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Abstract

Performance measurement systems (PMS) is vital for the purposed of improving
the project’s performance throughout the life cycle of the project. Performance
measurement refers to the indicator used to assess the performance of an
organisation or a project. A proper PMS is necessary to help the organisation in
measuring the performance of a project to achieve value for money (VFM).
However, ineffective PMS has been identified as one of the contributing factors
associated with poor project performance. Obviously, the absence of an effective
PMS in construction projects acts as a trigger for not producing an optimal service
quality and performance. Therefore, this paper aims to investigate the types of
performance measurement systems commonly used in the Malaysian
construction industry. Thus, almost all popular PMSs has been reviewed.
Besides, it also attempts to investigate an effective PMS to be adopted for
measuring performance in construction projects. It extends to explore the
strengths and weaknesses of previous established measurement models, specific
techniques and indicators for research justification. The results will be benefited
to suggest an effective approach of PMS for the construction project’s
implementation in accordance to the projects nature and characteristics.
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1. Introduction

In the time of globalisation with an increasingly competitive environment,
measuring performance has become critical to business and project success.
Business and Project success refers to an effective management that depends on the
effective measurement of performance and results. However, performance
measurement traditionally only focuses on the reasons that explain success or
failure from a historical perspective. Although performance measurements have
long been used in many industries (i.e., manufacturing, construction, oil & gas,
etc.), however, it still received criticism and attention to improve and monitor work
performance [1].

Recently, the performance measurement has been realised and implemented in
one of the popular industries; that is in the construction industry. However, it has
long been criticised for its underperformance [2-4]. Low-performance issues such
as defects and low quality in a construction project are among the issues debated
contributed to low project performance [5, 6]. This repetition of the problems will
continue burning the industry and affecting the quality of the project [6]. In nature,
there are several procurements approach implemented in the construction industry
that depends on different nature and characteristic of the projects. For instance,
conventional, a public-private partnership, turnkey projects and etc. These projects
have differences implementation especially in terms of process and activities.
Therefore, the performance evaluation method will also vary. It is due to the nature
of the projects, complexity and uniqueness of the projects, and projects with the
involvement of multiple stakeholders. Hence, many researchers place a strong
emphasis on the importance of adopting effective performance measurement
methods to improve the current performance of the construction industry [7, 8].
Therefore, it is essential to establish the appropriate PMS for the purposed of
monitoring and measuring the project’s performance to achieve VFM. The
establishment of PMS is crucial in determining the level of the project’s
performance whether it achieved VFM or not.

Therefore, this paper aims to investigate the different types of performance
measurement models particularly implemented in the construction industry through
relevant literature reviews. One objective was established in line with this aim,
namely to identify effective PMS in measuring the performance of construction
projects to suit the nature and characteristic of a project. It is to provide valuable
insights on ways or methods to enhance the implementation of an effective
performance measurement tool for a specific project in the construction industry
particularly to the complex projects that involve multiple stakeholders.

2. Performance Measurement System

Performance measurement system (PMS) is defined as a process or a set of metrics
used to quantify and report the effectiveness and efficiency of the action performed
towards organisations’ objectives [9]. Ittner et al. [10] mentioned that PMS
provides information that helps a firm to align its management processes, such as
target-setting, decision-making and performance evaluation, with the achievement
of chosen strategic objectives. It contradicts with Bassioni et al. [11] that PMS is
considered as a system to be implemented by construction organisations for internal
management but not an evaluation by clients and stakeholders. However, Love and
Holt [12] highlighted that an effective business PMS should enable a construction
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company to evaluate and establish its position with respect to the business
environment, indicating the principal role of PMS within a construction
organisation. Therefore, for this research context, PMS is summarised as the
process used to measure the effectiveness and efficiency of action performed in line
with the organisation's core business, goals and objectives through performance
evaluations. According to Leong and Tilley [13], without the use of appropriate
PMS, it becomes difficult for organisations to understand why poor performance
continues, or how improvement could be achieved.

2.1. Previous studies on Performance Measurement System

The earliest implementation of performance measurement was started from
Business Intelligent to achieve business success [14]. The evolution of the
performance measurement has spread to various industries, including the
construction industry. The implementation of a systematic way of measuring this
performance can influence many construction companies, general government,
public and private clients and other project stakeholders. Most PMS in construction
focus on project-based, specifically the productivity issue in project management
[15], and criteria and factors for the success of the projects [16, 17].

