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4 Why do Projects
seldom Deliver
as Expected?

Hints to
help out

in a Crisis

the
PUS-project

News from the
NETLIPSE

Chairman
Only a few months ago we published the eighth NETLIPSE
Magazine, and now, with a fresh sense of spring in the air,
it is a great pleasure to present to you the ninth issue of our
Magazine that includes information about recent develop-
ments, updates from our SIGs and articles on specific LIP
topics. Before getting into the details of this issue I would
like to inform you about the latest NETLIPSE developments.

Early this year Konrad Spang and Rob de Jong invited members of the Special Interest
Group Procurement and Contracting to attend a SIG Meeting in Stockholm. The main
theme of the meeting was ‘New ways of working together with the market within infra-
structure projects’. This year the SIG will continue to discuss the following question:
“What are the possibilities for working together in a satisfying way for both partners and
how do you arrange this in your procurement and contracting work?”
Since we launched our new website well over a hundred people have decided to join our
online community. The online community continues to be a vivid extension of our net-
work. If you have not signed up yet I kindly invite you to do so via www.netlipse.eu/regis-
tration. The member section of the NETLIPSE website offers you exclusive access to our
member pages and special SIG sections.
In the last few months we have received a lot of requests from other organisations to
share their publications on our website, thereby acknowledging the fact that our network
is of great interest to researchers as well as managers and principals concerned with the
management of large infrastructure projects. A good example is Prof. dr. Mladen
Radjukovic’s request to publish a paper for OTMC. OTMC is an international journal that
promotes and facilitates the development of organisation, technology and management in__ 2
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construction. Another
example is the International
Centre for Complex Project
Management (ICCPM)
asking us to publish their
newsletter on our website.
Of course we are pleased
to facilitate this kind of
knowledge exchange.

European Court of Auditors
Recently, the European Court of Auditors mentioned
NETLIPSE in their report 'Improving Transport
Performance on trans-European rail axes: have EU rail
Infrastructure Investments been effective?' The Court
has noted that NETLIPSE provides useful outcomes in
terms of developing contacts between project managers
and exchanging practical knowledge, and offers an
experience that could be built upon in future initiatives.
The Court states that the Commission should take the
lead in facilitating the exchange of knowledge and
experience about rail infrastructure development
amongst project promoters, building on experience
such as the NETLIPSE project.

But, for now, let me briefly take you through some of
the contents of this magazine. Professor Rajat Kanti
Baisya (IIT Delhi, India) introduces you to the project
an technology management foundation in India. Hans
Petter Krane (NTNU Trondheim, Norway) explains
why projects so seldom deliver to their owners as
expected. Anandasivakumar Ekambaram and Agnar

Johansen (both SINTEF Trondheim, Norway) elaborate
on practical uncertainty management in a project
owner’s perspective. Matt Dillon (DfT London, United
Kingdom) speaks to Ole Jonny Klakegg (NTNU Trond-
heim, Norway) about how project management tech-
niques have evolved over time, and how business cases
are used in the United Kingdom and Norway. Floris
Bakermans and Pau Lian Staal (both SIG Stakeholder
Participation & Communication) show us some best
practices in stakeholder participation and communica-
tion. Tony Francis (DfT London, United Kingdom)
gives us possible hints to help out in a crisis.

In this magazine
At last I would like to remind you to register for our
tenth Network Meeting that will take place in Stock-
holm, May 23-24th. We would like to thank our part-
ner, the Swedish Transport Administration, that has
been so kind to cooperate with us in organising the
event. The formal programme will start Monday May
23rd 09:00 hrs. and will end Tuesday May 24th 15:30
hrs. During the meeting project presentations will take
place as well as a panel discussion with representatives
from Swedish top management from the Transport
Administration as well as representatives from general
planning, road, railroad, harbour organisations and
the university. In addition, the Network Meeting will
include a site-visit on Monday afternoon to the City
Line or the Northern Link Road projects in central
Stockholm.

I look forward to meeting you in Stockholm. _

NETLIPSE has signed its first two partnerships in Brazil. We would like to welcome our

newest member Mr. Antonio Ernesto Ferreiro Mueller, Director Vice-President of CE-EPC to

the NETLIPSE network. CE-EPC (www.ce-epc.org.br) is a Centre of Excellence in Engineering,

Procurement and Contracting, consisting of 84 organisations and based in Rio de Janeiro. In

addition, we are also very pleased to welcome Mr. Vianna Tavares, former Programme and

Project Manager in the Aerospace Industry, who will be operating as NETLIPSE representa-

tive in Brazil, helping us to find interesting partners to further the NETLIPSE programme

there. With the upcoming challenges of organizing the 2014 FIFA World Cup tournament

as well as the 2016 Summer Olympic Games, the country is faced with many project

management challenges as it will need to complete a very difficult project management

programme with hard deadlines. In our next Magazine, out in October 2011, Vianna will

give an update of ongoing activities.

Announcement:

__ 3
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In this article we look into how this conflicts with tradi-
tional risk management practice. The article is based
on a PhD thesis that was recently defended at the Nor-
wegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU).
The author of the thesis, Hans Petter Krane, here
presents some of his central ideas and also gives some
of their implications to further project management
research.

Large infrastructure projects are often not producing
the effects that the project owners (and users) expect.
Often this is caused by unexpected changes during the
time that has passed since the project was initiated, and
since its outcomes were carefully planned (Miller &
Lessard, 2000). For such projects, there will typically
be a quite large uncertainty. And also, even important
basic assumptions will often have changed — resulting
in new expectations for project outcomes.

Good uncertainty management is crucial for large
projects in order to achieve success –not only uncertainty
to the projects’ operational goals, but not at least to the
projects’ strategic goals - to give the effects that will be

expected from the project (Jaafari, 2001). It is essential
to realize that for such projects, the project objectives
(especially functionality to the owner) are not static –
they will usually be evolving as the project is evolving
(Rolstadås & Johansen, 2008). Finding better ways to
deal with such changes effectively can create important
benefits to project management theory and practice.

One example of the challenge of changing basic project
assumptions is a Norwegian coastal defense fort,
delivered in 2004 (Sunnevåg, 2007). It was built on
schedule and below budget and meeting all specifica-
tions – and might by many be regarded as a project
management success. However, it was closed immedi-
ately after opening, because the fort was no longer
needed, and no longer in accordance with the strategies
of the Norwegian coastal defense.

Another Norwegian example is the airport shuttle train
service (see for instance (NOU, 1999)) — planned to
offer a fast and frequent transport, serving the new
main airport from its opening day in 1998. The airport
is some 50 kilometers rail travel from the Norwegian

Why do projects so seldom
deliver to their owners

as expected? A PhD study
A project must deliver to its owners the benefits that they expect. In a dynamic
project setting, the fulfillment of those expectations is steadily giving new
challenges to project management. Changes will occur, both to the project
expectations and to the conditions for meeting them.

Construction pit for the

new double track on the

Oslo-Drammen line.

All photos: Jernbaneverket/

Hilde Lillejord.

Hans Petter Krane
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Works close to existing

line near Sandvika on the

Oslo-Drammen line.

