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 ABSTRACT 

 
This thesis examined how the performance of construction projects can be improved through 

stakeholder management in a construction organization. The research is important to reduce 

stakeholder non-compliances with the use of the organization integrated management system (IMS), 

enhance key performance indicators (KPIs) and ensure construction projects are executed in 

compliance with an improved IMS, to the benefit of the organization, while increasing profitability.  

The research was undertaken using qualitative research methodology. Data was collected by 

conducting semi-structured interviews with eight experienced mid-level stakeholders that utilize the 

integrated management system and lead complex projects at four different research sites. The aim of 

the interviews was to gather insights, knowledge and understanding on the factors that impact the 

IMS processes and the strategies to adopt to improve project performances. Thematic analysis was 

used to identify and analyse the findings.  

In three action cycles, the research revealed that mid-level stakeholder engagement under an 

integrated management system is highly critical and will be driven by the capital expenditure 

(CAPEX) on the project, the scope of the project and the complexity of the project. The research 

revealed that strategies to address non-compliances and fix existing IMS process gaps, include early 

engagement through proper stakeholder stewardship, effective communication and alignment among 

stakeholders, verification of stakeholders mandatory training, senior management timely review and 

signing of project documents and the implementation of an efficient governance and assurance system 

through audits to monitor project performances.  

The research generated actionable knowledge and added value with the development of an improved 

authority and responsibility matrix (ARM) to hold stakeholder accountable for their tasks, the 

development of a risk matrix to capture unidentified risks early, the development of a construction 

planning flow process to match project risks with deliverables, and the development of a financial 

management tracking (FMT) system to effectively track cost variances and increase profitability.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Construction problems can be very daunting, especially for large organizations. There are several 

interrelated issues that would have to be managed and resolved simultaneously to get projects to meet 

aligned goals and objectives. When they are being carried out under a management system that is 

either complicated or have certain degree of concerns to be adequately applied, or complied with, the 

organization suffers. Management systems must be functional and must address the issues project 

leaders face when executing projects. Leaders also have a responsibility to ensure there is compliance 

by the users. However, over the years, there have been behavioural non-compliances and gaps in our 

management system, because many of the processes within the system have not been adhered to, 

while some were complicated by gaps in the system itself (Fuller, 2009). This thesis aims to reduce 

stakeholder non-compliances with the use of the organization integrated management system (IMS), 

enhance key performance indicators (KPIs) and ensure construction projects are executed in 

compliance with an improved IMS, to the benefit of the organization, while increasing profitability. 

The operations of multidisciplinary organizations like mine, require that our mid-level stakeholders 

consistently review our management system and its processes, remodel them where required and cut 

down obvious areas of non-compliances during project life cycles. Shrivastava (1987) argued that 

there are triggers that cause non-compliances to occur and it is only pertinent to get stakeholders to 

work through them collectively to address the situation. For example, in one of my recent, 

complicated large projects, a gap in the process during the mobilization of a major field equipment to 

site resulted in the project safety officer finding issues with the operation of the equipment on site.  

Our management system addresses this type of mobilization, and the efficient operation of equipment 

on a job site, but makes no provisions for the specific minimum conditions of operation on such 

equipment during actual construction work or when not in operations on construction site. In other 
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instances, some personnel who do not fully have a clear understanding of the established processes 

often end up with several non-compliances that could have caused adverse impacts to our business 

operations and affect the repeated work with our clients. These issues need to be addressed. When 

leading organizations with significant reputations face such issues, the aftermath is the continuous 

weakening of client confidence level and an erosion of the full capacity of the performance of 

established processes. With these and many issues relating to a lack of thorough use, application, and 

understanding of the existing management system processes, this study aims to provide a framework 

through which improved IMS processes could be implemented. 

1.2 Company Background and the Role of the Researcher in the Organization 

My organization was founded in 1960 and has become one of the world’s largest and leading 

engineering, construction and project management organization. My organization began with a focus 

on soil engineering and has over the past 60 years of operations expanded operations into a wide 

range of sectors including government, industrial, water, transportation, marine, minerals and metals 

and construction. My organization places a strong emphasis on client relationships and understanding 

the key drivers behind our client needs. This approach is the fundamental strategy we use to support 

our clients and achieve both short and long-term social, economic and environmental objectives. 

My organization has more than 7500 scientists, engineers, project managers, operation managers, 

construction managers and other specialists located worldwide in more than 150 offices and over 40 

different countries. With more than 3000 staffs across North America, my organization offers an 

impressive depth and breadth of capabilities. My organization has grown to be the most respected 

and trusted company providing services in major key sectors of consulting, design and construction 

services. In Canada, my organization employs more than 1000 consulting and construction permanent 

staff located in 10 provinces with expertise in energy, utilities, construction, transportation and 

marine. This long history of more than 60 years in operations has allowed my organization to play a 

major role in the construction industry, with our construction projects staffed with personnel, that 

have experience and capabilities to handle the most complicated construction projects. Our in-house 
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construction business unit which I belong provides specialized contracting, construction management 

and design build solutions for ground engineering, environmental remediation, mine closure, waste 

management, marine construction, dam and reservoir facilities and other resource projects. Since 

1997, our construction business unit has developed a dedicated team of highly motivated, trained and 

experienced staff and provides integrated design and construction services specializing in several 

turnkey delivery of technically challenging projects across a wide range of markets. 

As a senior manager, construction projects in the construction business unit, I am responsible for 

managing the project team and leading complex projects from proposal stage to completion, including 

allocation of budgets, personnel and resources to meet project objectives; preparing and reviewing 

proposals; and ensuring alignment with standards and operating procedures. I have a responsibility 

for maintaining and developing client relations while building collaborative stakeholders’ 

relationships. I am also responsible for motivating and influencing various levels of technical experts 

toward the completion of large mining, infrastructure and energy projects and managing project 

portfolios with budgets ranging from a $1M to $5M. I am also responsible for managing changes 

related to scope, budget and project schedule and actively communicating with integrated project 

team to deliver the best outcomes on these projects. 
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Figure 1: Organizational Chart 

 

1.2.1 Organization Management Structure 

As an engineering and construction organization, my company provides services in the areas of 

ground engineering, mining operations, environmental remediations and construction operations. 

Figure 1 above presents the organizational chart for the construction operations division, where I 

belong.  The division is headed by a national leader who oversees the entire construction operations. 

The national leader reports administratively to the chief executive officer (CEO) on national 

operational matters and works very closely with the vice president for the region on regional matters. 

The national leader has 3 project directors (PD) that oversees each business unit of the construction 

operations division; these are PD for civil marine works, PD for civil construction works and PD for 

marine and environment. As a senior manager, construction projects within the division, I report 

administratively to the project director as shown in Figure 1. I also have a number of project 



5 

 

managers, project coordinators and construction managers that are my direct reports and others that 

are my dotted line reports but report administratively to another manager. 

First, what do I mean by stakeholders and how critical are they to the performance outputs of the 

projects I execute? Stakeholders are critical individuals to the successful delivery of any project, 

program or activity. The Project Management Institute (PMI) defines stakeholders:  

“as an individual, group, or organization who may affect, be affected by, or perceived itself to be affected by 

a decision, activity or outcome of a project. Stakeholders may be actively involved in the project or have 

interests that may be positively or negatively affected by the performance or completion of the project” (PMI, 

2013, p.30). 

In conducting this research study, I have chosen to limit the study to mid-level stakeholders since the 

information required can only be comprehensively provided by those who have direct knowledge and 

who provide oversight of the selected active projects (Mitchell et al., 2017 pp. 854). These authors, 

classified stakeholders in terms of three attributes: “power to influence the firm, legitimacy of the 

stakeholder's relationship with the firm, and the urgency of the stakeholder's claim on the firm”. The 

primary responsibility proposed by these authors falls strictly on our mid-level stakeholders all 

represented as subordinates under the national leader level as shown in Figure 1.  

These stakeholders include, but are not limited to, the project director (who provides senior oversight 

for our projects and is accountable for the overall project delivery), the project manager (who oversees 

the development and execution of our projects), the construction manager (who oversees the field 

execution of our projects), the project coordinator (who monitors the project cost and schedule and 

its alliance to project objectives, under the direction of our project managers). i.e. (the PDs, PMs, 

CMs, PCs). The schematic representation of the corporate system framework is shown in Figure 2 

below, providing an overview of the organization corporate system procedures; the corporate 

governing structures, procedures and forms used by each operating local, regional, and global offices. 

The IMS processes which controls the business operations and the way it operates, falls under the 

GP1 and the GP2 portfolios. 
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Figure 2: Schematic Representation of the Corporate System Framework 

 

1.3 Researcher’s Background and Experiences 

I am a Professional Engineer and a senior manager, construction projects managing a team of 20 

professionals overseeing large complex projects. I hold a First-Class bachelor’s degree in Civil 

Engineering from the University of Ibadan, Nigeria and a First-Class master’s degree in Civil 

Engineering from the University of Windsor, Canada.  

In 2011, I became a Fellow of the American Academy of Project Management and in 2015, I 

completed the Executive Management Program at the Schulich School of Business, York University, 

Canada. In the last 20 years of my career, I have managed pre-feasibility studies, feasibility studies, 

engineering, procurement and construction of several large multidisciplinary projects in North 
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America and effectively stewarded them to senior management executives in large multinational 

corporations. I was responsible for overseeing the development and execution of many of these 

projects from inception through optimization to project closeout. I was also responsible for ensuring 

these projects are delivered safely, on time and on budget. 

1.4 Statement of the Problem 

My organization construction business unit is a major business unit and one out of the three main 

business units within the organization. Others include, the consulting business unit (comprises of 

several interdependent engineering services units) and the North American mining unit each with its 

own organizational responsibility. Our construction business unit has a responsibility to uphold the 

highest quality and safety standards during project delivery and is committed to understanding our 

client needs while providing solutions that are technically appropriate, socially responsible and 

compliant with contractual and regulatory requirements.  

To meet these objectives, my organization has developed a comprehensive and rigorous quality 

assurance/quality control, construction management and project management program to support our 

commitment to maximizing our profits and creating value for our clients. This is called the integrated 

management system (IMS). Our IMS is the fundamental protocol that defines our policies and 

objectives, the responsibilities of management and the processes that control the way in which we 

conduct our business. This IMS system and its processes help us manage and regulate our 

construction projects, their developments, monitoring and executions, invoicing process, progress 

reporting and guide us in the way our construction business unit manages stakeholder and client 

relations and communications. The IMS was formulated to effectively manage and address project 

issues and complications, reduce risks, improve quality processes and manage costs effectively, in 

order to grow our gross revenues (top line) and influence our operating income (bottom line), also 

known as EBITDA; earnings before interests, taxes, depreciations and amortizations. 

The IMS therefore is a major framework that plays a critical role in the management of our projects. 

The whole essence is to ensure that its processes are followed and utilized by our stakeholders and 
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that the stakeholders are in compliance in using them during all project phases, including the front-

end engineering phase (FEED), detailed design phase and the construction execution phases of our 

projects. It helps streamline our business systems and allow our integrated project team to be 

committed to proactively meeting tight construction deadlines and delivering project that meets the 

expectations of our client and key stakeholders. Overall, the IMS allows a coordinated approach to 

our project planning, scheduling, budgeting, risk management, communication techniques and 

prevents the omission of important issues that could impact our construction project performance.  

Over the years, the construction audit reports from our IMS team have shown there had been 

significant gaps and behavioural non-compliances in our critical business processes that has affected 

our construction project performance. Our construction project performance is measured in terms of 

the capabilities of our projects to meet set key performance indicators (KPIs) of “below budget, ahead 

of schedule, quality and safety requirements” while increasing our business unit profitability targets 

(i.e. achieving a minimum of 15% profits revenue generation, otherwise known as EBITDA; earnings 

before interest, taxes and depreciation). 

The audits completed by our IMS team in November 2017; the team that evaluates the implementation 

and conducts our IMS audit reviews, revealed that there were noticeable gaps in our IMS processes 

with a number of the issues relating to non-compliances by the users of the system during the 

development and execution of our projects (i.e. the mid-level stakeholders). Approximately 500 of 

750 completed audits (66%) revealed that a number of these issues are attributed to non-compliances 

and the remainder 250 cases (34%) were the result of process gaps generated from the system itself. 

And over the past three years, these issues have impacted our technical excellence, client satisfaction, 

risk management and the health, safety and environmental performance of our projects. Figure 3 

showed the IMS representation report depicting the percentage impacts of this work-based problem. 
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Figure 3: Integrated Management System Audit Representation Report 

The issue in focus in this research study therefore are the gaps in the IMS processes and the non-

compliances (behaviour) by the users of the system that has impacted the performance of our projects 

over the past few years. Compliance with these processes would require that stakeholders are able to 

complete and obtain appropriate approvals before taking on a new project, be able to set projects up 

in the system and comply with the health safety and environmental requirements for our construction 

projects; identify the Health, Safety, Security and Environment (HSSE) requirements on projects, 

manage these HSSE issues and properly communicate them to the team.   

1.4.1 Rational for using Stakeholder Management Concepts for the Study 

Stakeholders are key individuals who have vested interest in our projects and its performance. They 

also include those individuals or group of individuals that could be impacted or likely to be impacted 

by the outcomes of the projects being executed (PMI, 2013). My study has focused primarily on mid-

level stakeholders, who are the primary users of the IMS system and its governing processes and who 

have the most tendency to generate and influence the largest profit margin my company realizes. Our 

mid-level stakeholders have an important role to provide oversight on the development and execution 

of our construction projects. These mid-level stakeholders are those stakeholders that are neither top 

management of the organization nor junior management of the organization, but have significant 

responsibility to oversee our projects, interphase with client, manage project issues and steward on 

budget, schedule, safety and quality requirements of the projects to top-level management who lead 
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at the strategic level. They are also key individuals that support the formulation of our annual business 

plans; govern the way we conduct our businesses and manage the risks embedded in our IMS 

processes. 

The concept of stakeholder management is essential to support this research study as it will help to 

identify these mid-level stakeholders, their needs, and engage them in discussions to support the 

successful execution of our projects while building effective relationship to identify, analyze, plan 

and remedy the work-based problem being researched (i.e. the stakeholder engagement phase). The 

concept of stakeholder management is an integrated and a systemic approach to addressing similar 

management issues (Jepsen and Eskerod, 2013). The key component of the stakeholder management 

phase of this research work would entail, first identifying the make up of these mid-level stakeholders, 

who they are and what roles do they serve? then work with them to develop strategies that will 

improve the performance of our projects and our overall IMS processes.  

