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Identifying the Critical Success Factorsfor Relationship M anagement in PPP Projects

Abstract:

The longer the contract period, the higher the cbahat major changes will arise. Thus a
greater reliance on the established relationskipeéded to maintain the contractual bond in
PPP project. Relationship Management (RM) can tbexebe expected to be even more
valuable in the PPP context. This paper, aims #teestigate current perceptions and
experiences of RM in PPP projects and more imptiytato identify the Critical Success
Factors ( CSFs) for RM in PPP projects. By means of an empiriazgjionnaire survey
geared towards PPP practitioners with direct hamdexperience, the opinions were solicited,
analysed and compared in relation to potential RWPsuccess factors. The survey findings
indicate that industry practitioners currently laclconsistent understanding of concepts and
applications of RM, given that it is relatively newPPP. However, they do think that RM is
very important to improve the present performandeP®Ps. Future PPP business
opportunities can also be increased by effective RMe top four CSFs for RM are found
to be commitment of senior executives, defining dhgectives, integration of the different
divisions and a multidisciplinary team. However tielative importance presently assigned
for each of the above factors is insufficient, ammitment from senior management is

perceived as the most difficult factor to improve.
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1. Introduction and Background

Public Private Partnership (PPP) procurement psaseare complex, given both the longer
time frames and wider scope of services contraddedides, the numerous parties involved
in a PPP project make the stakeholder relations hmoore complex than in other
procurement systems. The increasing frequency mmifisance of PPP is accompanied by
problems of instability and poor performance. Qigasuch problems are not costless. PPP
typically involves commitment of substantial resmes from both sides. Therefore, failure
can result in a loss of competitive position faydred merely the opportunity cost of the
resources deployed in the PPP itself; while sys@mgains and expected positive spillover

effects for the parent organisation may not bezedl(Jacobson and Choi, 2008).

The intrinsic characteristics and existing problemsPPP demand better risk allocation
between PPP project partners, apart from a higél lefvdiligence to establish the business
case (Grimsey and Lewis 2004), as well as mucgé&ocooperative relationships between
public and private organisations (Kumaraswamy, Leh@l. 2007). Generally, the longer the
contract period, the higher the chance that majanges will arise, some of which may not
have been provided for in the contracts. Thus aatgrereliance on the established
relationships is needed to maintain the contradioald (Cheung et al. 2006). The quality of
the relationship between public and private selots been shown to be a key contributor to
the success of a PPP project. It is therefore itapbto be able to analyze, evaluate, improve

and sustain the quality of the partnerships they ttevelop.



In fact, more and more researchers have put tbeursfon this area, not only in a PPP context,
but also from a much wider point of view, in thengeal construction management context
(Smyth and Edkins, 2007; Smyth and Pryke, 2008¢cHegi et. al, 2006). A relatively new
management approach—Relationship Management (RM)daéned increasing attention
from both researchers and practitioners in boths@antion Management (CM), and in PPP
(Smyth and Pryke, 2008). It is broader than panmigeand relational contracting. RM
embraces social capital in general. It focusesrojept performance and client satisfaction,
achieved through an understanding of the way inciwla range of relationships between
people, between people and firms, and between fasnproject actors operate and can be
managed (Pryke and Smyth, 2006). RM can be subswitleith project management and the
management of projects, or it can provide a meanghich project management is changed,
that is, the management of projects conceptualorporates RM, or RM shifts the
traditional project management paradigm towardslational paradigm (Pryke and Smyth,

2006).

2. What is Relationship Management?

RM is not an entirely new concept. In fact, it haken on many forms, addressing specific
organisational constituencies (customers, partrspegialized service providers, employees,
suppliers, etc). It has borrowed concepts and toofa relationship marketing, and became a
formal approach to understanding, defining, and psuing a broad spectrum of

inter-business activities related to providing aswhsuming knowledge and services via
networks. Especially in a coopetitive business remvnent, good relationships are becoming

more and more important and more integral to anargggtion's success, hence the
3



relationship-based management philosophy has erplaitsl field of application (Zineldin,

2004; Smyth and Pryke, 2008; Cheung and Rowlin20h]), to CM and PPP.