All photos: Jernbaneverket

/ Hilde Lillejord.

capital, and the railway line included a 15 km long
tunnel. During tunnel construction, too much water
drained in. In addition, the choice of sealing material
became controversial. This became a large issue in the
Norwegian news media, and thereby also a political
issue. It caused the shuttle train service not to be oper-
ating as fast and frequent as required for the first year
that the new airport was in service. This did in turn
cause serious drawbacks for the train service, when
competing with other transport services to the airport.
However, this initial fiasco of the service was later
turned into success: When the basic functionality of
the shuttle service was in place (speed, frequency, travel
comfort etc.), then a steady, patient and focused effort
from the organisation operating the shuttle service
made it possible to capture the largest market shares
for such airport shuttles in Europe.

The challenge is basically a question of projects and
project owners focusing on the functionality that the
projects should deliver — and also maintaining this
focus in their uncertainty management during project
execution and even after hand-over from project to
operations. Changing the focus from the project output
to the project outcome has been a trend in project
management literature for the last decade (see for in-
stance Winter et al. (2006)). But project uncertainty
management has been little influenced by this trend —
there the focus has still been on managing risks to the
project output, and risks to the project execution.

The terms project output and project outcome are here
used as follows: The project outputs are the immediate
results of the project activities; the direct products that
the project delivers. The project outcomes are the
medium to long-term benefits or value from the project,
those that occur beyond the duration of the project.

The problem of too little focus on functionality has
been identified and addressed by large project owners.
This was for instance an important reason why six
large Norwegian “project intensive” private and public
companies actively supported the PUS research project
(See other article about PUS in this issue of the Netlipse
Magazine). PUS is an acronym for “Practical uncer-
tainty management in a project owner’s perspective”.
Funded through the PUS research project a PhD study
was initiated, with the title “Uncertainty management

of projects from the owners perspective, with main
focus on delivered functionality” (Krane, 2010). It was
focusing on the problems just described, and in general
on getting more knowledge about how the uncertainty
management is actually performed in the projects.
Some basic issues from the thesis will be presented here.

The study mainly looked at whether uncertainty man-
agement is addressing project outcomes or outputs —
whether the uncertainty management focus is on project
effects (or the functionality that the project should give)
— or if the risk management is only concerned about
project deliverables and the execution of the project.
The PhD thesis was looking into two projects in a rail-
way case study, and seven projects in an energy sector
study. In order to study those issues, both quantitative
and qualitative study methods were applied – combining
interviews, studies of project documentation and analy-
ses of the project risk registers. Through the studies it
was also achieved new information and insight regard-
ing the interaction between project owner and project
management team.

The studies confirmed that the main focus in the un-
certainty management of the nine projects that were
studied was on project outputs and project execution.
And also that the project owner was not proactive in
changing this focus. When a main success factor for
the project management team is to deliver according to
technical specifications and keep the budgets and time
schedules, then their risk management will also easily
be focused on this.

For the studies, risks were categorized according to
what kind of project objectives they were risks to, that
is:
1) Operational risk — being a risk to the project’s
operational objectives (that is, to the project outputs
and the project execution)
2) Short-term strategic — being a risk to the project’s
short-term strategic objectives (that is, risks to the
owner’s benefits.)
3) Long-term strategic — being a risk to the project’s
long-term strategic objectives (that is, risks to the
societal objectives of the project.)
This risk categorisation made it possible to assess what
types of risks the projects were actually identifying and
managing. Looking into the risk registers in the energy

Project management literature and

theory has made large progress through

the last decades, and is today offering a

significantly better support to the

practitioner than what was available for

the project manager 20 or 30 years ago.

However, still there is need for improve-

ments within a number of fields.

In particular this is the case within project

uncertainty management – when project

settings are becoming increasingly more

dynamic and complex.



sector projects (that were found to have the largest amount of detailed data about the
project risk among the two case studies), it was also possible to quantify the proportions
of operational and strategic risks. Both a high percentage of operational risks (>90%) and
findings from the interviews and the document studies clearly indicated a strong opera-
tional focus. That is, the focus was on output and not on outcomes in the projects’
uncertainty management. The risk register analysis also unveiled that practically 0% of
the risks were risks to the projects’ long-term objectives.

The risk categorisation also made it possible to achieve further insight into other aspects
of the uncertainty management in the projects. By assessing the project owner’s and the
project management teams’ interests and power (see for instance Olander and Landin
(2005)) regarding operational and strategic risks, it was found that — though there were
significant variations between the projects, an evident trend was that the project manage-
ment teams not only had the strongest power and interests regarding operational risks (i.e.,
“output risks”), but they did also have the strongest power regarding short-term strategic
risks (i.e, “outcome risks”).

Quite an obvious question to those results — as it in general is to all research results — is
“What about the generality of the results?”, or “What other projects may those results be
applied on?” Comparing results from the railway study to the energy sector study, most
of them are showing similar results. Thereby they give quite interesting indications about
project uncertainty management in large infrastructure projects. The indications should be
investigated further, and if applied to other projects their applicability should be analyzed
further for each specific case.

I will here emphasize the following implications from the studies:
1) There is still insufficient understanding of how the focus is actually set within the practi-
cal uncertainty management in projects. There are however clear indications that the focus
is dominantly on the operational uncertainties of the projects, and to a little extent on
those affecting the owner’s benefits — the short-term strategic uncertainties.
2) There are insufficient relations between the project owner and the process owner of the
uncertainty management processes in the projects. The relations are much stronger be-
tween the project management team and the process owner. Uncertainty management was
found to be performed on the premises of the project management team, and not on the
project owner’s.
3) Based on the strong dominance of operational risks identified in the projects, there is a
need to look closer into and discuss what could be expected to be “normal” proportions of
operational and strategic risks in projects, under different conditions.
4) In the research the quite simple “tools” of risk categorisation and an adopted use of
power/interest matrices were found useful for identifying, analyzing and understanding the
management of uncertainties in projects. Those “tools” should however be useful for far
more — not at least for practitioners within project risk management, in order to analyze
and understand both the distribution of risks and the balance of power/interest in their
projects.
5) The research indicates a need for — and also provides the basis for describing — meas-
ures within a number of areas, in order to improve the project uncertainty management in
the projects. As for instance
changes in project management
frameworks (procedures, organiza-
tional responsibilities etc.), need
for motivation, education and
training, changes to organizational
culture etc. _
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Traditional way of managing uncertainty falls within
the iron triangle of cost, time and quality that are asso-
ciated with the project, and focuses mainly on threats
rather than opportunities. This traditional approach has
its limitations, especially when it comes to creating or
ensuring a wider effect that is to be produced by the
project when it is completed. A project may be com-
pleted according to a predefined frame of cost, time and
quality. But, the very purpose of the project (the in-
tended effect of the project) may not be achieved. Fur-
ther more, the traditional approach tends to assume
that the world is stable and predictable. The PUS-pro-
ject acknowledged that the world in which projects are
a part of is dynamic, unpredictable and complex, and
proposed a broader perspective: the project owner per-
spective. 

A project owner has rights to and is responsible for the
project. Olsson et al. (2007, page 7) say:

“The beauty behind the concept of a project owner lies in
the fact that a project owner has incentives for weighing
costs against benefits for a project. Project owners are

therefore expected to strive for project governance aimed
at maximising the value from the project.”

The project owner perspective provides a broader un-
derstanding of managing uncertainty in projects. This
perspective can be helpful to understand important as-
pects that influence a project (including aspects that lie
outside of the realm of traditional project management)
as well as interrelation between the aspects. This under-
standing, which can be achieved through cooperation
between the project manager and the project owner, can
lead to deal effectively with uncertainty in projects.