While stakeholder management is the proposed approach being undertaken with this study, it did not 

focus on top-level stakeholder management because those categories of stakeholders are not involved 

in the direct execution, planning or monitoring of our project work. Our top-level management are 

the company presidents, vice presidents and regional directors of our organization. While, on the 

contrary, the mid-level stakeholders which I belong are the critical participants of this study and 

worked with me as the primary researcher in the action planning, action taking, evaluating phase and 

the knowledge generation phase. At the end of this study, the actionable knowledge entailed putting 

back to immediate use the knowledge generated from this action research cyclic processes. The 

stakeholder management approach helped me as the researcher to document the stakeholders needs 

and their details, in terms of their names, their roles and responsibilities and the active projects they 

manage within the organization. That process of documentation of the stakeholders was critical for 

me in order to develop a robust stakeholder register, that would be useful to me, as the researcher in 

the data collection and analysis phase of this study.  
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This approach allowed me as the researcher to manage the key expectations of the mid-level 

stakeholders in the usage and administration of our IMS processes, their influences and the 

stakeholders power to address non-compliances in the performance of their work. The ability to 

identify these stakeholder expectations helped me to carefully analyze this work-based problem and 

provided me with a path forward to addressing them. This part of the process required engaging these 

stakeholders to keep them informed of what steps are being proposed, how they are being proposed 

and why they are being proposed, to improve the performance of our construction projects. This is 

otherwise known as stakeholder engagement.  

Stakeholder engagement is the primary goal of stakeholder management, and its aim is to engage 

each of the mid-level stakeholders in a manner that benefited the performance of our construction 

projects (Warner, 2019). As stakeholder management is an iterative process, I made sure, there is 

constant reviews, follow ups, discussions with the selected stakeholders while ensuring that the 

process continues throughout the life cycle of the study. This phase of the work required adequately 

monitoring the progress and performance of selected projects, documenting, analyzing, planning, 

implementing, engaging and monitoring project activities with the stakeholders over the life cycle of 

the active projects until the project reaches its completion phase. 

In many management literatures, stakeholder engagement is considered a crucial approach to 

improving business practices (Mitchell et al., 2020). The concept of stakeholder engagement is also 

seen by many managers as a practical approach to anticipate and resolve many ethical challenges that 

stakeholders face in the course of managing their business (Cennamo et al., 2012). While the idea of 

engaging stakeholders to resolve these challenges is quite appealing to many managers, some 

researchers have however argued that if mid-level managers must address these challenges, it must 

first address the knowledge-based problems; risk, ambiguity, complexity, equivocality and 

uncertainty, that underlie these challenges through stakeholder engagement. The construction 

industry is no exception to these knowledge-based problems and is in fact saddled with addressing 
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these five knowledge-based problems on a regular basis using stakeholder-led relationships and 

participations (Gareis et al., 2013).  

In essence, while stakeholder engagement will produce a relationship through which participants can 

make contributions in the work they do (Sillanpaa, 1998), they can only do this effectively, if they 

know and address the obstacles that their relationships bring, (Townsend et al., 2018). Doing so, will 

generate new knowledge and build a foundation that would create and defuse trust within the 

organization in a positive manner (Greenwood, 2007). It will also create value for the organization 

and for all those involved (Bosse and Coughlan, 2016).  

Arguably, when stakeholders engage together, they foster an environment where common ethical 

grounds can be established (Maak, 2007), where substantive influences can be generated 

(Greenwood, 2007) and where economic performances can be assured (Barnett and Salomon, 2006). 

These among many others as would be seen in the course of this research study, are the merits of 

introducing and integrating stakeholder engagement into the study.  

Figure 4 below has presented the processes and methods proposed by Warner (2019) on how the 

stakeholder management framework operates. It discusses the four main sequential processes that are 

required to manage and oversee stakeholders’ requirements in the execution of a project. This 

includes first identifying the stakeholders and establishing who they are. Then creating a stakeholder 

register where their locations within the organization are clarified and documented. The concerns and 

expectations of these stakeholders would then be developed through a rigorous analysis where their 

needs are classified, while building ongoing stakeholder relationship during the planning and 

engagement phases. This is to make sure stakeholder expectations are met.  

Establishing a mechanism in which stakeholder engagements can be monitored and evaluated on a 

regular basis will enhance project performance, increase profitability and enhance client satisfaction. 

The cyclic process shown in Figure 4 presents the methods and tactics that should be applied for each 

process category (Warner, 2019). 
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Figure 4: Stakeholder Management-Processes and Methods (Adapted from Warner, 2019) 

 

1.4.2 Rational for using Portfolio Management Concepts for the Study 

Portfolio management is the art and science of selecting and overseeing a group of project investments 

to support the strategic objective of the organization (Meding et al., 2013). The objective of portfolio 

management is to ensure that the collective selection of projects was deemed suitable to meet the 

organization risk tolerance level and to fulfill its long-term strategic goal. According to Rajegopal 

(2013), if the organization must maximize its benefits, it must be able to allocate its resources in such 

a way as to realize the corporate objectives of its business. Portfolio management was helpful in this 

regard as it helped to determine which projects aligned with the IMS processes that must be pursued 

in order to get the best returns for the organization.  

When projects selected have not been reviewed and approved by our project review committee (PRC), 

they are not permitted to go into development nor field execution. The PRC represents the leadership 

team that reviews and approves project to proceed or not to proceed when they fall within a certain 

threshold and when there is a high degree of possibility that such projects would not be compatible 

with the processes. For example, some projects within my construction business unit have been 

observed to show evidence of non compliances to subcontractor selections and a lack of a properly 

formulated health, safety and environmental plan, a lack of a preliminary site assessment and a lack 

of proper sign offs at start and at the end of project completion. These are significant gaps that has 
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caused significant losses (lower than the expected 15% minimum requirements) in terms of our 

profitability for the construction business unit and has affected the performance of our projects.  

Some of these projects may not have been assessed in terms of its risk levels, and the significant 

number of resources that these kinds of project utilize of the organization resources may have 

contributed immensely to the profitability outcomes. When such projects have not been carefully 

evaluated, the principles of portfolio management revealed that there is a high tendency that these 

projects may not have complied with our IMS processes that are built to regulate such scenarios 

(Stewart et al., 2018). There is therefore a high likelihood that these kinds of projects managed by a 

number of mid-level stakeholders would ultimately fail to deliver the expectations of the client and 

lead the organization into significant losses. 

Portfolio management is a strategic approach put in place to identify these losses and develop a 

holistic way to proceeding with only construction project opportunities that are likely to pose minimal 

business risks to our overall project and corporate objectives. Our mid-level stakeholders play a vital 

role in helping to select and identify such low-risk projects that fall into this category and these 

stakeholders have a primary goal of reducing these risks, that may arise during the development and 

execution of multiple projects with varying complexities and interdependencies.  

Portfolio management approach would help maintain adherence to the appropriate work processes, 

tasks, establish controls and methods that will enhance proper action taking during the selection phase 

through front end development phase, which includes the proposal development phase, planning 

phase up to the project execution and closure phase. However, the success of portfolio management 

would depend largely on the requirements of the projects selected and approved within the portfolio 

framework and how those may influence the organization’s strategy (Franken et al., 2009).  When 

portfolio management has not considered all project requirements such as the totality of the client 

needs and expectations, organizational strategies, risk issues, financial obligations, project 

efficiencies, cost, time, and stakeholder engagement, there is a high likelihood that portfolio 
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management can become a hindrance rather than a benefit to improving construction project 

performances (Nelson, 2005).  

In driving optimal organizational value and enhancing project performances, the selections, approvals 

and oversight activities for construction projects must be robust enough to satisfy the organization 

strategic objectives. In essence, whatever criteria our pricing review committee (PRC) adopt from the 

outset of evaluation phase, must consider balancing the resources of the project, the needs of the 

projects with that of the organization business strategy, in a way that maximizes the likelihood of 

project success.  Portfolio management can support this objective, if the framework is driven by 

strong organizational strategies, robust project objectives and strong management oversight 

(Craddock et al., 2015). 

1.4.3 Overview of the Integrated Management System and its Processes 

Every year, our construction business unit manages high risk projects and my organization classifies 

these projects in terms of complexities that ranges from 1 (low complexity) to 5 (high complexity). 

My organization also designate the level of experience of each mid-level stakeholders that oversee 

the development and execution of these projects from a range of 1 to 5.  The higher complexity 

projects require the highest level of planning, management and control. Projects are classified at the 

outset of project delivery during the initiation stage so that the appropriate level of efforts in 

subsequent stages is recognized and provided. 

Our project delivery processes under our IMS must be complied with in order to meet the most benefit 

for our projects. The IMS processes are what our mid-level stakeholders use to govern the way we 

execute our projects and is the fundamental protocol that governs the decisions they take, the 

subcontractors they select, the deliverables they develop and the risk, health and quality management 

they use to deliver the intended project to the client.  

Observable gaps in the use of our IMS processes and the non-compliances by the stakeholders, as 

shown in the audit processes completed in November, 2017, revealed that 66% are driven by the non-
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compliances of the users and 34% by gaps in the IMS processes. These non-compliances and the gaps 

in the system continue to expose our organization to significant risks and increase the likelihood of 

poor project performance. This is largely so, because the output and the performance of some of our 

key projects have fallen short of the expectations of our most highly valued clients and may have 

affected some of our repeat business. While, our project delivery framework requires that client needs 

must be properly understood and clearly documented, a gap in our IMS processes and the non-

compliances of the mid-level stakeholder has long contributed to this growing concern.  Some of 

these gaps and non-compliances as identified by the Audit team is shown in Table 1 below. These 

account for about 66% non-compliances and 34% attributed to the gaps in the system processes, as 

shown in Table 1 below. (Barnett, 2006), (Freeman, 2016) and (Lunts, 2012). 

List of Non-Compliances       IMS Expectations 

Working without a signed contract All contracts need to be signed. Task orders 

under an existing master service agreement 

must be signed by both parties 

Subcontractors working without a signed task 

order 

All contracts must be signed and those under 

an existing task orders must also be signed by 

both parties and documented 

Project without a Health, Safety and 

Environmental Plan (HaSEP) and in some 

cases a Health, Safety, Security and 

Environmental Plan (HSSE) 

An HaSEP must be prepared for medium risk 

project while an HSSE must be signed by the 

Project Manager or other designated senior 

staff with appropriate health and safety skills 

and experience 
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Change Orders not authorized Scope of work must be agreed to, change 

orders discussed and agreed to. It must be 

internally reviewed and approved and 

authorized by the client 

Non-approved Subcontractors Only approved subcontractors and 

subconsultants documented in the 

subcontractor database may be used for all 

project sites 

Documents not reviewed before sending to 

client 

All deliverables sent to the client must be 

appropriately reviewed including draft and 

final versions of reports, memos, models, 

databases, design drawings and presentations 

Electronic signatures without documented 

approval 

Appropriate documentations such as written 

email to be attached to all supporting 

electronic signatures. This has to be included 

in all correspondences and reports submitted 

electronically 

Table 1: Behavioural non-compliances identified from the 2017 IMS Report 

1.4.4 IMS Process Implementations 

Studies from literature showed that an IMS, as an integrative system, should contain integrated 

requirements that would help drive the quality of its management process including those that would 

address safety, environmental and occupational health management processes (Genaro and Loureiro, 

2015). Gianni and Gotzamani (2015) also argued that an IMS should in practicality have all the 

standard requirements that all business stakeholders can adopt for their work. If this is so true in light 

of the argument of these scholars, one can argue that an isolated management system; a system that 

has none of its processes non-integrated, is not ideal as it would only tend to address individual key 
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management processes, and would not integrate the organizational processes together to satisfy the 

stakeholders needs, address noticeable gaps and reduce behavioral non-compliance in an organization 

(Asif et al., 2010).  

Organizations therefore need a robust system that not only provide a means to engage and capture the 

stakeholders’ requirements but one that manages in an integrative manner, the behaviour of their 

stakeholders to meet the requirements of its processes.  Taylor et al. (2019) also discussed this idea 

and related it to the need for stakeholders under a management system to work together if they must 

identify those commonalities needed to improve project performance. For an IMS processes therefore 

to meet its key objectives and serve the strategic need of the organization, there has to be a clear 

representation of what those commonalities are and how they can be well integrated and complied 

with.  

The Venn diagram in Figure 5 below showed these commonalities, how they must be met and the 

synergies that would be created when there is a combination of stakeholder management, stakeholder 

engagement and portfolio management (Bourne, 2009). This support the argument by Morikawa and 

Morrison (2004), that an IMS process is one that can be translated by selected stakeholders with 

aligned interests and with close collaborative relationships (Freeman, 2010). Figure 5 showed how 

project performance can be improved while working, identifying and prioritizing stakeholders needs, 

developing strategic plans, correcting behavioural non-compliances, closing process gaps, setting 

visions, and making rules under different circular representations, in order to meet the research 

objectives (Beringer et al., 2012).  
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Figure 5: Venn Diagram Representation 

 

1.5 Research Questions  

The following questions supported my research framework: 

1. What factors influence stakeholder engagement during project development and execution 

and how can these stakeholder engagements be enhanced to improve project performance? 

This research question intends to understand the critical drivers of stakeholder engagement in the 

execution of projects. These drivers would ultimately influence the performance of our construction 

 

Stakeholder Management 
-Identify and prioritize the 

stakeholders 
-Select and prioritize project 

portfolio 
-Set rules of engagement 
-Engage the stakeholders 
-Create a plan or strategy 

-Analyze the issues and monitor 
-Generate knowledge 

Stakeholder Engagement 
-Engage stakeholders on 

action plans developed from 
the management process 

-Generate knowledge 

Behavioural Non-
Compliances  

-Working without a signed 
contract 

-Lack of safety plan 
-Non-approved contractors 

-Change orders not authorized  
-Unreviewed documents 

Improved Project 
Performances, enhance 

KPIs and generate 
actionable knowledge 

-Document the issues 
-Engage stakeholders 

-Share information 
-Collaborate as a team 
-Share new knowledge 

 
 

Weak Project 
Performances 

-Formulate strategy 
-Understand the process 

gaps 
-Discuss the issues 

-Engage the stakeholders 
-Listen to the stakeholders 

 

IMS Process Gaps 
-Complicated IMS processes 

-Training deficiencies 
-Delays in IMS approvals 
from Senior Management  



20 

 

projects (Payne and Calton, 2002). As many projects’ performances are influenced by their 

engagement level during evaluation, development, optimization and execution, this question would 

determine the frequency of engagements and the approaches to adopt to enhance the performance of 

our construction projects. In essence, the intent is to identify and apply these factors and evaluate how 

they shape stakeholder engagement, drive project performance, improve profitability and enhance 

client satisfactions.  