In PPP, RM can be defined as a set of comprehessigtegies and processes of partnering
with selected counterparties, and the project stalklers, to create superior value for the PPP
project through developing sustainable relatiorshifne ideas and tools of RM have already
been adopted in the PPP industry to some extel@nJet al. (2006) have researched into
how to manage trust and relationships in PPPs, panidted out that PPPs can increase
efficiencies at some micro management levels, ay not be able to establish trust. Gimsey
and Lewis (2004) developed a framework which casess ongoing business viability and

capacities of the contractor to meet requirememtshe term of the contract. Some research
has also been done on how relationships are martzafeeen private sector organisations
within the concession, and between the privaterosgéions and public sector clients (Smyth
and Edkins 2007; Kay, Paul et al. 2008). Smyth &uiins (2006) researched RM in

PPP/PFI projects, examined management of thesegbsofocusing on the relationships

between the primary parties: Special Purpose Vehi8PV) and constituent members, and
the relationship of the SPV with the client. Theearch established how relationships are
managed between private sector organisations witl@rconcession, and between the private

organisations and public sector client.

3. Importance of RM in PPP Context

For PPP projects, selecting the ‘right’ team is sidered critical, while building good

relationships and working collaboratively with theam is equally important. The



development of relationships in the PPP contexansiterative and evolutionary learning
process that has many implicit characteristics. PPRyjoes through several quite distinct
stages, therefore the relationships move from rirgk bidding team (SPV) relationships to
bidding/development team (SPV)/procurer relatiopshiand finally move on to delivery
team (sub-contractors)/end customer relationshipgsiastill maintaining the SPV/procurer
agency relationship. The relationships in a PPm@haluring these various stages — before
the financial closure, the development/construcpbase and the operational phases. When

re-financing is injected, RM again takes a differepurse.

The complexity of shareholders involved in PPP guty signals another need for effective
RM in PPP. In an infrastructure PPP project, theegoment through a public body, enters
into a business relationship with a private consgortto provide a public service. Being a
long term relationship, this must be strong enotglbe sustainable. Kumaraswamy et al.
(2007) developed an integrated conceptual frameviorkieambuilding and initiated the

concept of relational contracting for sustainablePB, and proposed that relationally
integrating larger PPP teams can help to generate successful teamworking, joint risk

management, sustainable relationships and a ldegarfocus.

The relationships in PPPs are different from othesiness relationships, given that the
government becomes the main party in the contiidds makes the RM in PPPs to become
more complex. If relationships and their managenagatapparently so important in PPPs,
then how do we best design for its implementati@s? suggested by Palmer (2000),
researchers could seek to develop more knowledgeretationship quality and the

links/interactions between relationship qualitysttumer retention, and shareholder value.
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Relationship marketing and RM as concepts have he&dindiscussed and widely promoted

to the marketing and general business communities.

Some ideas and tools of RM have already been adlaptsome extent in the PPP industry.
Smyth and Edkins (2006) provided an evaluation&ssent concerning RM for PFI/PPP
projects, the primary conclusion being that greateategic and tactical consideration should
be given to the proactive management of relatigmsshAdoption will foster collaborative
working that goes beyond reactive behavioural danjest to new procurement conditions.
This should enable a conceptual shift from relatiaontracting to proactive RM principles.
Julian et al. (2006) have researched into how toage trust and relationships in PPPs, and
pointed out that PPPs can increase efficienciesm@ie micro management levels, but may
not be able to establish trust. Gimsey and Lewi®42 developed a framework which can
assess ongoing business viability and capacitiéiseofontractor to meet requirements for the
term of contract. Research has also been done wnrélationships are managed between
private sector organisations within the concessamil, between the private organisations and
public sector clients (Smyth and Edkins 2007). $mgnd Edkins (2007) researched RM in
PPP/PFI projects, examined management of thesegbsofocusing on the relationships
between the primary parties: Special Purpose Vehi8PV) and constituent members, and
the relationship of the SPV with the client. Theaarch established how relationships are
managed between private sector organisations witl@rconcession, and between the private

organisations and public sector client.