There had not been much research on how and what
the project owner role should be with respect to man-
agement of uncertainty. The PUS-project had an ambi-
tion to shed light on the owner's role related to
managing uncertainty; from the very start of the project
to the phase where the intended benefits of the project
are realized. The PUS-project had a keen interest in 
influencing large organizations’ thinking patterns and
actions associated with identification and management
of uncertainty elements in projects.

The PUS-project 
Practical Uncertainty Management in 
a Norwegian Project Owner’s Perspective    

Anandasivakumar 

Ekambaram

Research Scientist, SINTEF,

Trondheim, Norway  

E-mail: siva@sintef.no

Agnar Johansen

Senior Researcher, SINTEF,

Trondheim, Norway  

E-mail:

agnar.johansen@sintef.no

The PUS-project is a research project conducted in Norway during the period 
2006 – 2010. The name PUS is a short form of “Practical uncertainty 
management in a project owner’s perspective”. The project was collaborated
with Norwegian Center of Project Management (NSP) and the Research Council
of Norway.

Uncertainty management – 

The PUS-model
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Major industrial partners of the PUS-project were 
1.Statoil (an international energy company with operations in 34 countries, 
headquartered in Norway), 

2.Norwegian Directorate of Public Construction and Property Management (Statsbygg), 
3.Telenor (one of the world’s largest mobile operators with 33 200 employees worldwide,
headquartered in Norway) 

4.Norwegian Armed Forces (Forsvaret) 
5.Norwegian Public Roads Administration (Statens vegvesen)
6.Norwegian National Rail Administration (Jernbaneverket) 

Apart from these main industrial partners, other Norwegian organizations were also in-
volved in the PUS-project. The project’s cost frame was around 30 million Norwegian kroner
(NOK) (ca 3.8 million EURO). This frame included spin-off projects and own efforts. 

Statsbygg, in collaboration with the PUS-project,
started its own development project called “Uncertainty
management in Statsbygg” – in short, the SUS-project.
Statsbygg worked closely with the researchers con-
nected to the PUS-project. Through the cooperation
with the PUS-project, Statsbygg developed itself in
order to deal with uncertainty effectively and efficiently. 

The SUS-project has 3 phases. They are:
• Studies in the case projects: The case projects were:
Lapp Science Center, Norwegian Central Bank,
Domus Media (a part of University of Oslo), R6
(Government buildings), National Theater, Halden
prison, Vestfold University College, and Department
of Computer Science II (IFI2, University of Oslo).
Methods and tools were tested in this phase; for 
example, a matrix for visualizing situations of uncer-
tainty, risk register for monitoring uncertainty and
monthly reporting of uncertainty in the case projects.
Other activities associated with this phase include:
work related to establishing training courses, devel-
opment of culture in accordance with the focus of the
SUS-project, experience reports from 4 of the case
projects.

• Developing the systems – methods and tools: Based
on experiences from the case projects, Statsbygg 
developed methods and tools. New governing 
documents were created, and a new role called 
“uncertainty coordinator” was established. 

• Implementing the systems: As per October 2010, the
tools were used by about 20 projects. Procedures,
guidelines, templates and training programs were in

use. Statsbygg’s school offers courses and training for
their employees. The courses are conducted according
to Statsbygg’s own direction and guidelines. 
Uncertainty analyses and uncertainty workshops are
conducted, and uncertainty analyses are seen as a
basis for uncertainty management. Uncertainty analy-
ses focus mainly on quantitative aspects, while uncer-
tainty workshops focus more on qualitative aspects.
Uncertainty workshops are conducted every other
month. Five to 8 people participate in such work-
shops. People linked to other projects can participate
in the workshops as observers; this participation can
be viewed as a means to transfer knowledge and 
experience.
Statsbygg acknowledges that it has become more 
mature in dealing with and managing uncertainty in
their projects, and will continue with the SUS-project. 

In the beginning of 2011, the SUS-project won Stats-
bygg’s innovation prize. A description that accompanied
the prize says that the project has provided documenta-
tion of both threats and opportunities over time in 
projects, including effects and efforts related to them.
The overview of uncertainty, provided by the documen-
tation, gives both project managers and project owners
more confidence in executing their roles in managing
uncertainty in projects.   

Another example is Telenor. Telenor developed a tool
called “Health check” with the collaboration of the
PUS-project. The tool has 20 questions that can be used
to check how project participants experience their work

Major industrial partners 

of the PUS-project



situations. The questions can be used in different phases
of a project – as a kind of an early warning system. 
Telenor indicated its willingness to continue the work,
which had been started with the PUS-project, through
its “risk-forum”.    

The PUS-project contributed to academia too. In this
regard, 17 master degree theses and 11 student project
theses were produced at the Norwegian University of
Science and Technology (NTNU), Trondheim, Norway.
Two doctoral theses were also connected to the PUS-
project. Eleven journal articles and 22 conference 
articles were published during the 4 year period.    
The PUS-project managed to create a positive culture
that can promote effective and efficient uncertainty
management in projects. Organizations such as Stats-
bygg and Telenor acknowledged the development of the
positive culture in their organizations through the col-
laboration with the PUS-project and the need to involve

project owner more in managing uncertainty in projects
(Forum-report, 2010). Further more, the cooperation
between the PUS-project and the involved organizations,
such as Statsbygg, illustrates how a research project at-
tempted to create value in the industry – an example of
collaboration between researchers and practitioners. _

Manager of the PUS-project: 
Senior Researcher Agnar Johansen, 
e-mail: agnar.johansen@sintef.no. 

Reference:

Olsson, Nils O. E.; Johansen, Agnar; Langlo, Jan Alexander and

Torp, Olav (2007): Who owns a project?, EURAM (European 

Academy of Management) Annual Conference 2007, Paris, France.

Forum-report (2010): Report on the final forum that symbolizes

the formal completion of the PUS-project. The report (Norwegian

version) is available at the website of the PUS-project:

http://www.nsp.ntnu.no/PUS/.  

Vestfold University College – 

one of the case projects 

(Photos from Statsbygg’s website)

Nowadays, Business Cases are
Everybody’s Business

a UK versus Norwegian discussion!
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SIG Special Interest Group section Business Cases & Project Finance

Matt Dillon Speaks to Ole Jonny Klakegg About How Project
Management Techniques have Evolved over Time, and How
Business Cases are used in the United Kingdom and Norway

Every so often a new management tool grows in popularity around the world. In the 
fledgling discipline of project management - itself a product of the increasing industrialisation
of the late 19th century - a seminal moment came when Henry Gantt noticed that simple
charts that displayed the present and forthcoming tasks significantly improved the punctual-
ity of his First World War ship building operation in the United States.   Gantt charts are, of
course, still used today, with very little alterations from the original design.

In the 1980s we had “SMART objectives”, which means that both projects and people were
expected to have ambitions that are Specific, Measureable, Attainable, Relevant and Time-
bound, and then in the 1990s the “balanced scorecard” of corporate targets was de rigeur.
One would hope that one of the items on the scorecard was making money, of course.
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Business case: a hype?
In the last few years, there has been a similar spread
across Europe of the phrase “business case”.  Like the
word “powerpoint”, or “internet”, “business case” is
threatening to become a part of every European project
managers’ list of English-language jargon.  
Even in the United Kingdom, where business cases have
been in widespread use since before PRINCE2 became a
standard tool for project management in the late 1980s,
business cases are spreading into non-project disciplines.
Recently I have had to complete a “business case” for
an outwards secondment of staff, as well as a “business
case” for a single tender action in a procurement.  