Stakeholder engagements are influenced by a number of factors and understanding those factors in-

depth is critical to project results. These factors are understanding the project complexities, the 

stakeholder authority level, the project capital estimate, the project constraints and the decision-

making process of the stakeholders during the life cycle of the construction projects. Early 

identification of these factors was critical to allow for proper planning of current and future 

construction projects and improve overall project outcomes. 

2. What management strategies should be employed by mid-level stakeholders to address non-

compliance issues and fix reoccurring gaps in our IMS processes? 

Strategies in this context of my research are the action plans that need to be put in place to support 

the successful execution of the construction operations work (Gibson et al., 2006). One of the critical 

research questions is to understand the strategies that the selected mid-level stakeholders can adopt 

to address non-compliances and the process gaps that will influence the performance of our projects. 

An evaluation of the engagement strategies by stakeholders would provide more insights into these 

areas of non-compliances and process gaps that are present in our IMS as reported from the audit 

findings shown in Table 1. It is therefore critical that robust strategies must be employed to bring our 

organization compliance objectives into fruition. This would entail conducting stewardship meetings 

regarding the current issues and evaluating how the primary stakeholders address and tackle these 

challenges under the various approved management strategies. These strategies would serve as a road 

map towards achieving full compliance and will be reviewed with senior and operational leaders 



21 

 

within the organization for alignment purposes. The goal will be, to create a paradigm shift in the 

organization and help the business unit improve the overall construction project performance (Huber 

and Scharioth, 2006). 

3. How can the proposed action plans identified by the stakeholders be implemented to improve 

key performance indicators (KPIs) on construction projects? 

The concept behind this question is to understand how KPIs can be improved. In other words, what 

steps would be required to reduce project cost overruns and profit losses, optimize schedule and 

improve the safety and quality of our construction projects, using the strategies proposed from 

research question 2.  

It is important to understand how these strategies would be implemented without jeopardizing the 

ultimate goal of improving project performance and increasing profitability.  That understanding 

would require monitoring project cost variances and financial performance using established matrices 

and financial management tools under our IMS processes and refining them to such an extent that 

will improve the key performance indicators (KPIs) on our construction projects.  

The implementations of these actions are important to help the construction business unit have a 

collective way to managing future projects while building a business unit that consistently maximize 

profits and satisfies client expectations with both project and operational excellence. When our key 

performance indicators are met or exceeded, its a strong indication to our clients that we have 

implemented robust plans under our IMS framework that is capable of meeting their needs with the 

least amount of challenges and risks. This will make us feasible as an organization, prove that we are 

meeting our business and client expectations and enhance a repeat business. It will also prove that 

our integrated management processes work and the business and technical expertise we offer as an 

organization is valued and will contribute positively to improving KPIs on our construction projects 

(Mansell and Philbin, 2020). 
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1.6 Objectives of Study 

The objectives of my study are in three main folds: 

1. To develop action plans that would reduce mid-level stakeholder non-compliances with the 

use of the organization integrated management system (IMS). 

2. To evaluate how the action plans would enhance key performance indicators and improve 

construction project performances. 

3.  To generate actionable knowledge in which construction projects are executed in compliance 

with an improved integrated management system to the benefit of the organization, while 

increasing profitability (Tenkasi and Hay, 2004). 

1.7 Significance of the Study 

This study was based on the precepts that my organization will be able to address the prevailing gaps 

and non-compliances observed in our management system that have impacted our operating income 

for the last few years. This operating income drives the success of our organization and ensures 

sustainability of our business operations. That understanding drove the rigour that goes into this 

research. While we have over the years shown a significant surge in our gross income on the projects 

we execute, the expenses, costs, and expenditures have also grown to an astronomically high level 

and have impacted our operating income in the past years. Therefore, there is the need to take actions 

to address and solve these complex issues (Morrell, 2008).  

As an organization led by senior operation leaders and coordinated on many occasions by mid-level 

stakeholders such as project directors, project managers and construction managers, these are ongoing 

issues that impact our project management process. The frequent issues are delays in receiving 

construction reports, which has consistently impacted the ways projects are reported and closed, the 

procurement gaps that undermine our supply chain process and the constraints in understanding how 

best our subcontractor management system works. Others include behavioural non-compliances in 

dealing with field issues, especially as it pertains to subcontractor selection reviews and the 
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application of an adequate compliance monitoring process. Non-compliances concerning whether 

change orders have been duly reviewed before they are signed off, issues around economic analysis 

before financial decisions are taken, as well as a host of others that could have contributory effect on 

the value of an organization (Davies et al., 2000). Understanding why there are increasing non-

conformances in the execution phase and bridging the gaps in all non-conformances is critical to our 

project management excellence mission. The lack of project learning in the existing management 

system, and the lack of well-trained mid-level stakeholders in the administration of the IMS system, 

are all relevant issues.  

In order to provide a specific focus to this study within the confines of the Doctor of Business 

Administration (DBA) program and the University of Liverpool Ethics Approval requirements, my 

research on stakeholder management was concentrated on internal mid-level stakeholders and a few 

external stakeholders. This study was actionable and proved beneficial to my organization. It was 

able to demonstrate that the knowledge generated in the course of the proposed research study can be 

put to immediate use by the participants, whom it has the intent to engage, and the responses I received 

from the senior leaders, managers and colleagues in the process added value to my organization 

(Antonacopoulou, 2006).  

1.8 Research Approach 

Producing a new set of actions would require collaboration among participants working together to 

achieve research objectives. It was therefore critical for this study to identify and work with both 

internal and external stakeholders who are knowledgeable within the context of my study, to get 

robust data that would allow the study to satisfy my research objectives. This entails, implementing 

appropriate stakeholder discussions and engagement, and evaluating their ideas and contributions 

through a well refined stakeholder analysis to drive the implementation process. Past research shows 

that this process arguably, will yield positive outcomes from the clients, improve workforce 

satisfaction and drive a sustainable and profitable business (Friedman and Miles, 2006). Invariably, 

if we must sustain clients’ confidence, become profitable and retain a high performing organization, 
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we must identify these gaps and non-compliances, develop appropriate plans, take those actions, 

evaluate them using the AR process and generate new knowledge and changes to improve the 

business. 

1.8.1 Action Research and its Benefit to the Research Study  
 

The use of action research (AR) for my study provoked new insights regarding the issues involved 

while applying our current integrated management system and how those can be addressed 

collaboratively through engaging mid-level stakeholders. The need to produce the desired level of 

results the organization need was actualized with an action research approach (Pedler, 2008). “When 

business issues are carefully addressed and are comprehensively discussed in a collaborative way, it 

generates reflection and enhances proper execution among the key stakeholders” (Vince, 1996, p. 

119). It can only be achieved by taking critical action in the organization and applying those actions 

to generate learning. This AR approach produced new set of ideas for action and sourced solutions to 

the problem using those actions to effect a change to our IMS processes. To do this, our management, 

under the leadership of the organization, allowed the proposed actions from the study to be 

implemented to address this problem, and this contributed to the success of this study.  

To build a robust AR process, the first question that came to mind when I started this research was 

whether I was able to work around the busy schedules of senior leaders, managers and consultants at 

the designated research sites to conduct the research, engage them throughout the cycle process and 

whether I would be able to properly blend the theory sourced through literature study with the findings 

of my action research work. I also have to contend with balancing the underpinning theoretical 

knowledge I have as the researcher with the actionable knowledge I would need to create from the 

study, within the time limits of the program. That distinction was clear and it supported my 

professional and scholarly development through the reflections and learnings the research study 

generated (Jenlink, 2009).  
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1.9 Structure of the Thesis  

Chapter One discusses the background of the study, the case company, the problem statement, the 

objectives of the study, the significance of the study, the research approach, the structure of the thesis 

and the reflections and learnings.  

Chapter Two discusses the literature findings related to the study. It discusses the concept of 

stakeholder and its divergent theories, how stakeholders perceive construction problems, their 

influence within the organization, the strategies they formulate, and how those shape organizational 

decisions. It discusses how to formulate stakeholder management strategies in construction projects. 

It discusses stakeholder engagement, the challenges of mid-level stakeholders during project 

development and execution and presents relationships between sustainability and project 

performance, and between stakeholders’ engagement and project performance.  

Chapter Three presents the methodology used for the study, the research approach to theory 

development, the research strategies, the sampling criteria, the factors considered when designing my 

interviews, the selected research philosophy, the interview process, the action research design process 

including what was done for each phase and my research quality assurance and ethical considerations 

for the study. 

Chapter Four presents the key findings of the research, the engagement with the participants over 

the action research process, the data gathered, the analysis, the arguments and discussions on the 

learnings generated through the actions taken.  

Chapter Five presents the discussions of the findings and the reflections and learnings gathered 

through the findings. 

Chapter Six presents the conclusions and recommendations of the study, the study reflections over 

the course of the research study, the limitations of the study and the recommendations for future 

improvements.  
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1.10 Reflections and Learnings 

My research primary objective was to reduce stakeholder non-compliances, enhance key performance 

indicators and improve construction project performances. The actionable knowledge that will be 

generated from this study would support future construction projects and allow them to be executed 

with the highest degree of compliance, foster proper engagement among stakeholders and contribute 

to increased profit outcomes for the organization. The study research questions provided a framework 

to evaluate the current project KPIs and create opportunities for engagement with the stakeholders, 

in order to generate strategies that will promote accountability during the development and execution 

of construction projects. It emphasizes the benefits of establishing these robust management strategies 

to address non-compliances and fix existing gaps in our IMS processes. 

It also discusses the criticality of stakeholder relationships and their importance in improving project 

performance. This understanding of the primary aim and objectives of this study would allow the 

participants to reflect and share their knowledge and insights on a number of critical issues with the 

use of the IMS when overseeing construction projects. In addition, the ability to build strong 

stakeholder relationships and engagement at the planning phase of construction projects may present 

a robust and sustainable criterion that will lead to project success at the execution phase. 

This holistic approach will allow the mid-level stakeholders to reduce process gaps and IMS non-

compliances and generate new learnings that will continuously improve our IMS processes and 

improve the performance of our most complex construction projects. These changes will allow the 

construction business unit to improve the existing processes and establish new metrics to monitor and 

track their performances. The value engineering according to this introductory chapter should 

therefore commence from the front-end engineering stages which includes proposal review phase, 

project selections, tendering, contractor and subcontractor selections, through the monitoring stages, 

to the field execution stages. These are critical stage gates drivers that must be reviewed to drive the 

performance outputs of our construction projects. 
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The use and applications of all the management monitoring systems and the development of project 

models within the IMS overall framework should be evaluated to see how these factors drive the 

overall construction project outcomes or impact our EBITDA or operating income. 

This chapter also talks about the importance of identifying and working with diverse stakeholders 

using the stakeholder management methods and tactics that would allow stakeholders needs and 

expectations to be constantly monitored (Warner, 2019) and (Worsley, 2016). It emphasizes the 

impact stakeholder management would have when a clearly defined and improved management 

processes exist within the organization. This was considered a suitable approach to hold the 

stakeholders accountable and to allow them engage and discuss critical issues that would enhance 

their work and ultimately improve construction project performances. (Betran et al., 2017). 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
2.1 Introduction 

This chapter starts with a discussion on the concepts of stakeholder management under the different, 

divergent theories. It discusses the challenges of mid-level stakeholder management and discuss how 

to select the internal and external stakeholders, present justifications on how their needs would be 

met and how their influences can drive project performances. It then discusses the stakeholder 

management strategies to be adopted and how they are formulated for construction projects. It 

discusses the influence of stakeholders, both internal and external on the performance of construction 

projects, and look at the factors that could impact project performance when governed by an 

integrated management system that is outdated or non-functional. It discusses how stakeholder 

management could transition to stakeholder engagement and how different relationships between 

stakeholder management, portfolio management and sustainability impacts and influence 

construction project performances. 

A wide range of issues are often encountered during construction and the issues can vary from as 

simple as an unsigned change order during project execution, to complex issues such as failure to 

secure approvals before executing a project (permits). All these issues have a significant impact on 

the overall performance of any project, especially when it impacts the profitability of the organization. 

Management systems are intended to help organizations address some of these gaps and when they 

do not, or are performing below the expectations of the clients and the key stakeholders, the effect 

can be severe.  

Beyond eroding profits, the organization also suffers reputational damage. That lack of action may 

lead to increased complications as work progresses. According to Weick (2002), managers and 

leaders owe a duty of care to bridge gaps in the work process and must do so by understanding the 

areas of divide, identify what’s causing the problem, formulate new action plans, take those actions 
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to implement change, and generate knowledge in the process of doing so (Raelin, 2003). This is the 

key focus of this research study. The arguments presented by Weick was not limited to just internal 

stakeholders only, but arguably all stakeholders within the confines of the project who are more likely 

to influence the performance of projects. For the purpose of these stakeholders, the mid-level 

stakeholders have been considered in terms of internal and external stakeholders that play a major 

role in the delivery of our construction projects. The IMS processes are established as the guiding 

framework for all mid-level internal stakeholders and serve as our fundamental approach to executing 

all of our construction projects regardless of their complexities. 

2.2 Concepts of Stakeholder Management and its Divergent Theories 

This section discussed the concept of stakeholder management and its divergent theories and 

highlights how these theories would help in the creation of project values. Stakeholders both internal 

and external should understand their specific roles in the management of projects and must know how 

their behaviour can influence the outcome of the projects they oversee (Stout, 2012). Stakeholders 

should be aware of ethical requirements governing their work, understand the role and the interactions 

the clients and the regulators play in the performance of project work, understand how these 

interactions can generate new knowledge, shape processes, cause changes and generate profitability 

for the organization (Freeman et al., 2007) and (Phillips, 2003). 

