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How Much Work do you do
when you Travel by Train?

Norway
Projects

Building
Bridges

Building Bridges
NETLIPSE expanding across Europe
by Leendert Bouter, chairman NETLIPSE Board

With great pleasure I present the 7th NETLIPSE magazine.
In this magazine we have chosen to provide you with a mix
of NETLIPSE facts and developments, interesting knowledge
from within the network and some remarkable personal
achievements of NETLIPSE members achieved in the last
months.

Last November, the seventh NETLIPSE Network Meeting took place in Zagreb, Croatia.
In this issue, a personal reflection on this meeting is given by Dan Cliffe (Project Sponsor,
UK Department for Transport). As Dan so eloquently describes, we were made very aware
of the enormous challenges the different Croatian authorities are facing in order to suc-
cessfully expand the rail, water and road infrastructure in this beautiful country. But, as
Dan concludes, whilst the history of countries and regions differs significantly, the chal-
lenges they face, and the potential solutions, are often shared amongst the many. The
meeting made us realise the strength and importance of our network!

The last couple of months were crucial for the network. We made considerable progress in
finding Member States willing to participate in NETLIPSE. Of course, the NETLIPSE
network is widely dispersed across Europe as it is, but we are looking for formal commit-
ment from Member States at the level of Ministries and State Departments. It has been a
great honour in the last months to formally welcome: Slovenia, Slovak Republic, Hungary,
France, Poland, Sweden and Italy. All now participate in NETLIPSE, together with the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom and Switserland. In the next couple of months we
very much hope to bring you more news on formally expanding NETLIPSE across Europe!
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To further strengthen the network, NETLIPSE is also
very much aware of the possible contribution
towards successful project management. NETLIPSE pre-
sented at the Project Management Workshop, organised
by the TEN-T EA (Brussels, 12-13 January 2010). The
event, which mirrored the first Project Management
Workshop held in December 2008, featured both a
plenary session as well as smaller breakout thematic
sessions, aimed at providing participants with more
in-depth information on more specific topics. We are
very proud that after this meeting we were able to wel-
come some new members to our network, all with their
own knowledge and experience.
But, for now, let me briefly take you through the contents
of this magazine. As is the custom, we share the latest
facts and figures of the development of the Infrastructure
Project Assessment Tool (IPAT). As explained earlier the
IPAT could be used by the Commission as a measure to
help determine the robustness of projects put forward for
financial assistance. Indeed, it may be useful for some ex-
isting projects to be measured by IPAT, to quantify their
robustness in terms of “fit for purpose”, delivery, timing
and price. At the moment the IPAT is tested by assessing
three ‘pilot’ projects. In the article we elaborate in detail
on the progress being made.

But there is much more. Our new partner, the Interporto
Regionale della Puglia (Italy) presents itself in this issue.
Tony Francis tells us more on the Cunard Line, which
resulted in his personal reflections from sea. Please take a
moment to explore with Tony the fascinating lessons we
can learn from building ships and compare this with
project delivery!

As I mentioned, we are also proud to share with you
some great personal achievements being made by some
of our colleagues in the Network. As you can read in this
issue, Ole Jonny Klakegg is elaborates on the Concept
Research Programme, resulting in his doctoral thesis on
the governance of major public investment projects.
Furthermore, we are also very content with the fact that
the Dutch Minister of Transport, Public Works and Water
Management formally accepted the PhD Disstertation of
Marcel Hertogh (NETLIPSE Programme Manager) and
Eddy Westerveld (IPAT Development). The Minister,
Camiel Eurlings, displayed a great interest in the inter-
national results as published in the dissertation. The dis-
sertation, titled Playing with Complexity; Management
and Organisation of Large Infrastructure Projects is now
electronically available via the NETLIPSE website. The
PhD research has played an important role in the start
and development of NETLIPSE.
Finally let me take a moment to congratulate Frank
Wadenpohl on publishing his doctoral thesis on Stake-
holder Management. Many of Frank’s insights were
crucial in the assessments of projects in the first phase of
NETLIPSE and we hope to tell you more on his research
in the next issue.

We are very happy to announce the location of the next
Network Meeting. Our new partner, the Lithuanian
Road Administration, is part of Lithuanian Ministry of
Transport and Communications, has been so kind to
cooperate with us in organising our eighth Network
Meeting for the NETLIPSE Network. The Network
Meeting will take place in Vilnius, the beautiful capital
of Lithuania on May 17 - 18th. More details can be
found on our website, including a Registration Form and
programme details.

I look forward in meeting you in Vilnius.
Leendert Bouter
Chairman of the NETLIPSE Board

“NETLIPSE is very much
aware of the possible contribution

towards successful project
management”

Leendert Bouter
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The Croatian Challenge
Personal Refections on The NETLIPSE Zagreb Meeting

November 9th and 10th 2009
I joined the Department for Transport in 2008 on the UK Government’s four year
graduate programme. During this time, I will work in Transport, other government
departments, and potentially also in the European organisations in Brussels,
gaining vital skills and experience to become a successful senior civil servant.
I didn’t hesitate to accept the invitation to this fantastic learning opportunity
and started reading about NETLIPSE in earnest, about two weeks before the
plane departed London for Zagreb…

By Dan Cliffe

Project Sponsor

UK Department for Transport

The central tenets of NETLIPSE are eminently sensible
and unambigious - it’s all in the name! What is genuinely
exciting is to witness how such a good idea in principle is
working in practice.

Network Meeting in Zagreb, Croatia
Welcome to Croatia! This Network meeting was hosted
by the University of Zagreb’s Faculty of Civil Engineering.
Following a warm introduction by Prof. Radujkovic,
Marcel Hertogh, NETLIPSE Programme Director, sum-
marised the recent progress, including:

• confirmation of funding from the European Commis-
sion for NETLIPSE 2;

• the proposed Netlipse magazine offering academic and
country specific articles, as well as case studies; and

• the new website, found at www.netlipse.eu.

NETLIPSE has delivered a new website, which offers a
step change improvement in the accessibility of NETLIPSE
information. It is being populated with personal profiles
of NETLIPSE members and dedicated areas for Special
Interest Groups. The website provides a key resource as
part of achieving the NETLIPSE purpose of disseminating
valuable information to a wide audience.
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Leendert Bouter, Chairman of the NETLIPSE Board, out-
lined the key aims of the Zagreb meeting:
• progressively expanding the NETLIPSE membership,
• rolling out testing of the Infrastructure Project
Assessment Tool (IPAT),

• developing Special Interest Groups.

Key to the success of NETLIPSE is speading the message
further, specifically to achieve more EU states formally
signing up to both endorse the aims and to confirm their
willingness to take part in the network meetings. The
momentum that has been achieved already is impressive.
In addition to the UK and NL who are managing the
NETLIPSE initiatives, representatives from Poland, the
Slovak Republic, Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, and
Switzerland as well as several delegates from the host
country of Croatia all committed their time and effort to
ensure this network meeting was a success.

Presentations
Monika Milwicz (Poland) discussed the A4 motorway
project, and initiated an engaging discussion on the pros
and cons of business cases. There are many challenges
faced when attempting to compare the success of projects
when each one has its own unique set of assumptions
and success criteria. The discussion led logically into a
debate as to how the IPAT has been designed and can be
modified to address these challenges.

Marián Hanták (Slovak Republic) gave an interesting ac-
count of road infrastructure projects, focusing in particu-
lar on the importance of projects adopting an integrated
approach with other LIPs, and also thinking laterally
about how to deliver important infrastructure projects in
the midst of a challenging economic climate.

Mitja Kosec and Dejan Jurkovic (Slovenia) spoke about
the challenges facing the railways, and the numerous in-
terfaces that they have to manage; government depart-
ments and agencies, European train signalling systems,
compliance, environment groups, and the many intercon-
nections with air and marine transport as well as road.
All of this in the context of having to maintain a railway
as well as invest in new infrastructure to improve it. The
consensus was that there is definitely a requirement for a
project assessment tool.

We also visited a motorway construction site which
provided a welcome break from discussions in the class-
room! The project managers discussed their current
progress and some of the challenges they have encoun-
tered along the way.

Looking Forward
Bipin Radia from the European Commission (EC) spoke
in support of the NETLIPSE initiatives and shared how
the TEN-T Agency is focused on driving up the standards
for all EU projects. Cooperation and sharing of knowl-
edge are both key elements in making projects more effi-
cient and streamlined, increasing the likelihood that they
succeed in delivering the desired outcomes. The focus on
case studies and the use of the IPAT in practice is an area
of great interest to the EC and the future will hopefully
see a closer working relationship with NETLIPSE, start-
ing with links between the respective websites.

On behalf of NETLIPSE, Stuart Baker, Deputy Director
at the UK Department for Transport, adressed the mem-
bers and focused on the importance of widening the
membership of NETLIPSE to include more EU members.
The target is to confirm 10 members by the end of 2009
and at least 15 members confirmed by mid 2010. It is
hoped that the wider membership will bring together
even greater breadth and depth of experience and knowl-
edge. After all, the key to NETLIPSE is the people and
their knowledge that it brings together.