The truth is that everyone has been using business cases
for a very long time – they have just been called them
something different – most simply the “reason for doing
something”.  In the past, this has ranged from “because
I want to” (such as building the Taj Mahal) to “so that
the country has more space for agriculture and popula-
tion growth” (such as the draining of large areas of the
Netherlands).
In fact, a formal business case, in today’s language,
often amounts to a statement several thousand times
longer than the short justifications given above. In the
United Kingdom the importance and effort invested in
the business case for a major project has swelled to the
extent that it is now expected to be a highly compre-
hensive, numerical justification of the investment,
which is focussed on its costs and outcomes – rather
than the construction process itself.  

The Five-Case Model  
In the public sector in the United Kingdom, the five-
case model is now key to the whole decision making

process over the project lifetime, and consists of the
strategic case, the economic case, the commercial case,
the financial case and the management case. The central
Ministry, rather than the delivery organisation tends to
take responsibility for producing these cases, although
the responsibility generally lies with the organisation
that is applying for funding from the finance ministry.

The strategic case is generally an introduction as to how
the project fits with the organisation’s aims and objec-
tives (or policy), the economic case demonstrates value
for money, the commercial case shows that the project
is commercially viable, and the financial case shows
that the project is affordable.  Finally, the management
case shows that the project is achievable.  This is all
fairly commonsense stuff that for a domestic project,
such as a house extension, would be done after a few
days worth of research and a few spreadsheets (and of
course, stakeholder consultation with one’s loved ones).  

How do they do it in Norway?
According to Ole Johnny Klakegg, Associate Professor
at Norwegian University of Science and Technology, the
words “business case” have also entered the Norwegian
project management dictionary over the last few years.
Now, the business case, under several names, is seen as
a vital piece of information that forms the basis for de-
cision making at the front end of projects.  It is also a
reference for evaluating the project’s success at the end.

From the start in Norway, the business case has been a
well-thought through, adequately documented piece of
work to justify a project.  Like in the United Kingdom,
there has been movement in the public sector towards
the ownership of the business case being taken by the

SIG Special Interest Group section Business Cases & Project Finance



responsible ministry, rather than by the delivery organi-
sation in recent years.

Back in the United Kingdom, the major challenges 
facing the spread in popularity of business cases are the
expense and time undertaken to manage the process
properly.  For a multi-billion euro mega project, involv-
ing large sums of public sector money, and a consider-
able degree of risk, one can imagine how long it would
take you to write and to carry out the document re-
quirements for the five case model described above.
This is particularly problematic in the current economic
climate, given the appetite for a lower reliance on public
sector resources, light touch Government and leaner
project management techniques.

However, the largest challenges when creating a business
case in Norway appear to be a little different. There are
important challenges in identifying and quantifying the
consequences and the benefits of some types of projects,
caused by the emerging nature of many of the economic
techniques that are required to make the business case
truly comprehensive.  

Furthermore, in contrast to the more populated areas of
Western Europe, a further challenge in Norway is that
the low number of inhabitants makes it very hard to
justify investment in major public projects on economic
grounds.  The spread in the use of business cases is
going some way to ensure that public sector money is
channelled to projects that have the best case, but a lack
of awareness about business cases still appears to be a
factor in limiting this.

A hymn anyone?
We seem to have a situation whereby business cases are
spreading rapidly across Europe, but their application
varies greatly from country to country.  In both the
United Kingdom and Norway their use is increasing,
sometimes into non-project domains, and creating a
business case under the five case model is becoming a
reasonable sized project in itself.  Perhaps the solution
to this is to build on the work that organisations such
as NETLIPSE are doing in sharing expertise and best
practices across many project disciplines, particularly
on the Goldilocks level (not too little, not too much) 
of business case justification for major infrastructure
projects at each stage of development. The Business
Cases and Project Finance Special Interest Group (SIG)
can provide assistance to help project managers and
sponsors to do just that. Myself or Joost van Blokland,
SIG Secretary (joost.van.blokland@netlipse.eu) are able
and willing to help.

In the meantime, whilst “business cases” may be the
latest phrase in the European business jargon dictionary,
it may be a while before they are applied evenly. Or, in
business jargon, it may be sometime before all of the
countries in the Europe are “singing from the same
hymn sheet”. _

The Five Case Model

The Five Case Model was developed to improve the way in which business cases are developed, so that

better decisions can be made about capital and revenue investment in the public sector. It ensures that

a proposed investment is sound by considering the case from five distinct viewpoints.

Tests whether the proposal is applicable

to the organisation's strategic context and plans

Tests whether the proposal is appropriate

for public investment as it offers best value for money

Tests whether the proposal is attractive to possible partners in 

construction and/or delivery, and likely to be procured successfully

Tests whether the proposal is affordable

to the organisation proposing it

Tests whether the proposal is achievable

and can be successfully delivered

H M Treasury has adopted the Five Case Model across the public sector in the UK as best practice 

in developing business cases for investment.  It has done so because it believes the rigours of the 

Five Case Model approach will deliver:

• Both a reduction in costs and the amount of time involved in producing a business case.

• An increase in the number of approvable schemes at each stage of review.

• Improved quality of proposed schemes, in terms of their scope, planning, approach to procurement,

implementation, evaluation, structure and presentation.

Strategic
Case

Economic
Case

Commercial
Case

Financial
Case

Management
Case
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At one time the critical phases of a project were never
exposed to public gaze. I don’t recall much in the public
domain when the bulk of the UK’s motorway network
was built 30 and more years ago. I know there were
critical issues, but possibly everyone outside the project
delivery team acquiesced and did not feel they had a
role to play or contribute. Or possibly the public were
enthusiastic about the idea of a national road network
and there was little opposition. Today’s projects are far
more controversial; seldom are they universally ac-
cepted.    

Projects were also undertaken wholly within one organ-
isation and effectively “behind closed doors”. There
were no partnering or contractual commitments and no
relationships with public bodies that might be moni-
tored by the wider world. 

More recently, perhaps because there is greater aware-
ness of one’s own rights (rightly so) and the increasing
complexity of the technology associated with projects,
expose them to comment and criticism. Maybe occa-
sionally a compliment is received but don’t count on
them – they are rare! 
The simple solution is, of course, to keep projects simple,

but reality is that this is not always going to be the case.
New railways and highways are needed to be built near,
or right next to, existing developments; to get the most
capacity out of the structures there is the need for mod-
ern (and technologically sophisticated) control and sig-
nalling systems. All potential recipes for matters not
always going exactly to plan. 

Nowadays, even the slightest mishap will appear in the
media, even if it is of little consequence. What might be
of little consequence could well be magnified to show
the project management team as, well politely put, less
than competent! I thought we were quite good at plan-
ning ahead, predicting where matters might go wrong
and developing contingency plans. Most organisations
have continuity management systems, but these are
sometimes not as all embracing as they should be. 
History says that despite such planning it is difficult to
resolve a crisis and still appear competent.       