PMS is a diverse research field in construction, and can be generalised into three
main purposes, namely; industry purpose, business purpose, and project purpose
[18]. Industry purpose is functioned as to assess the performance of the industry,
both nationally and internationally [18]. While the business purpose is functioned
as to measure the performance of the construction organisation, including both one-
time evaluation and continuous measurement [2, 11, 12, 19]. Lastly, project
purpose is functioned as to evaluate the performance and success of construction
projects [16, 20]. In the context of this research, the construction project is the main
focus of investigation in identifying the appropriate of PMS in determining the
performance level of a project performance according to the nature and
characteristic of the projects.

2.2. Performance Measurement Systems in Construction Industry

The process of measuring performance is usually determined by the metric of a
number of indicators, which includes both financial and non-financial indicators [21].
The use of the performance measurement is to judge the project performance, both
financial and non-financial aspects, and to compare the performances with others, in
order to improve the programme efficiency and the effectiveness of the organisations
or projects. In general, there is a lot of research has been conducted on performance
measurement. However, only a few studies were reported on PMS specifically in the
construction industry. The research on PMS particularly in the construction industry
had been initiated since 1989. The construction industry is important for the growth
of any nation. In line with Palani [22], the construction industry is enclosed by a
variety of challenges together with sub-standard quality, information scarcity,
inappropriate contracts, poor planning and lack of vision by the whole industry.

As aresult, five types of performance measurement models have been identified
that popularly used to measure performance in construction projects, namely; the
Balance Scorecard (BSC), the European Foundation Quality Management
(EFQM), the Performance PRISM, the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), and the
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Malcolm Baldridge for Performance Excellence (MBNQA). These identified
models were listed in Table 1.

Table 1 explains several types of performance measurement models used in
measuring the performance, particularly in the construction industry. This
investigation on each PMS were then divided into two main variables, namely; (1)
level of performance, and (2) objectives. This is essential to highlight the different
in purposes and level of performance implemented for each type of model. In
construction, performance measurement was initially conducted within the project
level. Although a lot of researches have been conducted on the organizational level,
however, this research tends to focus on the project level, since the success of a
project depends on the performance of the project in achieving VFM.

Table 1. PMS implemented in construction industry.

Authors

Types of
Performance
Measurement

Model

Levels of
Performance

Objective

Bassioni et al. [11],
Kaplan and Norton [23]
and Alsulamy et al. [24]

Bassioni et al. [11],

Yong [21], Alsulamy et al.
[24], European Foundation
for Quality Management
(EFQM) [25] and Watson
and Seng [26]

Neely et. al. [9] and
Striteska and Spickova [27]

Eagan [7], Alsulamy
et al. [24], Haponava
and Al-jibouri [28]

Alsulamy et al. [24]

Balance Score Card
(BSC)

European
Foundation Quality
Management
(EFQM)

The Performance
PRISM

Key Performance

Indicators (KPIs)

Malcolm Baldridge
for Performance

Organisational
Projects

Organisational

Organisational
Projects
(Stakeholders)
Organisational
Projects
Stakeholders

Organisational

Design a conceptual framework
for construction firms

Design a holistic and conceptual
framework for construction firms.
Framework to evaluate the
company for European Quality
Award (EQA)

A comprehensive system that
views from different stakeholders
Review key facets of PMS to

design a new one.

Develop a tool to measure the
firm service quality.

Excellence
(MBNQA)

Majority of the models tend to measure the performance at the project's level.
However, KPIs and Performance PRISM has the advantage of measuring
performance at stakeholders’ level. In construction, the performance can be
evaluated through the organisational, projects and stakeholders’ level. Principally,
the assessment is made according to the type of contracts and the complexity of the
project. It is due to the involvement of different contracting parties dealing with the
projects. It shows that the relationship between different contracting parties in the
construction industry is complicated as it involves multiple projects’ stakeholders.
Besides, these PMS views that the involvement of multiple stakeholders will
contribute to the performance of an organisation or a project. Therefore, the
selection of an appropriate PMS is crucial to measure the performance to suits the
project’s nature and characteristics.