Conclusion
All countries currently involved in NETLIPSE face dif-
ferent, often unique challenges in planning and imple-
menting Large Infrastructure Projects. However, in each
case there are lessons learned that can benefit all of the
NETLIPSE community, mistakes made that can be
avoided and success built upon so that the trans-Euro-
pean transport network can advance with ever greater
confidence in success.

Whilst the history of countries and regions differs signifi-
cantly, the challenges they face, and the potential solutions,
are often shared amongst the many. Whatever the trans-
port challenges, the drive to realise a transformation of
Europe’s transport networks is strong and ever growing.
Knowledge is the key to unlocking the future success of
LIPs, not just across Europe but around the world. My
first impressions of NETLIPSE leave me feeling confident
that this initiative will be successful.

Zagreb
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Croatia Fact File
• Cravat has its origin in the dress
worn by Croatian soldiers, its name
deriving from the Middle French
name for Croatia,

• ivjeli, the word to toast a drink or
special occasion,

• Kuna (HRK), the national currency of
Croatia.



IPAT update
In the previous NETLIPSE magazine #6, October 2009, we presented the objectives
and outline of the IPAT. To recap, the IPAT is the Infrastructure Project Assessment
Tool that can serve two goals. The first is to determine the robustness or maturity
of a project for ex ante evaluation (e.g. decision for funding), monitoring, ex post
evaluation, as well as benchmarking. The second is a framework that can be used
for improving projects. In this article we will inform you about our progress.

We are well on our way to deliver in September 2010:
1 The IPAT itself
2 The IPAT Assessor’s Manual
3 The IPAT Assessor’s Training Course

Progress development IPAT
Since the previous magazine the IPAT questionnaire has been updated. Within each of
the twelve themes (see box) a set of questions is formulated based on (1) the main
findings, best practises and lessons learned of NETLIPSE 1, (2) a review of quality
models (e.g. EFQM, Prince2, IPMA Project Excellence Model), (3) the research Playing
with Complexity (see this magazine, page 16), (4) input at our network meetings (peer
review in Turin, as well as discussions in Amsterdam and Zagreb), and (5) adjusted
after evaluation with several experts (among them prof. Philippe Ruiz of ESC Lille).

This questionnaire is the basis for the interviews in the assessment process. During
those interviews the assessors try to get answers on all questions to be able to score
them. The scores range from 1-4 (see box).Interface management is taken into account

Figure 1

1122 tthheemmeess ooff IIPPAATT
11 PPoolliittiiccaall ccoonntteexxtt
22 OObbjjeeccttiivveess,, ppuurrppoossee,, aanndd 

BBuussiinneessss CCaassee
33 FFuunnccttiioonnaall SSppeecciiffiiccaattiioonnss 
44 IInntteerrffaacceess 
55 SSttaakkeehhoollddeerr MMaannaaggeemmeenntt
66 FFiinnaanncceess 
77 LLeeggaall pprroocceedduurreess 
88 TTeecchhnnoollooggyy 
99 KKnnoowwlleeddggee 
1100 OOrrggaanniissaattiioonn aanndd MMaannaaggeemmeenntt 
1111 CCoonnttrraaccttiinngg 
1122 RRiisskkss ((TThhrreeaattss aanndd ooppppoorrttuunniittiieess)) 

EEffffeecctt oonn tthhee pprroojjeecctt
bbeeiinngg ssuucccceessssffuull:: TThhiiss rreefflleeccttss::
SSccoorree 11 -- -- AA vviittaall nneeeedd ttoo iimmpprroovvee iimmmmeeddiiaatteellyy
SSccoorree 22 -- AA nneeeedd ttoo iimmpprroovvee
SSccoorree 33 ++ FFuurrtthheerr pprrooggrreessss ccaann bbee mmaaddee
SSccoorree 44 ++ ++ AA cclleeaarr ssttrroonngg aarree ffoorr tthhee pprroojjeecctt
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Levels of Importance
However, the total score of a project does not only de-
pend on the scores per theme. As the IPAT can be used in
each stage of a project, one can imagine that the focus of
the project organisation shifts over the different manage-
ment themes. Therefore, the level of importance of each
theme is determined per project phase. The level of im-
portance is used to calculate the total weighted percentage
score. This score represents the overall performance of a
project organisation and indicates to what extent they
are in control of a project.
Next to the overall score, each theme is individually
analysed: in the assessment report the strengths and
weaknesses are assessed and areas for improvement are
indicated. These results will be visualised (which we will
show you at the Network Meeting in Vilnius). This part
is also used to give recommendations to improve the
project and useful to determine improvement areas for
the project organisation.

Pilot Projects
We use 5 pilot projects for the development. The first
batch were two pilot projects from behind the desk: 
Gotthard Base Tunnel (by prof. Hans-Rudolf Schalcher
and Frank Wadenpohl) and the West Coast Mainline (by
Stuart Baker). We looked at several stages of these 
projects. With the experiences of these two pilots we
sharpened the questionnaire and scoring methodology.
The second batch are three projects where we simulate
the process of assessment with background documents,
visit and an assessment report. 
The first of these second batch is the Femern Belt in Den-
mark, which Stuart Baker, Marcel Hertogh and Ellen
Gehner visited in Copenhagen on March 16th (beautiful
sunny weather with still some ice on the lakes and
canals). The second and third project will be visited in
June (parallel teams).

The outcome of the pilot Femern Belt was in respect to
the IPAT:
• The Questionnaire covers all the main items we 
discussed (it is complete)

• The questions were all relevant
• The questions were recognisable for the interviewees
and could be answered by the interviewees (data was
available)

• The assessors encountered little problems in scoring
the questions, that needs to be improved.

• The assessors were unanimous about the scoring
At the moment of writing this article, we were in the
stage of analysing the Femern Belt visit and writing the
assessment report.

The Femern Belt
The Femern Belt is the third major fixed link in a row,
see figure 1. The first is the Great Belt, that was opened
to rail traffic in 1997 and road traffic in 1998. The sec-
ond is the Øresund, opened in 2000. The Øresund was
one of the 15 projects we researched in NETLIPSE phase
1. In our book ‘Managing Large Infrastructure Projects’,
one of the lessons learnt was about knowledge exchange,
see text box. This is still a strong point at the Femern
Belt. The Femern Belt Link is the third fixed link, that
will connect Puttgarden in Germany to Rødbyhavn in
Denmark. The Femern Belt Fixed Link will realise the di-
rect connection between Scandinavia and continental Eu-
rope. The European Commission co-finances the project. 

For the 19-kilometre long coast-to-coast connection of
the Femern Belt, a number of technical solutions are cur-
rently being investigated. The state treaty establishes
that, according to the existing knowledge, the preferred
technical solution for the Femern Belt Fixed Link is a
cable-stayed bridge. Furthermore an immersed tunnel is
an alternative solution. The final technical solution and
route planning will only be decided upon once the (e.g.
environmental) assessments have been completed accord-
ing to the approval procedures. Both bridge and tunnel
options include a four-lane motorway and a double track
electrified rail connection, the so-called 4+2 solution. Of
both options some impressions were shown in the figures.

The IPAT Development Team: 
Stuart Baker, Prof. Hans-Rudolf Schalcher, 
Marcel Hertogh and Ellen Gehner 

ØØrreessuunndd CCrroossssiinngg:: bbeenneeffiitteedd ffrroomm tthhee GGrreeaatt BBeelltt pprroojjeecctt
TThhee pprroojjeecctt ddeelliivveerryy oorrggaanniissaattiioonn ffoorr tthhee ØØrreessuunndd CCrroossssiinngg bbeenneeffiitteedd
ffrroomm aannootthheerr ssiimmiillaarr pprroojjeecctt.. TThhee GGrreeaatt BBeelltt FFiixxeedd LLiinnkk pprroojjeecctt 
ccoommpprriisseedd tthhrreeee sseeppaarraattee wwaatteerr ccrroossssiinnggss;; ttwwoo bbrriiddggeess aanndd oonnee ttuunnnneell.. 
AA ggrreeaatt ddeeaall ooff tthhee kknnoowwlleeddggee aanndd eexxppeerriieennccee ggaaiinneedd oonn tthhiiss pprroojjeecctt
wwaass ttrraannssffeerrrreedd ttoo tthhee ØØrreessuunndd CCrroossssiinngg,, ffoorr eexxaammppllee bbyy eemmppllooyyiinngg 
tthhee ssaammee ppeeooppllee.. TThhiiss hhaass ppuutt tthhee pprroojjeecctt ddeelliivveerryy oorrggaanniissaattiioonn aatt tthhee
ffoorreeffrroonntt ooff rreesseeaarrcchh aanndd ddeevveellooppmmeennttss iinn ccoonnccrreettee tteecchhnnoollooggyy.. TThhiiss
tteecchhnnoollooggyy iimmpprroovveedd tthhee ØØrreessuunndd ssoolluuttiioonn aanndd ddeeccrreeaasseedd rriisskkss.. TThheerree
iiss ccuurrrreenntt ssiimmiillaarr kknnoowwlleeddggee ttrraannssffeerr iinnttoo tthhee FFeemmeerrnn BBrriiddggee pprroojjeecctt..