2.2.1 Understanding and Knowing my Stakeholders 

One of the main focus of this study is to reflect on how to manage both internal and external mid-

level stakeholders that utilize our IMS processes and how their influences can address the non-

compliance behaviour and gaps in our IMS processes. The internal stakeholders in this context are 

those stakeholders who form part of our organization and are individual contributors of the project 

sites. The external stakeholders are the stakeholders outside the organization that are affected by the 

project scope, objectives and activities of the project and in some cases are the end users of the project 

(Worsley, 2016) They include the client and the contractors and subcontractors. To manage these 
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divergent stakeholders, as a manager and doctoral researcher, I must first identify and recognize these 

stakeholders and work with them to achieve my desired research results. Olander (2017) argued that 

of the fundamental tenets of stakeholder management is knowing, understanding, prioritizing and 

engaging the stakeholders. Hence, my ability to know my stakeholders (internal and external) will 

support my research project at an early stage and contribute to the understanding, prioritization and 

my engagement with my stakeholders to improve the performance of our stakeholder led projects 

(Worsley, 2016).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Pathways of Stakeholder Influence in Construction Projects (Nguyen, 2020) 

I have shown in Figure 6 above, how stakeholder influence plays a major role in construction projects. 

By definition and in the context of this research study, the inputs of the stakeholders go as far as 

influencing actions and decision taking that drives the outcomes of a project. In Figure 6 for example, 

the stakeholder goes through a series of specific work tasks that includes their direct action, conflict 

resolutions and inputs/information sharing among others, in order drive and influence the project 

performance. For this purpose, I have defined performance as the ability of our construction projects 

to meet or exceed the minimum key performance indicators (KPIs) requirements. This includes 

meeting or exceeding the minimum budget expectations set for our construction projects of 15%. The 
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project budget must stay within the approved external costs (provided by the client) and within the 

15% profit margin designated by the construction business unit. Schedule requirements must be 

acceptable to the client and within the client agreeable schedule timelines. The other KPI requirement 

includes completing project work with zero recordable injury rate (i.e. meeting safety targets) which 

includes meeting the minimum conditions of satisfaction on quality as agreed with internal and 

external stakeholders during contract negotiations and signing phase. 

For my organization, the internal stakeholders are the internal project leaders within the construction 

business unit and they have a strategic role to play in leading the development of our projects starting 

from the proposal phase through the review of project optimization options to the monitoring and 

final execution phase of our projects at the field stage. These stakeholders include project directors, 

project managers, construction managers and project coordinators as discussed under section 1.2.1 of 

this thesis. These internal stakeholders are responsible for applying the IMS processes and must make 

sure they are applied in a manner that aligns with our construction project development and execution 

process and must support our overall strategic objective to remain client centric and be commercially 

viable as an organization.  

The external stakeholders are vital to the IMS processes being discussed as they represent the end 

users of the final assets delivered through the project life cycle. They play a key role in the way we 

execute our IMS processes. Failure to do so, can reduce project opportunities, weaken our 

commitment to project excellence and erode our contractual obligation to our key major clients. This 

has the potential to reduce our profitability and could in fact pose a risk to other business 

opportunities. I would argue that this study provided a framework through which stakeholders both 

internal and external could be managed and engaged to take actions to address the work-based 

problem (Nguyen, 2020). 
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2.2.2 Justifying the Concepts of Stakeholder Management 

Stakeholder management allows the building, engaging and monitoring of stakeholder relationship 

in the process of executing a project (Huber et al., 2006). The primary objective is to keep the 

stakeholders informed of what is going on and to get them involved in key decision making in the 

management of a project. To do that, as the manager and researcher, I must be able to identify and 

analyse the processes that are involved in both the identification and the analysis of the stakeholders 

I need for my research. This includes both my stakeholder identification and stakeholder analysis 

phase. The identification phase is the phase that allows me to identify which stakeholders will support 

my research study. This is important, because prior to assessing a potential stakeholder, those 

individuals that fall under the definition of my project stakeholders would have to be considered. And 

when this is done, the project is positioned to meet its objectives. The stakeholder analysis phase is 

equally an important phase to understand how my stakeholders will plan and structure the individual 

project. This approach will help me as the manager and researcher to anticipate my stakeholders’ 

response towards my research project and help us formulate an action plan and engagement strategies 

required to plan, monitor and execute the study (Jepsen and Eskerod, 2009), (Huber and Scharioth, 

2006), (Meding et al., 2013). 

This presupposes that when stakeholders’ responses are known during the development and execution 

of a project, there is a higher tendency to yield a high return rather than later efforts to seek responses 

in an attempt to revive the project. One example is in the principles of diminishing returns which says 

there will be a “decrease in the marginal returns as a result of a decrease in the marginal output of a 

production process when the amount of a single factor is incrementally increased” (Mold et al., 2010).  

The argument here is that when there is an over reliance on a single powerful stakeholder response 

rather than a collective response of all stakeholders, including internal and external, there is a higher 

likelihood to decrease the returns and eventually wreck the project. This principle is known as the 

“Magpie syndrome” and can occur when managers of projects focus and direct attention to only those 

that they know in the stakeholder management process while ignoring the contributions and insight 
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of others (D’Herbemont and Cesar, 1998, p. 1).  This is quite harmful to the success of the project 

and would be avoided for my research study. 

When it comes to maximizing the greatest outcomes of a project through stakeholder management, it 

is important that stakeholder engagement is strong enough to support the successful execution of the 

project. The stakeholder engagement is a component of the stakeholder management framework and 

entails that aspect of listening to, keeping the stakeholder informed and getting them engaged in the 

course of executing the activities of the project (Warner, 2019). This might be as simple as a 

stakeholder setting up interactive meetings and discussing with those people the manager does not 

know, or was not aware could even be of importance to the project. This seems contrary to the 

conventional approach of meeting and interacting with those people that the manager knows and 

consider as important stakeholders.  

As a manager, there is pressure to constantly grow project networks, but that can only be done when 

managers like myself understand how to effectively identify, analyse and seek stakeholders’ 

responses. This process will help to recognize any stakeholders that may have been missed in the 

course of executing a project. There are however arguments, in literature that managers may often 

not possess the skills, resources and connections (resource dependency) they need to do more than a 

superficial analysis of their stakeholders (Worsley, 2016). It is therefore important to research more 

on these common mistakes and know how to avoid them. This aspect is a primary research question 

of this study.  

The first mistake for example, is to assume that sponsor of a project is genuinely interested in the 

project as that might not be the case. The sponsor of a project are the financial leaders who provide 

funding to support the project. While their role is critical and strategic to support the execution of a 

project, they are often doing so for a whole portfolio of projects. The second mistake is to equate the 

power of the identified stakeholders with the organization position and status. In practice, 

stakeholders may hold a particular position but may have a limited power in the context of the work 

to be carried out. For example, a sponsor on a project while being a senior stakeholder of a project 
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may not hold the same level of influence like that of an operations manager who controls and direct 

the day-to-day business activities of the organization. There should therefore be a distinct 

understanding of these key roles. To do a proper analysis of a stakeholder, as a manager, I must know 

who my stakeholders are, what to expect of them and how best to interact with them (Jepsen and 

Eskerod, 2009), (Beringer et al., 2012). 

Who are they- This should be documented in the project plan regarding everything needed by the 

project, recognizing them and making contact with the individuals. 

What to expect- This is necessary to know where the resources and the efforts should be directed at 

in order to maximize the outcome of the project. 

How best to interact-This should be categorized in terms of how reporting the project execution 

process can be handled i.e. which group leads what, when do they do it, and what level of interactions 

is envisaged. Finally mapping the stakeholders in terms of what is known regarding the individual 

stakeholders (Warner, 2019). 

2.2.3 Stakeholder Divergent Theories and its Relevance to the Study 

In the context of my research study, it is important to know more about stakeholder theory and its 

many challenges in management practice. This would help to provide a background knowledge on 

the existing theories and challenges in literature, on stakeholder management. First, what do we mean 

by stakeholder theory? Stakeholder theory is a theory of organizational management and business 

ethics that drive the morals and values of the manager in the process of managing the business 

operations, to create value for all stakeholders. The key point here is that value must be created for 

all stakeholders and not just a few selected stakeholders (Freeman et al., 2010).  

Stakeholder theory is a body of knowledge that has grown over the past 40 years and has shaped the 

way and manner in which several businesses operate (Freeman et al., 2010). Understanding the 

principles of stakeholder theory and its many challenges is important to help managers like myself 
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create relationships that would generate the most value for my construction division, my clients, our 

contractors, the staff and my organization as a whole. 

The idea of managing stakeholders to create values, require that each stakeholder know their 

individual roles and their stakes on the projects (Stout, 2012). These stakeholders must have a perfect 

knowledge of what is needed to improve project outcomes and must understand what challenges is 

inherent when such are not considered during project executions. The stakeholders have that 

fundamental responsibility to do this (Freeman, 2016). According to Freeman (2010), “the 

stakeholder is any group or individual that can affect or be affected by the realization of an 

organization purpose”. The aspect of creating value for the project and the organization at large, can 

be impacted by five theoretical underpinnings that would affect the output and the performance of 

the projects an organization may execute. 

The total performance theory: this is understanding that the pursuit of profitability does not always 

lead to the largest creation of wealth on a project. The question then is, how best can we create the 

most optimum project performance given the many constraints on a project. This should be driven by 

factors that combine the total values created to the client, suppliers, sponsors, employees and the 

society my organization serve in order to yield a high EBITDA value for my division (the profit value; 

which is the earnings before interests, taxes and depreciation). When the focus is on gaining the 

confidence of these stakeholders, then there is a greater tendency to increase our profitability (Jones 

and Freeman, 2013). 

The stakeholder accounting theory: this requires an understanding of how the total performance of 

the current project will help to generate other opportunities for the organization (Mitchell et. al, 2017).  

It requires that the pertinent stakeholders interact and create joint ideas that will support the project 

and create accountability during the process of evaluating project risks. 

The behavioural stakeholder theory: there is a growing trend to understand the behaviour of 

stakeholders as a measure of how to deal with project issues (Phillips, 2003). Understanding the 
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behaviour of stakeholders will help to understand how to deal with operational challenges on projects. 

This would include how stakeholders can relate to the issues they face on their projects, how they can 

build trust during project phases, how a new change can be implemented, where the client including 

the stakeholders involved are seen as moral agents that drive ethics and values that other stakeholders 

can emulate (Freeman, 2016) 

The public policy theory: this is more focused on the role of regulators to boost stakeholders’ activities 

and influence the business operations. It is tied to the institutional approach that Gibson et al. (2006) 

referred to when they argued that a clear understanding by stakeholders in factors such as policies 

could impact how projects are executed and how the stakeholder’s interests are managed to improve 

long term project viability (Goodenough et al., 2017). This understanding is critical as many of our 

projects are governed by regulators in the mining, energy and infrastructure industries such as the 

British Columbia Construction Association responsible for regulating construction activities, the 

British Columbia Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum resources responsible for managing 

electricity, energy, mines and petroleum related matters. 

The ethical theory: this relates to how stakeholders’ values and ethics are applied during the 

management of projects. For example, for this study, my ethics and my values as the researcher was 

a critical factor that played a vital role in this study. The ethics and values of the participants (other 

stakeholders) also played a key role to support the actions that I as the primary researcher took for 

the study (Hardin, 1998) and (Phillips, 2003). 

Each of these stakeholder theories must be well understood and carefully managed to create the most 

value when projects are being executed. They must be managed to such an extent that the influence 

of the stakeholders on the overall performance of the projects will yield what the sponsors or project 

executives would normally expect from the projects. The executive’s role is critical as it will play a 

special role in the overall activity of our IMS processes. At the same time, the executive holds a strong 

influence and play a major part when project objectives are not being met (Beltran and Melon, 2016). 



37 

 

Beritelli and Laesser (2011) argued that stakeholder’s influence is a good indicator for power and are 

driven by the hierarchy, knowledge, processes and the assets of the organization.  

While the aspect of knowledge, processes and stake are supported by other stakeholder theorists, like 

Leroy et al. (2010), there is the argument that stakeholder interest is even more important and critical 

when it comes to how things should work. Stakeholder’s interests should be joint and should not 

conflict. It should be a system of cooperation where all stakeholders work together to support the 

needs of the project and create value. In other words, the stakeholder influence must be strong enough 

to create the expected performance outcome on a project (Jones and Freeman, 2013). Jones and 

Freeman (2013) argued that the focus for stakeholders should be building social networks and not 

focusing on the pursuit of profitability.  

This does not always lead to the largest creation of wealth. In Gibson’s et al. (2016), they argued 

through their two empirical studies research, that stakeholders can also be influenced based on three 

main theories of; resource dependency, social network and their institutional approach. In essence, 

what resources are available to them, what social groups they belong to in terms of their interactions 

and what system and institutional framework they are governed by. Scientific theorists have also 

argued that when stakeholders know how they need to act or should act, then it creates the best 

consequences for all those with vested interests on the project to produce the most outcomes (Harting 

et. al., 2006). 

2.2.4 Formulating Stakeholder Management Strategies in Construction Projects 

Stakeholders play a significant role in project execution and in the formulation of strategies. These 

strategies would help a manager lead projects to a successful completion and help the managers 

explore all opportunities and support the manager’s goal of delivering the projects successfully 

(Eskerod et al., 2018; Bourne and Walker, 2008; Bourgault et. al., 2014).  

Stakeholders’ strategies are crucial sources of influence on projects and it is very important they are 

well formulated in order to ensure issues that may arise over the life cycle of the projects are avoided. 
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The actions of external stakeholders and that of internal stakeholders in the formulation of project 

strategies can affect the overall project health and outcomes (Schnepper et. al., 2004). 

Studies have shown that stakeholder strategies are formulated based on a number of factors that 

influences the actions of the stakeholders (Hendry, 2005). They include stakeholders experience and 

expertise, their potential allies, the value placed on money and the stakeholder’s institutional 

environment (Aaltonen and Kujala, 2016). Stakeholders for the purpose of this study includes both 

the internal and external stakeholders. They are the individuals that control the development and 

execution of construction projects (Oppong et. al., 2017). Studies have shown there has been cases 

where internal stakeholders may support a project while the external stakeholders may be indifferent, 

in favour or even against the project (McGrath and Whitty, 2017). On that basis, one can argue that 

stakeholders can either help or hinder a project success based on the strategies the stakeholders 

employ. According to the studies by Aaltonen et. al. (2018), it is important for managers to examine 

which stakeholders are willing and able to support the project and examine the ones that are not, so 

as to employ the right strategies to deliver the project. To determine this, the attitudes of the 

stakeholders, the categorization of the strategies and the specific strategies to employ will play a key 

role in the execution of the project.  