3. Synthesis of Construction Key Performance Measurement Models

A literature review on the existing performance measurement models in Table 2 is
adopted from various types of performance measurement that implemented in the
construction industry. Those are the BSC, EFQM, MBNQA, the Performance
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PRISM, and KPIs. A comparative study of various models was conducted
according to six identified variables, namely; levels of performance, who is being
measured, parameters or indicators, strengths, weaknesses and gaps identified. The
discussion is in section 3.1 to 3.4.

3.1. Balance Score Card (BSC)

Kaplan and Norton [23] developed the BSC in the early 1990s and had been applied
to almost all industries including the construction industry, either public or private
sector [29]. This system is used to describe, implement, and manage strategies at
all levels in an organisation. BSC focuses on four performance metrics or
indicators, such as financial, customer, internal process, as well as learning and
growth metrics. The project manager can track the progress of work execution and
identify the tasks that are behind schedule [30]. It provides a more comprehensive
overview of the project compared to the traditional system. However, there is an
absence of interest among stakeholders to apply the BSC model in measuring
performance [30]. It happens due to the deficiency of long-term commitment and
leadership in management. da Silva Pessanha and Prochnik [30] added that BSC is
only a conceptual model and it is very difficult to be implemented without a
previous thorough practical experience. According to Hermawan et al. [31] the
findings contradicted, that, the BSC can measure the performance from multi
domain perspective of project management which used to support any stakeholders
to manage and improve quality of the projects.

The BSC model is a widely accepted framework, and it was constructed to
complement measures of past performance with measures of the drivers of future
performance [32]. It links an organisation’s strategy through a series of
perspectives to KPIs [33]. According to Fraser and Kelly [34], the developed BSC
by Kaplan and Norton [23] is more focused on strategy and vision rather than
control. As argued by Alsulamy et al. [24], it could be difficult and confusing to
integrate with the BSC’s strategic and operational level measures. Nonetheless, the
lack of social and environmental issues in the BSC model perceived as a gap
identified in the model. Therefore, it becomes difficult to be adopted when it
involves measuring the project output.

3.2. European foundation for quality management (EFQM) and
Malcolm Baldrige national quality award (MBNQA).

EFQM and MBNQA are the most utilised models in the United States and Japan.
These models are developed with similar characteristics according to quality-based
performance excellence models [14, 24, 26, 34] The EFQM Excellence Model is a
non-prescriptive system, proposed to help organisations for assessing their progress
towards excellence and for continuous improvement [26]. Meanwhile, MBNQA is
developed to improve the organisational competitiveness that focuses on the
outcomes of the customers’ satisfaction and organisations’ performance [24].

The EFQM Excellence Model is a non-prescriptive framework that measures
nine fundamental concepts of excellence to assess an organisation’s progress
towards excellence. This model proves that many approaches can be made to
achieve sustainable excellence in all aspects of performance. Therefore, the key
strength of this model is to focus on the sense of quality where it can be assessed
using a self-assessment approach. However, there are a few limitations reported on
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this model such as there is no relation among indicators, therefore it does not fit for

a strategic implementation.

CEEGEN
1e anueuLoyad sy Buunsesw Joj paispISUCD BUILD JO
yoer] suonesiuetiio Suwopsd ybiy weew o) jspes| syl