Source: ‘Managing Large Infrastructure Projects’, page 129 (2008)

Cross-section of a possible immersed tunnel solution

Model longitudinal profile of a possible cable-stayed bridge solution



Public Investment Projects 
in Norway

Norway has got a modest level of transport infrastructure
compared to what the level of national income might 
suggest. The country has got difficult nature- and climate
conditions that make the investments very expensive, 
and few people to support it which makes it hard to find
economically profitable investments. 

The situation is similar in other parts of public sector as well. Measured by the number
of projects, building projects and ICT systems are the most common public investments
financed by the state. We spend more money on road projects and defence acquisitions
– this indicate these projects are bigger than other projects outside the oil and gas sec-
tor. Judged by media however, the current public and political interest turns more
around railroad investments and the energy sector. 

The interest in railroads are fuelled by two recent developments; the cold winter this
year caused a lot of problems for the trains, resulting in many angry commuters left
freezing on the platform and coming late for work. At the same time the politicians
have decided to initiate a study to consider whether to invest in a completely new high-
speed railroad system between the major Norwegian cities. Some people applause this
initiative as being the next generation environmentally friendly transport. Norway has
got the highest frequency of domestic flights in the world apparently, and the high
speed trains are supposed to compete with these flights. Some politicians even declared
this has to be done “regardless of the costs”. People freezing on the platform waiting
for the next train may be more concerned about whether this will take all resources
away from upgrading today’s railroads to a more functional, reliable standard. 

Ole Jonny Klakegg
Research Director Concept Research Programme
Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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In the energy sector Norway is in a good position with
(still) plenty of oil and gas on the Norwegian continental
shelf and almost all our electric power is renewable
water power. However, this is not a situation without its
concerns. We know the oil and gas reserves are not going
to last forever; at the end of 2009 the expected remain-
ing resources from identified fields was 4,8 billion Sm3
oil equivalents. Experts do not agree on how long this
will last, and there are speculations about how long there
will be a market for fossil fuels. On land we normally
have plenty of renewable energy and in periods export of
electric power has been high. This winter is unusually
cold, and as a consequence people use much more elec-
tric power than normal. This resulted in record high
prizes for energy, and even shut-down of some large in-
dustry facilities. The lack of transfer capacity from one
district to another and between Norway and Europe
seems to be a fundamental problem. There is also a
strong pressure from industry towards stimulating new
environmentally friendly technologies and other renew-
able energy sources like wind and solar energy. The
politicians seem to hesitate to use economic stimuli in a
large scale, and people do not like the look of new instal-
lations like wind farms and transfer lines for electric
power, so these are highly disputed issues. 

“State of the Nation” - a recent report from the RIF -
Association of Consulting Engineers, Norway (RIF
2010) concludes that the current state of public infra-
structure in Norway is acceptable, but that the tendency
is clearly not sustainable because the investments and
maintenance are not adequate to keep up with future
need. In short, the public infrastructure is deteriorating.
The report evaluates 11 different areas, and concludes 9
of them have a negative future if current development
continues. The worst areas are railroads and waste-water
pipe systems. On a character scale from 1 (non func-
tional) to 5 (new) these areas get 2 which means their
functionality is threatened. Public buildings and roads
get the character 3 (needs more maintenance and up-
grading). Airports, energy production and energy distri-
bution as well as waste treatment plants get 4 on the
scale. These are in a good state, but even among these,
only airports and waste treatment plants has got ade-
quate plans for the future, according to the Association
of Consulting Engineers. Taking away their obvious self
interest in stimulating to increased building and con-
struction activity, this may well indicate something about
an important side of the current state in Norwegian pub-
lic infrastructure.  

Norwegian public investment project: 
The new Operahouse in Oslo, opened in April 2008. 
Photos: Jaro Hollan/Statsbygg.



Quality Assurance and the Concept Research 
Programme
In year 2000 the Norwegian Ministry of Finance estab-
lished the Quality Assurance Scheme in which external
consultants with a framework contract with the ministry
analyse all state-financed investment projects (excluding
the oil and gas sector) with an expected cost of more
than 500 million NOK (approximately 60 million
EURO) and give recommendations about the execution
of them. This was introduced as a mandatory require-
ment before the project is allowed to be presented to the
Parliament for approval of financing (QA2).  The back-
ground for this initiative was a series of less than success-
ful state financed projects during the 1990’s with large
cost overruns, late delivery and often a quality below
what was expected. In 2005 the ministry expanded this
scheme into a governance framework that also included
an early intervention looking at the needs, goals, require-
ments and alternative analysis before the project is ap-
proved for planning by the Cabinet (QA1). A more
detailed description of this governance framework is
available at the Concept web pages (Concept 2010). It is
also described and systematically compared to the Office
of Governance Commerce’ GatewayTM Process and the
Ministry of Defence’ Acquisition Operation Framework
in the UK available from the Project Management Insti-
tute (Klakegg et al. 2009).

The quality assurance scheme is an important opportu-
nity to improve the ongoing public investment projects 

and to develop new knowledge about them. Therefore the
Ministry of Finance also decided to establish a research
programme to follow up with research on the data from
these QA reports. The Concept research programme was
established in 2002 at the Norwegian University of Science
and Technology. Up till today 23 official reports on differ-
ent theoretical and empirically based issues are published,
a large number of working reports and papers are pro-
duced, and three (soon to be four) PhD candidates have
successfully defended their thesis. 

The Concept research programme focus on empirically
based research. Systematically gathering of data from
public projects take time. The projects go through a
front-end phase of many years, and then they take on av-
erage 5 years to complete after they are finally approved
in Parliament. For the first time in 2010 facts from fin-
ished projects that previously have been subject to QA2
are analysed and reported. The report is not yet avail-
able, but will be published on the Concept web pages
(Concept 2010). This is an example of how the Concept
research programme supports the ambition to attain bet-
ter use of resources and greater effects of public invest-
ments. Some elements of new knowledge are already
available from doctoral thesis and other research proj-
ects. A selection of these will be briefly explained in the
following. 
Current reality in Norwegian public investment projects
Recent results by the Concept research programme indi-
cate that the basis for managing large public projects are

__ 10



substantially improved over the years the QA scheme has
been working. The development started with introducing
basic requirements for the basis for management (a steer-
ing document including execution strategies and specific
plans) back in 2000. An informal evaluation of the steer-
ing documents over time shows improving quality since
the start. This is one of several indications of a wide-
spread professionalization throughout the State Agencies
since the QA scheme started. Another indication is found
in the result of evaluating the first 23 projects that was
finished after being subject to QA2 in the period 2001-
2004. Table 1 shows the results in terms of the three cri-
teria that make up the traditional “iron triangle”.

Table 1 shows only part of the evaluation (the analysis is
not yet finished) and it gives a (too) flattering result. For
instance quality is not a 100% ‘yes’ or ‘no’ question, but
only one of the projects in this sample had major flaws.
The sample includes road-, railroad-, building-, and IT-
projects. The projects are not representative for all large
Norwegian public investment projects. They only serve
to illustrate the point that today there seems to be good
control of each project, once it is approved. We do ac-
knowledge that these first projects are executed under
unusual tight scrutiny. They are highly prioritized by the
agencies due to the focus created by introducing the QA
scheme. No one wants to be the first to fail delivering on
cost, time and quality within the new governance frame-
work. When normal conditions are restored ̶ even
though on a higher level of professionalism ̶ we have to
expect more modest results.

A definition on future projects
A different picture comes out when looking at the defini-
tion of future projects. A study of the goal formulations
in 51 large Norwegian investment projects subject to
QA2 in the period 2000 to 2007 shows that only ap-
proximately 1/3 of the projects have a stringent logical
structure. Approximately 20% of the projects lack goal
formulations on either society level (purpose), user level
(effects) or deliverables (content). These results show a
technical failure to define relevant objectives. These tech-
nical flaws do not worry too much – this can be easily
fixed. Approximately 40% of the projects show striking
signs of being a product of the political process rather
than a defined product of a systematic planning process.
In these projects we find an excessive amount of positive
effects that supposedly should be achieved by the sug-
gested project, sometimes far beyond what the project
can influence. In some cases the objectives are nothing
but good intentions. This worries, because it may indi-
cate that they are not well prepared for execution. The
tendency is that the problem is increasing which makes it
even more worrying from a project perspective. This
analysis, documented in a paper as part of a recent PhD
dissertation (Klakegg 2010) also takes the analysis fur-
ther and show that not only is the definition of the proj-
ects (the definition of the goals) inadequate, but the
design of the projects (the definition of means to reach
those goals) are not up to expected standard either. Such
problems might lead to the execution of projects that are
not relevant and not sustainable. This indicates that cur-
rent Norwegian public investment projects are not as
well planned as they are well controlled.  
Another example of this is presented by Magnussen
(2009). He tracks cost development from the earliest
stages of definition to actual outcome in transportation
infrastructure projects and finds strong indications of a
tendency for cost increase as the projects are developed.
The paper illustrates that “inaccurate estimates” in the
early stages of planning in 13 of 14 cases later turn out
to be “too low estimates”. He shows that more reliable
estimates result from costs added by external consultants

Table 1
Evaluation of the result of finished investment projects, 
previously subject to QA2. Total number of projects; 23.