An incident, last year, a very new Royal Navy subma-
rine under trial, partly ran aground in Scotland, in full
public gaze. This certainly did not show the Service in
“good light” but was one of those things which very 
occasionally happen. This media gaze produces both

Possible Hints 
to Help out 
in a Media Crisis 

I do not profess that this article will offer any real advice, when faced 
with a serious crisis, but it might possibly stimulate a useful debate. 
It might just make us think how to deal with the unexpected 
event that can suddenly appear and throw all those pre planned 
processes into disarray.
Projects are no longer just about solving engineering issues, important as
they may be.  Managing through the unknown and the unexpected might be
“bread and butter” to engineers, but today they need also to be diplomats,
negotiators, and first class presenters. Certainly they need to be media savvy.

__ 12
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good and not so good examples of where an organisa-
tion can come out with a good report. In fact, there is
the old adage that one only remembers an organisation
by the way it handled a crisis. Its entire reputation is at
stake in such situations.
The oil spill in the Mexican Gulf last year almost liter-
ally enveloped BP. It was indeed a major disaster, with a
serious loss of life, but a good deal of the publicity was
possibly not fully justified. Possibly BP did all it could
from an engineering and environmental aspect, but was
condemned in many parts of the North American press.
Would that have been different if the spokesperson for
the company had been better equipped to deal with the
media and seemingly presented a more humanitarian 
approach? Personally I am not sure, but think about the
whole episode; what can you learn that is relevant to
your area of responsibility?  

On the other hand, Rolls Royce, which faced a really
significant issue over engines failures on some very 
modern Qantas A380 type aircraft, has come out it full
of credit. I quote from the The Times (of London); “The
Qantas incident could easily have lead to a public rela-
tions disaster, if not quite on a BP scale, at least large
enough to dent the company’s stellar reputation. Yet the
problem was fixed with the minimum of fuss, a hall-
mark of Sir John’s (Rose) tenure”. Thus there is praise
for both the company and the outgoing Chief Executive.  

The lesson to be learnt is doing a good job in fixing the
problem is one thing, but make certain the wider world
knows what you are doing and can understand the rea-
sons. 
Be it a project that has a fixed timescale in which to

complete or an ongoing transport or manufacturing en-
terprise, managing well the unexpected is crucial to stay-
ing in business. We have all seen organisations which
have disappeared following a mishap. 

I would, therefore, recommend (very) good contingency
planning. It will not cover everything but will “tune” the
organisation to have the capability, flexibility, ingenuity
and imagination to “get out of a corner”.  Possibly, take
the crisis handling away from the core management ac-
tivity, leaving others to get on with the remainder of the
business and keep it “afloat”.    

I would suggest that media and stakeholder manage-
ment is equally important. Get a senior Director or 
official (it does not have to be the big boss CEO or
Chairman) to act as the organisation’s spokesperson;
someone who can engage honestly with the wider world
and does not generate, however unintentionally, a hos-
tile reception.      

One of my hero figures is a past General Manager of
one of the UK’s railway companies back in the last cen-
tury. He was credited with running the largest electrified
system in the World and once said “these things will
happen”. This was after a quite serious train accident,
where there were fatalities. Although of comfort to his
colleagues, this would be a totally unacceptable state-
ment today. 

I hope this has given some warning to all those engaged
in a major project; how you would handle the equivalent
of a oil spill, of the magnitude faced by BP… and suc-
cessfully survive, even coming up “smelling of roses”? _
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In the NETLIPSE research as well as in the scientific
world of Project Management, it has been found that
managing SPC properly contributes to a successful 
implementation and execution of a LIP. For a Project
Manager, managing his stakeholders has become as 
important as managing his project’s scope, finances and
planning.

For this reason NETLIPSE has initiated the Special 
Interest Group Stakeholder Participation & Communi-
cation (SIG SPC) to further explore, develop and share
the best practices this field. One recent activity of this
group has been re-analysing the 15 case study reports
from the NETLIPSE 2006 – 2008 research phase,
specifically for SPC related best practices and lessons
learnt. This article provides an overview of some of the
most promising best practices and lessons learnt. Fur-
thermore building on the results that were published in
the book “Mana ging Large Infrastructure Projects
(2008) as well as the PhD study “Stakeholder-Manage-
ment Bei Grossen Verkehrsinfrastrukturprojekten“ car-
ried out by SIG member Dr. Frank Wadenpohl
(Wadenpohl@gmail.com). In addition, we introduce
topics for further research. 

Main Conclusions
1 Most projects partly or fully apply some form of 

activity within the field of Stakeholder Participation
and Communication such as:

− Determining project scope with other stakeholders
(partners);

− Identifying all relevant stakeholders with specific 
interests and attitude (stakeholder analysis);

− Regular update of stakeholder analysis; 
− Set up a strategy for structured contact with stake-
holders (communication plan);

− Operational communication plan; 
− Open project organisation towards co-operation with
stakeholders;

− Regular contact between the client and the project
manager;

− Active knowledge exchange project organisation with
the parent organisation;

− Co-operation with contractors is one of mutual 
understanding;

− Project organisations should be eager in co-operating
with stakeholders to optimise procedure time;

− Active knowledge exchange project organisation with
other projects and organisations.

2 Open organizational culture and systems for stake-
holder evaluation and measurement are less common
in the projects researched.

3 SPC practices are integral part of projects assessed in
the Northern and Western European countries.

Best practices in Stakeholder Participation &
Communication (SPC): general guidelines 
Proactive stakeholder participation & communication (SPC) is very important in managing
Large Infrastructure Projects (LIPs) successfully. Stakeholders varying from governments,
client organisations, civilians to contractors are integral part of the project from the 
earliest stages to its final delivery. 

Floris Bakermans, SIG SPC Secretary Pau Lian Staal, SIG Issue Manager

SIG Special Interest Group section Stakeholder Participation & Communication
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4 The projects in new European member states re-
searched are less experienced with SPC practices. 
Surprisingly, regarding the scoring of assessed themes
there is no significant difference with the other EU
member states. 

5 The projects assessed experienced comparable 
challenges in SPC. Tools and methods used to deal
with these challenges differ and provide an interesting
array of best practices that in order to increase the
professionalism of the SPC field, should be shared
and discussed.

6 Within its own context, projects can adapt the 
lessons learnt, in order to improve their SPC. 

Interesting best practices and lessons learnt
The NETLIPSE research has also provided some inter-
esting best practices and lessons learnt. Perhaps your
own project may benefit from these top ten. In order to
improve stakeholder relations, the projects researched
suggest that all levels of the project management organ-
ization should focus on achieving the following:

1 Transparency of information to improve stakeholder
trust and commitment. Additionally, branding the
project reflecting an overall vision and mission and
communicating that consequently, greatly helps.

2 Know what motivates your stakeholders. Open, clear
and frequent communication between client and 
service providers helps to align objectives at different
project phases.

3 In the end, collaboration is most effective. Taking the
time to involve stakeholders (very) early in the project,
such as during contract preparations, will prevent
long discussions and interventions at later stages. 

4 Define clear roles, responsibilities and expectations
with respect to SPC and carry them out accordingly.
Make someone responsible for SPC.

5 Evaluate stakeholder expectations at specific project
realization phases and act on results. 

6 Implementing configuration management helps 
ensure that (scope) changes are transparent, compre-
hensible and well documented for stakeholders. 

