respond to
international business opportunities. The orgaionagprovides financial services, insurance and
business solutions to the country’s exporters amdstors and their international buyers.
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The project represents accommodation for Publicr@tgonal office in central Canada. The
$30M facilities budget is applied to its head dffiglus 17 domestic regional offices and another
17 international offices that are co-located withfoaeign affairs organization. While this
particular project has implications related to des and method of approach for all offices, it
further requires consideration for either a newceff or the renewal of an existing lease. In
either case, the criteria indicate a necessary rsipa to double the size of the space to
accommodate new staff.

6.19.1 Making contact and gaining access

| had first met the Director of Real Estate andfooate Services for this organization in 2010.
At the time, | was working on my Master’s degredPimject Management and had approached
him to participate in a research project. When mglkiontact this time, there was an immediate
willingness to help and he organized the stakemslfie this research within a couple of weeks.
Further, the Director and stakeholder team eagedyided whatever data was requested.

6.19.2 Structure of the organization

Public 2 can be characterized as an innovativenizghon, but with a traditional structure.
There is a CEO and senior executive team compuos&tice Presidents, followed by a level of
Directors, then Managers and coordinators or “liskiff.

Despite this formal hierarchy, the organizationssigelf as quite flat. Line staff will regularly
approach VPs or even the CEO to discuss items t&rest. The “leading edge” work
environment supports this interaction with open kvareas and many collaborative spaces.
Impromptu employee “collisions” are further faaliéd with a series of social collaboration
areas. Public 2 has achieved the feel of a flakc&ire in what is truly a hierarchical decision
making structure.

6.19.3 Culture

The culture of the organization is quite entrepteia This seems to be quite a dichotomy to its
employee base of analytical accountants and lawyarblic 2 is described as a place where
people want to come to work, and to make a diffeeefor the organization. Employees at all
levels are approachable and there is a great dealllaboration both within teams and across
functional areas.

6.20 Project Description

The project is a Regional Office Accommodation enttal Canada. The current facility is
inadequate to meet the needs of the growing logainkess and forecasted expansion. Under
consideration is to remain in situ, but to take axhditional space in the same building.
Alternatively, Public 2 could more freely expandseveral thousand square feet in a brand new
location and building.
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The project had been initiated by the Regional \Rcesident (RVP) in looking at the needs to
continue to serve clients appropriately. While B¥P contemplates the client and employee
experience requirements, the project team is gieogsideration to the representation of Public
2’s brand and image within the space, along withapplication of the organization’s standards.

6.20.1 Project Typology

According to the project team, and the fact th& ghoject appears more as “business as usual”
than an extraordinary event, the project can besidered Typical, as it fits the descriptors
within Duration, Complexity and Risk.

When applying the Diamond Model, the project carclharacterized as low on Complexity and
Pace and low to medium on Technology and Noveltye Typology is uncomplicated and
generally routine for this organization.

Technolo
0 gy
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Regh %ﬁe Platform Breakthrough
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Figure 6.20.1 — The Diamond Model for Public 2 @&®n Shenhar, Dvir, 2007)

6.20.2 Objectives and Drivers

The driver for Public 2’s project is the organipats need to support the growth of the business
at the regional, or local, level. Further, the oigation wishes to ensure that it's brand,
corporate image, and commitment to its clients amtained based omow the regional offices
and spaces facilitate a desirable interaction betveanployee and client.
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Understanding this imperative, the Regional VicesiRtent in this central Canadian office
proactively initiated a business case in suppodnoccommodation project.

6.20.3 Lifecycle

The regional office accommodation project was wesy early stage in the project lifecycle. A

need had been identified but no solution proposeshtisfy the accommodation requirement. A
short brief had been prepared and options wereghdentified that would be further explored.

The project was significantly upstream of the ttiadal, and initial, project management stage
of “Initiation”.

6.21 Project Organization

The project organization in Public 2 consisted whdtional and subject matter experts who
oversaw their own programs of work, specific td esdate and facilities.

The Director of Real Estate and Corporate Servie#®, reported into the Finance department
within the organization, had responsibility for altcommodation projects, both domestic and
abroad. The portfolio included one head office,dbmestic and 17 international offices. The
Director’s team that comprises the project orgdionas described in the following section.

6.21.1 Roles of Sponsor, Project Lead, Project Team

The Sponsor for the project (and this research) twaDirector of Real Estate and Corporate
Services. While the Director's role was more sgatein nature insofar as optimizing the
portfolio, he had overarching responsibility foretiplanning and delivery of the identified
project.

The Project Lead was the Real Estate and FacilMiasager, a designer by background, who
had responsibility for the corporate and regiorfites. Her role was tactical in nature whereby
she would liaise with local resources and planpifogect execution.

The Project Team consisted of a Facilities Cootdinand Real Estate and Facilities Specialist,
who were considered highly operational. They speath of their time focused at a detailed
level on planning and implementation of projectd buoilding maintenance programs.

This team, along with others, had previously beesponsible for a momentous head office
project that saw the reinvention of its workplaiceJuding new protocols, technology solutions,
and accommodation standards. Regional projects wensidered “business as usual’ and
uncomplicated undertakings in comparison. An infarrmethodology was developed and
implemented to deal with projects across the geagcgportfolio.
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6.22 Decision Making

6.22.1 Project decision making within the organizat

Given the structure of the organization for Puldjcit was unusual to note the informality of
decision making and approvals, and lack of rigoeguired to prepare and defend project
proposals.

The process revolved around: i) a “need” identiffemn the field/local region and direction
from the Regional Vice President; ii) the Real Estand Facilities group would provide a brief
assessment to validate the request; iii) typicgliptations were obtained to execute the work;
Iv) a two page memo was outlined requesting apprioeen the Senior Vice President or Chief
Financial Officer.

For this specific project, there was similarly nasimess case, but a very brief outline of the
project and its estimated cost. Once approved,Siensor would make decisions related to
following real estate and facilities standards, aedection of consultants, trades, furniture,
fixtures and equipment. The Regional Vice Presideotild sign off on the proposed space,
configuration and layout to ensure it would meetltical headcount and business needs.

Public 2 had no formal project decision making ool place. Thd-easibility Formula™was
seen as a tool and methodology that would helgéatify issues across the portfolio very early
in the process when contemplating various projdatsther, upon its use with the project team,
it was deemed applicable to all types of projeathiw the organization, including three current
“Tier 1” transformational projects, an IT projeand large administrative project. The team
commented that they would likely apply some of itloevn language to the tool in order to “run
with it”.

6.22.2 Results of Feasibility Formula™

The Feasibility Formula™for the regional office accommodation project produced @esof
8/10, as illustrated below in Figure 6.22.2.

Public 2 was a high functioning organization andked well together as a participant group to
identify organizational objectives. They had stramgsensus on the project’s ability to satisfy
this defined criteria. There were few areas whéeee froject was not aligned with corporate
goals. Only one stood out: within the StrategiogAinent worksheet (Figure 6.22.3), there was
an organizational strategy to automate productrioffs, i.e. to implement technological
solutions to provide clients with the means to ascPublic 2's products electronically. The
regional office accommaodation project did not $gtikis objective, but the discussion identified
that there were possible ways to address this. iiaogly, the participants chose to revisit this
objective and to fully consider the means by whichould be satisfied — by engaging other
stakeholders, such as IT functional experts — amwchdlly examining options to fulfill the
requirement.
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Objectives = Decision Criteria
"What Matters"

Description

Rating of Importance
415167 10

Satisfies Criteria

Project Criteria Aggregate Score

'What Matters Most"

1] 2]3]als]el7]8]o]10
je tisfies what most"

Favourable assessment of anticipated
project outcome in supporting.
organization's objectives as outlined in
business plan or other strategy
document(s).

Risk Assessment outcome considered
satisfactory based on risk mitigation
measures.

Satisfactory outcome of financial
feasibility review.

Expectations of stakeholders (i.e.
conceiver, user, financier, developer,
deliverer) identified and considered
achievable.

Satisfactory identification and
availability of capable internal and/or
external resources to plan and deliver
the project.

10

Outcome of political scan demonstrates
project's ability to meet political needs.

10

Favourable review of project alignment
to corporate image and branding
strategy.

Identification of satisfactory capacity
following assessment of the
organization's performance and any
significant initiatives/changes in

progress and/or planned.

Satisfactory review of project support of
and alignment with new or current

policies.

10

(Assessment of required regulatory
measures and legal requirements and
project's ability to satisfy.

1 Project meets organizational strategy and objectives.
Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or

2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or
accepted.

- Project satisfies organizational goals re investment, cost

3 Financial : N
reduction, cost management, cost mitigation.

4 Stakeholder Satisfaction Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives.
Organization has the human resources capacity and capability

5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the
required human resources.

6 Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker.
Project meets organizational objectives related to brand

7 Brand ) B ) "

image.

(Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability,

8 Organizational Maturity focus of business efforts, maturity level and business
performance.
Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or

9 Policy or Strategic Benefits ) L policy and/
strategy.

10 Compliance Project complies with regulatory and legal requirements.

1 Ethical Project satisfies ethical considerations.

Favourable review of project alignment
Wwith ethical standards, practices and
policies of the organization.