Criteria No. of projects Share of total
in accordance

Within cost limit: 22 95%

Without delay: 18 78%

Quality according 
to specifications: 22 95%

“In some cases the 
objectives are nothing but

good intentions”
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Norwegian public investment project: 

The Hardanger Bridge (Hardangerbrua), to be opened in 2013. 

Photos: Per Frode Bu/NPRA.



during the QA2 process prior to the decision to build.
QA2 is relatively late in the project development. Actual
outcomes compared to very early cost estimates show
large cost increase. This demonstrates that any response
aimed at affecting the accuracy of estimates must be im-
plemented at an early stage in the project life cycle. This
coincides very well with the reason to introduce the QA1
in 2005. However, proofs of improvement from the re-
sults of projects which have been through QA1 are still
some years ahead. 

The work of the Concept research programme focuses
different aspects of governance. Several issues in current
governance of the State investment projects are studied
in light of the QA scheme and ongoing projects. Some
examples are given in the referred doctoral thesis
(Klakegg 2010); the nature of governance of projects,
different aspects of the role of being a project owner, the
evaluation- and decision making criteria, and balancing
of costs and benefits in public projects. Other issues are
described in a recent book published based on work be
researcher and authors connected to the Concept re-
search programme (Williams et al. 2009), such as align-
ing projects to society’s needs, generating information in
the front-end, analysing based on scant information and
decision making in general. 

Concept International Symposium 2010
One of the Concept Research Programme’s ambitions is
to explore the issue of governance across countries and
involve in exchange of experience between countries.
This is why we collaborate with NETLIPSE, and this is
why we have a bi-annual symposium in Norway on gov-
ernance of projects under the auspices of the Norwegian
Ministry of Finance. This symposium is by invitation
only and gathers 80 – 100 international experts for pre-
sentations and discussions. The program is high profile

with 32 acknowledged speakers from all over the world.
The 2010 programme includes Lee Evey Walker (USA);
Lessons from the Reconstruction of Pentagon after the
9/11 Assault, Candice Stevens (UK); Sustainability As-
sessments of Major Investments, Stewart Clegg (AUS);
Constructing an Olympic Dream and Learning for Fur-
ther Projects, Roland Gareis (AUT); Project, Program,
and Portfolio Management. More information about the
symposium and opportunity to apply for an invitation is
found on the symposium website (Symposium 2010).

References:
Concept (2010) Website of the Concept research pro-
gramme; www.concept.ntnu.no 
Klakegg, OJ; Williams, T & Magnussen, OM (2009)
Governance Frameworks for Public Project Development
and Estimation. Newtown Square, PA, US: Project Man-
agement Institute 
Klakegg, OJ (2010) Governance of Major Public Invest-
ment Projects: In Pursuit of Relevance and Sustainability.
PhD dissertation. Available on
http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:no:ntnu:diva-6887 
Magnussen, OM (2009) Explaining cost estimate differ-
ences in up-front assessments and quality assurance of
large projects. Trondheim: Norwegian University of Sci-
ence and Technology. Submitted for publication in Inter-
national Journal of Project Management.
RIF (2010) State of the Nation. RIF - Association of
Consulting Engineers, Norway. (in Norwegian) Available
on www.rif.no 
Symposium (2010) Web site of the Concept International
Symposium. Available at http://www.concept.ntnu.no/sym-
posium/cs2010/default.htm 
Williams, T; Samset, K and Sunnevåg, K (eds.) (2009)
Making Essential Choices with Scant Information: Front-
End Decision Making in Major Projects. Palgrave
Macmillan. Basingstoke, UK. 
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Why a brand new freight village and intermodal terminal can represent an 
infrastructural “engine” for the economic development of a whole italian region.

The Interporto Regionale 
della Puglia:

by Giancarlo Giannetti 
Interporto Regionale della Puglia

Logistics is one of the main sectors on which the italian
Apulia Region Governement has focused the economical
devolpment in the next years. In December 2008 the Re-
gion has indeed, in force of the Regional law 23/2007,
estabilished the Apulian Logistic Distict, an official com-
panies and institutional bodies association, which aimes
to operate several actions (infrastracture, international
partnerships, training) to improve the logistic culture of
the Region.

As far as infrastructures are concerned, Apulia has a
slight advantage compared to the rest of the South Italy.

Economic infrastructures statistics indicate a better situa-
tion than the Italian average for the rail network and for
port facilities. The main highway is the last stretch of the
Adriatic motorway. Railway connections are based prin-
cipally on the Milan-Bologna-Bari-Lecce and Rome-Bari
line. Port facilities exist at Taranto (one of the most im-
portant transhipment port in the Mediterranean sea), as
well as Brindisi and Bari, which have important links
(RO/RO and RO/PAX services) with ex Yugoslavia
(Montenegro, Croatia) Albania and Greece. The two 
domestic and international airports are the brand new 
international Bari-Palese and Brindisi-Casale. 



The Interporto Regionale della Puglia (EU co-funded
project for the period 2000-2006 trough the the use of
ERDF) is one of the most innovative intermodal systems
in Southern Italy. The interporto area is about 45
hectares of which 90.000 sqm. is designated for ware-
housing and office space.  

Owe to its strategic position, the Interporto Regionale
della Puglia can be considered as the only logistics infra-
structure in the eastern Mediterranean area capable of
handling traffic to and from the Balkans, particularly in
relation to the implementation of the European Corridor
VIII Bari-Varna. The Interporto Regionale della Puglia is
a member of both UIR (Interportos italian Association)
and Europlatform.

The Interporto Regionale della Puglia offers to the freight
forwarders and logistics companies high quality ware-
housing and office facilities. Interporto’s customers belong
to the most famous national and international companies
in the logistic and express courier sector. 

Interporto warehouses, (common type or rail-connected
type) are flexible and the layout can be customized with
"tailor made" solutions to satisfy all individual require-
ments. All of our warehouses feature advanced systems
and equipment (sprinkler system, fire control system,
phone and data networks in the office areas). The Inter-
porto offers both ambient temperature storage facilities
and cold-storage for food logistics.

Offices comprise of two separate buildings on three levels
creating units of several different sizes. Each has been fin-
ished to the highest specification in a brand new style. A
parking area at ground floor level has parking for 145 cars.

The Interporto intermodal terminal comprises of 4
tracks, used to organize trains to transport all types of
containers, swap bodies and semi-trailers on national and
international routes. The terminal also offers a storage 
area for containers and other facilities (groupage, mainte-
nance, etc). The terminal total area is 35.000 sqm. and
will be equipped with transtainers and reachstakers.

The interporto offers too high standard security facilities,
optical fiber broadband connection, and customs offices.

The Interporto Regionale della Puglia is located in a
strategic position in relation to the transport infrastruc-
tures already present in the territory. The Interporto is
situated less than 5 km from the nearest highway exit,
the port of Bari and the international airport of Bari
Palese. The Interporto is directly accessible from the Bari
highway ring road and is connected to the central raill-
way station trough the a subway line station.

The Interporto building has been both an exciting and
complexed experience. First of all according to the 
national law an EIA (Environmental Impact Assessment)
has been mandatory, focusing mainly on the accessibility
and the generated traffic effects on the project area, the
safeguard of some historical existing heritage and the
treatment and disposal of the collected rainwater. Due 
to its position close to the city of Bari one of the main 
activities has been represented in building the network,
aimed to obtain all the required permissions, with all the
institutional bodies and utilities operators involved by
the Interporto construction.

In the next years Interporto Regionale della Puglia, actu-
ally fully booked, will be extended in the adjacent area of
“Scalo Ferruccio”, an old intermodal terminal managed
by the italian railway company. The extension project is
enclosed in the priority projects of the Regional Develop-
ment Plan, the official document which locates the proj-
ects that will be EU co-funded in the period 2007-2013
trough the use of ERDF.

The extension area has a surface of 275.500 sqm. and for
this area is allowed to build a surface of 78.000 sqm.
Owe to the EU rules the extension project has to be 
completed within the 2015. With the extension project
will be carry out a new rail shunting yard and new high
speed road connection with the main road network (EU
and national co-funded). 

For the future years Interporto main
shareholder has planned several projects
in, to be realized with a PPP approach,
aimed to create a infrastructural net-
work, which, promoting the use of rail as
main freight transport modality, will con-
nect the Port of Taranto to Interporto.
The Interporto in this way will represent
an infrastructural “engine” to distribute
the goods, coming mainly from the Far
East areas, to the Central Europe princi-
pal markets. To stay updated on the next
Interporto projects and initiatives we
suggest to visit our website or subscribe
our Facebook profile.
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Succes in Project Delivery
Personal Reflections from the Sea

So much of the work of NETLIPSE is about improving project delivery. This is
rightly so, especially given the vast number of risks and total uncertainties that
have to be navigated often over more than a decade between conception and
completion. 
However, it is pleasing to note that many projects do work out on time and to
budget. There may be some lessons that are transferable from such apparent
success stories. I will attempt to describe a few. 

By Tony Francis 

May be the disciplines of the private sector could be
more rigoursly applied to those projects which, by nature
of their size, require public sector financing. A significant
element of such disciplines is finance and keeping within
the resources that have been made available. Indeed, if
funding is limited then there is often a concentration of
effort in producing something that will generate a cash
flow to support further capital investment. There is a de-
sire in such circumstances to use proven technology and
not to apply radically new ideas. The private sector may
well rely on systems which have been proven, whilst not
ignoring totally the opportunity to deploy some evolving
efficiency improvement in design or propulsion. 