7 Involving (local) stakeholders in the project (f.e. as
(sub-)contractors) will help improve local acceptance.

8 The operator is often forgotten. Involving the future
operator very early in the project helps prevent dis-
cussions at a later stage and speeds up the acceptance
process.

9 Demanding excellence (from stakeholders) requires
excellence from the Project Delivery Organization.

10 Cherish good relationships with the (local) govern-
ment. The Northern and Western European projects
emphasize that the project organization should act
independently of political considerations. Especially
as a LIP usually outlasts terms of government.  

Of course there are many more best practices and lessons
learnt to share. If you have more specific questions or
suggestions, or want to have more project specific in-
sights, please don’t hesitate to contact us.

Further research
Since the NETLIPSE research finished in 2008, the field
of SPC has developed greatly. Based on the analysis of
the case study reports and discussions in previous 
Special Interest Group (SIG) working sessions,  there
might be some more specific themes and suggestions to
explore further. Just to name a few:
• Looking back at the researched projects: what have
been the effects of strategies chosen? 

• What changes in strategies and SPC approaches have
been undertaken and to what effect?

• What is the impact of social media on the way 
project organizations manage SPC?

• What influence does a LIP’s context (scale, type, 
location) have in applying SPC practices?

One of our SIG members is already venturing into new
research through her PhD on comparing stakeholder
management approaches in Poland. For more informa-
tion, please contact Agnieszka Łukasiewicz at the 
Polish Road and Bridge Research Institute,
alukas@ibdim.edu.pl. 

Would you like to contribute?
In order to improve the level of Stakeholder Participa-
tion & Communication in Europe, we would like to
initiate one of the above named themes as research
project in the following months. We are looking for
partners who are interested in joining in and will be
discussing it at the next Network Meeting in Stock-
holm, May 23rd and 24th. 

Additionally, we would like to invite you to participate
and contribute in our meetings and events. If you know
interesting project experiences, have read a state of the
art publication or know of any research currently being
carried out in the field of SPC, please let us know. If
you or anyone in your network is interested in sharing
experiences and lessons learnt, if you are a client repre-
sentative, project manager or researcher in the field of
SPC and would like to join the Special Interest Group
SPC, please register through the SIG section of our
website www.netlipse.eu or via email floris.baker-
mans@netlipse.eu, mobile: +31(0)6-25318121. _



A new project and technology management initiative
Project and Technology Management Foundation 
(PTMF) is a registered public charitable, educational,
literary and scientific research society in India created
by some of the well known academicians from Indian
Institute of Technology Delhi and some very senior 
veterans of Industry involved in the project and tech-
nology management functions. The founding members
of PTMF are drawn from well known and reputed 
professionals from teaching, research and practitioners
of project management. It is the first such unique initia-
tives taken by people in India who have deep rooted
and abiding interests in the growth of the project man-
agement profession globally. In one sense, every human
endeavor can be considered as projects and brining in
professionalism and scientific management and new ad-
vanced technology to improve the project performance
will greatly improve the life of the civil society in this
beautiful planet.
Great deal of resources get wasted in implementing
mega projects including large infrastructure projects. In
India , it has been reported that large projects are 
executed at three times the budgeted cost and timeline
draining huge resources of people and delaying the 
urgent development and nation building work. Project
management movement in India is in its infancy and no
organized professional effort is still visible in real sense.
Considering this scenario a few of us have taken this
first step to bring every professional into the fold of this
umbrella organization PTMF.

PTMF objectives
The primary objective of PTMF is to propagate the
professional management ideas and practices in India
and also to act as an apex body of the project manage-
ment profession and to enroll its members and other
bodies including government departments, corporate
bodies and institutions. Other objectives include under-
taking on its own and also in collaboration with other
corporate bodies , educational and research institutions
as well as consultancy organizations for the promotion
and development of project management. PTMF will
collaborate with other global institutions like
NETLIPSE to bring in wealth of knowledge accumu-
lated  elsewhere in the world to improve the project
performance  in terms of efficiency and deliverables in
India. PTMF will support research projects and case
studies to add to the existing body of knowledge and
will disseminate the same by organizing work shops,
seminars, conferences and training program for the
benefit of the project management profession. PTMF
will collect , analyze , collate , tabulate and circulate
data , statistics, information and knowledge, publish
books, journals, magazines, periodicals , booklets etc
for the benefit of its members in particular and the 
society and profession at large.
The broader objectives of PTMF is to offer certificates,
diplomas and degree programs in project and technol-
ogy management in association with the leading aca-
demic institutions in Europe and USA . Efforts are on
to formalize such association. Project management, 

Rajat Kanti Baisya is a senior professor of marketing and strategic

management and chair professor of Marketing Management Group

at Department of Management Studies, IIT Delhi. 

He is also a visiting professor at ENPC Inter national Business

School, Paris and Northwestern Polytechnic University in China,

where he teaches strategic management and marketing 

management.

Prof Rajat K. Baisya is the Founder President of the Project and 

Technology Management Foundation in India.     

Project and Technology 
Management Foundation in
India - an unique initiative
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although is covered as a subject in many academic 
institutions in India but full fledged course or degree 
in project and technology management has not been 
offered anywhere as yet. Project management as a 
discipline has evolved and globally project management
is offered and is an well sought after course. PTMF in
India will bring those programs for the benefit of the
students , teachers, researchers and working 
professionals.

Collaborating with NETLIPSE
NETLIPSE has been doing commendable job in con-
ducting research, developing case models for learning
from successful infrastructure projects in European
Union (EU) and disseminating those to project profes-
sions in EU countries. Their wealth of knowledge will
be of great value to the organizations and government
implementing large complex infrastructure projects in
India. India is an emerging economy  with double digit
growth and fast getting integrated with the global 
economy with a very strong promise to become eventu-
ally a leading global player and economic force to

reckon with. Development of infrastructure like roads,
highways, dams, power projects, airports, railways, 
underground metros are the key imperatives for that
growth to happen and numerous project work are
under implementation now and in various phase in
India. NETLIPSE has taken a policy decision to extend
their horizon from EU where it was earlier focusing to
outside EU and there cannot be better time than now
for NETLIPSE to come and support project manage-
ment activities in India. PTMF will be too happy to be
associated with NETLIPSE to facilitate their entry into
India by organizing activities that support such 
objective.

This short introductory article on PTMF in India is to
inform all interested stakeholders that we need your
support and help to promote newer knowledge on 
project management and related areas for the profes-
sional community in India. And finally on behalf of
PTMF India I would like to thank NETLIPSE for 
extending this support to us which will go a long way
in strengthening our cooperation. _

Our final report on the second stage of NETLIPSE (2008-2010) for the TEN-T Executive
Agency is almost finished. It is time to look back at our achievements, but also to look 
forward and set new goals. Please allow me to talk you through the highlights.