10

TLScore

Ethical, 10

Figure 6.22.2— Public 2 - Feasibility Formula™ rdtsu
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Strategic Alignment Worksheet

o Rating of Importance Level of S gic Ali Aggregate
Organizational Strategy 1 [ 2 [ 3] a5 [e6 ] 7 ]8990 1 [ 23] a5 T6] 7187197 10] some
"What Matters Most" "Extent that project aligned with what most"

1 Support Canadian small business a 0O 0O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O

exporters

oo |b o 0|00 | (OO (OO0 |O O |O (0O |O 0O

Getting closer to the customer
(local markets)

EIEIEIEIDDIZIIZ]EI DDDDDDD
3 |Automating product offerings

4 |Standardized image presentation

Trusted and commited partner for a a O O a a O O O

Canadian exporters

6 |High aggregate Net Promoter Score

To be seen as trusted partner of/to a a a O a a O O O

banks, other institutions

Total 9 8

Figure 6.22.3 — Public 2 — Strategic Alignment \\ébrdet

6.22.3 Effectiveness of the tool and methodology

According to Public 2 participants, Tlkeasibility Formula™tool and methodology was found
to be quite effective in providing a formal strugdor identifying organizational objectives, and
assessing pre-project feasibility and the likelithoof the project's success within the
organization.

The data analysis and evaluation from Public 2caidis that this organization extracted the
greatest value from theasibility Formula™through its encouragement to think strategically
and in identifying the organization’s goals andeatives. This permitted the project team to
fully understand their contribution to the organiaa at the project level for the first time.

While Public 2 fostered the integration of stakeleolinterests across the organization, there
were nevertheless no formal processes in placepfoject due diligence. Thé&easibility
Formula™ would be tested further in future as a formal psscto facilitate this pre-project
feasibility, including decision making and appraahnd determine the likelihood of project
success.

The Feasibility Formula™proved effective in this “typical” project typologgnd in a resulting
Diamond Model that is low to moderate on all foleneents of Pace, Complexity, Technology

and Novelty.

6.22.4 Willingness and capability of the PM/projetetam in using the Feasibility Formula™
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The Project Lead confirmed her willingness and bdjy in using theFeasibility Formula™
tool and methodology. She expressed that it workadly well and was capable of leading a
group of project stakeholders through the methagiobnd use of the tool.

The Sponsor also indicated that there was no liesitan his part, or on the part of other
participating team members, in deploying the tétd. believed that it was easy to use and the
facilitation with other stakeholders in the orgatian would not be difficult. The strength of
existing relationships and intimate knowledge dditlsubject matter supported their ability to
implement the tool and methodology.

6.23 Case Study Description: Projects of Iteratiod — Validation: Not-for-Profit 1 (NFP
1) — Real Estate Strategy

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

The project is based on a real estate strategMfér 1's head office, a facility of 80,000 square
feet. Options under consideration by the orgaromatange from staying in their existing facility

to adopting an alternative workplace solution agbrating elsewhere in the city (and selling or
leasing the current property), to co-locating amegrating with an affiliate located nearby. The
latter is the preferred option and represents thggt under formal consideration.

6.23.1 Making contact and gaining access

| had undertaken a professional assignment foCthef of Staff of NFP 1, and was later in an
optimal position to reach out and request partiayoain this research work. | was also very keen
to include a not-for-profit organization in the mix order to determine applicability of the
Feasibility Formula™to this sector.

Upon contacting the Chief of Staff and requestirsgsponsorship and support of NFP 1, he very
quickly thereafter made arrangements to accommadbateesearch.

6.23.2 Structure of the organization

NFP 1's organizational structure is highly traditi. It has a Governing Council and Board of
Directors, as well as a number of core committéas tepresent the primary decision making
bodies. The senior management team consists ofceet8gey General and Chief Executive
Officer (CEO), a Chief Financial Officer (CFO) aachumber of Vice-Presidents responsible for
a variety of functional areas, such as health polind research, and Advocacy and Public
Affairs.
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The research sponsor and Chief of Staff was a sadmMisor who reported directly to the CEO.
The rest of the organization was represented bydirs, Managers and functional staff,
representing approximately five more levels inhierarchy.

6.23.3 Culture

NFP 1 was founded in 1867 and hence the cultulsteeped in tradition. Many of the employees
have made careers with the organization and haga bmployed with NFP for well over 20

years. The staff is therefore comprised of “babgrhers” and “Gen X” workers, who are very
mature and ensure continuity of the culture.

This characteristic of its workforce has preserteallenges to the senior management of NFP 1,
as this executive team is relatively new to theaaorgation and is keen to make significant
changes in the interest of growing its member bake.workforce in its current state is seen as
an impediment to progress, so a number of changeagesnent initiatives are under
consideration.

6.24 Project Description

The project is based on a real estate strategMfér 1's head office, a facility of 80,000 square
feet. Options under consideration by the orgaromatange from staying in their existing facility
to adopting an alternative workplace solution asbrating elsewhere in the city (and selling or
leasing the current property), to co-locating amegrating with an affiliate located nearby. The
latter is the preferred option and represents thgegt under formal consideration and
assessment using tReasibility Formula™tool and methodology.

The project being contemplated represents a sultanltural shift for the organization. In
addition to a change of address and co-locatioh arither entity and its more “contemporary”
workers, it further considers an alternative woakgl strategy with a flexible, mobile workforce.
The organization anticipates that change managemeam important aspect of the project in
order to envisage a successful outcome.

6.24.1 Project Typology

The project typology for NFP 1 is Complex. The D@ Model, shown in Figure 6.24.1
illustrates that this project is high in Complexagnd Novelty, and moderate to high Technology
and Pace.

The complexity of the project is primarily basedonpts significance to the organization and
major impact on its workforce and, to a lesser mxtés member base. Further, the project
options have made consideration for sizeable dapitastment.
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Technolo
10 gy

—+—Super-high-tech

High-tech

—1—Low-tech

Derivative Pla

Complexity € > Novelty

Tm Breakthrough

Time-critica—4—
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A 4
Pace

Figure 6.24.1 — The Diamond Model for NFP 1 (basedhenhar, Dvir, 2007)
6.24.2 Objectives and Drivers

The driver for NFP 1’s project is the organizat®mieed to reinvent itself in the eyes of its
national physician membership in order to sustsgimalevance. Other objectives include optimal
investment decisions for its largest owned assel far its real estate strategy going forward.

In order to meet this strategic challenge, the Chii&taff was tasked with exploring options for
NFP 1's real estate strategy that would supporteiavention of its brand and image,
accommodate a new working model and environmentn@ximize its return on investment.

6.24.3 Lifecycle

The real estate strategy project was well upstreérie project lifecycle. This research was
undertaken as options for the strategy were bexpdpeed and considered, and additional due
diligence was being sought on the likely or preddrirelocation with an affiliate” option.

NFP 1 was going about its due diligence in a mattaananner to ensure that decision making
would be well informed with both qualitative and agitative data. Identifying that the
Feasibility Formula™tool and methodology could provide value at thislye@oint in the
project’s lifecycle was considered favourable.
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6.25 Project Organization

NFP 1 did not have a formal project organizatiang anstead appointed individuals with broad
skill sets (yet unrelated functional or subject t@aexpertise) to the project. As the lack of
internal real estate and project management espentas recognized, the Chief of Staff retained
external assistance and outsourced the work.

6.25.1 Roles of Sponsor, Project Lead, Project Team

The Sponsor for the project was the Chief of Staffp reported on the project to both the CEO
and the Finance Committee. He was also considaeedhternal Project Lead and was involved
in all aspects of its direction, due diligence atahning.

The Director, HR and Organizational Development wakey senior member of the project
team, representing the interests of the workfort®80 (employees at head office) and the
significant change management component of thegiroj

The Project Lead for the Real Estate Strategy wasx#éernal resource who led the assessment
work and liaised with the NFP 1 team. The extendemject Team consisted of members of the
Finance Committee. This project team had not preshoworked together.

6.26 Decision Making

6.26.1 Project decision making within the organiat

Decision making within NFP 1 was somewhat bureaig;riollowing the necessary hierarchical
structure. The Chief of Staff was required to shafermation from the real estate assessment
with members of the Project Team and seek consearsidigguidance prior to proceeding with
any further work.

While not necessarily prescribed for this projeloe decision making process was nevertheless
formal, and caused a number of delays in the edalys of launching the real estate strategy
work. There was also a tendency for the seniorestalkiers to focus at a very detailed level,
resulting in a significant number of changes toittigal scope of work considered.

NFP 1 was a legislated organization with a stricthat comprised both governing and advisory
bodies, a General Council and Board of Directooswhich senior management reported.
Despite the formality of its decision making, NFRhdssessed no formal or prescribed project
decision making tools. The introduction of theasibility Formula™favourably demonstrated
the value of such a tool and methodology to thkestalder group. Again, despite the formality
around NFP 1’s decision making, on no previous siotehad there been consideration of the
organization’s objectives from senior managememssessing the relevance of a project, and its
likely success.
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6.26.2 Results of Feasibility Formula™

The Feasibility Formula™for the real estate strategy project produced a score 19, &is
illustrated below in Figure 6.26.2.