I am writing with pictures in front of me depicting the
latest Cunard ship to be built, the Queen Elizabeth 3,
currently being fitted out in Italy by Fincantieri, her
builder. She is the sister ship to the Queen Victoria also
built by the same organisation. Cunard is owned by 
Carnival Corporation and plc, a dual American/ British
organisation which also owns a variety of brands in the
leisure industry, although concentrating on the cruising
business. So what is special about all that and how is that
applicable to large infrastructure projects? 
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Simply that with such large investments in specialist
ships, relative to the value of whole company; it has to
be right first time. Slippage in delivery will mean lost rev-
enue and increases in cost will mean less profit, if indeed
any at all. And does this mean the product is any less fit
for purpose. Hardly, since in such a fickle market, if the
whole experience is not to passengers liking then they
will not return. Indeed there is potentially, enormous
damage to reputation. Fortunately, this is not the case
with Carnival and indeed Cunard. 

Although both Queens will have quite different interior
décor, they are based on a standard proven cruise ship
design. The younger Queen will have slightly more ac-
commodation than her slightly older sister – evolution.
To my knowledge both can claim to have been built (or
being) built to the agreed budget with the shipyard.
There is some strong knowledge as to the market for
cruising especially as the ships have a life of twenty or
even thirty plus years. OK, there is some flexibility in
their deployment – unlike a new road or railway, but the
design of the Cunard ships is based very much on the
American/British market so are reliant on trade from
that area rather too much further afield. 

However, the new Queen Elizabeth will not only be an
entirely new ship, but to the customers will be seen very
much as that. Her interior is to be that of the Art Deco
period, to reflect the age of the first Cunard ship with
that name. This is in contrast with the Queen Victoria,
which has a style more befitting Britain’s height of Em-
pire period.

So here finishes my little sermon. Be certain the project
has a real purpose –not just one wrapped in such over-
used expressions such as “regenerating the community”,
“creating a gateway/world class city” but has some real
identified purpose and a proven market. All projections
of usage of a new railway or highway will be wrong, but
one can work within a range of probabilities. Don’t rely
on wondrous technological solutions that have not been
invented but are presented as magic cures to the world’s
problems. Let someone else take those risks! 

Finally, writing as someone who started life trained as a
transport operator, not builder of projects, remember
that the finished product has a long life ahead. Think of
those who have to run the railway, maintain the highway
or manage the waterway. They have to ensure it is well
managed, is used to the optimum level and has poten-
tially the ability to adapt to market changes over possi-
bly 50 or more years. 

Oh, there is one other matter. Although I said that pre-
dictions are always wrong, we might as well minimise
our errors. Getting market research right is, I hope, an
opportunity that, along with a colleague, I can talk
about at the next Network Meeting, to be held in Vil-
nius. In the growing tradition of NETLIPSE, that will be
a pan European presentation! 

Tony Francis           

By the way if you love ships then look at the Cunard
website and learn about all three beautiful sisters!
(www.cunard.co.uk)
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Playing with Complexity 1

Last January professor Geert Teisman of the Erasmus University presented the
doctorate certificate (PhD) to Eddy Westerveld and Marcel Hertogh. Their thesis
‘Playing with Complexity, Management and Organisation of Large Infrastructure
Projects’ started in 2003. 

On March 4th  2010 Camiel Eurlings (middle), the Dutch Minister of Transport, Public Works and Water Management 
formally accepted the PhD Disstertation from Eddy Westerveld (left) and Marcel Hertogh (right).

1 Thanks to Professor Schalcher

Figure 1: Balancing requirement and the quality of management in LIPs

In 2004, the European Commission was enthusiastic
about their PhD research and invited them to do a similar
research proposal, more focussing on best practises and
lessons learnt and with partners from Europe. This
marks the start of NETLIPSE 2006 - 2008. After
NETLIPSE finished in 2008 (among others with the book
‘Managing Large Infrastructure Projects’), Eddy and
Marcel had more time to finalise their thesis.

Introduction
Internationally there is a huge ambition to increase 
mobility by constructing new infrastructure. The European
Commission reported that the total cost of completing
and modernising TEN-T exceeds € 600 billion. At the
same time, we notice that while ambitions are high, the
requirements put on new infrastructure have been rising
over the years (e.g. added rules and legalisation) and 
stakeholders have become more professional. Unfortu-
nately, the results of Large Infrastructure Projects (LIPs)
are often regarded as disappointing in terms of cost over-
runs, time delay and dissatisfaction of the involved stake-
holders. We have concluded that we are facing a
potential lock-in situation between an enormous need for
mobility on the one hand and great difficulties to imple-
ment the LIPs to meet this need on the other. A possible
solution to break this lock-in is by fundamentally in-
creasing the quality of the management of LIPs (figure 1).
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For the research six cases were studied. Three in The
Netherlands: Betuweroute, HSL-South, A73-South; two
Swiss projects: Gotthard Tunnel, Lötschberg Tunnel; and
one in the UK: the West Coast Main Line.

The analysis of the storylines of these projects provided
us some indication on the occurrence of complexity and
its management. Based on our interviews, analysis of key
events, discussions with practitioners and our own expe-
rience, we developed the ‘practitioners view’ in which we
distinguish six types of complexity within LIPs: technical,
social, financial, legal, organisational and time complex-
ity (figure 2).

The most dominant form of complexity experienced by
practitioners is social. On the other hand legal complex-
ity proved to be of less importance. This is interesting 
because many recent initiatives trying to stimulate the
successful implementation of LIPs, have a dominant
focus on legal aspects. The core of social complexity lies
in the different interests of the involved stakeholders.
These different interests are mainly visible between the
NGO’s and local stakeholders on the one hand, and the
principal, users and parent organisations on the other.

Scientific perceptions of complexity
From theory we distinguished two types of complexity:
(1) detail complexity and (2) dynamic complexity. Detail
complexity is the view that defines complexity as ‘many
components with a high degree of interrelatedness’. This
type of complexity is clearly present in our cases, as can
be witnessed by the overwhelming list of facts and 
figures of our studies. Dynamic complexity refers to 
situations where cause and effect are subtle, and where
the effects of interventions over time are not obvious.
The stakeholder system evolves with the passage of time
and produces variety, novelty and can show improve-
ment. Dynamic complexity is related to the social 
complexity in our practitioners framework. One of the
effects of the dynamic complexity in LIPs is that decision
makers have to decide under circumstances of ‘limited
understanding and predictability’.  Uncertain conditions
mean that decision makers have to decide without 
knowing the final infrastructure product or knowing the
preferred implementation process.

Internal & Content focused approach 
Now how do the involved stakeholders manage com-
plexity within LIPs? At the start of our research we 
distinguished several management approaches. But in
many cases we observed an approach which was clearly
not present in our theoretical framework at that time: the
internal and content focused approach. The responsible
project delivery organisation treats the project as a 
technological or financial challenge whilst paying minimal
attention to the interests of stakeholders or the strategies
of project control. Clients and project organisations have
the tendency to use the internal focused approach more
often than external stakeholders. External stakeholders’
behaviour tends to be more based on the strategies of 
interaction.

The content focused approach leads to premature 
convergence of solutions. Possibly interesting alternative
solutions are disregarded too early in the process of 
implementation. And this is not the only downside of the
approach. In general the content focused approach does
not yield positive results in situations of high detail and
dynamic complexity, it often produces dissatisfaction
amongst all stakeholders. The long term effects of the
content focused approach in the management of complex-
ity are devastating. So, other management approaches are
needed.

Control & Interaction: Systems management and Inter-
active management 
Now how do the involved stakeholders handle the detail
and dynamic complexity within LIPs? 

1 Detail complexity
Strategies focusing on control: Systems Management

2 Dynamic complexity
Strategies focusing on interaction: Interactive Management

In order to manage the large volume of activities and the
large number of relationships with stakeholders, we need
to split up tasks and monitor progress closely. If this
were not done we would quickly lose our grip on the
project to be delivered. We refer to this need, originating
mainly from detail complexity, as the need for ‘control’.
This can be compared to basic project management 
(systems management). Systems management is a ‘design
approach’: from a fixed problem and a clear goal, the
project is executed by decomposition and rigid manage-

Figure 2: Six complexities within LIPs
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‘The biggest environmental project in Switzerland’
In Switzerland we saw two examples of redefinition of the problem and change
of scope with the Gotthard and Lötschberg tunnels. The first is that in the mid
90’s awareness was rising among responsible politicians and civil servants that
both tunnels were not only a transport facility, but were of important environ-
mental importance and this reshaped the purpose. To express this thinking, the
slogan ‘The biggest environmental project in Switzerland’ was developed and
used since then.

The second example of a major redefinition is the FinÖv-Fund, that was impor-
tant to secure the future of the projects. The FinÖv fund is a financing pro-
gramme that enlarged the scope from the two projects, to a package with also
high speed connections, noise protection measures and Bahn 2000. It is a possi-
bility that this fund will be prolonged after the current period of 20 years.

ment processes which presuppose a stable environment.
Although systems management is often regarded a 
hygiene factor in the management of LIPs, in practice its
application is certainly not a given.