To determine the kinds of strategies, there has to be a categorization of the stakeholders and the type 

of influence they are likely to exert on a project. These categorizations can be either; decision makers, 

direct influencer, indirect influencer or an observer (Young, 2006). When stakeholders are less 

dependent on their firm, they are exercising their direct influence on the execution of the projects and 

when they do not have such established relationships, stakeholders are categorized as indirect 

influencers. Stakeholders can also be part of the decision makers who control the project inputs or 

merely observers in the process. For the purpose of this study, the mid-level stakeholders are direct 

influencers and are also part of the decision makers on the projects.  

According to Frooman’s (1999), there are three main categories of classifying stakeholders’ 

strategies: direct, lobbying and bolstering categories. These three categories are used to explore 
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stakeholder strategies on construction projects. The direct category suggest that a stakeholder can 

directly affect a project because they control essential inputs. The lobbying category suggest that 

stakeholders communicate with their allies on the projects to make adverse impacts on a project and 

the bolstering categories help the stakeholders to enhance their ability to influence the projects which 

may or may not cause any pressure on the project. These 3 main categories are important in the 

context of this study as it would be used to determine the stakeholders’ strategies that are being 

employed on our construction projects. These specific strategies are governed by a number of 

attitudes of the stakeholders including communications, inputs withholding, credibility building and 

conflict escalation processes amongst others. Figure 7 showed the theoretical framework of these 

stakeholder strategies. 
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Figure 7: Theoretical Framework on Stakeholder Strategies (Frooman’s, 1999) 
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engagement on project work. The argument is that when stakeholders who manage projects have 

adequate project management skills, they are able to apply the project management processes towards 

their work.  This however, would have to be supplemented with project management training and 

experience. While there is argument that a lack of project management skills may exist with some 

stakeholders, the vast majority of mid-level stakeholders have a clear understanding of the processes 

required to manage a project (Landin, 2000). The assertion therefore is that when proper stakeholder 

engagement exists, it will lead to successful project outcomes and a clear understanding of the 

processes that will curtail any non-compliances and process gaps. 

2.3.1 Cultural Challenges and the Lack of Accountability by Mid-level Stakeholders 

Stakeholders can also be impacted or hindered by a number of factors that could be an impediment 

to the success of a project (Loo, 2003). These factors include the challenges of dealing with different 

organizational culture. For example, studies by Lunts (2012) presented the effect of bureaucracy on 

the implementation of processes at the mid-level phase in the delivery of health and social projects 

for the organization they researched on.  There was the argument that the culture adopted by the 

organization in this context has a significant impact on how mid-level stakeholders respond to the 

work being carried out. This challenge was connected to the difficulties mid-level stakeholders faced 

when attempting to undertake a decision without knowing how to approach them. There are 

boundaries within the organization that impede on the ability of the stakeholders to be able to integrate 

and solve them, largely driven by the cultural differences within the organization.  

The same is true, when I look at the landscape of my organization, mid-level stakeholders are being 

controlled by certain cultures that allow only a certain group of stakeholders to discuss project issues 

on a project and this creates vacuum where information that could help the team deliver the projects 

successfully are lost in the process, resulting into non-compliances. 
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2.3.2 Time and Capacity Challenges by Mid-level Stakeholders 

This includes the difficulty in knowing the time and capacity on the work of the mid-level 

stakeholders by their managers. It includes resistance by the mid-level stakeholders to change as a 

result of lack of time and capacity that hinders their ability to undertake management change. This is 

mostly driven by the sheer loads of projects that the mid-level stakeholder manages and the difficulty 

in being able to focus on the projects (Raes et. al., 2011).   

The issue of time constraints thus raises the issue with respect to how critical it is for the mid-level 

stakeholders of my construction division to place priority on change management and its processes 

for the delivery of our projects. There should be adequate time to tackle project related issues and 

support the overall vision of the project. To do that, mid-level stakeholders would require strong and 

collective leadership in order to implement the skills needed to execute projects.  

2.3.3 Communication Challenges by Mid-level Stakeholders 

Communication is a key strategy for mid-level stakeholders to adopt and is a core element to support 

the stakeholder engagement approach under a stakeholder management framework. Stakeholders 

regardless of their hierarchy and level depend on some form of communication to deliver projects. It 

is even more crucial that mid-level stakeholders who hold most of the decision making understand 

and applies communication strategy as a way to manage projects. PMI (2013) established from 

several literature study that the lack of communication carries a significant factor in the causes of 

most project failures and many mid-level stakeholders also acknowledged that communication is a 

major issue for them when it comes to successfully completing their projects (Worsley, 2016). 

In a study conducted by PMI (2016), communications were considered to account for 29% of cases 

of project failures. The same was corroborated in the study by Flyvbjerg (2008) when he asserts that 

28% of construction failures was largely attributed to the issues of poor communication by 

stakeholders. To support the process of effective communication by mid-level stakeholders, there has 

to be a process of communication planning that must be comprehensively developed.  
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The process must detail, who needs what information, when do they need it, how will it be given and 

who is responsible for sharing. It is important that mid-level stakeholders who will lead and manage 

projects understand how to get this information, who among the stakeholders’ chain needs them such 

that accurate and timely dissemination of information exist.  

In formulating the right communication strategies, the mid-level stakeholders must be able to 

understand the fundamental questions of what, when and how the information is to be disseminated 

and above all why the information is required to support the project work.  

When these factors are well understood and applied by the mid-level stakeholders, the project 

progresses from just sharing of information to a phase of persuading, negotiating, participating and 

engagement that ultimately improve project performance. 
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phase. This is characterized by the stakeholder moving through a neutral phase to the phase where 

there is a higher degree of ownership. This level of engagement further bolsters the need for 

stakeholders to share and discuss information more often as they move to varying levels of 

complexities of projects. 

2.4 Transitioning from Stakeholder Management to Stakeholder Engagement 

Stakeholder management is a comprehensive process of managing and building relationships with 

the stakeholders in the process of addressing their needs. Stakeholder engagement however is a 

critical component phase of stakeholder management and is a fundamental component of this research 

study. Stakeholder engagement takes into consideration, the aspect of engaging, and keeping the 

stakeholders involved and informed on the ongoing progress and changes on the project and how 

their influence could be affected over the course of executing the project. That part of the process as 

explained in section 1.4.4 will require close collaborative relationships among the stakeholders to 

discuss the issues to resolve and propose action plans to address them (Ulrich and Reynolds, 2010) 

and (Taylor et al., 2019). 

In the context of this study, both stakeholder management and stakeholder engagement are necessary 

because the engagement is part of my stakeholder management approach. For the purpose of my 

study, I identified the stakeholders that would play a key role at my four main research sites, as shown 

in Tables 3 and 4. The next steps require managing the relationships through an integration of 

stakeholder management and engagement as depicted in Figure 5. According to Ulrich and Reynolds 

(2010), stakeholder engagement requires engaging the stakeholders in constant information sharing 

and dialoguing to find common grounds that the stakeholders can work on to support the project.   

The stakeholder engagement framework is quite relevant for this study as it guides who has a say in 

the decision-making process and how well the information can be shared among them. It also supports 

how the stakeholders on my study would engage and how their influences would be used to shape the 

decisions taken for my study (Worsley, 2016). The core principles of stakeholder engagement 
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employed for the purpose of this study are: Stakeholder engagement first principle requires that 

stakeholders must have an input in the decision that affect them. Stakeholder engagement calls for a 

consensus that stakeholder’s input will be valued and that their contributions will support the 

decision-making process.  

The stakeholder engagement principles require seeking out all the stakeholders that could be 

potentially affected by or affected by a decision of the project work. The stakeholder engagement 

principle requires that, on identification of the stakeholders, it is important to seek how they wish to 

participate in the decision-making process.  

The stakeholder engagement principle calls for respect and a show of collaboration among engaging 

stakeholders. The stakeholder engagement must allow adequate time to provide information and 

allow the stakeholders to freely participate. This validates that stakeholder participation will not be 

under any compulsion to be involved with the study.  

When the above stakeholders’ principles are established, there is a higher likelihood that non-

compliances and failures on construction projects would be curtailed. This is because the decision-

making process would be enhanced, information sharing would be adequate, honest and open 

collaboration would exist among stakeholders and the level of trusts would be greatly enhanced 

among participants (Taylor et al., 2019).   

Beyond these, many research studies have shown that one of the leading causes of project failures 

and critical non-compliances are the lack of robust planning and the lack of competencies among 

stakeholders which are mostly evident at the field execution phase of projects. A review of these 

construction issues has been discussed further under section 2.5. 

2.5 Construction Issues during Field Execution 

Menoka (2014) argued that past projects’ construction issues have caused nearly 60% of project 

failures. This abysmal planning in project performance requires changes that will find lasting 

solutions, such that projects can be delivered in accordance to quality, on budget and on schedule. 
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Above all, for projects to go beyond these traditional metrics and satisfy stakeholders’ interests and 

objectives, there must be a robust management mechanism in place to deal with it (Ogunlana, 2010). 

The next sections discuss this in detail. 

2.5.1 Outdated Systems impact on Project Performance  

Studies from literature showed that for organizations driven by high project and operational 

capabilities, there is a tendency that outdated systems or processes can impede operational and project 

performance and create uncertainty in market success (Stewart et al., 2018). When these happen, 

these organizations suffer because their business objectives will become deficient. This causes a 

decline in profit margins on an annual basis and with no end in sight, it may eventually cause 

insolvency of the organization. When the profit margin expected on projects tends to decline, the 

organization loses its viability and commerciality, and investors’ confidence becomes eroded, leading 

to a high degree of uncertainty when starting future projects. 

2.5.2 Lack of Adequate Construction Planning 

Construction planning is a key driver that may influence stakeholder satisfaction on construction 

projects. Flyvbjerg (2002 and 2008) asserted that up to 30% of construction projects are mostly 

impacted by the effects of poor stakeholder planning skills at the construction phase and escalated by 

less stakeholder management support at the front-end phase. His study revealed that ineffective 

planning and weak stakeholder management at the onset of any project will ultimately lead to poor 

safety concerns, poor business processes and poor project outcomes and successes. This approach 

will require enhanced stakeholder alignment in order to create an avenue where projects can be 

managed successfully (Sambasivan and Soon, 2007). This may, however, be short-lived if the front-

end support phase from stakeholders is not well defined from the onset of a construction project. 

Gibson et al. (2006) posits that there is a higher degree of benefit to stakeholders when they effectively 

plan projects and develop mechanisms within the organization that identify project dissatisfaction on 

time, while possibly reducing problems at the construction stage. When these steps are taken, Gibson 
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et al. (2006) states that a new level of management insight can provide fresh insights towards 

improving project performance and thereby reduce project risks that could impact project outcomes.   

In principle, this is an evidence-based management scenario towards project performance because 

biases or prejudices in project decision making are less prevalent when stakeholders collaborate, since 

partnership and collective agreements are enhanced with robust planning. Furthermore, complex 

projects with multiple influences are better managed, rather than being influenced by unjustifiable 

assumptions or unmerited analysis but strictly on strong evidence base findings. This practical 

approach is considered to demonstrate “pragmatism, progress, systematization and techniques” 

(Morrell, 2008, p. 613). 

Research studies by Larsen (2015) corroborated the findings from Flyvbjerg (2008) and agreed that 

the enormous complexities associated with construction projects would be largely to blame for 

planning issues noticeable in many underperforming construction projects. His findings suggest that 

construction projects’ poor planning is largely impacted by weak stakeholder management and 

alignment (Olander and Landin, 2005). I would argue that this further justifies why I am very 

interested in pursuing this research area for my study. 

2.5.3 Communications Challenges 

The concept of effective communications among stakeholders has been considered a vital element to 

help understand how teams, groups and organizations interact, share ideas, and address ambiguous 

matters in a complex and competitive construction industry (Gareis et al., 2013). As asserted by 

(Flyvbjerg, 2002), 28% of construction failures in the construction industry were as a result of lack 

of effective communications among stakeholders.  

Past studies suggested that the development of an effective communication strategy will help unravel 

truth and increase understanding of project management frameworks in organizations. These 

ultimately will improve knowledge and present new ideas and reasoning towards project governance.  

Rondinelli and London (2002) also argued in support of the importance of effective communications 
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among stakeholders. The development of a comprehensive management strategy that not only 

addresses the complex problems we see in project delivery, but positioning every stakeholder at every 

level to a state of supportiveness within the organization is critical. In addition, Payne and Calton 

(2002) emphasized on information flow for effective communications among stakeholders. In their 

studies, they argued that the demand for information from a broader group of stakeholders has resulted 

in the development of a variety of forms of stakeholder dialogue. 

The views offered by Selstead and Hinze (1991) offered multiple arguments as to what level of impact 

this could be. The insights suggested that, although the performance of these projects can be affected 

by poor communication factors among stakeholders, one identified mechanism to address it, is the 

use of effective communications among stakeholders.  

There has been a number of projects that were schedule-driven without any consideration for effective 

communication among relevant stakeholders; however, this has been a major causal factor to 

underperforming projects. While communication challenges can be an impeding factor, there has also 

been argument that failures among schedule driven projects had been underreported and are mostly 

driven by other factors, such as, unrealistic profit targets set by stakeholders at the highest level of 

the project, with less regard for quality and safety (Vos and Achterkamp, 2006). Poor stakeholder 

communications among stakeholders in resolving these kinds of issues does have a negative impact.  

2.5.4 Poor Management Skills and Weak Management Strategies 

In other research studies, such as those by Nwachukwu and Emoh (2011), they argued that poor 

project management skills and strategies employed by the professionals who takes over the role of 

Project Manager is critical in order to properly understand the intricacies inherent in the functions of 

management, and in directing the efforts and activities of the project. They alluded that poor 

management skills have significant effects on many types of projects because they reflect the 

decisions taken by the project leaders during development and execution phases. In other research 

studies on project performance and stakeholder management, there has been the discussion that these 
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failures are prevalent because the decisions vis-à-vis strategies made by management in controlling 

the project execution phase may have posed problems.  

Some of these strategies are mostly around safety and environmental influences at the tail end of the 

project (Bella, 2001).  Bella argued that if stakeholders such as mid-level stakeholders put effective 

strategies in place and made proper decisions, then many of the impending impacts of construction 

failures would be minimized. Bella (2001) suggested that organizations in developing countries were 

more probable to face project construction challenges and are more likely to be impacted if 

management strategies are less robust in dealing with these issues.  