NFP 1 stakeholders were quite clear on organizatiobjectives and took no time to reach
consensus on what they would be for the majoritghef elements. While a number of issues
arose around Strategic Alignment, Stakeholder faatisn and Organizational Maturity, the
team had its greatest discussion regarding the Blisinent, as shown in Figure 6.26.3. Of
particular concern was: i) the organization’s cofitjpe from provincial medical associations;
ii) its ability to effectively plan and implemenhange; and iii) the organization’s potential lack
of flexibility and nimbleness to respond to oppoities and challenges. Each of these aspects
would be addressed with further due diligence thhotheir exploration of the real estate
strategy from the perspective of importance to dhganization, the organization’s ability to
implement, and the project’s ability to ultimataigtisfy these goals.
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Rating of Importance Satisfies Criteria Aggregate
Objectives = Decision Criteria Description 4567 Project Criteria 12314 7891w Score
"What Matters" hat Matters Most" "Extent that project satisfies what matters most"
of
project outcome in supporting
1 Strategic Alignment Project meets organizational strategy and objectives. organization's objectives as outlined in
business plan or other strategy
8 document(s). 5 7
Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or Risk Assessment outcome considered
2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or satisfactory based on risk mitigation
accepted. measures.
7 7
3 Financial Project satisfies organizational goals re investment, cost Satisfactory outcome of financial
reduction, cost management, cost mitigation. feasibility review.
7 8
Expectations of stakeholders (i.e.
conceiver, user, financier, developer,
4 Stakeholder Satisfaction Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives. N . e . P
deliverer) identified and considered
achievable. 8 8
o . - Satisfactory identification and
Organization has the human resources capacity and capability o .
. N - availability of capable internal and/or
5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the )
) external resources to plan and deliver
required human resources. .
the project. 8 8
Outcome of political scan demonstrates
6 Political Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker. P p -
project's ability to meet political needs.
9
. N - F review of project
Project meets organizational objectives related to brand . R
7 Brand « PR — to corporate image and branding
" g strategy.
7 8
Identification of satisfactory capacity
Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability, following assessment of the
8 Organizational Maturity focus of business efforts, maturity level and business organization's performance and any
performance. significant initiatives/changes in
progress and/or planned. 9
Satisfactory review of project support of
. N . Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or ) v 3 proj PP
9 Policy or Strategic Benefits ket and alignment with new or current
& policies.
9
Assessment of required regulatory
10 Compliance Project complies with regulatory and legal requirements. measures and legal requirements and
project's ability to satisfy.
8 9
11 Ethical Project satisfies ethical considerations. review of project
with ethical standards, practices and
policies of the organization. 10

TLScore

123




10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

Ethical , 10

Policy or Strategic Benefits, 9

Figure 6.26.2— NFP 1 - Feasibility Formula™ results

Risk Worksheet
o ) Rating of Importance Level of Risk Mitigation Aggregate
Organizational Risks 1 [ 2 ]3] a]s e[ 7]8]o9 ] 1 [ 234567879110/ sore
"What Matters Most" "Extent that risks that matter most can be mitigated*"

oo |0 oo |0« |00 (O (|0 (O |O0|O0|O0 |0 (0|2

7 8
oo |0 oo |00 » 00O (|00 |0 (OO0 |0 (0O |0

1 |Stagnation in eyes of physicians

Attraction and retention of
talent/employees

oo |0 (0o \0O|» |O0O)|O0 O |O)||O0 O |0 (0O |0 (OO O

Cost escalation (operations,
business)

4 |Eroding membership

7 9
oo |«w |0 0|00 |O0)|O)|O||O0|O0 OO0 |0O0|0O|O0 OO
5 |PTMA competition
3 3 3
E]DEIDEIDEIDDDDDE]DDDDEI
6 |Effective change management
6 9

Flexibility and nimbleness of O |0 (o (o |o|o|o |9 (o (g 0o (0 (0 (0 =@ |O (O (O (O |0

7 |organization to respond to
opportunities & challeng 8 5

Total 7 7 7

Figure 6.26.3 — NFP 1 — Risk Worksheet

6.26.3 Effectiveness of the tool and methodology

NFP 1 participants identified that thEeasibility Formula™ was an effectivetool and
methodology for their organization. Specificallpey found it to be effective in defining and
obtaining a commitment from stakeholders of “thenomon, measurable goals”.

The data analysis and evaluation from NFP 1 comdutiat the stakeholders embraced the tool

and methodology as an exercise that should berpsetb at the front end of all projects. Case
study participants also liked the level of dethittcould be generated and assessed — allowing
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them to break down the criteria into componentgdrave a discussion around them and then
compare to how the project would help foster tHdeement of the objectives.

NFP 1 was not a project organization. It rarelyeantbk capital projects of any magnitude, and
had no professional project resources within tirgaoization. The~easibility Formula™was
therefore a welcome support mechanism and muctedded!l and methodology.

In conclusion, the-easibility Formula™once agairproved effective in this Complex project
typology for NFP 1, and its characteristics of higbmplexity and Novelty, and moderate to
high Pace and Technology, based on Shenhar ants Diamond model.

6.26.4 Willingness and capability of the PM/projetetam in using the Feasibility Formula™

The Chief of Staff, as internal Project Lead, con&d his willingness and capability in using the
Feasibility Formula™tool and methodology. He was a senior managementh@ewith strong
skills in stakeholder engagement and facilitatibirs ability to round up stakeholders, define
objectives, assess the project against the eleprerdgdrive to consensus was apparent.

The external Project Lead, as a senior consuliaas, also willing and capable of engaging
stakeholders in using and generating the necessdcpmes from théeasibility Formula™
tool and methodology.

Interestingly, in the absence of project manageragpertise, this organization was one of the
likeliest and proficient of all case study orgamiaas to successfully apply the tool and
methodology, perhaps due to the maturity and sevature of the team, as well as its generalist
and broad base of skills available to be deployed.

6.27 Inter-case Analysis

This chapter has described six case studies ukdeartaithin Canadian organizations. The
following section will present an inter-case anaysf the cases and their respective projects.
The analysis seeks to examine similarities andenfices between the cases and their
components, and further looks to address ReseaneltiQn 4: How capable and willing is the
project manager and/or project team in usingRéasibility Formuld™ methodology and tool to
engage with decision makers?

In order to increase the validity and reliabilitiytbe case study research, an inter-case analysis
was conducted for all six case studies for: i) @rbjmanager/project team capabilities; ii)
willingness of the project manager/project team uge the methodology and tool; and
applicability to iii) project typology; iv) projediype; v) industry; and vi) sector.

A summary of the inter-case analysis is illustrdietbw in Table 6.27.1.
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Table 6.27.1 — Summary of inter-case criteria anfteetiveness of the Feasibility Formula™

Inter-Case Private 1 Private 2 Private 3 Public 1 Public 2 NFP 1
Criteria
Project \ \ \ \ \ V
Manager/ Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Project
Team
capabilities*
Project \ \ \ X \ V
Manager/ Yes Yes Yes No — Yes Yes
Project mandated,
Team prescribed
willingness tool in
place
Project \ \ \ \ \ \
Typology Simple Typical to Complex Complex Typical Complex
Complex
Project Type \ \ \ \ \ V
Marketing | Accommodation Business IT Accommodation  Real
Development Estate
Industry \ \ \ \ \ \
Project Wealth Defense and IT Export Medical
managemen| management | aerospace development
and financial | engineering
services
Sector \/ \/ \ \ \ V
Private Private Private Public Public Not-for-
profit

*all but NFP 1 cited additional training requirenheapecific to use of the tool and workshop

facilitation

6.27.1 Project Manager/Project Team Capabilities

For the purpose of this research, capability isngef as an ability, competency or proficiency
based on the culmination of skills garnered fronmoation and experience. Capability was
examined for the project manager and/or projeanterausing theFeasibility Formula™- i.e.
engaging stakeholders in the application of thé&od methodology and using the data obtained
to facilitate discussion around indications of patjsuccess and failure and decision making.

Capabilities of project team members, includingghgect manager or project lead and sponsor
was assessed through interviews and discussioaview of experience and background; and
observation by the researcher. Regardless of whétkeindividual was a professional project

manager, a functional specialist, or senior managermember, the capability for using the

Feasibility Formula™existed.

The sponsors and researcher noted that facilitatiolfs training would be required for each
project manager or project team member lookingrndeutake the methodology. One sponsor
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was concerned that this would put additional burderhis project manager, in addition to the
PM'’s other responsibility areas.

In summary, all project managers and/or projeainte@ all case studies exhibited capability to
use theFeasibility Formula™with additional training on the tool and methodpipas well as
the necessary facilitation techniques.

6.27.2 Project Manager/Project Team Willingness

Willingness refers to the individual's readinesgslination and motivation to use tkeasibility
Formula™ to engage stakeholders in the process of defioigganizational objectives and
examining a project’s ability to satisfy these ahijpes. This willingness can be interpreted as a
project manager or project team member’s desimotauct pre-project due diligence in support
of effective decision making.

From the data collected, five of the six case swmddemonstrated that the project
managers/project team members were willing to tigetdol: Public 1 project team members
indicated that they had a mandated and prescrimdcatready in place — one that every project
manager in the organization was required to usetheir heavily legislated environment.
However, the team members also confirmed that tineect tool had a major shortcoming as it
did not specifically address organizational objeeti and if given the choice, they would prefer
to use thd-easibility Formula™

In conclusion, there was a strong affinity for theasibility Formula™and a willingness to use
the tool and methodology within each organizathmar, one.

6.27.3 Analysis by Project Typology

When undertaking this research, | gave a great déatonsideration to thd-easibility
Formula™ tool and methodology and its applicability to @aibject typologies. Initially, it was
thought that the tool would be most appropriateGomplex project typologies, ones that could
be considered to present a significant risk, codt@mplexity to the organization.

Through the evaluation of all six case studies Whigpresented: one Simple; one Simple to
Typical; one Typical; and three Complex projectdiggies, the data showed, however, that the
Feasibility Formula™tool and methodology was equally applicable anevent in all project
typologies. Nevertheless, consideration should ibengto its ultimate value on very Simple
projects of small value and complexity.

It can be concluded from the research thatReasibility Formula™tool and methodology is
equally valuable in all project typologies — fronmple to Typical to Complex.
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6.27.4 Analysis by Project Type

Across the six case studies, a variety of projgpes were represented: 3 different Business
projects (Business Development, Marketing and Resthte Strategy), 2 Accommodation
projects, and 1 IT project.