However, although some related studies and papanrs been documented on this research

area (Jeffries and Reed, 2000; Grimsey and Levii®42Kumaraswamy et. al, 2002 and
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2007; Marrewijk et. al, 2007; Parker and Hartle§02; Smyth and Edkins, 2007; Teicher et.
al, 2006), few, if any, have investigated the aufrneerceptions and experiences of RM in
PPP context, and identified essential successfiredients for implementing RM in PPP.
This study aims to bridge these research gaps.chiewe the desired output, the following
basic questions must be addressed:

(1) What is the the current perceptions and expeesg of RM in PPP context?

(2)What are the relevant CSFs for RM in PPP?

This research focuses on studying infrastructure pijects, especially BOT projects. The
main reason behind focusing on BOT type PPPs mghidy is mainly because that it was
one of the most traditional types of PPP used i é¢arly days mainly for transport
infrastructure projects. BOT involves the constiautiof the facility as well as its operation.

At the end of the contract/concession period it beél transferred back to the government.

It is reasonable for conducting ‘pioneer’ researchiPPP relationship management starting
from a narrowed - down focus. PPP is taken as argeterm here referring to public and
private sectors cooperating on infrastructure @togeevelopment, with the aim of providing

an important public service.

4. M ethodology

As suggested by Fellows and Liu (2002), the sedactf appropriate research methods
depends on the scope and depth required for thengiesearch topic. Based on the above
consideration, a triangulation research strategywloning literature review, interviews and

empirical questionnaire survey is adopted for tleisearch. This methodology also follows



the concept of Walker's (1997) model, which is loths®m an extensive literature review,
in-depth face-to-face interview and an empiricaégtionnaire survey. The general model is
perceived to be applicable and useful to this stmdigentifying and analysing the Critical

Success Factors (CSFs) for Relationship Managemd&RP projects.

The research study started with an extensive rewienglevant contemporary materials from
journal articles, conference papers, research tgpand internet information to capture
background knowledge about PPP and RM. The obgdaiivthe literature review was to

develop an overall research framework for the mebeatudy and to prepare an appropriate

template for both interviews and the questionnsineey.

In order to provide empirical evidence towards ttieoretical explanations of PPP
relationships, a total of 11 structured interviemesre conducted with PPP experts in Hong

Kong and overseas to elicit general opinions towaetationships among PPP organisations.

The interviews were found useful in acquiring apgleaderstanding of current RM practices
in PPP projects, as well as in facilitating the elepment and refinement of the empirical
research questionnaire. The draft of the empigoaley questionnaire was also reviewed and
validated by the interviewees during interviewstofal of eight critical success factors for
RM (Table 2) primarily sought from extensive litenee review and face-to-face interviews

constitute the basis of the empirical survey qoestaire.

4.1 Profile of interviewees

The interviewees are all senior managers or acadewith rich experience in PPP, working

in related government departments, private comgafP consulting firms or universities.
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Table 1 shows the affiliation of these interviewees

>>>>>> Pleaseinsert Table 1 here<<<<<<

4.2 I dentification of CSFsfor Relationship M anagement

Esteves and Pastor (2001) define CSFs as the dimenber of areas in which results, if
satisfactory, will ensure a successful competithehavior for the organisations. In this
research,CSFs are viewed as those approaches, activitiespaatices that should be
addressed in order to ensure effective managenfiealationships among key parties, and to

achieve integrated teams (Kumaraswamy et al., 288 )roject objectives.