“funnoe Juswwanosdu

ndino
sfoud uo sasnooy 1l usym padope aq o) Ynowg |BpoL

sjsIsSE ey soueuuopad jeuonesiuebio sy o) papun fupg  sseooud uo smooy o) AEoyoeds uogoenp oifiEjes B o ¥OE]  DSE AU Ul SANSS! EJUSWIUCNAUS PUE [EID0S JO ¥DET sdeg
JUBLAINSESW Souewuoyad "|ocy Juawanoiduw
angoayae jonpuco pue ubisap o) moy suepinb anb jou pig 9 UE UBy} Jaujel o) Buljosuco e Se pejonisuo) g
“foemoneaing of RITSPOST 5 “saafojdwa Jje 0} UOGELLLO! SJEILINLILICD
UDEIIUNLULLOD 3SUdIaU 10} J|QENNS JON 0} aunjiey e Jo ssausIEME aafojdws Jo yoeT
“UolEjuBWwE|dwi “saujaw
"UDNIBISNES REa1eqs Joj WSWNISW UE 10U 5| ‘aiajauay) - (sjeob Bumaipe B|EUIERELN J0 JUMLdO[RASD - SOLGEW Ma) | AUBwW oo ¢
Jawajsng pue diysiapes| o) uoguale aiow aneb flug -z pue Bumaes onewajshs) joo) Juswabeuew ifalens e 10U §] ¢ “awabeusw
"Jo0d 2q 0} pawaap osje "Auedwoo ay} uipm Jyoads Jou aIe BB 7 1o} diysiapes| pue JusLwwed uug) Guol jo yoe7 Z
SaINSEall [BIDUBLI LM A3UOLU puB awry uljsoo uBiy °| "SyuI| ou - saquoud [ snogy oy | "SIAPIOUSYEIS [|E JO 1SaUSJUI B} SSalda JouU saoq | ssauyeay
"si8|qeua anoudwn o} sdjay synsal woy) Yoeqpss4 ‘g Juswsbeuew
'SSAUISNG [BLUSKS LM Sassao0id 10} juswngsur ue se sdiysuonelal payafesnes g
ssauisng Jo sisAjeue aaneledwoo o) suompuod Buneaiq |ena| ajeudoidde ue e sanaalgo
“gonoeud Jo ,3/dwexs pooo), uo paseq siojedipul Jo TGOS mojy 9 [euonesado Joj ssunsealy souewsopad jo uogelbsiy) g
“fyauesay eusjuo e Jo jS1SU0D) g $58004d LOYESILNWLICD
“uonesiuefio jo spuiod ssauyeam pue Guons jo uonuBooay Buissanen Auaesaiy pue fAeundiosip ssoug) i
“fuenb jo asues au usybuang g oifialens uo uonenuaIuey ¢
‘soueuuopad uonesiuefio pue “aous||aoxa uonesiuefio o) yoeodde uswssasse-yas jo Busp -z KBajens jo Buuoyuow jusjsisuog g
LIONJEJSIES JALLOISND JO S3L0J}N0 3L} U0 S3SN04 | "|2pow uonduosald-uou pue onewalsig | ‘pajdope Afizjens pue uoisia o Auep) | ypbuang
“kqpsuodsa oygnd ‘spoey
"UONOBJSIES JBLLOISND PUE S}NSal SSaUISng ‘a01nas pue ssaooud £g uswabeuew uswdojanap diysisuped ‘asodind
BjqeIaNap pue slonpaid jo ANEnD) *sainosal uewny Jo foueisuno pue diysiapes| ‘uswanoidw) pue uogensouus ‘Buuses| “YIMOIE) §
‘Buiuueyd oibsjeng ‘sisfjeue pue uogewuou) ‘diysispes SNONUYLOD ‘SN0 JBLUCISNO ‘JUSLWaNJoAUI pue juswdojanap sjdoag  BuiwesT pue sssooid [ewaju) 8y} ‘siswolsny) ‘eueuly SI0JE2IPU] / SIBJAWEIEY
(sawedwon) saafiojdws ‘sjdoad (sawedwon) seafojdw3 ‘ajdoay siapjouayels ‘sioalold ‘saiuedwoy paImSEay DUlaY S1 oYM
spsloig
|euonesiuefiig [evonesiuefig [eucnesiuefig BDUBLLIOKA JO [aAa]
(z102) “1e 18 Awepnsyy (0102 >4 Buog ‘(gooz) WO43 ‘(100z) ‘Buss B uosiEm (z661) uopoy
‘(p002) "2 2 IuoIsseg ((Z107) [ 8 Awens)y ¥ ueydey [(y00g) e 12 1uoISsEg [(Z10Z) “[e j8 Aweinsyy
(voNgw) JuBWaInSE3}y
82uajj32x3 3aueuLiopia Joj abipupjeg wiodje (Wd43) 1uswabeuey Ayenp uogepunog uesdong (958) preg 21095 asuefeg soueLLILIad JO SadA]

A41SNpu| UONONIISUOD SY1 Ul S|9POJA JUBWIBINSE A 90UBWI0LISd JO uoneluswaldw] ‘g ajgel

Journal of Engineering Science and Technology December 2018, Vol. 13(12)



. 3957

An Effective Approach of Performance Measurement Systems (PMS) for . . .