Thomas and Ellis (2007) argued that if the management strategies were robust enough, there would 

have been a greater influence on the outcomes of the project. Their arguments were such that the 

problem requires significant, well thought through and robust management systems to address many 

of the issues in a way that would yield the desired project outcomes.  In essence, they alluded that 

project leaders, including project managers and construction managers, all have the responsibilities 

to revert this poor state of underperforming projects. These improvement processes include right 

project selection, optimization and a refined management system that will limit construction 

transferrable problems (Thomas and Ellis, 2007).   

2.6 Relationship between Sustainability Targets and Project Performance 

The role and importance of sustainability in project management work is crucial, as it raises the 

questions pertaining to the stakeholders’ roles and responsibilities in the management of projects. The 

stakeholders possess a significant level of influence on projects and they can effectively do so when 

they understand the social, economic and environmental factors (i.e. the sustainability related targets) 

that can impede or influence the performance of construction projects. Each individual stakeholder 

must understand clearly how they would control the project resources to meet all targets on the 

projects. Silvius and Graaf (2018) suggested that there are a number of factors that must be considered 
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by the stakeholders who lead projects in order to demonstrate a strong influence on the sustainability 

fonts of the project (PMI, 2010). 

The arguments underscore the importance of divergent thinking rather than convergent thinking 

especially as it relates to sustainability related targets. These would include the ability of stakeholders 

to listen to the key issues, discuss them and work out robust strategies to address them. These are 

issues relating to economic, social, risk and environmental matters that often times dictate the 

outcomes of construction projects because they either impact profitability or affect the well being of 

the people in the environment and may have adverse impact on the environmental footprints of the 

project sites. This presupposes that mid-level stakeholders who lead projects must be those that could 

collaborate and think divergently, in order to meet both the needs of the projects and the needs of the 

end users of the projects. When such stakeholders’ engagements exist, there is a greater sense of 

accountability among stakeholders and they are more likely to meet the needs of their clients and 

projects because they recognize their contributions will be valued (Goodenough et al., 2017).  

As the manager and a researcher, I would argue that these factors are critical to improve the 

performance of our projects and to support the project delivery process. It provides a pathway through 

which all identified stakeholders can take up their responsibility to influence the project. I have 

considered this important enough for it to be integrated into my research study to shed more light into 

the understanding of the governing beliefs of the stakeholders and how that could influence their 

beliefs and their decision-making process. The behavioural beliefs; about the likely outcomes of the 

behaviour which can influence the project. The normative beliefs; the beliefs of the stakeholders about 

the type of sustainability expectations for the project and finally the control beliefs; which relates to 

the presence of factors that might facilitate or impede the project performances (Silvius and Graaf, 

2018). 
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2.7 Portfolio Management and its Relationship to Managing Stakeholders 

Project Portfolio management is the art and science of selecting and overseeing groups of project 

investments to support the strategic objective of the organization. The objective of portfolio 

management is to ensure that the collective selection of projects is deemed suitable to meet the 

organization’s risk tolerance level or fulfil its long-term strategic goal.  

According to Rajegopal (2013), if the organization must maximize its benefits, it must be able to 

allocate its resources in such a way that it meets the corporate objectives of its business. In doing so, 

the stakeholders must have a robust strategy that would enable the project to work with those 

stakeholders that can offer insights on how the project can be moved through the review phase up to 

completion. In the context of my organization, such decisions can be connected to building a robust 

relationship between our project review committee (PRC); the committee that evaluate all our 

proposal submissions, and the responsible mid-level stakeholder, to discuss issues pertaining to risks, 

cost, schedule, contractual obligations and resource allocations on projects.  

The knowledge generated through this review can then inform the next step of the project execution 

process. This knowledge base is critical in helping the organization’s key stakeholders, especially 

those who will lead the projects, align their own strategies with those provided by the PRC over the 

life cycle of the project. I would therefore agree with the postulations offered by Meding et al. (2013) 

that a strategic process of managing stakeholders’ needs is critical and should start by first knowing 

and understanding the project portfolio requirements, understanding the interests of the business unit 

in terms of their business targets and strategic plans, evaluating those interests and being able to 

measure these interests when selecting portfolios that would meet the strategic objectives of the 

organization.   

It is therefore imperative that mid-level stakeholders who would drive such initiatives must be 

visionary and must have a clear understanding of the strategic goal of the organization. They must be 

mid-level stakeholders who carry a tremendous responsibility to support project goals, with interests 
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that is devoid of any conflicting self-values; between their own interests and values, and those of their 

organization.  

When it comes to managing those interests, care is mandatory to avoid conflict of interests. A handful 

of mid-level stakeholders in diverse organizations have found themselves in precarious situations, 

and have thought of the following: should we do it right or should we do it the opposite way, avoiding 

processes or systems or cutting corners during the execution phase while focusing their objective on 

finishing projects early enough, making profit and dealing with the other issues after? A typical 

example is the major oil spill incident by British Petroleum (BP) into the Gulf of Mexico, where 780 

million litres of oil were spilled, partly due to a lack of planning and the sluggish response in a critical 

situation including overlooking several environmental checks (Zafar et al., 2014).  

In my organization, mid-level stakeholders manage diverse projects from inception through 

optimization to completion and are often saddled with responsibilities of identifying improved ways 

of doing things at different phases of projects. The most challenging part for them is often at the front 

end (FEED) phase; this is the phase at which the conceptual design, planning and feasibility reviews 

take place. The most significant factor to many stakeholders at this FEED phase is the intent to 

complete the projects in an expedited manner with little regard for proper stakeholder management, 

which I would argue could have helped assess the risks at the early phase and prior to the detailed 

construction phase (Cotton, Gray and Maas, 2017). 

2.8 Influence of Stakeholders on the Performance of Projects  

Olawale (2010) argued that if managers who manage a large portfolio of projects can demonstrate 

visible project leadership through proper engagement among stakeholders, there is a higher tendency 

that a well-defined project delivery system will be formulated. Stewart et al. (2018) also raises 

questions around whether or not there is effective portfolio management to weigh current 

performances against targeted performances and establish measurable key performance indicators to 

drive out abysmal performance. Other researchers such as Ng et al. (2014) also identified, amongst 
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other factors, that over-reliance on existing project management skills as an issue that needs to be 

corrected. In essence, failure to learn from other projects’ failures is presumably a contributing factor 

to the many challenges that impact project performance (Olawale, 2010). 

Project managers and construction managers are required to apply their own judgement with minimal 

consultation in a review process. This approach can have adverse challenges in meeting project 

targets. In most situations, for example, it leads to rework and such rework has a large tendency to 

result into huge financial and scheduling implications.  

While my research study seeks to reveal how stakeholder management can improve project 

performance, there are other factors proposed in literature that could also impact the performance of 

projects as it relates to stakeholder management (Flyvbjerg, 2008) and (Aaltonen et al., 2010). These 

are inadequacy in planning at the onset of construction, deficiency in leadership, increased level of 

scope creep during execution, gaps in the construction execution plan, several levels of organizational 

bureaucracy noted in large diverse organizations, inexperienced contractors and consultants selected 

for work and unrealistic operational targets. 

In further empirical studies on the influence of stakeholders on the performance of construction 

projects, Goodenough et al. (2017) assert how important it is to look at the influence of stakeholders, 

as the impacts could be quite significant.  His arguments were that this area of research has garnered 

lots of attention in recent years, largely because of the declining state of construction projects. 

Stakeholders influence on construction projects play a huge role (Olander and Landin, 2005) and their 

influence could drive project performances and address non-compliances, but understanding these 

issues under an integrated management system lens is yet to be fully explored (Nguyen et al., 2020). 

This research study would explore how to reduce non-compliances and process gaps in order to 

improve project efficiencies while enhancing KPI effectiveness.  

The effectiveness and efficiencies in the context of this study are two different bases to discuss how 

I intend to measure the performance of projects. Effectiveness for this purpose can be defined as 
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understanding how my selected project sites meet or exceed set KPI values of low budget, being 

ahead of schedule and safe work with zero non-compliances. The effectiveness factor will 

demonstrate if that goal is being met and if they are serving the intended strategic objective of 

influencing the work that we do. It would further illustrate if there is a need to change any of the KPI 

metric to meet the project goals.  

The project efficiencies on the other hand are connected to the ability of the specific project to be 

executed with the minimal amount of resources that would allow my organization to realize the 

highest profit margin with the least amount of resources, including but not limited to personnel, 

money, equipment and materials. 

2.9 Learnings from Literature Review and the Basis for the Research  

In order to be able to develop the right interview questions and support my research questioning 

phase, I took lessons from my literature study and this informed me about the research questions to 

use for my study.  

One of the key learnings from the literature is the understanding of the effectiveness of using key 

performance indicators, often regarded as (KPIs) when measuring project performances. The 

literature study highlights that when KPIs are known and are clearly defined, it helps to confidently 

measure the performance of such projects in an acceptable way. KPIs according to the literature study 

is a robust way to monitor the performance of projects (Hinze and Selstead, 1991).  

It is generally believed from literature study that these critical indicators highlight not just a well-

defined approach to evaluating projects but allow the researcher to evaluate their own effectiveness 

in the evaluation of a new project opportunity (Mansell and Philbin, 2020) and (Nguyen, 2020). I 

believe understanding these KPI effectiveness would help boost confidence levels of stakeholders 

and enhance the likelihood of project successes. This is so because it will present to the end users’ 

ways to improve KPIs and identify areas of gaps. 
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Another key learning from literature is understanding and learning more about the factors that are 

capable of driving project efficiencies while limiting project failures and non-compliances. Menoka 

(2014) argued that construction planning issues have caused nearly 60% of project failures (Menoka, 

2014).  This line of arguments suggests a lack of robust planning can impact project efficiencies and 

a deficient management skill is a major contributor to poor project performances and non-

conformances (Chau (1997), Heravi et al. (2015) and Nini et al. (2018). It is therefore important that 

a comprehensive management strategy, that addresses the complex problems we see in construction 

project executions and allow mid-level stakeholders to reduce non-compliances in their work, be 

implemented and actionable. 

When it comes to developing robust stakeholder engagement and strategies, the literature discusses 

the key role stakeholder identification and engagement plays in the management of projects. The idea 

of managing stakeholders to create values, require that each stakeholder know their individual roles 

and their stakes on their projects (Stout, 2012). The studies by Worsley (2016) asserted that one of 

the fundamental tenets of stakeholder management is the ability to know all the stakeholders (internal 

and external) that will support the project at an early stage and work with them to address issues to 

improve the performance of projects (Worsley, 2016). This learning is critical and would also allow 

me to know what factors drive those engagements and how those engagements could be further 

enhanced. 

In order to improve project performance through stakeholder management, studies from Rajegopal 

(2013) suggested that project resources have to be well allocated to support the realization of the 

project objectives. In the same arguments, the allocation of these resources should not and must not 

justify the emphasis placed on high profit margins by most projectized organizations.  

This is so important because setting unnecessary profit targets by stakeholders at the highest domain 

of the organization places tremendous burden on the mid-level stakeholders and only show there is a 

priority shift from effectively managing those assigned resources but more on the attainability of 

profit targets for the organization (Achterkamp and Vos, 2008). Such influences create an 
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environment that weakens performance and create unrealistic operational targets, that eventually lead 

to more unforeseeable project looses.  

Overall, the literature offered significant insights regarding how KPIs could provide a measurable 

way of determining the performance of construction projects during project development and 

execution and how effective they would serve to determine the financial health of a construction 

project. However, the literature fell short of offering any action plans that would support the 

sustainability of our management processes nor provide any insights to improve our project KPIs 

performances under the existing IMS processes (Craddock, 2013). These issues remain unknown in 

the context of my research study and would need to be explored further. 

There is no clarity from literature as to what our business unit under an integrated management 

system, should do when projects are not meeting targets; what should be done to cut down cost and 

schedule overruns and remains profitable. And how can stakeholders anticipate or eliminate these 

cost and schedule overages, manage scope changes that leads to unauthorized change orders, and still 

meet our financial targets under the existing IMS processes (Mansell and Philbin, 2020). These issues 

remain unknown and would need to be explored further. 

The literature confirmed that management strategies are necessary and should be channelled to 

address non-compliances and fix existing gaps in organizational processes. It however fell short to 

provide any insights as to typical management strategies that have been used when large number of 

non-compliances exist within the system (Bourne, 2009). What are the specific steps mid-level 

stakeholders should take to eliminate these non-compliances? What would drive the appropriate 

stakeholder behaviour, are there certain recommended training that stakeholders must go through, 

and what should senior managers do to manage these complexities, control the interdependencies and 

mitigate the risks (Cotton, Gray and Maas, 2017).   

The literature fell short to provide any governance approach that could offer ways to improve our 

existing IMS processes nor does it offer any steps to take in ensuring that we remain sustainable, 
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boost our gross revenue (top line) and ultimately increase our profitability margins or EBITDA 

(bottom line). These are strategic goals that are necessary in regaining our client satisfaction, 

delivering project excellence, sustaining our business operations and maintaining a robust health, 

safety, environment and risk management process as a global organization (Barnett, 2006). This 

aspect remains unknown and would need to be explored further. 

Through the learnings from literature, I developed interview questions to seek further insights into 

how management strategies could be used to correct reoccurring process gaps and non-compliances 

and provide clarity regarding challenges that stakeholders face during construction project life cycles, 

the level of influences and engagement required, what factors drive them and how these stakeholder 

engagements could be used to improve our overall project performances (Leroy et al., 2010). 

The learnings also allowed me to reflect on how the shortfalls in the existing IMS processes may have 

contributed to the increase in the percentage number of non-compliances and process gaps over the 

years, and how these non-compliances could be eliminated or reduced to improve our overall project 

management excellence (Goodenough et al., 2012). Reflecting on these learnings allowed me to 

generate interview questions that would address these areas of unknowns and deficiencies and provide 

clarity on measures to take to correct them, especially pertaining to project approval limits, project 

planning issues, cost and schedule management, subcontractor management, risk assessments and 

health, safety and environmental issues in our existing IMS processes. The goal was to generate fresh 

ideas and insights outside of the conventional approach to effectively reduce losses, improve our key 

performance indicators (KPIs) and increase our profitability. Further details regarding how this 

problem was diagnosed, the interview questions asked and how those shaped my action research 

design framework process is provided under section 3.8.1 of this thesis. 