CSFs related to the building and implementatiorRdbf in PPP must consider all aspects,
which includes strategic processes, human facémd,related technology (Mendoza et al.,
2007). Some of these factors relevant to this shalye been cited by many researchers, as
shown in Table 2. An initial list of factors comituiting to the success of RM in general CM
as well as PPP projects were primarily sought fthencontemporary literature review and

interviews.

>>>>>> Pleaseinsert Table 2 here<<<<<<

4.3 Survey Questionnaire

The first version of the questionnaire was devedopker the literature review and empirical
interviews. Prior to issuing the questionnairegjlat study was conducted, aimed at tesing
the suitability and comprehensibility of the questhaire. The final version of the

guestionnaire comprises four sections: (1) backutomformation of the respondents; (2)

perceptions and experiences of RM in PPP projé8}sCSFs of RM in PPP projects; and (4)
9



additional information and comments about the surve

There were two main criteria for selecting the etgpdor the survey. Firstly, the target
respondents needed to have a good knowledge ofdMRBEr with practical experience or in
research. Secondly, for practitioners from pubhd @rivate sectors, the target respondents
needed to be in a senior position and have handsqoerience with conducting PPP projects,
to provide more sound advice from a comprehenséregective. Considering that it may not
be enough to generate sufficient information if sueveys were conducted locally in Hong
Kong, the target respondents were experts fronrnat®nal associations and professional
groups in the PPP industry, e.g. CNBR, CIB Taskuprd@2, together with some PPP
consultant companies. Survey participants werecgoufrom available information listing
people or organisations with PPP experience or Whd expressed interests in PPP
infrastructure projects. For the international quesaire survey, different respondents from
different countries or regions may have totally agife view towards the same question. This
can generalize the output from the questionnaireesuwhile it also can reduce some bias

and ‘cover’ some important broader issues.

The responses were submitted anonymously on thevé$uMonkey’ software package
where the questionnaire was monitored. This sumeldes both compulsory and elective
guestions. The response rate for each questioifféesetht. However, the total who started
responding (answered compulsory questions only)5gasvhile the total who completed the
survey in full (answered both compulsory and electijuestions) was only 16 (31.4%).
Given that RM is a relatively new concept beinglegpin both CM and PPP context, this

level of response was perceived as acceptableifitrelr analysis and discussion.
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4.4 Background I nformation of the Respondents

Most survey respondents came from PPP consultingpanies (around 50%) and some from
PPP project companies (10%), less than 40% fronergowvent agencies, as shown in Figure

1 (19 answered, 32 skipped).

>>>>>>Pleaseinsert Figure 1 here<<<<<<

Most of the survey respondents held a senior positi their organisations with abundant
experience in the PPP sector. The majority of &spendents had more than five years PPP
working experiences, 20 % of whom had over 10 yesgseriences. About 40% of the
respondents had less than five years PPP workipgriexces, as shown in Figure 2 (32
answered, 19 skipped). Hence, all of the resposdeate experienced professionals in PPP
practice who should be able to provide reliableoiimfation and genuine opinions to the
research. The variety of respondents can apply thesit-hand experienced to provide
informed views from different perspectives, whicterev essential for identifying the

importance of different factors for RM.

>>>>>> Pleaseinsert Figure 2 here<<<<<<

Respondents were asked to choose the type(s) opiiRts that they have been involved in
(or gained insights as a researcher). The firgettlypes of PPP projects which most survey
respondents chose are: Transport projects (over),58%eial infrastructural projects (over

40%), and water and power projects (35%), as shovwamgure 3 (31 answered, 20 skipped).

>>>>>> Pleaseinsert Figure 3 here<<<<<<
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5. Presentation of survey findings

5.1 Current Practice of RM in PPP

As shown from the survey results, only about 25% re$pondents both thoroughly
understand and are familiar with RM. About 30% edpondents are familiar with RM. The
rest lack a general understanding about RM. Givanh RM is a relatively new concept in
PPP, and the definitions of RM are many and incetepl unsurprisingly, industry
practitioners currently lack a consistent undewditam of its concepts and applications, as

shown in Figure 4 (27 answered, 24 skipped).