“suoispap Bunjew wu suonesiueblio 1sisse pue soueuuopad BuuNsEaW Ul SSaUBANDaYa anoaduw

01 Sl 10 ) [3A3p aU} M pajeiBajul aq ued say Bunjew-uoisaq 'sapisag “aseyd

“ene) oalud sy je fewnadsa uogongsues Joj uogexjdde s wejsAs ay) BuwBisap

I a3l 18 80U pad joslod Buunsesw ul s|dy JO UORE) |dun 3y uo psjonpuco  Jo d sy o uanb S1 UORENUSIUCD JO ¥OE| ‘30usy ‘pazZiesl aq of Guob aue
Apris & Jo yoe| S1 a1y “JaramoH -seseyd aloud ussaip ul as) 1oaloid aUl 1B pasn uao AUE S|4Y  SSUNSESL soueuuopad ay) Moy SE Yans sanssi 109 fau o) Spus) wsud aoueulouad ay | sdeg
~Bunyew uoisioap Juswabeuew [eussiul "SIaALp
10} 35N pajy BAeY ai0jasay) pue soueuuopad Buinoidw jo suesw auy ojul Jybisw anb jou |4y g pue sYNSas By} USSMISQ yUI| JuSDIYNSW By} ‘seunseaw ay) Buowe 2160y jo poyg g
“aoueuLcpad “80noesd Ul SAIDEYS 10U SJE SEMSEAW SWoS g
jeucnesiuefiio uew Jayles paloid sy wo asow Busnoo) pue amsuayaudwoos-uou Buiag |4y L “pajuawa|dun 29 o} Buof ase saunsesw ssueuwopad syl Moy INOGE 3 SIBYO 'L ssauyeay
‘I aseq paseyd-paloud e se pasn aq o) [eRYaUR] IdY 6
quswabevew soueunopad paloid aagosys oy s|joo) Jnyasn aue fay) pue ‘dysisuped
spzalosd Jo sssuyeam pue ybusns syl fpuspl 0} pesn aq ueD sioieMpul soueuucpad Aay g
“panaiyoe Buisqg s1anjeA 1Saq aU) 1BY) S0UBINSSE UE apioid S|y /
‘uonesiuefio o
waloud tenoned e jo SS800NS BU) 0] [E2AUD SBNSS| PSIEjA) UD SUOYS Juswanoldun sy} SNoo) Sidy "9
“aoueuLOpad Buuo)uOW Ul [00] SJRINCOE PUE S(QElj3) 1S0W aU) SE uanoud aIE S|dY g
“aseyd Jenoed “smaduu
3l uo |ans| soueuLopad aU) 9as 0 S|qe aq pue sessalboud josloud sy se sjgeEnE RUE S|dY 8yl Spinoud UED JuswaINsEswW soueuLopad paseq-ssaooud onueukp SE S|EJ 0SB )| 'S
“pauswadw fses pue poojsiapun AIses s1 1dsouoo lBJBAD E “fya|dwes sBpjoyayes-Sjdnnw Yim s|Esp UBD §
‘PRYslgESE "uogepuncy GUons B aABY SUNSESW soUBWIOUad aU) 1BY) SaUNsUg ¢
pIepuEls aup 1suiebe p pad 0] suol pue aakojdwsa yuij ues SidY 7 "aouBULOpad 0 UONNGUIUCD SIBPJOYSHEIS BY) SIBPISUDD '
-ssauyeam psloud pue uogesiuebio BunuBgyBiy u Justadwoo S| SidY "L "SISP{OYSHE]S MBU 1088y L pbuang
“20IUBS-UOORISIES SJuB|) ‘npoud-uoiejshes
say) ‘spajag ‘swn - Ayigeipasy 1s00-AYpgeipalg ‘Bl UOINISUOY |SOD LDGINISUDD) UINQUILCD JAPIOYBKE]S ‘saigede)) 'ssaonig ‘saibalens ‘UOBISIES S JapoyEElS SJOjEDIpU] / SIAIWEIES
(spsfoud) sissr-pug ‘wes) swsbeueyy Jopequog Walg (spsfoud) sispoy=yeys panseay Burag s1 oym
(seseyd waiayip) spaloig spaloig
‘leuonesiuefin ‘leuonesiuebiQ ADUBLLIOLD JO [aAaT
(z102) "encyoids 3 exsaius
(8661} uebez:(zi0g) unoqiry p eaevoder (z10g) “1e 18 Awensyy ‘z00g "1oge) wepy B AseN
JuaWwaINseajy
(Stc) npuj opiag Aay WSIdd e 8y pad jo sadAy