Interaction strategies assume that problems are ambiguous
and that goals are related to the players, and are not
fixed – in fact changing as the context changes. It is a 
‘development approach’. Management focuses on satisfying
needs through interaction in the network of stakeholders,
and on flexibility – so as to have the ability to act
(favourably by anticipation) in the face of changing 
circumstances or specific outcomes of management
strategies. Interaction especially can be used to manage
dynamic complexity within LIPs. The traditional literature
on interactive management has a heavy focus on the 
‘interaction with stakeholders’. We have added an 
additional element to this theory which we have borrowed
from the theory of complexity management: a focus on
flexibility. This focus is needed to deal with the many
changes that occur within LIPs. Combined this makes 
interactive management suitable to addresses the social
complexity which characterises the stakeholder network
and the dynamic development of stakeholder preferences
over time. Through interaction problems will be redefined
and scope will be changed, see text box.

The analysis of the studied cases clearly showed that 
‘Interaction pays off’. Project delivery organisations and
stakeholders with a cooperative attitude have a greater
chance for successful promotion of their interests than
stakeholders applying a strategy of opposition.

Dynamic management
Based on the link between detail and dynamic complexity
and the management approaches, we constructed a
framework in the management of complexity (figure 3).

In the framework you see our fourth and final approach:
called ‘dynamic management’, fit in situations with both
high detail complexity and high dynamic complexity.
This approach is based on a synthesis of our findings in
the successful management of complexity. It is our answer
to the question: ‘How to manage complexity in LIPs’. In
our opinion this management approach offers the best
chance of success in the management of complexity in LIPs. 

Dynamic management is based on:
a)Balancing control and interaction
b)Doing the extraordinary. 

It is essential to look at a balance which fits the unique
circumstances of the project with which you are working.
‘Recipe book’ approaches to the management of com-
plexity will prove impossible because of the high impor-
tance of the unique context.

Figure 3: Four approaches on the management of complexity
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Dynamic management at the West Coast Main Line (WCML)
In the turn-around the project sponsor – the Strategic Rail Authority – and the project delivery organisation intro-
duced new management strategies both focusing on control and interaction. The strategies applied, show that the
successful combination of control and interaction is possible in practice and will yield positive results.

At WCML development strategies were used such as the ‘West Coast 250 committee’ to co-operate with local stake-
holders and a ‘cross industry approach’ in which numerous organisations from the railway sector co-operated to 
develop a new consultation document for the upgrading of the route. Introducing these new strategies was essential to
overcome the system lock-in that had eventually led to the bankruptcy of Railtrack in the preceding phase. It enabled
the project to regain its credibility in the stakeholder network and to set a firm basis to start the project once again.

In addition to these ‘interaction’ strategies to deal with the dynamic complexity, several strategies of ‘control’ were
introduced at the same time. Examples of implemented strategies include the introduction of a shared functional 
requirements document which described the project scope and a rigid change order procedure. In addition, new
methods were developed for the financial management of the project with the central element being the project’s
business case. Network Rail, the project delivery organisation, set up a risk register and used a Project Management
Information Centre (PMIC).

Alignment of interests at the A73-South
The government decision to put the A73-South project on hold – in the Southern Province Limburg (The Netherlands)
– triggered a whole series of events in which the deputy, the director of RWS Limburg and the eldermen of three
neighbouring cities found the solution. A two step approach was formulated. First regional partners needed to reach
agreement  – to become aligned – and then they would try to make a deal with the Minister of Transport. The basis of
the solution was found by expanding the project scope from that of a single project, the A73-South to a solution 
embracing the mobility problem of the region. A package of four projects was proposed (later on a fifth was added),
which contrary to what you would expect, made ‘the project’ feasible. The broadening of scope had has two major
advantages: the Province could realise three (four) new projects and because of the combination important cost 
savings were possible. The province cofinanced these broadening. Interestingly the minister had an important 
additional reason: she described the initiative with co-financing as an example for other regions, so she hoped this
example could help her to solve other problems.

When looking at our case material we found that in
order to be truly successful in the management of 
complexity, we need what we refer to as ‘extraordinary
efforts’. We observed the following ‘extraordinary’ 
solutions, or X-factors:

1 Stakeholders system – higher order of cooperation
2 Player level – project champions
3 Personal level – competent people making a difference
4 Capability of finding new management solutions
5 Using windows of opportunity

The most beautiful solutions we found, is when organisa-
tions managed to cooperate, often after a crisis and to
align their interests into a solution of mutual benefit. An
example is the  Betuweroute alliance contract, where the
client and the contractor shared know-how, experience
and responsibility. The terms of the alliance contract
specified that if the final cost of the job was higher or
lower than expected, the two parties would share the
profit or loss equally. And it worked: by the time of its
completion, 25 million euros had been saved. Another
example we found at the A73-South, see next text box.

Results of all our research are presented in the book ‘Playing with Complexity, Management and Organisation 
of Large Infrastructure Projects’, ISBN 978-90-8100-253-0. 
If you want to order the book, please send an email to Mrs. Manon Elling, mel@atosborne.nl. Price: €54,50.

Figure 4. Balancing control and interaction
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Perspectives on Projects: 
out May 2010

Modern project management had its genesis in the field of operations research in the late
1940s, but today it is a much more diverse subject. It has evolved and developed a much
wider range of methods, techniques, and skills that the project manager can draw upon.

Not all these skills are relevant to every project, but an assortment of them will be 
relevant to most. This book aims to describe for students, researchers and managers the
full range of skills that project managers can use to develop their methodologies.The
authors group the skills into nine perspectives, representing nine schools of project
management research and theory. By attaching a metaphor to each of these perspectives,
students, researchers and managers are better able to understand each approach and
decide whether it is best suited to the development of a strategy for managing their
project.

Perspectives on Projects builds upon the various theoretical orientations that the field
of project management has developed. Featuring several case studies, drawn from a 
variety of settings, to illustrate how the different schools can provide different perspec-
tives on projects, this book is an ideal text for anyone involved in project management.
NETLIPSE colleagues Eddy Westerveld and Pau Lian Staal have contributed to the case
studies by providing insight into the Amsterdam North South Metro Line Project. 

About the Authors
Rodney J. Turner is Professor of Project Management at the Lille School of Manage-
ment, France and at the Kemmy Business School, University of Limerick, Ireland. 
He has also authored or edited thirteen books, written numerous articles for journals, 
conferences and magazines and is editor of The International Journal of Project 
Management.

Martina Huemann is a Researcher at Vienna University of Economics and Business,
Austria.

Frank T. Anbari is Professor of Project Management at Drexel University, USA. He is a
board member on several journals on project management.

Christophe N. Bredillet is Deputy Director General and Dean of Postgraduate 
Programs & Research, at Lille School of Management, France. He is editor of the 
Project Management Journal.

http://www.amazon.co.uk/Perspectives-Projects-Rodney-J-Turner/dp/0415993741/ref=sr_1_1/278-

2758958-3445558?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1269005659&sr=1-1

Rodney J. Turner
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Special Interest Groups 
update

Since the last Network Meeting in Zagreb, several initiatives in areas of the Special Interest Groups (SIG) 
have been undertaken. A start to new knowledge sharing.

First of all, all SIGs have become active in their use of the www.netlipse.eu website. SIG documents, articles, minutes 
of meetings and other interesting information, can be uploaded on the closed SIG sections of the website. If you are 
interested in joining a group, please register via the website. 

SIG Procurement & Contracting organised a meeting in Kassel focussing on subjects for the SIG to focus on and 
discussing new developments in their area of focus. Smaller meetings were organised by the SIG Business Cases, resulting 
in an article and plans for the future, and SIG Stakeholder Management, resulting in ideas for the future.

The SIG workshops at the next Network Meeting in Vilnius promise to be very interesting sessions indeed. The workshops
will focus on choosing topics worth discussing and developing together in the future, resulting in concrete plans of action.
SIG Stakeholder Management will present the results of the PhD on stakeholder management and try to bridge the gap 
between theory and practice. A conclusion of an earlier workshop in Zagreb. SIG Business Cases will discuss building a 
business case in times of recession and SIG Procurement and Contracting will discuss the results of Kassel meeting. 

If you would like to contribute to the SIGs, provide an article for the next NETLIPSE magazine in October or have any 
comments or suggestions, please contact me via paulian.staal@netlipse.eu. I look forward to meeting you in Vilnius.

Pau Lian Staal-Ong, NETLIPSE Network Manager
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SIG section

SSppeecciiaall IInntteerreesstt GGrroouuppss ((SSIIGGss)) aarree 
eessttaabblliisshheedd iinn tthhee NNEETTLLIIPPSSEE nneettwwoorrkk,,
ddeeddiiccaatteedd ttoo rreesseeaarrcchhiinngg,, ddeevveellooppiinngg
aanndd ddiisssseemmiinnaattiinngg kknnoowwlleeddggee oonn 
ssppeecciiffiicc ttooppiiccss iinn tthhee mmaannaaggeemmeenntt aanndd
oorrggaanniissaattiioonn ooff llaarrggee iinnffrraassttrruuccttuurree
pprroojjeeccttss.. 