>>>>>> Pleaseinsert Figure 4 here<<<<<<

Since the industry lacks of a consistent understandibout RM definitions and
applications, it is not surprising to find thatdethan 10% of respondents think that their
company has established systematic proceduresNpraRd half of the rest thinks their
company either have RM practices that are not syatie, or no established procedures

for RM at all, as shown in Figure 5 (23 answerdisRipped).

>>>>>> Pleaseinsert Figure 5 here<<<<<<

Perceptions of RM also vary among the respondauitis,over 40% thinking that RM is the
way you communicate with, and keep track of yolentk, and other stakeholders, followed
by keeping strong relationship with clients (ab8b%6) and a suitable IT program or system
to facilitate the partnership (around 30%). Lesmntth0% of respondents think that RM has
the same meaning with marketing and it means t@arddhing to please your client and

stakeholders, as shown in Figure 6 (42 answerskipped).
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>>>>>> Pleaseinsert Figure 6 here<<<<<<

The above indicates that RM is perceived by manynamly about communicating with
clients and stakeholders, maintaining strong m@etiip with clients. The findings conform
to the RM definition presented in this paper, inichhRM is defined as a comprehensive
strategy and process of partnering with selecteohtesparties, the project stakeholders, to

create superior value for the PPP project throueelbping sustainable relationships.

Regarding the characteristics and roles of RM i,Pdbout 90% agree that RM is very
important for PPP because it involves long termtamts, and that successful RM will be
helpful in improving the performance of the presBRP, as shown in Table 3. About 80%
believe that RM is to maintain and improve the tielsship between PPP parties. Future
PPP business can also be increased by effectiveaRMas been agreed by over 80% of

respondents (42 answered, 9 skipped).

>>>>>> Pleaseinsert Table 3 here<<<<<<

Realizing the importance of RM, about 70% of resfans think that their organisation
would be interested in formulating a framework $gstematized RM, as shown in Figure 7

(34 answered, 17 skipped).

>>>>>> Pleaseinsert Figure 7 here<<<<<<

5.2 Rankings of CSFs

In order to identify the current practices and ugadf RM and investigate the potential to
improve, respondents were asked to select thevelahportance that should be assigned,

that is assigned at present (each on an increampytance scale of 1 to 5) and the difficulty
13



to improve each of the CSFs of RM (on a scale fiiota 3 as below). The survey results for

this section have been shown in Table 4 (34 anslyédieskipped).

Survey results of relative importance that showdassigned are presented in column A.
Relative importance that is assigned for each CSpresent is in column B. Column C
presents the results from A - B, which means tifferdéinces between current and the ‘ideal’

status for each CSF.

>>>>>> Pleaseinsert Table 4 here<<<<<<

These numerical values indicate the potentialsifsigimces to improve these factors. In other
words, the higher the value, the larger the padsignificance. However, this ‘potential
cannot by itself indicate the maximum improvemédat tcan be made for each CSF. In some

cases, it also depends on the difficulties to imertat factor, which is shown in column D.

All factors in column B have a lower mean (< 3)rtha column A (>3). This means that, in
general, the relative importance assigned to eactorf at present is not sufficient, compared
with the relative importance that should be assigheprovements are possible and needed

for all CSFs.

The ranking of CSFs was carried out on the basthaf mean values. The higher the mean
value, the higher the rank and vice versa. Theyarsabf the survey response data produced
the mean for the eight CSFs ranging from 3.12 76 3or relative importance that should be

assigned, whereas the mean for relative importémaieis assigned at present ranged from

2.53t0 2.22, as shown in Table 4.