While there were differences in stakeholder repried®n and functional dissimilarities amongst
the case studies (from salespeople to marketingia@s to facilities personnel to IT
practitioners, etc.), théeasibility Formula™tool and methodology was germane to each project
type. Regardless of the subject matter, the toal @ally applicable. The project management
discipline instructs that a robust project managemeethodology can apply to any project type,
therefore a project manager should be able to neapagects in any environment. It was not
expected to be the case for other project team rammtonsisting of functional specialists.
Nevertheless, thd-easibility Formula™ permitted these team members to assess their
organization and project in a structured and matabananner irrespective of project type, their
role, or area of expertise.

This was a primary focus of the research. When ldpugg the tool and methodology, the
researcher wanted to ensure, through the actiearels and iterative methodology refinement,
as well as the detailed case studies, thaF#esibility Formula™would be equally relevant in
all project environments. This would ensure greaddue to the project management discipline.

In summary, the~easibility Formula™tool and methodology was successfully appliedlto a
project types and environments studied as undartizkihis research.

6.27.5 Analysis by Industry

Six distinct industries were represented in theecatudies: project management, wealth
management/financial services, defense and aem®sragneering, IT, export development and
medical.

Similar to the outcome of the assessment of prdjgmes, it was found that thieeasibility
Formula™ was equally relevant and applicable to every itrguassessed. Although the
different industry organizations had distinct ohijees, the application of the tool was
indistinguishable and successfully interchangeable.

By extrapolation, it can be concluded that theasibility Formula™tool and methodology
would be applicable in any industry.

6.27.6 Analysis by Sector

The case studies further represented three segtavate, public (i.e. government) and not-for-
profit. Each represents a distinct focus and aciility. Private sector organizations are profit
driven and typically answer to shareholders; pudictor entities serve constituents and are held
accountable for the cost-conscious delivery of isess to Canadians; and not-for-profit
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organizations are typically driven by their memhbgvsand other sponsors to provide relevant
services.

The researcher initially undertook the developntérihe Feasibility Formula™with the private
sector in mind. However, with a growing considermatfor the wider application of the tool, the
public sector was added. And finally, upon undengkthe case studies and seeing an
opportunity to include another key sector, the flootprofit organization was appended.

From the data collected and analysed, it becamarappthat thé&easibility Formula™tool and
methodology was applicable to all sectors undertakethis research. As the vast majority of
organizations can be categorized within one ofdhlsee sectors, it can be concluded that the
Feasibility Formula™is applicable to all sectors.

6.28 Reflections of the researcher

The fundamental aim of my research was to developreaproject feasibility tool and

methodology that would contribute to both the orgation and the project management
profession in its ability to provide the necessdue diligence to inform the likelihood of a
successful project outcome and support effectivesae making.

In reviewing a number of research methods, | hax$eh ones that | believed would best support
the collection and analysis of relevant data, ngnaetomprehensive literature review, robust
action research and iterative methodology refindpamd detailed case studies. These methods
were deployed in my quest to discover the relevaapgplicability and value of thEeasibility
Formula™ tool and methodology that | had created with awie increasing the likelihood of
project success.

Key findings of the research included:

o The vast majority of organizations (5 out of 6 argations studied) did not undertake
any significant due diligence prior to undertakangroject

o Only one of the organizations researched utilizéarmal tool that would support project
decision making, yet still did not address orgatmueal objectives — i.e. there is a
significant pattern regarding lack of decision nmgkitools and methodologies in
organizations

o There was an absence of stakeholder engagememtdapooject decision making in all
organizations

o The greatest value provided by tReasibility Formula™tool and methodology was its
ability to generate relevant discussion among s$talkiers and to highlight areas of
concern or interest

0 The Feasibility Formula™ tool and methodology was found to be effective dily
organizations studied (i.e. all sectors, industrigpologies, project types), hence all
project environments

o All project managers/project team members were ldaepaf using the tool and
methodology, although with further training onaggplication
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o There was a strong willingness of project managesgéct team members to utilize the
Feasibility Formula™in order to improve the likelihood of project susse

Upon reflection, | conclude from the findings thdtave achieved my aim in this research and
have developed a tool and methodology in Eeasibility Formula™that contributes to the
organization and to the project management dismpin its ability to assess a project’s
relevance to the organization and its likelihoodwécess, and to facilitate the required decision
making.

6.29 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter has been extensive in its presentafisix case studies and an inter-case analysis.

Each case study was described in detail, includingescription of the organization and project,
how the researcher made contact and gained adbessiructure of the organization and its
culture; a description of the project, its typolpggbjectives and lifecycle; the project

organization and roles of the project team membssision making within the organization;

results of the completeBeasibility Formula™ the effectiveness of the tool and methodology;
and the willingness and capability of the projechnager and/or project team in using the
Feasibility Formula™

This chapter demonstrates the researcher’s abililata gathering and assessment of the data,
and further evidence that the case studies werecars$tructed to ensure validity and reliability

— i.e. the researcher used the correct measureldaroncepts being studied and used multiple
pieces of evidence from multiple sources. Multiptganizations of different sizes and maturity
levels in multiple industries added complexity twe tresearch. The inter-case analysis and
literature review assisted in ensuring externaldugl Further, data was stable, accurate and
pointed to strong reliability within the research.

The research concluded that while the findings apgek generalizable beyond the immediate
cases in yielding the same conclusion regarding-dasibility Formula™ namely its relevance
and value, despite variations in organizationskedtalders, sector, type of industry, project
typology and nature of the project, the aim wasumderstand the underlying objectives and
principles of the organization and not to createre size fits all” measure.
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7. CONCLUSION

As summarized imeflections of the researchan the previous chapter, the fundamental aim of
my research was to develop a pre-project feasilitiol and methodology that would contribute
to both the organization and the project managemesfession in its ability to facilitate the
necessary due diligence to determine the alignnoéntn project with an organization’s
objectives, inform the likelihood of a successftbjpct outcome, and support effective decision
making.

It was my quest to discover the relevance, applitaland value of the~easibility Formula™
tool and methodology that | had created with a viewincreasing the probability of project
success.

In reviewing a number of research methods, | hax$eh ones that | believed would best support
the collection and analysis of relevant data, ngnaetomprehensive literature review, robust
action research and iterative methodology refindyraard detailed case studies.

7.1  Summary of the Research Project

The Feasibility Formuld methodology enables project stakeholders to cmgether in order

to determine the feasibility of a project and itely outcome. It further ensures, through the
discussion and analysis process, that the prgealigned to an organization’s strategy and that
it has the potential to meet stakeholder expectatidheFeasibility Formuld™ tool defines and
weights the organization’s goals, and measuregithject’s ability to satisfy these goals, and in
doing so, provides an indication of likelihood fooject success or failure.

7.1.1 Themes of the research

The research proposition supposes thdte practice of project management will be adeanc

by the Feasibility Formula™, a pre-project feasityil determination tool and methodology
which seeks to determine alignment of a projecdh w&it organization’s objectives and support
stakeholder decision making. A focused and efiegtie-project feasibility tool and stakeholder
engagement methodology is necessary to facilicataulation of perceptions for a likely project

outcome and enable informed decision making.

The research embodied four themes: the first theaseto define project success and determine
the link between pre-project feasibility determioatand project success. Two questions were
developed to address this themeDbes the alignment of project goals with the sggtef an
organization influence project succes@?What are the characteristics of effective decision
making in a pre-project environmenthis first theme was addressed in the literatuxeeve
through an examination of project success, pr@kghment with an organization’s strategy, and
characteristics of effective decision making.

From the literature review, it was concluded tinatré is established knowledge in the definitions
of project success and project management, althoagionsensus on success criteria, caused by
a universal inability to establish objectives tlhnaiuld be broadly applicable. THeeasibility
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Formula™ addresses this issue in supporting organizationsstablish specific objectives in
advance of proceeding with a project, thereby asirgy its likelihood of success.

Further, project success was linked to strategicageament in the literature, but there remains a
gap in the knowledge related to the tools and nuetlogies that would facilitate same. The
Feasibility Formula™ is a tool and methodology that links the stragegif an organization with
project goals, and therefore presents a likelyamt

The second theme of the research was the testmhgedinement of thé-easibility Formuld™
methodology and tool to support effective decismaking. The third theme was to determine
the effectiveness of th&easibility Formuld“ in a variety of project types. The research
guestion developed to address both the secondhmmdthemes wasbDoes the use of a pre-
project methodology supported by a tool such as Feasibility Formula™ increase the
effectiveness of decision makin@®e question was answered through action reseamdh a
comprehensive iterative methodology refinement.

The fourth theme was to determine the skills anllingness of project managers and/or project
teams to utilize the tool in support of effectiveojpct outcomesThe question posed and
answered wadiow capable and willing is the project manager amdiroject team in using the
Feasibility Formula™ methodology and tool to engagth decision makers?

Table 7.1.1 — Summary of Research Themes

Research Theme 1
Project Success
and Failure

Question 1
Objectives 1, 2

Project success and
alignment of project
with organization’s
strategy

AND

Question 2
Objective 3

Existing feasibility
determination and
decision making
practices in project
management

Research Theme 2
Refining the
Feasibility Formula"

PrototypeFeasibility
Formula™

Leading to
Question 3
Objective 4

Refined and tested
Feasibility Formula"
methodology and tool

Research Theme 3

Determining Feasibility

Formula™
effectiveness

Effectiveness of
Feasibility Formuld"

Question 3
Objective 5

For specified project
types

Question 3
Objective 6

Measures of
effectiveness

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
methodology and tool
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7.1.2 Findings of the Research
Key findings of the research are:

o The vast majority of organizations do not undertakg significant due diligence prior to
undertaking a project.

o Few organizations utilize a formal tool in suppoftproject decision making, and most
do not define the organization’s objectives andk stignment with project goals.

o There is an absence of stakeholder engagement carprgject decision making in
organizations.