The initial NETLIPSE objective is to improve the quality of Large Infrastructure Projects,
ensuring that they are fit for purpose and capable of being delivered within agreed
timescales and budget. This objective is achieved through an interactive and continuous
network and for the dissemination of experience and knowledge, specifically focussed on
the management and organisation aspects of these projects. In order to achieve this objec-
tive we have set four goals:
1. Expanding and formalising the network
2. Knowledge exchange and dissemination
3. Developing the Infrastructure Project Assessment Tool (IPAT)
4. Developing a training programme

Expanding and formalising the network
Until now 13 Member States have officially signed letters of participation, confirming
their commitment to NETLIPSE. Beside these 13 Member States another 10 countries par-
ticipate in NETLIPSE activities like Network Meetings, IPAT Assessments, Special Interest
Groups and this magazine: a total of 23 countries. The NETLIPSE network itself consists
of approximately 500 individual members throughout Europe. Also, a large number of
Universities, 
Research Institutes, Private Companies and Project 
Delivery Organisations have already committed to NETLIPSE and are supporting the net-
work by active participation. We are currently making further plans 
on the future organisational structure of NETLIPSE. 

NETLIPSE update
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We are also setting up new intercontinental connections
with very interesting contacts in India, Russia and
Brazil. We are very proud that The Brazilian CE-EPC is
the first organisation outside Europe that signed the
partnership letter. CE-EPC is the Brazilian Centre 
of Excellence for EPC. We look forward to working 
together with them.

Knowledge exchange and dissemination
In November 2009 we launched our new website at
www.netlipse.eu. Key features of the renewed website
are an interactive calendar, maps with projects and
NETLIPSE Partners, member pages and special interest
group pages. We currently have over 130 active mem-
bers on our website.

Special Interest Groups are established as part of the
NETLIPSE network, dedicated to sharing, researching,
developing and disseminating knowledge and experi-
ences on specific topics in the management and organi-
sation of large infrastructure projects. We now have
four special interest groups:
• Business Cases and Project Finance, issue manager
Matt Dillon

• Contracting and Procurement, issue manager prof.
Konrad Spang

• Stakeholder Participation and Communication, issue
manager Pau Lian Staal

• Project Management, issue manager prof. Brane
Semolic

During Network Meetings in Zurich, Amsterdam, 
Zagreb, Vilnius and Vienna a variety of subjects and
themes have been discussed. These included Project 
Finance, Project Management, Development of the
IPAT, local and regional challenges in projects and
stakeholder communication. In total, 210 unique 
visitors visited the Network Meetings. I am proud that
we are able to invite you to our tenth Network Meeting
in Stockholm and that we already have new hosts that
are willing to help us organise the two forthcoming
Network Meetings. These hosts will be announced
shortly.

Disseminating the NETLIPSE results is an ongoing 
effort, but is done in particular by participating and
presenting in conferences. Within the last 3 years we
held over 50 presentations in more than 15 countries 
at congresses, universities, seminars etc.

Developing the Infrastructure Project Assessment Tool
The opportunities to fully evaluate the management
and organisation of projects are limited. The Infrastruc-
ture Project Assessment Tool fills this gap. It is based
on an extensive research in the NETLIPSE project from
2008 to 2010 and additional scientific knowledge from
different universities and the daily experiences from
project managers. The IPAT is an assessment method to
determine ‘the vitality’ of the project for the client/

sponsor and delivery organisation. 
The IPAT was tested and improved by three pilot 
projects: the West Coast Mainline (United Kingdom),
the Fehmarnbelt Fixed Link (Denmark) and the Rail-
way Project Koper – Ljubljana (Slovenia). All the 
improvements were tested in the final pilot project.
This has resulted in the IPAT Assessors Manual, which
includes the IPAT Assessment Form and the IPAT 
Scoring Model.

Effective IPAT assessments will be based on the profes-
sional use of the IPAT. In order to get comparable 
information, the IPAT will be based on a validated
questionnaire. The assessors are essential and will be
facilitated by an IPAT-training. The NETLIPSE 
Management Organisation will use the IPAT Manual
for quality control and will update the Manual based
on new insights and experiences from future assess-
ments and research.

The IPAT is now ready for use in all Large Infrastructure
Projects and we are of course willing to discuss how to
make the best use of the IPAT within your project.

Developing a training programme
The IPAT Assessors Course is developed for people
with significant practical experience and responsibility
within infrastructure projects. To become an IPAT 
Assessor it is mandatory to follow the IPAT Assessors
Course and complete it successfully. The IPAT Asses-
sors Course is a two-day course. The global pro-
gramme, training techniques and learning objectives 
are described in the Course outline. 

To the Board and the daily management working at
NETLIPSE is still very inspiring. We have met many
people, developed quite some activities, and shared a
lot of knowledge and experiences. At the next Network
Meeting I will present our roadmap for the coming
years.

I look forward to meeting you in Stockholm.

Marcel Hertogh
NETLIPSE Programme Director _
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Who are you, what is your background and how did
you get involved in complex projects? 
Hello Pau Lian and thank you for this opportunity for 
a short interview with NETLIPSE as I think there is a
significant opportunity for future collaboration between
our two organisations. I'm currently the Chief Execu-
tive Officer of the International Centre for Complex
Project Management. I came to this is role following a
30 year career in the Royal Australian Air Force as a
programme manager and  systems engineer. Since 1986
much of that time has been spent in either systems engi-
neering or programme management roles for major
programmes in the Australian Defence Force.

As the most frequent question I get is ‘what makes a
project complex?’, it's probably worth spending a couple
of moments reflecting on what ICCPM sees as the char-
acteristic of a complex project.  Our thoughts were in-
formed by a meeting held in Washington in December
2007 with representatives from the Australian, United
Kingdom, Canadian, United States and Singapore 
governments, senior industry and think tank representa-
tives, and a number of senior academics from universi-
ties such as MIT.  Since then we talk in terms of
complex projects being characterised by uncertainty
and ambiguity, often with dynamic interfaces and sig-
nificant political or external influences. Large technol-
ogy projects usually run over a period that exceeds the
technology life-cycle time of technologies involved and
there are often significant integration issues. Finally,
there are those projects that can only be defined by the
effect you might wish to achieve at the outset for which
there is no immediately apparent solution. In this last
instance, we need the courage in the face of many 
unknowns to make the decision to proceed. Of course
these characteristics will be informed by the individual,
organisational or sector viewpoint and experience 
levels. So depending on your lens or world-view, com-
plex projects could range from new high technology
programmes such as the he F-35 Joint Strike Fighter in
the United States through to any number of complex
construction programmes in Europe and elsewhere in

the world to aids in Africa and indeed disaster recovery
such as that following the Gulf of Mexico oil spill.

One thing I would hasten to reassure your readers of 
is that complex project management builds on the foun-
dations of classical project management - it is not a 
replacement for it. However, whilst the technical as-
pects of classical project management are important,
they alone are insufficient to deliver complex projects.
As an example, our earlier work points to international
concerns that complex project managers are often not
adequately developed or equipped as programme deliv-
ery leaders. Complex project management therefore fo-
cuses on the ‘Art and Science’ of delivering projects and
necessarily builds on sound procedural compliance and
engineering management with ‘soft skills’ (eg relation-
ship management) and an emphasis on strategic benefits
realisation.