The highest ranking by all respondents was ‘Commaitimand participation of senior

14



executives’ (mean value = 3.75) which therefore e@ssidered as an influential factor to the
success of RM. ‘Defining the objectives to be aehiewith the implementation of the RM
strategy/exercises’ and ‘integration of the différdivisions of the organisation so as to meet
the general RM objectives of the company and oheadiche division/groups’ (mean value =
3.44) were both ranked as the second most inflalefactors. The fourth ranked factor was
‘A multidisciplinary team responsible for implemation of the RM’ (mean value = 3.40).
These four factors were the top four CSFs for RNhfrastructure PPP projects. In addition,
it is worth noting that all respondents perceivédegrating Information Systems (1S) for
consistency and availability of information related RM in the organisation’ as the least

influential factor.

The ranking of CSFs was carried out on the basithaf relative importance assigned at
present. The lower the mean value, the higherahk.The highest ranking in this section by
all respondents was publishing and disseminatiegRN objectives (CSF 5, mean value =
2.22), building up a multidisciplinary team for RI@SF 2, mean value = 2.25) and effective
communication approaches (CSF 8, mean value =2a805hown in Table 4. These three
factors had apparently been assigned much morerianue than other factors, although they

indicate comparatively small differences in the&an values.

In column D, the ranking of CSFs was carried outl@nbasis of their potential to improve.
The lower the mean value, the higher the rank awdendifficult to improve. The most

difficult factors to improve are commitment froonga management (CSF1 with 1.63 mean
value), effective communication approaches (CSF& vili.67 mean value) and staff’s

commitment to the RM strategy (CSF 6 with 1.72 meaine).
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6. Implications of Survey Results

The analysis results derived from the empiricalstjo@naire survey were cross-referenced to

the reported literature and to complement eachr dthevalidation wherever appropriate.

Firstly, consensus is evident among respondentsrins of characteristics of RM in PPP.
Most of the respondents believe that RM is veryartgnt for PPP because it involves long
term contracts, and successful implementation véllhelpful in improving the performance
of the present PPP. More than half think that il aiso increase chances of future PPP
contracts. However, realizing the importance of RMPPP, a few organisations had built up
RM, either in a systematic or a strategic way. Tpast of survey results conform to the
discussion in the previous part of this paper. félationship and its management in a PPP
are important because PPP involves long term aostduring which the relationship keeps
changing. Moreover, the complexity of shareholdewv®lved in PPP projects also calls for

effective RM in PPP.

Secondly, for CSF 1, CSF 2, CSF 3 and CSF 4, aifindluey have been assigned much more
importance than other factors at present, it deastill seems inadequate, hence

improvements are needed.

For any successful PPP/PFI projects, the commitraedtresponsibility of both public and
private participants are important (Li et al., 20@6u et al., 2010). All parties should commit
their best resources (financial, human, etc.) éogartnership project. Commitment could be
established throughout all management levels, nbt within the SPV established for the

project, but also in the parent companies or sigeboards. However, without senior
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management commitment all the way up, the visioeded for partnership success cannot
emerge. Only the highest levels of management edicate the resources and realign both
the measures and rewards needed for a PPP pidjatnubtedly, a lack of top management
support almost guarantees that partnership effoessuperficial and ineffective (Stanley et
al., 2006).These provide some evidence why the commitment fsemor management is

perceived as the most important CSF for RM, andeower, has the biggest potential to

improve.

In order to increase the commitment from a higbeel, senior management need to become
much less secretive and they may well need to pse book accounts to demonstrate their
commitment to the partnership concept (Briscoe let 2001). A Project Governance
Committee could also be set up in order to invawe improve the commitment from a
higher level, as suggested by Akbiyikli and Eat®@06). Its aim is to create an environment
that supports product and process innovation. Theirgeal results have shown that such a
“committee” concept at project level had been fgliypported by senior managers, as it could
harmonize the different objectives of public and/qle sectors together, to strengthen the
‘pull’ forces between them (Akbiyikli and Eaton, @) Kumaraswamy et al, 2007a;
Kumaraswamy et al, 2007b). However, achieving ahdrigcommitment from senior
management is still difficult, according to theay results. More effective solutions need to

be developed.