0 The greatest value provided by theasibility Formula™tool and methodology was its
ability to generate relevant discussion among $talkiers, an exercise missing from
organizations.

o The Feasibility Formula™ tool and methodology is applicable to all project
environments, as it was found to be effective by@janizations studied (i.e. all sectors,
industries, typologies, project types).

o The tool and methodology is conducive to beingiagd by project managers/project
team members, although with further training on d#gplication and facilitation
techniques.

o There is a strong willingness of project manageog#ot team members to utilize the
Feasibility Formula™in order to improve the likelihood of project susse

7.1.3 New Scientific Findings

The purpose of the research was to present a tmbheethod for performing project selection
based on the relative value (i.e. goal alignmemthe organization of the proposed project and
its likelihood of success. It contributes to nevestfic findings as:

0 An improved technique for assessing project vigbdnd making project selections that
is not complex, but rather easy to understand &tizeu

o The resulting score produces a measure of projalcevthat accounts for value as a
function of both “what’s important” to the organima and the extent to which the
project is aligned with “what’s important”.

0 Much of the 11 criteria are novel (e.g. organizaiomaturity; brand, compliance)
developed from experience and research particippgooit through the iterative tool and
methodology refinement

0 Represents an alternative, yet robust treatmerdgnobften informal and unstructured
approach to project assessment by stakeholders.

o Methodology fully reliant on engagement of stakeleos and essentially peer review
through application of the tool.

o The tool is intended to be flexible, and allow malnonanipulation to permit population
of goals, as well as the rejection of some categoas relevant to the organization.

0 Redefines the project lifecycle: necessary to ua#ler pre-project feasibility
determinatiorbeforeproject “Initiation”
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o Relevance, timeliness and practical importanceréal“world” managers has merited
ongoing interest and continued deployment ofReasibility Formula™.

7.1.4 Acceptance of Hypothesis

The formulation and analysis of the research qoestin response to the research aim and
satisfied objectives has led the researcher tgpatice stated hypothesis:

The Feasibility Formula™ tool and methodology cdmites to both the
organization and the project management professioits ability to inform the
likelihood of a successful project outcome and supgffective decision making.

Upon holistic reflection of the research work, hctude from the findings that | have achieved
my aim in this research and have developed a tod methodology in the-easibility
Formula™ that contributes to the organization and to thggat management discipline in its
ability to assess a project’s relevance to the raegdion and its likelihood of success, and to
facilitate the required decision making.

The research concluded that while the findings apgee generalizable beyond the immediate
cases in yielding the same conclusion regarding-dasibility Formula™ namely its relevance
and value, despite variations in organizationskedtalders, sector, type of industry, project
typology and nature of the project, the aim wasumderstand the underlying objectives and
principles of the organization and not to createre size fits all” measure.

7.2 Contributions of this Research

This research has provided significant and origowitribution in the form of a new tool and
methodology developed to make advances on curteries and practices for pre-project
feasibility determination in project managemente Tability of theFeasibility Formula™to
facilitate stakeholder decision making throughitentification of an organization’s strategy and
objectives, and the project’s ability to meet thebgectives is novel. Further, it was lauded as a
tool and methodology that would be prescribed fae un many of the participating
organizations, hence it can be assumed to haveddéroapplicability in most project
environments.

7.2.1 Value to the organization

The impetus for this research is the research&ligfiithat pre-project feasibility determination
contributes to project success, and that the absehsuch due diligence is one of the major
contributors to project failure.

The Feasibility Formulad™ tool and methodology provides value to the orgatnon as it:

* ensures that the projects are fully assessed toeeaignment with organizational goals

* enables the prioritization of projects among mangar consideration

» allows for adjustment to project scope and othéeria in order to support increased
likelihood of project success
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* shows likely areas of risk to the organization amchsideration for mitigation if the
project is undertaken

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

* provides stakeholders with a view to those elemehts project which may need to be
revisited along the lifecycle to ensure continuatisaction of criteria

* engages stakeholders, fosters collaboration, stgfam and consensus building

7.2.2 Value to stakeholders/decision makers

Stakeholders benefit from tHeeasibility Formuldv tool and methodology as it provides an
opportunity for stakeholders to:

* express themselves and ensure their expectatierisiawn

e learn about the organization and other stakehdlgenspectives through the process
itself

» seek clarity related to the organization’s stratagg 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

e assess the project both within and outside of flo@ictional area

Decision makers within the organization benefitnirthaving the necessary data and required
stakeholder input to inform their decision. Theyn darther have greater confidence in the
accuracy of their decision as a result of the ropuscess and tool.

7.2.3 Value to the project manager

The Feasibility Formuld“ provides value to the project manager as it mitssa simple and
effective methodology to assess project feasibibgfore the project planning process is
undertaken. As a result, the project manager caa feeater confidence in the project’s ability
to proceed with the support of the stakeholders.

The process itself also permits the project manégengage the stakeholders and develop a
relationship at the beginning of the project cydlbe relationship with individual stakeholders
will then be in a better position to be nurturethkeholders and project managers can feel more
comfortable in approaching each other in conveyeategarding aspects of the project. It can
also provide the project manager with a view aghah stakeholders he/she should spend more
time with in order to understand and manage expenta Further, he/she can also learn which
stakeholder(s) can be a valuable resource or st®t success of the project.

Through the methodology and tool, the project managalso introduced to potential risk areas
for the organization and can now manage and méitfese risks at the project level.
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Most importantly, the project manager now has thdita to manage the project with an
understanding of the organization’s goals, and what project is meant to achieve as an
outcome.

Beyond the project manager, the project team nawahdetter understanding of the stakeholder
community, and its members’ management stylesppetives and expectations. They will, both
individually and collectively, learn about thesaks&holders and the relationships that exist or
form among them. The project team members willrban optimum position to influence and
manage these relationships. Ultimately, the projegam will have a comprehensive
understanding of the organization’s goals and tbhgept’s role in satisfying those goals.

It is the combined value that tReasibility Formuld™ brings to the project manager and project
team that supports an increased likelihood of ptgaccess.

7.2.4 Value to the project management profession

The Feasibility Formuld methodology and tool brings value to the proje@nagement
profession in raising the awareness of the neegre+project feasibility determination in an
effort to increase the number of successful projatcomes. TheFeasibility Formuld™
provides knowledge leadership in consideratiorhefproject lifecycle: project planning begins
before the Initiation phase, and actually commences wlhih feasibility determination and a
measurement of the project’s alignment to its spong organization and likelihood of success.

The tool and methodology also contributes to thgjgat management profession by further
developing the role of the project manager. Throwgily involvement and stakeholder
engagement, the project manager’s reputation ighed by their ability to contribute to the
strategic needs of the organization, thereby eleyahe profession to a new level from the
traditional tactical, technical level.

The contribution to the project management protessan be summarized as reducing the risk
of project failure and resulting waste of finan@ald human resources. Through an improvement
in the number of cases of project success the agpntof the project management profession

will be enhanced.

7.2.5 Addressing gaps in the research

There are a number of gaps in the research tokm®atedged, including:

e The literature review was lacking in research aldd related to: a) pre-project feasibility
processes, practices, tools and methodologiespamcision making processes, tools and
methodologies specific to the pre-project environtndn some respects it must be

acknowledged that theeasibility Formuld™ is novel and “breaking new ground”.

* The research did not permit any benchmarking arking of results as to actual project
outcome of success or failure, hence a determmaifothe practical effectiveness of the

136



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

Feasibility Formuld™, as none of the projects were completed priatheowriting of this
dissertation.

» Establishing the likelihood of project success tigio the Feasibility Formuldv tool and
methodology at the pre-project stage also assuhasptoject execution (in the traditional
sense) will be successful. Project success thereémnains highly dependent on a successful
implementation.

e The results of the scoring produced with the aithefFeasibility Formuld™ tool are purely
interpretive and not absolute (although this isiteintent; rather it is to generate discussion
and consensus regarding “what matters most” andptbgect's ability to satisfy these
objectives).

7.3 Recommendations for Future Research

Further benefit would be realized by organizatiamsl the project management discipline if
additional research were undertaken to:

« Assess projects at completion, determine succefslore and link to usage of the tool and
methodology where it was applied; similarly compagainst like projects that did not use
the tool and methodology to determine if usagdnefeasibility Formuld™ supports project
success.

e Determine the usefulness of the tool and methogolog comparing, contrasting and
prioritizing projects at the portfolio level.

* Research can continue to test the applicabilityeffettiveness of thEeasibility Formuld™
tool and methodology in other project types andigtdes.

* Examine other uses of the tool and methodologyeatify and/or classify project types (e.g.
strategic project (capital) vs. maintenance prajeperations)).

« The active engagement of stakeholders from thdacpaating organizations permitted the
collection of data on the organization itself dgrihe research, including information about
the organization’s governance, politics and the ynelmallenges and opportunities that the
organization faces; this suggests thatReasibility Formuld™ tool and methodology could
be modified to assess “organizational maturity esmbiness” within other areas/aspects of
the business.

» Actual outcomes of the projects can form the b&miduture assessment of the evaluation
process; comparing pre-project feasibility to pmsiject results, new data may emerge that
can be used to improve and refine the project seteqrocess using th&easibility
Formula™.
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7.4  Summary of the Chapter

This chapter summarizes the research findings #dalress the research proposition, four
research themes and research questions as posedallie and contribution of tHeeasibility
Formula™ tool and methodology to the project managemestipline and various stakeholders
is presented.

The fundamental aim of my research was acknowledge@alized: a pre-project feasibility tool

and methodology was developed that contributes diln Ithe organization and the project

management profession in its ability to facilitéte determination of alignment of project goals
with an organization’s objectives, inform the likelod of a successful project outcome, and
support effective decision making.

The findings presented were extensive and=gesibility Formuld™ tool and methodology was
found to have broad application to project envirents of varying characteristics.