Special Interest Group 
Stakeholder Management
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I recall a time, at the start of my career, indeed at an interview with my first 
employer, London Transport (now Transport for London or TfL)  when I suggested
that we should do more to explain to passengers what was going wrong with
bus and rail services and what was being done to put them right. 

During the 1960s services were beset with problems over
severe shortages of staff and growing road traffic conges-
tion. Already one sister organisation, British Railways,
had the courage to publish a book entitled “Do you want
to Run a Railway?” This was frank explanation as to the
challenge in operating an intensive network of suburban
train services with, even by those times, some pretty ob-
solete equipment. The publication was rather patronising
in style, but was at least a real attempt to engage with
passengers and people having an interest in the railway. 

The officials at London Transport took a different view
and felt that such “dirty washing” should not be aired in
public. Fortunately, attitudes have changed and TfL
shows a radically different attitude to its customers and
interested parties – as do all other UK transport busi-
nesses. Being honest and open is the best option; I know I
have spent many hours explaining the workings of a
transport business or the reasons for investing in some
new infrastructure feature. Importantly, focussing an or-
ganisation on having to find solutions to a problem, by
being fully accountable to the outside world, is best for
long term survival and prosperity. Just to ignore com-
plaints may merely add to the woes of an enterprise and
contribute to its demise.        

I have also learnt to say “no!” but to explain why re-
quests from the public cannot always be met. Sometimes,
there is a “halfway house” where a  compromise can be
included, although I would warn against those which are
done to buy peace but with the knowledge that they un-
dermine the long term success of a project or service. 

Throughout much of Europe, we face challenging finan-
cial times for some time ahead. We have to think how we
can achieve our objectives differently in future. We must
find more innovative ways of delivering transport im-
provements and in running core businesses, such as gov-
ernment departments. Interaction with transport users,
the public and other organisations is a core part of all
our activities. The challenge is to do that better and bet-
ter but with less. There is little other choice! 

I propose that the Special Interest Group dealing with
Stakeholder Management might focus on that issue, al-
though would certainly welcome other equally important
subjects to share knowledge and debate. 

Do please join the discussions - either in Vilnius or
though correspondence.

Getting consensus amongst stakeholders is an equally im-
portant task as raising the capital funds for a project. 

By Tony Francis, 

project sponsor Department for Transport
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How Much Work do you do 
when you Travel by Train?

And How it Might Affect Future Investment in Rail Projects

A long distance trip on your employer’s time is often 
viewed as an opportunity to take it easy for the day.  
People do varying amounts of work when they travel by
train: a stroll down a first class carriage on a daytime 
intercity service, or an inspection of a station waiting room
during office hours will reveal individuals tapping away 
at laptops, studiously reading through paper copies of
meeting notes or barking orders to colleagues on their 
mobile phone.  But you will also find examples of employees
gazing out of the window, studiously reading the news -
paper or barking orders to loved ones on their mobile phone.

Matt Dillon, Department for Transport, UK

The study cited was “The Productive Use of 
Rail Travel Time and Value of Travel Time Saving 

for Travellers in the course of Work” by the 
Mott MacDonald IWT Consortium on behalf of the 

UK Department for Transport.  The opinions 
expressed in this piece are those of the author 

and not of the UK Department for Transport.
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The UK Department for Transport is about to act on the
results of a study by the Mott Macdonald IWT consor-
tium that sought to investigate on-rail productivity.  And
the results were fascinating.

First of all they found, unsurprisingly, that top managers
and white collar workers were more likely to work on the
train than junior blue collar workers.   Though the differ-
ence between the corporate bosses and the labourers
wasn’t as high as you might expect.
They also found that an outward journey was universally
more productive than a return journey, presumably as the
outward journey would probably require some sort of
preparation for the meeting or work ahead, whereas the
return journey would not. 

I guess this is because, especially on longer distance trips,
the return journey is more likely to end at home rather
than in an office environment, and so passengers would 
be more likely to begin to wind down for the day.  
My own observation is that there may also be a generation
gap: younger passengers seem to me to find it hard to 
resist interacting with their laptop (though for all I know,
they could only be interacting with the latest DVD 
release), whereas older passengers certainly appear to work
a little less (and seem to be more prone to falling asleep). 
I also believe that there is a difference in the amount of on-
board work that gets done that depends upon the frequency
with which the traveller gets a day out of the office: the
person to whom a day away on their employer’s time is a
novelty is more likely to make the most of it by doing less
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work, whereas the person who is used to
out-of town travel will be more accus-
tomed to using the train as their office.
What is most interesting is that the
study found that passengers tended to
work for around half of their time 
on-board, irrespective of the journey
length. Again, that simple fact correlates
broadly with my own experience. If I
take a 20-minute tube journey across
town for a meeting, I tend to spend
around 10 of those minutes preparing
for the meeting. And I tend to spend the
remaining 10 reading free newspapers,
gazing at interesting-looking passengers,
or reading the uniquely awful in-car-
riage adverts that are ubiquitous on
London Underground.  My proportion
of time spent working wouldn’t vary by
much on an intercity journey, although
the quantity and type of work done,
and the distractions available, would.

So what has this got to do with project business cases?
Well, I stand ready to be corrected, but I am fairly sure
that all EU countries assume that time spent by people on
rail journeys on their employer’s business is wasted time,
and is completely unproductive (although I am aware that
the Dutch government did some research into on-train
working in the 1980s; I don’t know if they acted on it).
Certainly this is the case in the United Kingdom.  And the
result of it is that business travellers’ time has always been
viewed as very precious: the value of this lost time to em-
ployers is worth, on average, £40 per hour.  And so an
hour of travel time that would be saved by a faster rail
service would therefore be worth £40 to the economy.
Traditionally, the business cases for new high speed rail in-
tercity lines, which have a high proportion of business
travellers, have relied on these lucrative business travel
time savings to provide much of the economic justification
for the scheme. However, if the passenger undertook pro-
ductive work for half of the time that they spent on board,
the value to the economy of any travel time saved by 
investment in a faster rail service would be half of that
which was previously assumed.  In fact, the study found
that one in seven passengers would actually work less
overall if their journey times were made shorter!  Presum-
ably, the passengers’ working day would be cut short as
their train would arrive earlier, effectively closing their 
mobile office prematurely.  Far from having a benefit to
the economy, the study revealed that shorter rail journeys
could damage it.

This is all unpleasant news for people who like to see 
investment in rail projects, or those whose livelihood 
depends on it.  But it’s not all bad.  The business cases for
capacity enhancement schemes, which have traditionally
been harder to justify, could become stronger, as the study
suggested that passengers would be less likely to work on
a train carrying a heavy passenger load, and much less

likely to work if they were forced to stand.  On a crowded
train, an employer’s time is truly wasted.
The benefit to the economy of the railway’s role as a 
mobile office is also a new one, and it is one that has 
hitherto been ignored by those who fund it.  But perhaps 
it has not been ignored by the people who pay the fares.  
People that work on trains say that a task takes only a 
little longer than the same task would do if it were 
performed in the office.   Mobile technology has enabled
people outside the office to work almost as efficiently as
those inside.  My own experience goes beyond this: my
time on trains is probably my most productive, as I am
free from distractions such as chat, phone calls, the 
temptation of making a nice cup of tea, and such-like.  

There has been a massive growth in rail ridership across
Europe over the last 10 years that has surprised forecasters,
who have traditionally thought that it broadly keeps pace
with increases in GDP only.  The great success remains 
unexplained: I believe that increased road congestion has
played a large part, as has the growth in single person
households (for whom the car is less economical than for
the traditional 2.4-child family) and societal factors such
as the urge to be seen to use more environmentally-
friendly modes of transport.  The building of new flats and
apartments near to rail stations, and the spirally growth in
London house prices (meaning that many people have
been forced to move out of the city) would have also
helped.  I suggest that the product offering has improved:
in the UK at least, more trains run to time, are cleaner, are
less crime-ridden and the food is certainly no worse that it
was under British Rail.  The study’s authors believe that a
part of that product offering to employers is the fact that
more work can get done on a rail journey than on a car or
aeroplane journey.  Throughout the first decade of the
twenty-first century, with the growth in mobile IT tech-
nologies and ever-more-painful airline security measures 
as the joint catalysts, productivity drives have seen more 
employees being sent by train, swelling passenger numbers
to even beyond the wildest forecasts.  
The other piece of good news is that the study reveals that
faster rail journeys benefit the business traveller themselves,
over and above any benefit to their employers.  This, I 
believe, is also ignored in business cases for transport 
projects across Europe.  Certainly, although I am a railway
enthusiast, I would prefer my train journeys to be shorter,
and this applies whether I am on my employer’s time or
my own time.  This ‘welfare’ benefit to business travellers
that would result from investment in faster rail journeys is
substantial - the study’s authors suggest that it is more 
important to the economy than the impact that the faster
journey would have upon the passenger’s productive time.
The UK Department for Transport is currently assessing
the findings of the study and will incorporate them in the
business case appraisal guidance update that is due later
this year.  But it appears that no matter whether they are
checking Outlook or Facebook, business travellers will still
provide the cornerstone of the economic justification for
major intercity railway projects.