2.10 Summary 

The views offered in this chapter discussed several divergent theories and how those would help to 

create values for our projects. It provided a framework through which stakeholders could be 
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identified, understood and selected. It illustrated how stakeholders influences during action taking, 

sharing and withholding of information can either influence the project decision makers positively or 

negatively and how those can be perceived by the participants that are outside of the project cycle.  

In understanding all these influences, this chapter provided a framework in which stakeholders can 

build an engaging relationship with themselves, keep participants informed about respective 

stakeholder needs and how those needs could influence the performance of projects.  

It discussed how stakeholder management strategies are formulated and how the agreed strategies 

could support the manager’s goal of delivering projects successfully. It looked into some of the 

construction issues and examined some of the challenges that stakeholders faced that trigger many 

construction failures. It also discussed the influences of mid-level stakeholders’ skills and 

competencies and the criteria that govern the legitimacy of the stakeholder (Mitchell et al., 2017).  

It then discussed how stakeholder engagement and influences have been and can continue to drive 

project performance (Goodenough et al., 2012). It discussed how stakeholders influence impact 

project performance (Leroy et al., 2010), but there is still no clarity as to the kind of strategies that 

must be developed by these stakeholders when working under an integrated management system 

(Genaro and Loureiro, 2015).  

These strategies are critical and would help to identify the reoccurring gaps and behavioural non-

compliances under an IMS process. These specific management strategies would be explored further 

in this study (Gibson et al., 2006). 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter discusses the research methodology, research approach, the data collection and sampling 

strategy and the interview process used for the research study. It also discussed the research 

philosophical position, the precepts of action research and the action research design techniques used 

for the study. This includes the methods and techniques used to collect the data through the action 

research cycle phases. This chapter also discusses the research quality assurance approach and the 

ethical considerations adopted for the study. 

3.2 Research Philosophies 

Research philosophies are essential tools needed to govern any intended research process. They are 

integrated under certain research assumptions to develop the full research design for a research study. 

The following research assumptions were considered for this study. The first was based on the 

influence of the realities of the research (ontological assumptions). The second, on what could 

constitute acceptable knowledge (epistemological assumptions). The third was based on the role of 

values and ethics of the researcher (axiological assumptions); the axiology component evaluated my 

values as the researcher to see how they fit into the overall scheme of the research (Saunders, 2019). 

The research philosophies govern how the research would be conducted to generate the intended 

knowledge and the overall framework of the research (Hammond and Wellington, 2012).  

Having reviewed the different research philosophies (realism, interpretivism, positivism, 

postmodernism and pragmatism) and their fundamental principles, I chose the “pragmatism” 

research philosophy because it was compatible with my research goals (Saunders, 2019). According 

to Morgan (1983) the techniques adopted in any research must be such that the knowledge generated 

is complemented by an appreciation of the nature of the research and must inform the knowledge to 

be generated.  My research aligned with this and presented a clear understanding of the key 
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performance indicators’ influence on the overall performance of projects and on the effectiveness of 

the management system needed to manage the project’s development and execution process. It 

generated debate about the research itself, looking through our management system that we currently 

use, to execute our high-end projects.  

3.3 Pragmatism 

What is pragmatism? Pragmatism as a method of philosophy has the primary intent to make ideas 

clear and draw practical effects to these ideas. This is to avoid confusion by referring these ideas to 

their practical effects (Meyers, 1989). Pragmatism considers an idea is indeed true if it has a practical 

efficiency and if it works satisfactorily, but says it should be rejected if it does not.  

Pragmatism focuses on the consequences of the research being carried out and on the research 

questions rather than on the methods. This is quite compatible with my research as my focus will be 

drawn from the knowledge of the participants who have a stake in the execution of our projects and 

who will help in answering the research questions relating to key performance indicators as an 

approach for assessing projects, on the management system effectiveness and on the level of 

engagement required to drive the system. In other words, there is a connection between establishing 

what the participants view as valid if it can be proven versus what is supported by facts gathered 

through the data collection and analysis process (Huberman and Saldana, 2014). 

According to Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) they compared this to “giving meaning to narratives 

and narratives giving meaning to numbers”. Arguably, the responses from the participants (which in 

this case can be seen as the numbers) would help me as the researcher to develop a set of actions that 

would effect a change in my organization and generate new learning in the process that can be put to 

immediate use (actionable knowledge). 

3.3.1 Ontology of Pragmatism 

This relates to the effect of the rich, complex and external realities of this research study and how 

those could influence the study. In other words, the ability of the research study to be governed under 
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the processes, experiences, practices that my organization uses to execute projects. The processes are 

often designed and are established on industry best practice, some internally developed business 

processes and our integrated management system (IMS). They are governed under the well-

established project management guidelines (PMI, 2013), and our own internal policies and practices 

will be used to form the baseline knowledge of this study. Having this will serve as a backup and will 

help to validate the nature of the outcomes that the research will produce (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 

2004).  

3.3.2 Epistemology of Pragmatism 

The knowledge generated from the study will help us to understand more clearly what the critical 

issues are and what could be done to impact change through the systemic process of collaboration 

with others. That process requires working within the integrated team using the actions developed to 

make a change in the organization, cause reflexivity among the participants and generate or specify 

new learning when leading complex projects (Rorty, 1982). 

The concept of pragmatism ties very much to the nature of action research as it helps to formulate, 

accumulate and organize actions in order to generate actionable knowledge that can be put to 

immediate use, while increasing value and profitability to my organization (Tenkasi and Hay, 2004).  

3.3.3 Axiology of Pragmatism 

This is value-driven research and has originated on the researcher’s keen interest to establish 

participatory action research where participants can generate contributory knowledge in the 

development of the action for the study. As the researcher I adopted a number of core values as the 

guiding principles for this research work. They are: integrity, commitment to excellence, treating 

participants and managers with dignity and respect and maintaining their confidentiality in 

accordance to my ethics approval requirements. I believe understanding the value position of the 

stakeholders would be pivotal to creating this new mutual learning process that would generate new 

knowledge in the process. Hence this philosophical approach would support reflexivity across the 
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stakeholders. It will help create good faith about the nature of my research and would draw attention 

of my organization to gaps in the process to build a robust and overarching research analysis (Walsh 

and Kaushik, 2019).  

3.4 Research Approach to Theory Development 

Abduction, deduction and induction are three systematised concepts that form an approach to theory 

development.  Abduction plays the role of generating new ideas or hypotheses; deduction functions 

as evaluating the hypotheses; and induction justifies the hypothesis with empirical data to create 

theories. In summary, the argument relates to whether the research will be about theory testing or 

theory building. For this study, it will be about building new theories that contribute to knowledge. 

3.4.1 Abduction 

Abduction, as the first core concept, constitutes the first stage of a research investigation and follows 

an interpretative process. The abduction approach to theory development begins with a known fact 

being observed (Ketokivi and Mantere, 2010). The very basis for abduction is on the evaluation of a 

certain number of facts, attempting to review the facts, then sorting them to obtain an idea of what 

could have happened.  

3.4.2 Deduction 

While abduction leads from empirical facts to theory, deduction deduces useful theoretical 

hypotheses. In the deductive research stance, the research approach to theory is to test the theory from 

the data collected (Havard, 2013). A deductive process can, in other words, mean obtaining probable, 

applicable and recognisable experiential consequences based on theory (Patton, 2003). The deduction 

approach does not produce new hypotheses or assumptions, because it is fundamentally self-referring 

(Peirce, 1960). While it does not create new hypothesis, it deduces existing theoretical hypothesis. 

The concept of deduction was considered useful for my study to explore or test this existing 

hypothesis and to help refine my theme creations in support of new theories generated from my study 

(Dougherty et al., 2000).  
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3.4.3 Induction 

For an inductive approach there is the development of a new theory (Huberman and Saldana, 2014). 

The researcher aims to build theory to support the research. The basis of this research is in the 

development of that new theory and not on testing an existing theory as a deductive approach would 

propose. This would create a new framework in which our stakeholders can invest to increase project 

performance. I would consider this approach suitable and my argument is based on prior scholars’ 

arguments that if a good theory must be built, then it must be sensitive to the “meaning making” of 

participants and must explore the dimensions of the participants’ behaviour to the situation being 

exploited (Dubois and Gaddle, 2002) This way it creates shared knowledge and allows practical and 

sustainable changes to be made. The argument here presupposes that if my research must build a good 

theory, then there should be a critical reflection in the way the theory is being used by the participants 

to bring changes in the environment in which it is being implemented. 

My research aims to connect these relationships together and effect practical changes that would 

generate knowledge and build a more reflexive organization (Friedman and Rogers, 2009). My 

research focuses on improving project performance through stakeholder management; hence it will 

help inform the organization of what can be done and how it can be done, such that project 

performance can be improved, and the system and its processes can be enhanced while at the same 

time actionable knowledge can be generated. It will take actions from my analysed data and use that 

to make a change in the organization, up to the point where the evaluation of the change generates 

new knowledge that can be put to immediate use (actionable knowledge). This approach will drive 

the way we execute our active and future projects and will help my organization derive the most value 

that it needs (Raelin and Coghlan, 2006). 

3.5 Research Strategy  

Action research method was considered more suitable to my study on improving project performance 

through stakeholder management, as it allowed me to concentrate on those projects that are a major 

influence on our stakeholder’s management framework. The action research strategy allowed 
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engagement of stakeholders, so as to understand some of the techniques they have applied to similar 

problems when it comes to using the IMS system. Action research for my study involved taking 

actions to effect a change plus researching to investigate the problem in order to make these changes 

happen (Nugent and Hollingsworth, 2012). 

For my study, action research strategy offers a more in-depth way to address the gaps in our integrated 

management system and develop new mechanisms in which the stakeholder’s engagement can be 

enhanced. This ultimately would help curtail project inefficiencies and generate improvement that 

will contribute to the bottom line of our organization. The ability of action research to improve the 

quality of the organizational processes makes it more suitable for its use. Hollingsworth (2005) argued 

that action research is an action-oriented reflective practice that stems from the researcher having 

concerns about some aspects of their practice. This argument is compatible with the intent of this 

study. The intent was to apply this on complex projects that were between the value of $250K but 

less than $2M, monitoring these KPIs and other metrics on the performance of our projects. These 

projects are the mainstream projects of our business and they drive profitability. 

3.6 Data Collection and Sampling Strategy Approach  

Data for this study was collected by conducting semi-structured interviews with eight participants 

comprising of six internal stakeholders and two external stakeholders. The sampling approach for the 

study entailed using ‘homogenous sampling in combination with a stratified purposeful sampling” 

(Patton, 2003), which depicted characteristics of the stratified data; to be collected, and facilitated 

easy comparison of “themes” used for the study. For example, I was able to stratify the purposeful 

sample using stakeholders’ categorization type; internal and external stakeholders (participants), 

engagement phases; stakeholders involved in the front-end development phase, such as PCs, PDs and 

stakeholders involved at the tail end execution phase, such as CMs and PMs (stratified). The essence 

of this was to allow the concentration on a set of stakeholders that can majorly contribute to the data 

collection phase (homogeneous). These stakeholders were drawn from those that were actively 
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engaged with the organization’s research sites or had a stake in their execution. The data that comes 

out of these types of sampling were not impacted by number. 

At the onset of the research study, a total of ten participants were identified as meeting the selection 

criteria for the research study; these are participants that possess managerial experience, understood 

the criticality of the work-based issues being dealt with and were actively involved with the selected 

project research sites or had a stake in their execution. Eight participants out of the ten participants 

initially identified became the final study participants, as two of the external participants were not 

available at the time of conducting these interviews.  

There were therefore six internal participants and two external participants who accepted to 

participate during the interview phase of this action research study and were actively engaged at the 

research sites. The focus of the study was to concentrate on these eight stakeholders who were actively 

engaged at the research sites and whose actions would help to generate new knowledge and learnings 

that could be put back to immediate use; actionable knowledge (Antonacopoulou, 2006). These 

stakeholders had lead roles in leading, managing, controlling, directing and overseeing several 

interrelated activities under the existing management system at the selected four active project sites, 

#1-Retaining Wall Maycrest project, #2-Grease Trap Replacement project, #3-Nusatsum River 

Bridge project and #4-Red Dog mine operations project.  

All eight participants were considered suitable and were actively engaged at the research sites. They 

contributed to providing all the required and valuable insights for the study until the research data 

reached a saturation stage. The selection of the two clients were mostly based on these involvements 

and was considered very suitable for the study also because these two clients were critical clients who 

are major revenue generations for our construction business at 29% (participant #4) and 17% 

(participant #3). 

The stakeholders involved in the front-end development phase of these project sites were four 

participants; #1, #2, #3 and #7 as identified under Table 2 and Table 3. These participants were mostly 
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instrumental for the development of project plans, developing project baseline schedule, developing 

project strategies and objectives, developing work breakdown structures, coordinating pre-

construction activities including but not limited to project front end costing and financial set-ups, 

establishing quality control procedures and overall senior oversight for the project sites. The 

remainder four participants; #4, #5, #6 and #8 as identified under Table 2 and Table 3, were actively 

involved at the execution phases of these research sites and played key roles in managing all risks, 

developing risk matrixes, developing execution strategies, overseeing long lead items, monitoring 

execution project costs and overseeing construction phases at the project research sites. 

My research approach considered only key participants with knowledge and insights on the research 

areas. This provided a subjective view that would later inform the outcome of my research findings. 

Figure 9 showed the action research framework process from diagnosing, to action planning, to action 

taking, evaluating, and specifying learning as discussed in details in sections 3.8.1 to 3.8.4 and 4.5. 

 

Figure 9: Action Research Framework Process (ASCE, 2015) 
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3.7 Participants Categories and Interview Process 

3.7.1 Internal Research Participants 

To support my action research framework process, I had to make a determination which internal 

participants would be able to provide me with the required insights and data that will address my 

research questions at the interview phase. Those that have the managerial experience and understood 

the issues relating to our project performance, or are actively involved or a key stakeholder in the 

development and execution of the four projects of this study and are aware of the behavioural non-

compliances were considered suitable as internal participants.  

According to Patton (2003) I had the understanding that the total number of participants for a 

qualitative study of this type cannot be less than 4, but I also understood that I must consider that my 

data may reach a saturation point, where no need for other participants input may be warranted.  