Finally, a number of gaps in the research wereess$ed, with some recommendations for future
research that would build upon the findings heram,well as ensure the continued practical
application of thd-easibility Formuld™ tool and methodology in project environments.

138



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Association of Project Management, Directing chargguide to governance of project
Management, Association of Project Managers, Lor(@002), available at www.apm.org.uk.

ARCHER, N. P., and GHASEMZADEH, F. (1999): An intated framework for project
portfolio selectioninternational Journal of Project Manageme#(4), 207-216.

BABBIE, E. (2013): The Practice of Social Resead3! edition. [s.l.]: Cengage Learning Inc.

BAKER, B. N., MURPHY, D. C., and FISHER, D. (1988actors Affecting Project Success.
In: CLELAND, DI and KING, WR:Systems analysis and Project management

BARDACH, E. (1977): The Implementation Game. Campe, Mass.: MIT Press.

BELASSI, W. and TUKEL, O.I., (1996): A new framewdior determining critical
success/failure factors in projects. linternational Journal of Project Managemet©96, 14
(3), pp 141-151.

BERG, B. and LUNE, H. (2012): Qualitative Reseaw#thods for the Social Scienced, 8
Edition. [s.l.]: Pearson Education Inc.

BLAIKIE, N. (2000): Designing Social Research. Caidge, Mass: [s.n.].

BLANCHE, M., DURRHEIM, K., and PAINTER, D. (2006lResearch in Practice: Applied
Methods for the Social Sciences. [s.l.]: Juta anch@any Ltd.

BOSSE, D.A., PHILLIPS, R.A., and HARRISON, J.S. @20 Stakeholders, reciprocity, and
firm performanceStrategic Management Journ@0(4), 447-456.

BOURNE, L. (2005): Project Relationship Managenemd the Stakeholder Circle™, RMIT
University dissertation, retrieved on 12/16/11 from
http://mosaicprojects.com.au/PDF_Papers/P021 L rigourhesis.pdf.

BURGESS, R. (2002): In the Field: An Introducti@nRield Research. [s.l.]: Routledge.

Canadian Management Accounting Society [1998]allufes costing billions. [s.l.]: CMA
Management.

CHAOS Report (1994), The Standish Group,
http://www.standishgroup.com/sample research/cH84 1.php

CHAOS Report (2004), The Standish Group, Massatts&tandish Group International.

CLELAND, D. and KERZNER, H. (1985): A Project Mareagent Dictionary of Terms. New
York: Van Nostrand Reinhold.

139



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

COOKE-DAVIES, T. (2002): The Real Success Factor®mjects. Ininternational Journal of
Project Managemen002, 20, pp 185-190.

COOKE-DAVIES, T. (2009): Front-end alignment of @ats — doing the right project. In:
WILLIAMS, T. et al: Making Essential Choices with Scant Informatifl.]: Palgrave
MacMillan.

CRANE, A., MATTEN, D., and MOON, J., (2004): Stakédters as citizens? Rethinking rights,
participation, and democracjournal of Business Ethic§3(1-2), 107-122.

DEVETAK, I., GLAZAR, S., and VOGRINC, J. (2010): €Role of Qualitative Research in
Science Education. IfEurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science & Technglgducation 2010,
6 (1), 77-84.

DE WIT, A. (August 1988): Measurement of Project&ss. Ininternational Journal of
Project Managemenw/olume 6, Issue 3, pp. 164-170.

DICKEL, K., MASON, R., and ROWE, A. (1982): Stratedglanagement and Business Policy:
A Methodical Approach. [s.l.]: Addison-Wesley Publing Company.

DINSMORE, P. (1999): Winning in business througkeeprise project management. New
York: American Management Association.

DREW (2007), Ethical Issues in Conducting Resedselge Publishing Inc.,
http://www.sagepub.com/upm-data/26094 _3.pdf re¢deon 6.22.2014.

DRUCKER, P., BURTON, M., JERSEY, WC, and CLAMAN, Effective Decisions, BNA
Communications, 1968, retrieved on 8/17/14 from:htibr.org/1967/01/the-effective-
decision/ar/1.

DUMONT, P., GIBSON Jr., G., and FISH, J. (1997)ofe Management Using Project
Definition Rating Index. InJournal of Management in Engineerirggptember/October 1997.

DVIR, D., LIPOVETSKY, S. SHENHAR, A., and TISHLER,., In search of project
classification : a non-universal approach to progeccess factors, 1998, retrieved on 10/1/11
from
http://www.reinventingprojectmanagement.com/matértiber/11.%20In%20search%200f%20cl
assification.pdf.

FOWLER, F. (2014): Survey Research Methodses8ition. [s.l.]: Sage Publications Inc.
FREEMAN, R. E. (1984): Strategic Management: A 8takder Approach, Pitman Publishing.

GALLAGHER, S. (1992): Hermeneutics and EducatioawNvrork: State University of New
York Press.

140



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

GAREIS R. (1990): Handbook of management by prejé¢tenna: Manz.

GEMUENDEN, H. and LECHLER, T., (1997), Successtbexof Project Management : The
Critical Few, IEEE, retrieved on 10/1/11 from pdfrh powercam,
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpl/freeabs_all.jsp?arbar=653418

GEORGIEVA, S. and ALLAN, G. (2008): Best Practigeg’roject Management Through a
Grounded Theory Lens. IElectronic Journal of Business Research Meth@063, 6, pp. 43-
52.

GREENWOOD, M.: Stakeholder engagement: Beyond tyh of corporate responsibility.
Journal of Business Ethicg4(4), 315-327.

GRIX, J. (2002): Introducing Students to the Gen&erminology of Social Research. [s.1.]:
Political Studies Association.

HENRIKSEN, A.D., and TRAYNOR, A.J. (19994 practical R&D project-selection scoring
tool. Engineering Management, IEEE Transactions48{2), 158-170.

HIGGINS, J. C., and WATTS, K. M. (1986): Some pedjves on the use of management
science techniques in R&D managem®&&D Managementl6(4), 291-296.

HYVARI, I. (2006): Success of Projects in Differédtganizational Conditions. liroject
Management JournaSeptember 2006, 37 (4), pp. 31-41. PDF retriéxed
www.highpoint.edu on 10/17/11.

JIANG, J., KLEIN, G., WU, S., and LIANG, T. (2009)he relation of requirements uncertainty
and stakeholder perception gaps to project managgmeeformance. InThe Journal of Systems
and Softwarg2009, 82, pp 801-808.

JIANG, J. and KLEIN, G., (1999Risks to different aspects of system suc¢cdeksmation and
Management, pp 263-271.

JUGDEYV, K. and MULLER, R. (2005): A Retrospectivedk at Our Evolving Understanding
of Project Success. IiRroject Management Journdbecember 2005, 36 (4), pp. 19-31.

KVALE, STEINAR (1996): Interviews: An Introductioto Qualitative Research Interviewing.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

LAVAGNON A. IKA (2009): Project Success as a Tomdroject Management Journals. In:
Project Management JournadDecember 2009.

LIM, C. and MOHAMED, M. (1999): Criteria of projesuccess: an exploratory re-examination.
In: International Journal of Project Managemewugust 1999, 17 (4), pp. 243-248.

141



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

LUSTHAUS, C., ADRIEN, M., and PERSTINGER, M. (1999)apacity Development:
Definitions, Issues and Implications for PlanniMgpnitoring and Evaluation. lkuniversalia
Occasional PaperSeptember 1999, 35.

MITCHELL, R.K., AGLE, B.R. and WOOD, D.J(1997): Toward a theory of stakeholder
identification and salience: Defining the princigé who and what really counté.cademy of
management revie\2(4), 853-886.

MORRIS, P. (1983): “Managing Project Interfaces-Kjints for Project Success"”. In:
Project Management Handbo¢RLELAND, D. I. and KING, W. R.). New York: Van Nostrand
Reinhold. pp. 3-36.

MORRIS, P., (2000), Researching the unanswerediguef Project Management,
Proceedings of the PMI Research Conference, A2800, PDF retrieved on 10/16/11 from
www.indeco.co.uk.

MORRIS, P. (2009): Implementing strategy througbjget management: the importance of
managing the project front-end. Making Essential Choices with Scant Information
(WILLIAMS, T. et al). [s.l.]: Palgrave MacMillan.

MUNNS, A. and BJEIRMI, B. (1996): The role of projenanagement in achieving project
success. Ininternational Journal of Project Managemeth96, 14 (2), pp. 81-87.

NEWMAN, |. and BENZ, C. (1998): Qualitative-Quaaatitve Research Methodology: Exploring
the Interactive Continuum. [s.l.]: Southern lllisdiniversity.

PATANAKUL, P., LEWWONGCHAROEN, B., and MILOSEVIC, 2010): An empirical
study on the use of project management tools arthigues across project life-cycle and their
impact on project success. lournal of General Managemer2010, 35 (3). [s.l.]: The
Braybrooke Press Ltd.

PAWAR, M. (2004): Data Collecting Methods and Expeces: A Guide for Social
Researchers. [s.l.]: New Dawn Press Inc.

PINTO, J.K. and SLEVIN, D.P. (1988): Critical Sussd-actors in Effective Project
Implementation, Project Management Handbook. Wde&jine Library. PDF retrieved on
10/17/11 from www.nida.ac.th.

POLONSKI (2004): Ethical Considerations, Sage Rhiitg Inc.,
http://www.sagepub.com/upm-data/4999 Polonski Ghlraptpdf retrieved on 6.22.2014.

Project Management Institute (2013): A Guide toRineject Management Body of Knowledge
(PMBOK Guide), §' edition. [s.l.]: Project Management Institute.