(Pau0)) A1snpuj UOIINIISUOD 3] Ul S|SPOIA 1USWIAINSES|A 80UBLLI0JI3d JO uoneluswajdw] 'z sjgel

Journal of Engineering Science and Technology December 2018, Vol. 13(12)



3958 N. S. Lop et al.

In contrast to EFQM, MBNQA mainly focuses on the outcomes of the
customers’ satisfaction and organisations’ performance using six indicators [24].
However higher weightage is given to the business results and customers’
satisfaction, human resources, and process management factors. Despite having the
strength of the customers’ satisfaction and organisations’ performance, it still lacks
in a certain factor. Both of these models have no strategic direction and specific
criteria, especially to improve the processes and activities.

3.3. The performance PRISM

Performance PRISM is a more comprehensive measurement system. It addresses
the business issues of organisations. The Performance PRISM is a comprehensive
system that considers the views of different stakeholders (e.g., investors, customers,
employees, regulators, and suppliers). This model was developed by Neely et al.
[9] to measure the performance, namely, stakeholders’ satisfaction, strategies,
processes, capabilities, and stakeholder contributions. It also considers the
stakeholder contributions towards performance. By considering this dimension, the
Performance PRISM can completely capture the satisfactory level of the
stakeholders for the success of projects. Liu et al. [35] developed a new
Performance PRISM which would resolve the problematic issues in the existing
performance evaluation system. For example, ineffective performance
measurement for the project’s procurement, design and construction and operation
and maintenance. Even though many approaches have been proposed by the
previous researchers on the improvement of the systems, however, there is
insufficient of information on how to implement this model, and some of the
dimensions are identified not effective in practice [9, 27]. The performance Prism
is more likely to ignore issues such as how achievement measures will be realized.
In addition, this model is less focused on system design processes. At the same
time, this model has been identified between the less-applied models in measuring
performance at the project level.

3.4. Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)

KPIs were established and introduced as one of the performance measurement
tools, and it has become the most popular performance measurement metric in the
construction sector, particularly after “Rethinking Construction” [10]. KPIs assess
the performance of activities deemed as a critical success factor to gain the desired
organisational goals. Among the indicators used to assess the project performance
are construction cost, construction time, predictability-cost, predictability-time,
defects, client satisfaction-product, and client satisfaction-services [7, 24, 28].
Adding into these KPIs does not only score the organisational or project
performance; it also detects changed conditions, perceives potential problems, and
designates a change from the preliminary strategy of a particular project or
organisation. Thus, it can be considered as a useful tool in achieving VFM.

The strengths of utilising KPIs in measuring project performance are being
competent in highlighting organisational and project weaknesses, easy to
understand, and implemented by multiple stakeholders. Thus, KPIs are proven as
the most reliable tool in monitoring and measuring performance even though for
the complex project that involved multiple stakeholders. An important benefit in
adopting KPIs is the ability to identify the strength and weakness of a project’s
partnership. Furthermore, KPIs was a focus on process and key stakeholders’
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expectations throughout the life cycle of projects. It can be achieved at different
project phase, namely; project-phase based KPI (procurement, construction, and
operation and FM) [35]. Even though, KPI is frequently used at the project level
for the different project phase. Despite this, KPIs also have several limitations such
as it does not give an insight into the means of improving performance and has
limited use for internal management decision making [7, 24, 28]. As initiated by
Saaty [36], this limitation can be overcome by integrating the decision-making
approach using Analytical Hierarchy Process for enhancing the effectiveness of the
KPIs in measuring the performance. Concurrently, the research gap on the
implementation of KPIs in measuring project performance, particularly in the
operational phase has also been identified.