How did ICCPM get started?
ICCPM is part of a broader complex project manage-
ment initiative sponsored and led by the Australian 
government with support from the United Kingdom,
the United States and a number of global defence sector
corporate entities. The initiative consisted of three parts
and is aimed at enabling government and industry to
better deliver complex programmes and manage com-
plexity. Firstly the international community supported
the development of a set of competency standards for
complex project managers. The competency standards
also include the underpinning knowledge to inform the
content required for postgraduate programmes aimed at
fast tracking the development of complex project man-
agers. Following this the second part of the initiative
consisted of establishing the world's first executive mas-
ters course in complex project management. This was
developed by Queensland University of Technology in
collaboration with the global community. The course is
now in its fourth year of delivery and has demonstrated
a fundamental impact on the way graduates think, act
and perform in their complex project management
roles. The third part of the initiative saw the establish

Interview with

Stephen Hayes
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(International Centre for Complex Project Management) 
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ment of an international not-for-profit company for
complex project management (ICCPM) as the interna-
tional peak body and leadership organisation to bring
together government, industry and academia to collab-
orate and better enable the delivery of complex projects
and the management of complexity. Although the
ICCPM came out of the defence sector through its 
initial sponsorship and investment, ICCPM is now
moving across sectors to support the broader global
community.

Who’s involved? 
We operate on a partner based model and at present
ICCPM’s operations are supported by a number of 
governments, international organisations such as BAE
Systems, Thales, Raytheon and Lockheed Martin, plus
a range of national organisations. We also have a num-
ber of academic partners including Queensland Univer-
sity of Technology, University of Hull in the UK, Skema
University in France and Tongji University in China. 
In 2011 ICCPM will expand its partner base to include
other governments and organisations from other 
sectors such as banking, oil and gas, construction and
mining.

What are ICCPM goals for the future? 
ICCPM has a number of major goals for 2011. Our
primary piece of work this year will be the release of a
complex project management report titled “Complex
Project Management - Global Perspectives and the
Strategic Agenda to 2025”. The report is a result of a
significant amount of work by an international task
force including representatives from NASA, the 
Australian, Canadian, United Kingdom and United
States Government, and a range of senior industry 
participants from around the globe. The report will be
launched in the third quarter of 2011 and will provide
government and industry with some insight to the in-
vestment required to improve complex project manage-
ment capability as well as setting a long-term research
agenda for complex project management. In support of
the research agenda ICCPM is in the process of estab-

lishing the International Complex Project Management
Specialist Research Centre to operationalise our re-
search activities. The research centre will provide a ‘vir-
tual’ capability to act as an international coordination
and funding agency to oversight and support a globally
federated range of applied research activities. 

Another major investment in global collaboration will
see the ICCPM establish an international Associate
Partner Network in May 2011 to support governments
and industry around the world with executive education
and support services for complex project management. 

What are hot topics in complexity management that
you are dealing with? 
There are a number of hot topics that ICCPM believes
need further attention and investment. These are re-
flected in our soon-to-be-released complex project 
management report. The identified topics include 
project complexity and project leaders, executive be-
haviours and decision-making in complex environments,
managing risk in complex projects, contracting models,
stakeholder engagement, knowledge management, and
investment in complex project management education.
These areas of focus had been informed by the complex
project management task force and our global round-
table series titled the “Conspiracy of Optimism - Why
Mega Projects Fail”. Examples of issues that con-
tributed to project failure identified in the Roundtable
series are unaccommodated or misaligned views of
stakeholder success, political and public relations 
pressure militating against doing the right thing, a lack
of understanding or acknowledgement of non-technical
risk, project managers not being equipped as pro-
gramme delivery leaders, and existing tools in this 
decision processes being unsuitable for analysing uncer-
tainty.

How do you see collaboration possibilities with
NETLIPSE? 
Part of ICCPM's philosophy is not duplicate effort but
rather to join forces with other organisations where
there is synergy and a shared philosophy of collabora-
tion. Clearly NETLIPSE is a leading force for the con-
struction industry in Europe and I believe NETLIPSE
has much to offer the project management domain.
Equally ICCPM offers a conduit for sharing
NETLIPSE’s work internationally whilst bringing
global networks to share with NETLIPSE. For example
Tongji University in China is China's lead construction
University and as a partner I know they already have
much to share with their experience in China. I also
think NETLIPSE and the European Union is in a strong
position to contribute and benefit from the longer term
investment in complex project management applied re-
search through ICCPM’s International Complex Project
Management Specialist Research Centre. As mentioned,
ICCPM is also launching their Associate Partner Net-
work in May which will see CPM education activities
established and offered regionally. _
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Second ex ante pilot project testing the IPAT 
A team of NETLIPSE members had the opportunity to
test the Infrastructure Project Assessment Tool (IPAT)
on the railway project Koper-Divaca in Slovenia in 
October 2010. The railway project Koper-Divaca was
used as the second ex ante pilot project to evaluate and
improve the IPAT that is being developed by NETLIPSE
with funding from the European Commission (TEN-T
Agency). 

Divaca – Koper project goals
The goals of the construction of the new line 
Divaca – Koper are:
• Abandoning the bottle neck on the line 
Ljubljana – Koper, 

• Increasing the route capacity of railway lines on the
course from Divaca to Koper, 

• Construction of new lines in length of 27,1 km,
• Redirection of freight from the road to the railways,
• Enabling the use of more sustainable transport
modes,

• Improving the exploitation characteristics of lines on
the course from Divaca to Koper,

• Shortening travelling time and
• Increasing the safety level of transport.

Project Description
The subject of the project is the construction of the new
single track electrified railway line for mixed traffic on
the course from Divaca to Koper after the variant of
the alignment I/3, and according to the valid National
Spatial Plan for the second track of the railway line 
Divaca - Koper, which was adopted with the Decree on
the National Detailed Plan for the second track of the
railway line Divaca-Koper. 

The construction of the new line includes 27,101 km 
of new tracks; 8 tunnels in total length 20,322 km; 
3 viaducts in total length 1,140 km; 4 bridges in total
length 190,3 m; one traffic point – Crni Kal (siding);
electrification of the line with direct system of voltage 
3 kV;  the new electrical sub-station;  the line with all 
demanded telecommunication devices and the line with
ERTMS/ETCS level 2. The investment cost estimation
is 809.307.328 EUR (January 2010). 

Project status:  project start-up phase

IPAT experiences
With colleagues Paul Fishwick (United Kingdom),
Frank Wadenpohl (Switzerland) and Ellen Gehner (The
Netherlands) we carried out the group assessment of
this project. With the IPAT tool we assessed following
themes: political context; objectives, purpose and busi-
ness case; functional specifications; interfaces; stake-
holders management; finances; legal procedures;
technology; knowledge; organization and management;
contracting and risks. Each assessor was responsible for
specific IPAT’s themes, analyzed related project docu-
mentation and prepared the list of open questions be-
fore the assessment meeting with the project manager
and selected representatives of the project organisation
took place. Each assessor made his personal assessment
after this meeting. At the conciliation meeting, which
followed, we made an overall assessment, which in-
cludes evaluation of all IPAT-themes. We identified and
agreed on main recognized strengths, weaknesses and
areas of improvements. Conclusions have been drawn
in the final report which was sent to the representative
of the assessed project.

This was a very interesting experience for assessors. We
believe that the IPAT tool gives enough depth to make a
solid overall assessment of an LIP case. Of course, there
are places for IPAT tool minor improvements too. This
remark is quite normal for this stage of the IPAT tool
development process. It is still in the preliminary usage
phase where small improvements and fine tuning can
be carried out. _

Sources: IPAT Assessment Report, Railway Project Koper-
Ljubljana

Brane Semolic

Project & Technology 

Management Institute, 

University of Maribor 

IPAT Assessment 
of Railway Project Divaca-Koper
(Slovenia) 
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