142



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

PU, X., LI, J., and ZHU, H., A cross-national stumfysuccess factors in innovation project:
China and western developed countries, Tsinghuaddsity , Beijing, retrieved on 10/15/11
from www.3.geh.ox.ac.uk/slptmd/Li_Pu_Zhu.pdf.

RAJASEKAR, S., PHILOMINATHAN, P., and CHINNATHAMBIY., Research Methodology,
2006.

REYNOLDS, PAUL D. (1971): A primer on Theory Consttion. New-York: Bobbs-Merrill.
SARANTAKOS, S. (1998): Social Research. [s.l.]: Naktan.

SAUNDERS, M., LEWIS, P., and THORNHILL, A. (200esearch Methods for Business
Students, 8 edition. Harlow: FT/Prentice Hall.

SCHMUCK, R. (2009): Practical Action Research gdition. [s.l.]: Corwin Press.

SHENHAR, A., LEVY, O., and DVIR, D. (1997): Mappirtbe Dimensions of Project Success.
In: The Professional Journal of the Project Managenhesiitute June 1997, 28 (2). Retrieved
on 10/2/11 from:
http://www.reinventingprojectmanagement.com/mat&ther/7.%20Mapping%20dimensions%
200f%20projects%20success%20PMJ%201997.pdf

SHENHAR, A., DVIR, D., LEVY, O., and MALTZ, A. (20D): Project Success: A
Multidimensional Strategic Concept. lnong Range Planning Journal

SHENHAR, A. and DVIR, D. (2007): Reinventing Prdjdtanagement: The Diamond
Approach to Successful Growth and Innovation.][ddarvard Business Review Press.

SLATER, S. and NARVER, J. (1995): Market Orientatend the Learning Organization. In:
Journal of MarketingJuly 1995.

SLOVIC, P., GREGORY, R., (2000), Ecological Econosni34, 315 — 331.

SODERLUND, J. (2004): Building theories of projecanagement: past research, questions for
the future. Ininternational Journal of Project Manageme004. PDF retrieved on 10/17/11
from www.kth.se.

THOMAS, D. and BOSTROM, R. (2008): Building TrustcaCooperation through Technology
Adaptation in Virtual Teams. Innformation Systems Manageme2®08, 25 (1), pp. 45-56.

THOMAS, J., DELISLE, C., and JUGDEV, K. [n.a.]: 8y Project Management to Senior
Executives: Framing the Moves that Matter. Penrayk. Project Management Institute.

TORP, O., AUSTENG, K., and MENGESHA, W.J., Criti&lccess Factors for Project
Performance, Norwegian University of Science anchiielogy, retrieved from
www.concept.ntnu.no/.../058 2004 _torp_critical gscdactors on 10/17/11.

143



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

TURNER, J.R. (1993): The Handbook of Project-Bdgkeshagement. England: McGraw-Hill.

TURNER, J.R. and MULLER, R. (2005): The Project Mgar’'s Leadership Style as a Success
Factor on Projects: A Literature Review. Rroject Management Journalune 2005, 36 (1), pp.
49-61.

VROOM, V. and JAGO, A. (1974): Leadership and DiecidMaking. [s.l.]: Decision Sciences
Institute. Retrieved on 8/17/14 from
http://bgwomeninict.org/language/bg/uploads/filestdments 0/documents ___ccdce0783e140b
6ff1b684435f435039.pdf

WILLIAMS, T. and SAMSET, K. (2010): Issues in FrelBhd Decision-Making on Projects. In
Project Management Issu2010.

YIN, R. (2003): Case Study Research: Designs anthddis, & edition. [s..]: Sage.

144



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

APPENDIX 1 — FEASIBILITY FORMULA™ — VERSION 1 (PROT OTYPE)
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Feasibility Formula™ Worksheet
Rating of Importance Satisfies Criteria Ag
o { . gregate
Objectives = Decision Criteria__| Description 1[2]3[a]s[6][7]8[9]w Criteria 1]2]3[alsT6]7[8[9]10] gore
"What Matters" "What Matters Most" "Extent that criteria satisfies what matters most"
Favourable assessment of anticipated
project outcome in supporting

1 Strategic Alignment Project meets organizational strategy and objectives. organization's objectives as outlined in
business plan or other strategy
document(s).

Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or Risk Assessment outcome considered
2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or satisfactory based on risk mitigation
accepted. measures identified.
. e o . Satisfactory outcome of financial
. . Project satisfies organizational goals re investment, cost . i
3 Financial R o feasibility exercise(s) (e.g. ROI, IRR, NPV,
reduction, cost management, cost mitigation. )
Proforma calculations)
Expectations of stakeholders (i.e.
conceiver, user, financier, developer,

4 Stakeholder Satisfaction Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives. . S i P
deliverer) identified and considered
achievable.

Satisfactory identification and
Organization has the human resources capacity and capability o ¥ R
. i . availability of capable internal and/or
5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the .
A external resources to plan and deliver
required human resources. .
the project.
Outcome of political scan demonstrates

6 Political Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker. - p .

project's ability to meet political needs.
. o L Favourable review of project alignment
Project meets organizational objectives related to brand X .
7 Brand R to corporate image and branding
awareness, development, corporate image.
strategy.
Identification of satisfactory capacity
Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability, following assessment of the
8 Organizational maturity focus of business efforts, maturity level and business organization's performance and any
performance. significant initiatives/changes in
progress and/or planned.
" - Project outcome positively influences organization's Satisfactory outcome of SWOT analysis
9 Competitive Positioning . B . . Lo . .
competitive positioning. including project impact consideration.
. . . Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or Sat{sfactt).ry outcome of curvrent.pollaeS
10  |Policy or Strategic Benefits strategy. review with favourable project impact
: on future policies.
Assessment of required regulaton

11 |Regulatory Compliance Project complies with regulatory and technical requirements. q § g v .

measures and project's ability to satisfy.
. . . ) . . Assessment of legal requirements and
12 |Legal Compliance Project complies with legal and sanctioned requirements.

project's ability to satisfy.
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APPENDIX 2 — FEASIBILITY FORMULA™ — VERSION 4 (FINA L)
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of Importance
4 5 6 7 10

'What Matters Most"

Project Criteria

Satisfies Criteria

1]2]3]als[e]7[8]9]10

Favourable assessment of anticipated
project outcome in supporting
organization's objectives as outlined in
business plan or other strategy
document(s).

Risk Assessment outcome considered
satisfactory based on risk mitigation
measures.

Satisfactory outcome of financial
feasibility review.

Expectations of stakeholders (i.e.
conceiver, user, financier, developer,
deliverer) identified and considered
achievable.

satisfactory identification and
availability of capable internal and/or
external resources to plan and deliver
the project.

Outcome of political scan demonstrates
project's ability to meet political needs.

Favourable review of project alignment
to corporate image and branding
strategy.

Identification of satisfactory capacity
following assessment of the
organization's performance and any
significant initiatives/changes in
progress and/or planned.

satisfactory review of project support of
and alignment with new or current

Assessment of required regulatory
measures and legal requirements and
project’s ability to satisfy.

Objectives = Decision Criteria Description
"What Matters"

1 Strategic Alignment Project meets organizational strategy and objectives.
Project meets organizational tolerance for risk and/or

2 Risk identified risks may be avoided, transferred, mitigated or
accepted.

_— Project satisfies organizational goals re investment, cost
3 Financial
cost cost

4 Stakeholder Satisfaction Project outcome to meet stakeholder objectives.
Organization has the human resources capacity and capability

5 Human Resources to deliver the project and/or has the ability to source the
required human resources.

6 Political Project meets political needs and satisfies the decision maker.
Project meets organizational objectives related to brand

7 Brand g g ! i

image.

Capacity of organization to undertake project given capability,

8 Organizational Maturity focus of business efforts, maturity level and business
performance.
Project outcome influences organizational policy and/or

9 Policy or Strategic Benefits g B poticy "
strategy.

10 Compliance Project complies with regulatory and legal requirements.

1 Ethical Project satisfies ethical considerations.

Favourable review of project alignment
with ethical standards, practices and
policies of the organization.

"Extent that project satisfies what matters most"

TL Score

Score

Policy or Strategic Benefits, 10

Ethical , 10
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APPENDIX 3 - LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS
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Date

Addressee
Title

Organization

Dear xxx:

Re: Request to participate in Ph.D. research

| am a candidate at the Ph.D. School of ManagemettBusiness at Szent Istvdn University in
Godollb (Budapest), Hungary.

| am writing to request your assistance, and tHiagonir organization, in providing input to
support my research project, the purpose of whictoi provide support for stakeholders, the
project manager and/or project team in determiniing feasibility of a project through the use of
a decision making tool called the Feasibility Folted®. The tool will advance the practice of
project management by developing a greater undelista of pre-project feasibility
determination through organizational alignment asldted decision making, and its effect on
perceived outcomes of project success or failure.

As my research topic is practical in nature, | musty on the willing participation of
organizations and project stakeholders. The oppiytio work with yourself as “Sponsor”, and
your team members, will be of great assistance.

Accordingly, I am requesting your organization’stigipation as follows:

1. Sponsor to identify and describe a new project uedasideration (or a project entering a
new phase) within the organization that is congdesignificant within your organization
(i.e. cost, scope, risk, complexity). Please idgrihe project manager (i.e. PM and project
team must be assigned).

2. One meeting with Sponsor (in person or by phonexfain the tool and methodology, and
to identify, survey and schedule workshop partictpale.g. representatives from project
team: project manager, decision makers, operatioc@nmunications, technical,
procurement, HR, finance).

3. Interviews — Researcher to interview Sponsor arajeBr Manager regarding current and
desired practices within the project environmenfpamal questionnaire to facilitate the
interview will be provided.