4. Findings and Discussion

As explained in section 3.1 to 3.4, most of the performance measurement models
approach focused on the project level, organisation level, and stakeholder level. To
identify an effective performance measurement model that can fulfil the
characteristics and nature of the different types of projects is very challenging.
Therefore, the selection of an appropriate PMS is vital to ensure the actual
performance level of the project can be determined. It is supported by Lantelme
and Formoso [37] that the selection of appropriate measures has a major influence
on the implementation of strategies and is essential for the continuous development
of improvement programmes.

Construction projects are generally complex and unique as they involve various
stakeholders. Therefore, the assessment of this project is different in evaluating
project processes and activities for each stage of project implementation. Thus,
some factors need to be considered in determining effective measurement systems,
particularly those that involve different types of procurement where it refers to the
nature, characteristic, and complexity of each project. For example; traditional
projects; public, private and partnership (PPP); privatisation and turnkey projects.
These projects have their own characteristics and uniqueness, as well as process
and activities, therefore, measuring the performance of the projects becomes more
challenging. It is supported by Bassioni et al. [15] that performance measurement
models, in general, indicate that they have one or more of the following
shortcomings. For example, determination of performance criteria, determination
of relations among the performance criteria, lack of a systematic measurement
design, lack of implementation guidelines for performance measurement system in
practice, and adaptation of the framework according to the changing environment
in the long run.

Table 3 present the appropriate PMS to suit with the types of project. The
justification for each types of PMS has been explained in the table. KPIs by Eagan
[7], among the models that have been discussed before, appear to be more
applicable and effective to be adopted and used in the construction industry and
appropriate to the several types of contracts. It is because KPIs have the strength to
be one of the effective measurement tools that can be applied for most types of
construction projects and can be adopted in a different stage of the projects.
Furthermore, the adoption of KPI in measuring the performance can be applied in
all three levels, namely: project level, organisational level and stakeholder level. It
also can be functioning in monitoring the performance particularly at different
project phases. Most important, KPIs can be applied to identify the strengths and
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weaknesses in project partnership in achieving the best VFM. The results revealed
by Sarhan and Fox [38] that professionals rely heavily on results-based KPIs as
opposed to process performance measures. As compare to EFQM, MBNQA and
BSC model, these models are the most frequently applied to the organisational
level. While, the Performance PRISM are often to measure the performance at the
stakeholder’s level. Therefore, this study highlights that KPIs offer an effective
approach towards completing successful project at different levels and project
phases, particularly for performance monitoring and evaluation.

Table 3. Appropriate PMS to suit with the types of projects.

Types of Performance Mostly suited for Justification
Measurement Model Type of projects Level of
performance
Balance Score Card e Conventional o Organisational Focused on achieving strategic
(BSC) project, goals. Only focus on
e Public Private management/organisational level
Partnership rather than the projects.
European Foundation e Conventional ¢ Organisational More suitable for benchmarking
Quality Management project, because the model is less focus
(EFQM) e Public Private and unclear criteria of assessment.
Partnership
The Performance e Conventional o Stakeholders This is the newest model that
PRISM project, constructed based on BSC and
e Public Private generally focus on stakeholder’s
Partnership level.
Key Performance e Conventional e Project Can be used at all level. KPI also
Indicators (KPIs) project, ¢ Organisational can be implemented according
e Public Private o Stakeholders to the project-phase-based
Partnership (procurement, construction,
e Turnkey project operational). KPI also suitable for
out-come based performance.
Malcolm Baldridge e Conventional o Organisational More suitable for benchmarking
For Performance project because the model is less focus
Excellence (MBNQA) and unclear criteria of assessment.

5. Conclusions

This paper anticipates synthesising various established performance measurement
models for effective use in the construction industry. It also intends to investigate
the strengths and weaknesses of previously established measurement models,
specific techniques, and indicators. It can be concluded that all models have their
own strengths and weaknesses. However, KPIs is identified as a more useful model
to be implemented due to its uniqueness. Furthermore, it can be tailored for various
types of projects at a specific level. Moreover, KPI can be used to measure the
performance at different phases of the projects. Based on the findings and
discussions of this paper, future researchers or construction practitioners can easily
choose appropriate PMS for their further studies to establish a more comprehensive
and applicable performance measurement methods for a specific type of projects.
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