In a PPP project, the two main parties have diffe@mmmercial and/or social objectives.
Typically, the private parties in PPP are commaospected to pursue increased revenue,

profitability and opportunities for growth in a doactual relationship, while the client or
17



public sector/governments usually seek cost sayiimgproved service, overall value for
money and advancing social/public interests. Fer shccess of PPP project, partnership
involves private and public sectors working togetitzeachieve a specific purpose or toward
the attainment of mutual objectives. These mutuaéaiives among project parties must
converge to one set of fundamental common compenastsuggested by many researchers
and industry practitioners (Kumaraswamy and Anv20Q7; Kumaraswamy et al., 2008). At
the more abstract level, common objectives amongeer parties still are very important for
any successful project. A set of common objectifes RM should be built up, by
considering the respective payoffs profile of bptiblic and private sectors. Normally, the
payoffs profile of public sector is related to b&tonomic benefits and social benefits and
their inter-relationships, while the private seaons to maximize their profit. Therefore, the
private sector utility function is assumed to rehlyore on economic benefits. The
identification method could adopt ‘triple bottomé? approach to address all relevant aspects

of societal, environmental and economic performance

In addition to commitment from senior managemernd anutual objectives of RM, project
organisation re-structuring, such as integrationhef different divisions of the organisation
and setting up a multidisciplinary team, are pergias another important factors for RM.
Apparently, organisational adjustment is easien tingproving the commitment from senior

management, as proved by the survey results.

Integration of the different divisions is a set afdtivities, which is a coordinated effort
between the different divisions, to dynamicallypesd to the needs of the relationship in a

PPP project. It can also be adopted throughoutPf®@ supply chain, to synergise diverse
18



stakeholders and build up their long-term relatgps. In this context, a Hong Kong-based
study developed a Relationally Integrated Valuewdeks (RIVANS) framework for the
construction industry in general. Truly ‘relationaitegration’ and ‘overall value’ were

addressed in such framework (Kumaraswamy et alQR0

Last but not least, some survey respondents alsdepoout that RM is more of a basic
company cultural issue. In a PPP context, the pestip aspect is significant but it is also
important to recognise that PPP is about delivepnglic services and so RM should be
intrinsic in any well-developed public service ethoHigh performance levels in
infrastructure development and management deperidjusd on drastically improved
structures and systems, but also on enhanced pmmjéares and integrated teamworking.
This has been given sufficient focus in currerréiture. Kumaraswamy and Anvuur (2007)
discussed that selecting good teams is essentiguftzessful projects, and more so for PPP
projects, given their complexities and longer tiragies. Also, facilitating relationally
integrated project teams to develop and sustaird getationships and performance levels

throughout the PPP time frame is of vital impor@a@i€umaraswamy et al., 2007)

Based on the mutually agreed objectives, a muttidimary team from both parties in a PPP
project should accept and fulfill responsibilities RM. The senior management from both
sides identifies the key outcomes expected fromRNe They work together to decide on
how to achieve the expected outcomes. Participaantsand indeed, should extend to the
whole PPP supply chain, such as financier and d@mu Holding joint innovation
workshops could be an effective way to ensure attigs understanding of the contract and

its implications from day one and to clarify anyey areas’, while looking for joint benefits.
19



In this research, the identified four CSFs arerintéated; and may interact in a very complex
way. For example, by integrating different divissonf the organisation and setting up a
multidisciplinary team, the commitment from highlewvel may be enhanced, eventually

generating greater efficiencies and effectiveneskelivering the project.

7. Conclusions and Limitations

In addition to project management techniques andhpbementary skills, relational

competence, i.e. the ability to actively create dedgelop collaborative relationships is an
essential asset for managing project networks @aagd Wald, 2012). The concepts of
collaboration, partnering and alliances have beenral for a long time. If these are to be
adopted as a repeatable business model, they chanstlely dependent on so-called soft
issues like behavioral training, teambuilding odiudual skills. The concept must be

embedded in the governance and processes of tarisatjon and reinforced in every aspect

of the business through policy, process and sys(elaskins and Little, 2011).