MD, London, January 2010
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Report of Kick Off Meeting 
SIG ‘Procurement and Contracting’
30th of March 2010
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Location: University of Kassel, Germany

Participants • Leendert Bouter (chairman of the board of Netlipse)
• Konrad Spang (issue manager SIG P&C)
• Joris Schillemans (core team)
• Stefan Riemann (core team)
• Rob de Jong (secretary of SIG P&C)

Konrad opened 

the first meeting.

Leendert explained the motivation for NETLIPSE. The
quality of project management has to rise so that the 
delivery of projects to society can be better. Better means
less or no cost and time overruns and more satisfaction
for the client. One of the things NETLIPSE has to de-
velop is a set of SIG’s in order to be able to disseminate
the knowledge in a more specialized form.

This SIG focuses on “Procurement and Contracting”.
The aim is to gather knowledge and experience and share
it. A limitation is that the SIG focuses on public infra-
structural works. One of the ambitions of this SIG is to
try new ways of P&C and new contract forms in the
form of pilots in the European Union. Another one is to
find ways to build up trust in public/private partnering.

The form of cooperation of the SIG can be called the
“Zwiebel (onion) model”. It consists of a core team 
(see participants) and of external experts to be called in
for their relevant expertise. There’s free entrance of the
activities and all sorts of participation and levels of 
activity of participants are possible. In this way we think
we can get as many as possible people interested.
What did we do in Kassel? We brainstormed about our
ideas. We got our starting point by working out the 
following questions: what should be the purpose of the
SIG? Which themes would be important to work out in
order to be able to know if you cover the right things?
What activities do we have to undertake? What should
be our way of working and finally which people should
we focus on as our members?

Konrad opened the first meeting of the Special Interest Group “Procurement 
and Contracting” (SIG P&C) and said welcome to the participants. 
In a very pleasant atmosphere we worked out what we had in mind. The result 
is this kick off document.
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Purpose of the SIG Procurement and Contracting
1.Share knowledge and experience
2.Form a network of experts on “Procurement and Contracting”
3.Formulate a model that helps you to pick the right form of P&C in 
given circumstances

4.Final outcome: testing new ways in pilots projects in the EU, make projects better
and more efficient and reduce the number of claims

Themes to work out in the SIG
1.Regulations: what are the real limitations and what are the opportunities?
2.What is the state of the art on P&C worldwide and what can we learn from that?
3.Relationships need trust: preconditions and how to build up trust in public/private
partnerships

4.Elements that can help to form good cooperation

Activities of the SIG
Examples of activities we have in mind are: 
• Create a dictionary of questions and answers on P&C
• Organizing and operating the SIG’s part of the NETLIPSE website
• An annual SIG-meeting in the form of a congress
• Publish results
• Starting a public/private dialogue on ideas for better partnering

Way of working of the SIG
• There is a core team that meets on a regular basis (once per 2 months). This core
team can ask experts to join. Small working groups are formed with non core team
members and the input will be brought in the SIG.

• We strive to have contact with other groups on this playing field (P&C).
• We use our member site but can also use mailings to reach larger and other 
individuals or groups.

• We want to organize one big meeting per year (in the form of a congress).

Members
• We aim for people that are interested in procurement and contracting. The 
organizations these people will be most likely to be working in and belonging to 
will be a “client organization”.

Picture below: core team 

(from left to right): 

Rob, Stefan, Joris, 

Leendert and Konrad
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GRIP On Continuous Change: 
Business Cases
Before long this business case working group concluded:
• There is always a business case, even if it remains implicit.
• Business cases link strategy development to project per-
formance.

• Often business cases justify a broader project scope than
that of IT projects.

• Projects are executed to enable the realisation of the bene-
fits.

• Non-financial benefits can outrank the financials.
• Business cases catalyse the continuous change.
• Business cases are only discussed in the margins of other
disciplines.

• Business case managers are absent in many organisations.

These insights change their research question from “How
to deal with an absent business case?” to “What is
needed to develop and use business cases, effectively?”.
Obviously a profound research was needed, a prospect
that slimmed down the working group to two: Robbert
van Alen and Joep Corman. The field of research included
all sectors, and opposed to methodologies like PRINCE2
projects where positioned as core components of the
business case instead of the other way around.
The researchers concluded that all organisations must
have elements for business case management in place.
Firstly: no one knows all, so business cases should 
be developed by various specialists. Secondly: due to con-
tinuous change the business case should be actualised
continuously before, during and after the execution of
the projects that deliver the results which enable the 
realisation of the benefits. Hence, the business cases is
developed by various disciplines at various times. There-
fore, effective business case development requires suffi-
cient knowledge and usage of the interrelationship of
these disciplines.

The acknowledgement of multiple disciplines developing
business cases led to inductive research, which resulted in
the GRIP framework. This framework proves to be helpful
in determining the best next steps for implementing or
improving business case management within organisations
in all sectors. So, how can it help Large Infrastructure
Projects (LIPs)?

Two business case situations exist: one organisation or
collaborating organisations. The latter usually applies to
LIPs. LIPs can be initiated at an global-, European-, 
national, regional- or local level (project sponsorship),
and involve multiple (sub)contractors. These are all
stakeholders of the LIP: their involvement results in cer-
tain benefits or disadvantages. The twelve themes in the
article on Infrastructure Projects Assessment Tool (IPAT) 
relate to both their interests and constraints [NETLIPSE
Magazine, issue 6, page 14].
The (sub)contractors of LIPs, e.g. IT service providers,
develop their own (vendor) business case. Each contract
within a LIP can have benefits on top of the financial 
revenues, e.g. penetration of markets or development 
of new technologies. The project sponsor develops the 
(customer) business case for justification of the LIP as 
a whole, e.g. Town Hall governing expansion of the 
subway system.
No one can predict the future, so unexpected issues will
arise embodying opportunities and/or threats to any
stakeholder involved. The subcontractors are not only
vendors but also allies. If the validity of their business
case vanished it can endanger the LIP in such a way that
other parties are impacted as well. In such a situation the
extent to which the contents of the customer business
case and the various vendor business cases are shared is
proportional to the ability of all parties involved to 

Today in the Netherlands the project management method-
ology PRINCE2 is a de facto standard for many projects in
the field of Information Technology. PRINCE2 positions the
business case as a core component of project management.
Nonetheless, most IT projects using PRINCE2 start without
an explicit business case. In 2005 this omission was 
recognized as an apparent project risk by a group of project
managers within Sogeti Netherlands B.V. (Sogeti) – a Dutch
IT service provider with 3,000 employees. They set of to
write a whitepaper on how to deal with the absence of the
business case.
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jointly adapt to the new reality. Although the customer
business case is the starting point for the vendor business
cases, over time and to some extent it should be influenced
by the vendor business cases. This will turn the LIP into
as much of a win-win joint venture as is needed for the
participants to successfully deliver what is needed for 
realising the targeted benefits.

Two concepts of the GRIP framework are:
Four management perspectives – forming the GRIP
acronym – are dominant:
• Governance – prioritising and optimizing business
cases and their projects in compliance with internal
and external policies.

• Redesign – describing and delivering the required
changed.

• Itch – focusing on the root-cause, necessity and 
viability of the identified opportunities and threats,

continuously actualizing the relevant part of this infor-
mation and measuring both the baseline and the bene-
fits realisation.

• Purpose – performing to uphold the reason of exis-
tence of the project sponsor’s organisation, and to ful-
fil its strategic ambition.

Six dynamic stages of business case management, linked
to the natural order of working areas (perform – focus –
describe – prioritise – deliver – measure – perform), and
also concurrently applicable:
• Initiate – documenting the essence of the business case.
• Build – elaborating the business case.
• Sell – using the business case for decision-making, e.g.
investment approvals.

• Enable – developing the deliverables that enable the
benefits realisation. Mainly this development stage is
addressed by PRINCE2.

• Validate – determining the relevance of the business
case, both for stage gates reviews and ad hoc impact
analysis.

• Realise – realising the benefits up to the point where
the business case turns into business as usual for its
initiator: The Itch Has Gone!

Through the NETLIPSE SIG Business Case the application
of the GRIP framework within LIPs will be further explored.

Robbert van Alen is program director at Sogeti Netherlands B.V.,

board member of Think Tank Project NL (Increasing the trust in

large Dutch projects), member of the Dutch Mirror Committee for

ISO 21500 (Guide for Project Management), co-initiator of the

Dutch Platform for Researching Project Management, and teaches

Budgeting and Business Case Management in the Master of 

Project Management (Hogeschool Utrecht). The book ‘Business

Case Management – The GRIP framework’ will be published in

2010 or 2011.

17-18 May 2010 _______ 8th Network Meeting (Vilnius, Lithuania)
July 2010 ____________ Assessment reports three pilot projects
September 2010 ______ Brochure of the IPAT

September 2010_____________________ IPAT Assessors Manual
September 2010_____________________ Plan for IPAT Assessors course
September-December 2010 ___________ IPAT Assessors course
16-17 September 2010 ________________ Concept Symposium 2010

on Project Governance, Norway
27-28 September 2010 _______________ 9th Network Meeting (Vienna, Austria)
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