4. Workshop(s) — Stakeholders to participate in a rematb exercises including: be introduced
to the tool and critique its content for the pugpas developing its broad applicability to
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projects within your organization; preliminary ajgpkion to the identified project to be
undertaken; participants to provide feedback taneefthe tool based on its practical
application and to analyse and evaluate its effengss.

5. One meeting with Sponsor (in person or by phoneptain final feedback.

Please note, both during and after the course afesgarch activities, that | will fully respect the
privacy of your organization. All comments, inputdadata collected will be held in the strictest
of confidence.

If you would like any further clarification or valation of my research, please contact my
supervising professor, Dr. Vasa Laszl6, SzentalstWniversity, Faculty of Economics and

Social Sciences/asa.laszlo@qgtk.szie.htl-2103 Godol, Pater K. u. 1. Hungary, Tel: +36 28

522000/2081.

While your contribution is strictly voluntary, | wad very much appreciate your participation in
this research. As such, | will contact you shotdyconfirm your participation and to schedule
the research activities at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Lisa Chillingworth

Ph.D. Candidate
lisa.chillingworth@mhpm.com
613-862-6470
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APPENDIX 4 — EVALUATION SHEET FOR WORKSHOP PARTICIP ANTS
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Evaluation Sheet

Stakeholder Identification
Please briefly describe your role:

1. Inyour role, rate the importance of decision-making related to project outcomes:

1-not important 2 3 4 5-very important

2. From your perspective, rate the importance of the identification and prioritization of your
organization’s objectives and criteria in the achievement of project success:

1-not important 2 3 4 5-very important

3. Rate the importance of members of your organization attaining a common view and
understanding of what is essential and likely achievable with respect to project outcomes:

1-not important 2 3 4 5-very important
4. Have you ever used a pre-project feasibility tool before? Yes 0 NooO
5. Rate your confidence in decision-makers being able to identify and prioritize

organizational criteria and the project’s ability to satisfy this criteria using this
methodology and tool:

1-not confident 2 3 4 5-very confident

6. Rate the likelihood of you or your group using today’s workshop method and tool again:

1-not likely 2 3 4 5-very likely

7. What worked well?

8. What needs improving? How could it be improved?
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APPENDIX 5 — INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE — EXECUTIVE/SP ONSOR AND
PROJECT MANAGER
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Executive/Sponsor Questionnaire

Stakeholder Identification

1. Please describe your role in the organization.

2. What is your background - before joining this organzation?

3. What is the functional area/department that you areresponsible for?
4. What is your role (and that of your team) in the poject?

5. How have you reached decisions in the past re go/go for a project?

6. Have you ever used a project feasibility determinabn tool or other aid to facilitate
decision making around a project?

7. Have you ever considered your organization’s objentes and the extent to which the
project is aligned with them during your assessmefit

8. Is it typical that you and other project stakeholdes would engage in discussion to
support decision making around the project?

9. How would you describe a successful outcome for thpgoject?
10.Describe a project that was unsuccessful in your ganization (from inception).

11.How would you describe the competency of the projéenanager and/or project team in
executing the project? In facilitating the decisiormaking process?

155



10.14751/SZIE.2015.048

Project Manager Questionnaire

PM Identification

1. Please describe your role in the organization.

N

What is your background - before joining this organzation?

w

What is the functional area/department or PMO to whch you report?

4. Describe the project organization within the broade organization.

o

What is your specific role in the project?
6. Describe the project team.

7. Have you ever led or participated in the past re gmo go decisions for a project?

@

Have you ever used a project feasibility determinabn tool or other aid to facilitate
decision making around a project?

©

Have you ever considered your organization’s objentes and the extent to which the
project is aligned with them during your assessmefit

10.1s it typical that you and other project stakeholdes would engage in discussion to
support decision making around the project?

11.Do you experience any impediments to project dect making in your organization?
12.How would you describe a successful outcome for thpeoject?

13.Describe both a project that was successful and umscessful in your organization (from
inception).

14.How would you describe the competency of the proje¢eam in executing the project?
In facilitating the decision making process?
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APPENDIX 6 — WORKSHOP PRESENTATION — AN INTRODUCTIO N TO THE
FEASIBILITY FORMULA™
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Project Success
and the
Feasibility
Formula™

Lisa Chillingworth
Ph.D. candidate
Szent Istvan University

Workshop Agenda

Present dissertation objectives & research plan
Introduce methodology & tool
Test drive the tool

Obtain feedback as input for next version

Project Success Evaluation

andthe
Feasibaty Formuta™
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Project Success & Failure

31.1% of projects are abandoned or cancelled
before completion (i.e. total loss)

52.7% of projects average delivery of 2 of their
planned functionality AND cost 2x their original
estimates

Wl 16.2% of projects are completed successfully
. (defined as delivery all of the planned

andthe

e hbiialll  functionality, on time and within budget)

Poeroe TralAls Rapcnet, Trelardw Giep

Projects don’t fail at the end.

. They fail at the beginning.

-

Project Success
and the
Feasibaty Formuta™
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Project Management

Initiation Planning Execution Monitoring& Closing
Controlli
« Defne Proect « Refne Proect « Implement Progect P &ng » Vendy Progect
- NeCs o
« Deveiop Proect o S Agminisker Scope ‘ s
Charer « Deveiop Scheoge = Manage Scheodse Crages « Ovian Closeount
« Assign Progect « AssgnResosces " Manage \Maintain KCRRSS-,
AManager ) - » Colect Lessons
« Estaisn Coss « Manage! Cos's Scheose ‘
« Deemine Qualty « Qualty Assuance « Conyol Cost
« Acoumuae
» Assess Risk » Assess Rsk « Mogae Rsk Histoncal Recons
« Faciiae & Arcnive
Communications

Importance of Pre-Project Feasibility

Most projects handed to PMs to implement with
tendencyto jump straight to execution.

Leadsto a lack of. clear vision, alignment of
stakeholders, issues identification, defined
expectations/results and informed decision-making.

Pre-project feasibility - early identification,

assessment and resolution of issues; permits a
. determination of project viability and likelihood of a
Suambbtiaalll  successful outcome.
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Research Work

Development of a pre-project methodology
and tool (the Feasibility Formula™) which
enables the identification of organizational
objectives and consideration of project
alignment in support of successful project
delivery.

8 - Resulting dissertation will establish a link
SIS between pre-project feasibility determination
IR and decision making and perception of

outcome of project success or failure.

Research Themes

To define project success and define its link
with alignment of project goals and an
organization’s strategy.

Testing and refinement of the Feasibility
Formula™ methodology and tool to support
decision making.

Effectiveness of the Feasibility Formula™.

S —— To determine the skills and willingness of
ey Formes® project managers/projectteam to utilize the
tool in support of effective project outcomes.
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Research Objectives

To define project success.

To describe the relationship between effective pre-
project feasibility determination and project success.
To identify current pre-projectfeasibility and related
decision making practices.

To test and refine the Feasibility Formula™
methodology and tool.

To measure the effectiveness of the tool.

ki~ To evaluate its effectiveness in difierent project types

Feasibiity Formuta™

To examine the capability and wilingness of the PM
and/or projectteam to use the methodology and tool.

Research Questions

Does the alignment of project goals with the strategy of
an organization influence project success?

What are the characteristics of effective decision
making in the project environment?

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

How capable and willing is the project manager and/or
- project team in using the Feasibility Formula™ tool and

Progect Success

andthe methodology to engage stakeholders?

Feasibility Formuta™
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Research Theme 1

Project Swcess
and Fadure

Question 1
Objectives 1,2

Project success and
alignment of project
with organization’s
strategy

AND

Question 2
Objective 3

Existing feasibility
determination and
decision making
practices in project
management

Success

ity Formuta™
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Research Framework

Research Theme 2 Research Theme 3 Research Theme 4

Refnbg the Determbing Feasibdiyy  Project Marngger andor
Feasibdiyy Formula™  Formula™effectiveness Prgject Tean capabiities

Prototype FeasDiliy  Effectivensss of Question 4
Formula™ Feasibility Formula™ Objective 7
Leading to Question 3 Capability and
Question 3 Objective § willingness of PM
Objective 4 and/or project team to
For spacified project  use the methodology and
Refined and tested types tool
Feasidility Formula™
methodology and ©0l  Question 3
Objective 6
Measures of
effectiveness

Research Approach

Qualitative approach: data collected through
interviews, observation, workshops

Action research and iterative methodology
and refinement until participant satisfaction
achieved or no further adverse comments

Case studies of participant projects
representing a variety of projecttypes
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Practical Benefits of Research

A project feasibility assessment tool that
streamlines stakeholder decision making.

’. An increase in the number of successful
projects, hence increased value to the
project organization.

:. Anincrease in the level of competency of
project sucoses project managers.

andthe

S - Benefit to the profession through the
increased likelihood of project success.

Methodology Appropriate to Project

The degree to which the formal pre-projectfeasibility process
is helpful depends on the nature of the project.

Cost Duration  Complexity Risk
Complex >$M > 18 mo. High High
$500k 12mo. Medium Medium
Typical
$200K 6 mo. Lows Lows
— Simple < $100k <3mo. Very Low Very Low

Progect Success
andthe
Feambaty Formula™

Complex projects require much rigour; simple projeds less rigour.
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Feasibility Formula™ Framework

kS
What What Project Satisfaction Scoring &
Matters? Matters o s of What 1 i
Most? Criteria nterpretation
ost: Matters Most
« Define Decision « Weignt Criena py = Define progct  Desemine exeni®d . Aggregaie score
Crena %or ass rating of CVEN3 Dy elemEnl  WIICH PIOjECT ChEna ) . i
sl 9”;32 "3 sl « Wnat goes tmean?
(11 elements manes most « Detemine project
proviced) viadiity and 1kelnood
OF Success
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