This research study, through an extensive reviewcarftemporary literature, a series of
interviews and an industry-wide empirical quest@mine survey, has accomplished a
pioneering study of the significant successful @tients for RM in PPP projects. Three

essential successful ingredients for effective RNPPP identified from this study include:

(1) Commitment and participation of senior executives;

(2) Defining the objectives of the RM strategy/exersjsend

(3) Integration of the divisions of the organisation.
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In order to improve the effectiveness of RM strgtelgowever, effort should be made to
improve commitment and participation of senior exe@s, increase effective
communication approaches/channels between the P&P parties and stimulate staff's

commitment, as they are perceived as the mostudiffiactors to improve.

In a PPP contract between the public sector (Grgriuthority) and private sector (Special
Purpose Vehicle), both parties lose their sharpntlaties; and both the public and private
organisations become more and more interrelatadraictive and inter-dependant, losing
some extent of control upwards and downwards. RNPR# cannot be legislated or purely
contractual, but its development depends on a swidkrpinning in the contract, as well as
the commitment of all involved parties, especidhe senior executives. The selection
process and the project delivery system chosemmare important than the clauses in the
contract and setting off on the right foot is vittlditionally, the contract must be consistent
and clearly support the open, frank communicatiecessary for RM (Jefferies et al., 2006).
The identified CSFs in this study are importantredats for the purpose of successful RM in
PPP projects. Future research can focus on a systeiramework for PPP RM which can be
formulated in the light of the CSFs. The framewadn serve as general guidelines for
making operational and organisational adjustmemtie current PPP procurement process.It
is noted that the survey respondents have diffeqgatfessional and organisational
backgrounds. A higher number of questionnaire nese® would have increased the general

credibility and wider applicability of the resutts generate more reliable inputs.

As a new concept being applied in both CM and Pétfect, the definitions of RM are many

and incomplete. It is found that industry practigos currently lack a general understanding
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of its concepts and applications. PPP Practitiomerg not aware of RM even they have been

involved in some RM process / practices.

Another main reason for the low responses of threeguis that most respondents are from
private sector side. The survey should have beaduded with related government officers
to solicit their opinions towards the dyadic PPRtrenship. This could increase the response

rate and provide a wider and penetrating analyfdiseoPPP relationship for this study.

However, unlike the private sector which forms ategrated consortium to work on a PPP
project, the public sector seems fragmented siniereht departments work more
independently than in the private sector. Unlessethis a central coordinating body for PPP

projects, no single department may work from adtigliperspective.

Moreover, the ‘relational’ issues are a sensitimgid from the perspective of public sector
participants because of public sector rules andilagigns which restrict forming close

relationships with contracting parties. Therefahey are not willing to respond as deeply as
private sector participants on these issues, évargh they may appreciate potential benefits

from better relationships and RM.

Based on the above reasons, it is unsurprisingheteerate a relatively low response from the
guestionnaire survey. Limitations of the researtlts lie in the conclusions drawn being
indicative rather than conclusive, as merely 5lveyirquestionnaires were received and
analyzed. Notwithstanding, this level of respons&s wwerceived as acceptable for further
analysis and discussion, the survey findings weldialuable for future studies in this whole

new area.
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This intrinsic limitation can be minimized by corading more locally-focused interviews,
focus group meetings and case studies. A more arepsive picture could have been

presented to make comparisons among different gumaips on the ranking of CSFs.

The CSFs identified in this research is in the erindf PPP infrastructure projects, especially
of BOT type. Considering that the various PPP n®dsl|well as the resulting relationships
would be affected by social, political and econahienvironments, it is more reliable to
develop a list of CSFs or RM frameworks which caecsfically fit a region/sector with
similar jurisdictional and environmental conditionshus, it will be necessary to conduct
additional research on more types of PPP projetdscantinue exploring the possibilities of

adopting RM in a regional and sectoral (e.g. trartsgector) context.
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