On this basis, I interviewed eight participants; seven males and one female, with six of them being 

internal participants. Many holding engineering and project management degrees and possess the 

required background for my study. A few participants also have accredited certifications in project 

management from the Project Management Institute (PMI). The six internal participants used for this 

study were able to provide me with adequate information up to the point, where I concluded that any 

new data would be redundant. Table 2 provided a summary of these participants and their profile 

information including the individual participant experience level depicting their project management 

experience, project coordination experience, construction management experience and project 

controls experience. 
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Participants Positions Experience Level Qualifications 

#1 Project Development 

Manager 

20 years’ project 

management 

experience 

Engineering and an MBA 

degree. Project management 

professional (PMP) 

#2 Director, Project Delivery 19 years’ project 

management 

experience 

Engineering and an MBA 

degree. Project management 

professional (PMP) 

#5 Project Manager 9 years’ construction 

management 

experience with major 

capital projects 

Engineering degree  

#6 Project Leader 21 years’ project 

coordination and 

project cost control 

experience 

 

Business Administration 

degree 

 

#7 Project Coordinator 6 years’ project 

engineering 

experience 

Engineering degree with 

PMP designation 

 

#8 Project Manager 8 years’ construction 

management 

experience 

Engineering degree 

 

Table 2: Internal Research Participants 

Table 2 provided a summary table that described the profile of each individual internal participants 

involved in the study. All participants except one were engineers with significant project management 

experience. They are aware of our IMS processes and aware of the issues being researched on.  

Participant #6, has a background in business administration and is a female and a non-engineer but 

considered suitable for the study because of her significant project involvement in all of the research 

sites. The essence is to gain her perspectives of the issues we face during the management and 

execution of our projects. Overall insights gained from all these participants was very helpful as it 

would be reflected in the details provided in this thesis. 

3.7.2 External Research Participants 

In order to ensure a holistic view of the study, I requested participation from four external participants 

in this process, but only received two interested external participants, who were able to shed light into 

other aspects of my study that the internal participants could not address especially as it pertains to 

what factors could help us minimize risks impacts to our projects and improve our project efficiencies 
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from a client perspective. Turner (2010) argued that the use of external participants would help to 

gain more alignment in the research process and would reveal how management process perform. I 

agreed with Turner’s theory and decided to proceed with this concept. I believed this was also an 

approach for me to gain constructive feedback from external stakeholders to support the research 

process (Coghlan and Brannick, 2014). 

Participants Project Position Experience Level Qualifications 

#3 Senior Project Manager 24 years’ project 

management 

experience  

Engineering degree. 

Project management 

professional (PMP) 

#4 Construction Manager 10 years’ project 

management 

experience and 

Engineering degree 

Table 3: External Research Participants 

Table 3 provided a summary of the qualifications and experience level of the external participants I 

used for my study. External participant #3 is particularly helpful as this client, parent company served 

as a major revenue generator for my construction business unit at a 17% revenue generation.  

Figure 10, provided an overview of our revenue generation portfolio for the past five calendar years. 

The second external participant #4 also worked for one of our major clients that made up 29% critical 

revenue generation of our business. These participants provided overarching inputs to my study.  
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Figure 10: Revenue Distribution by Sectors 

3.7.3 Interview Process 

The interview process required interviewing the participants that have significant knowledge who 

could provide insights to the active projects at the identified research sites. The data were collected 

with the mindset of meeting the research goals but, more importantly, in answering the research 

questions developed in section 1.5. 

The process involved asking insightful questions during the interview process that would not limit 

the respondents’ experiences and knowledge, but allow them to express their own position more 

transparently and freely while providing responses to the questions being asked in the process. I 

applied the Hollingsworth (2005) interview approach below to help me to get the most information 

from the individual interview used for this study. At the end of the interviews, the data collected was 

transcribed and used for the analysis phase of the study (Creswell, 1998).  

To start my interview process, I read out the participant information sheet to my potential participants 

to discuss the statement of the problem, why the participant is being selected for the study and the 

specific needs for the research. The participant was given permission to participate freely or to decline 
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participation. I introduced myself and ensured the atmosphere remained professional; and I moved 

into the questioning phase, allowing an atmosphere where my participants were freely allowed to 

offer experience, knowledge and insights as to the questions posed by me as the interviewer. The 

participants were free to decline any questions and were advised they could offer as many answers as 

they wished; they were free to solidify their reasoning or thoughts as the interview process progressed. 

After every question asked, I allowed the participants to reflect on the questions, think through live 

examples from the research site they were actively working on to know how they would have reacted 

to the scenario. They were advised that they were not obliged to answer questions that may be outside 

their areas of expertise. Their understanding in the areas of stakeholder influence and construction 

project performance was critical.  

In the conduct of my research, I made sure that the approach I used to raise my interview questions 

was clear, unambiguous and coherent. It never put the researcher off bounds and ensured that the 

researcher was able to relate freely. As I used a semi-structured interview, I was able to build my 

confidence as the researcher and this allowed the research participants not to feel pressured or 

constrained to answer questions in a certain way. That level of interaction facilitated easy conduct of 

the interviews. The semi-structured interview I used was very useful to my study as I was able to 

combine a form of unstructured approach to a form of structured approach to conduct my interview. 

The unstructured approach allowed my participants to participate freely during the interviewing phase 

and allowed them to share their thoughts, insights and contributions without them feeling they have 

to follow the structured questions I have prepared during my meeting with them. That aspect of the 

unstructured phase of the interview allowed my participants to express their opinions freely and they 

were able to ask me questions especially those that were pertinent to my research questions. The 

structured component of my interviews on the contrary allowed me to engage with my participants 

(interviewees) in a more reliable, well thought out questions phase. This was particularly beneficial 

to me as the interviewer as it eliminated missing any key questions that would later become relevant 

to my research questions (Hollingsworth, 2005). 
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3.8 Action Research Design 

This section discusses the action research design approach I used for the study starting from when the 

work-based problem was diagnosed, to gain understanding into the nature of the problem, to the 

action planning phase, through the implementation phase and finally, to the evaluation of the 

performance of those actions to specify learnings that can be put back to immediate use.  

3.8.1 Diagnosis Phase 

This is the starting phase of my five research phases. It describes the process I used to diagnose the 

problem and how the participants supported this phase of the study. It provided details regarding the 

interview process, the questions asked and how those shaped the action research design framework 

process (Patton, 2003).  

Prior to starting this phase, I had to review the research questions and objectives again to ensure that 

the intent of my research study was clearly understood. I went through a number of project documents, 

that included our risk and opportunity assessment document (ROA); that advises on how project risks 

should be managed prior to selection and handover by stakeholders, at the request for proposal (RFP) 

phases, our authority and responsibility matrix (ARM);  that specifies our project approval limits for 

different stakeholders, our subcontractor management database, that guides how subcontractor 

selections should be controlled and our GP1 project delivery manual of about 61 pages that provides 

an overarching information of all of our IMS systems and processes and requirements. I also reviewed 

the project scope document of the individual projects and gained adequate insights regarding the 

scope, objective and constraints on the projects.  

The objective of reviewing these documents was to familiarize myself again with the policies and 

procedures governing our individual processes, understand where the gaps and non-compliances are 

inherent and used those to validate, justify and integrate into the data I gathered from my participants.  

This phase was important to me, as it allowed me to diagnose the problem, expand my own knowledge 

of the research problem and gain buy-ins and alignment from the stakeholders for the rest of my 
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research process. It also allowed me to reflect and discuss with the participants on the key themes of 

my research questions. This allowed me and my participants to reflect and decide whether or not the 

action research process should continue.   

During this phase, I met with stakeholders 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, and 8 who are the primary users of our IMS 

processes; those identified as the frequent users of the IMS processes. These frequent users are those 

that are actively involved in the development and execution phases of the research projects. These 

research projects were those confirmed by senior management to have significant revenue generation 

and significant business impact on our overall business unit. Their project values ranged from $250K 

up to $2M. I reviewed the participant information sheet with these participants, advised them that 

their participation is voluntary and that they are free to withdraw at anytime without explanation. I 

discussed with them the statement of the problem, the current issues, the purpose of the research 

diagnosis phase, why they have been selected and how their information would be kept confidential 

and stored.  

The questions asked focused on understanding the current issues within the research study, what the 

issues were, what’s driving them, what steps do I and the participants need to take and how these 

actions would address the problem. There were questions on whether or not our current management 

strategies are working in addressing non-compliances in our IMS processes and reoccurring gaps in 

the stakeholder engagement process, questions regarding factors that influences these stakeholder 

engagements during project development and execution and how these engagements could be 

enhanced to improve our overall construction project performance. 

This level of engagement with my participants was critical for my study (Hollingsworth 2005). The 

following specific interview questions were asked: What level of middle-level support should be 

employed to help improve project performance during construction? What are the typical challenges 

internal stakeholders face during project planning and execution, and why do these exist? In your 

view, how have management systems contributed to project performance? How are the management 
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systems addressing the issues we face during any of the project life cycles? Why do we have some of 

the challenges that drive project performance negatively even with well-structured management 

systems? Are these deficiencies solvable by any certain approach? What drivers can be implemented 

to correct any deficiencies? Why do you think they would work? How can we implement them? Are 

there certain requirements stakeholders can adopt to streamline the process of leading projects? What 

motivates stakeholders, especially external ones, during project planning and execution? What do 

clients really want? How can we meet their expectations? What can be done to drive project successes 

outside of the common approach? How do we get to do this? Discuss, the management strategies that 

can be adopted to identify the reoccurring gaps in existing processes, especially when starting up 

construction. Any learning in the process that can be shared from your experience? Can we effectively 

reduce losses by adopting these mechanisms to improve key performance indicators (KPIs)? How 

would you achieve this? 

In the conduct of my research, I made sure, the approach I used to raise my interview questions was 

clear, unambiguous and coherent. One that never put the research participants off bounds and ensured 

that the research participants were able to relate freely. I used a semi-structured interview and was 

able to build my confidence as the researcher. This allowed the research participants not to feel 

pressured or constrained to answer questions in a certain way. On completion of my interview phase, 

the following steps were taken to conduct the thematic analysis of my interview data. 

Step 1: Data Familiarization 

The first step in my thematic analysis phase, was the reading and transcription phase. I read through 

each transcript thrice, for a total of twenty-four times to familiarize myself with the data gathered 

from my interviews. I took notes to make sense of what the data could offer and to have a clear 

understanding of some of the key information generated from each of the transcript (Ryan and 

Bernard, 2003). The ideas generated from this phase allowed me to know my data more closely in 

preparation for the coding. My primary focus at this stage was to make sure that that my transcription 
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process was detailed, clear, and has produced adequate information from the interviews conducted 

(Braun and Clarke, 2013). 

Step 2: Generated Initial Codes 

I developed a mechanism to organize my data through a systemic coding approach. The initial codes 

were generated using Nvivo 12 Pro qualitative software. The codes were based on actions, behaviors, 

ideas, concepts, terms, phrases, and keywords extracted from the transcribed data, that proved useful 

to my research study. Through this step, I was continuously asking myself, what are some of the key 

phrases, the key words, what are the participants saying under specific quotes, to understand the 

contexts in which certain words, ideas and phrases have been used (Ryan and Bernard, 2003). The 

goal was to make sure that the codes being developed were relevant and addressed my research 

questions.  

During this process, I was looking for similarities and differences to justify why a particular code 

should remain or be discarded (Huberman and Saldana, 2014). This helped me to reduce the data into 

manageable size. I coded as much as possible from all the transcripts, generated several codes along 

the way and ensured that any code that do not prove useful to my research study were reviewed 

further, until such a point that all relevant codes used in the study either contributed or were of 

relevance to my research questions. After completing all the coding process for all the transcripts, I 

collated the sections of my interviews that fitted into each relevant code for record purposes. 

Step 3: Searched for the Themes 

In this phase, I examined the codes generated and grouped the codes that were relevant and fitted 

together to form different themes. The idea was based on selecting those codes that answered the 

same relevant information pertaining to the research questions.  The development of the themes was 

carried out iteratively moving forth and back to develop different themes that were of the most 

relevance to the codes developed earlier (Braun and Clarke, 2003). The codes that fitted together were 
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grouped together and those codes that do not fit together were reassessed, as some of these codes 

were able to stand alone as themes themselves and I considered them so, where I need to (Braun and 

Clarke, 2003). In completing this phase, I had to critically reflect on whether the selected codes had 

some strong degree of relationship to the themes developed and if they were truly connected together. 

To check, I performed a number of comparisons checks and decided it would be beneficial to identify 

the quotes that provided these themes to see how they connected together. This helped me to 

maximize the clarity of my work. The idea behind this, was to make sure that only relevant codes 

were classified under the respective themes. 

Step 4: Reviewed the Themes 

During this phase, I reviewed the themes developed earlier to make sure they were highly relevant to 

the codes I had developed. This phase included reviewing all the data connected to these codes to 

make sure they supported the themes identified, and I also checked to make sure the themes made 

sense, and are aligned properly, with no contradictions. The essence was to make sure that any form 

of ambiguity or contradiction was captured and removed (Miles and Huberman, 1994). Once I 

observed that certain themes did not fit and could be placed into separate themes, I would reassign 

the given codes under that theme to a new theme. Once all the themes were well aligned and I was 

convinced by my judgement, that they were a true reflection of the codes under them, I reviewed the 

entire data set again to make sure that these representations were true for all cases (Braun and Clarke, 

2003). When I was fully confident that no further analysis of the themes classifications was necessary, 

I proceeded to define the themes for the next step. 

Step 5: Defined the Themes 

At this phase, I reviewed, refined and defined what the respective themes were about. I made sure the 

description of each theme reflected the essence of each theme and what each theme represented. I 

made sure the defined themes were a true reflection of what it describes and were engaging as I would 

have expected it to be. I made sure that that these connections were clear and had visible relationships 
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with all of my defined themes. When I was very confident that all my themes have been well defined, 

I proceeded to the final step. 

Step 6: Presented the issues in writing 

With all the information gathered from the thematic analysis process and the final themes developed 

from previous steps above, I was able to provide a clear account of my results, presenting them under 

my findings chapter using the themes developed and I supported them with the relevant interview 

quotes gathered from the study (Miles and Huberman, 1994). 

3.8.2 Action Planning 

This phase began in October, 2019. In developing the appropriate action plans for the study, I adopted 

the Coghlan and Brannick (2014) action research cycle process and met with all of my participants 

to seek their inputs in developing the appropriate actions to adopt for the critical issues revealed from 

the first interview. The focus at this phase was to ensure that the appropriate actions were generated 

that would help to address the non-compliance issues and the gaps in our IMS processes, improve the 

overall project performance during construction and enhance the key performance indicators (KPIs) 

on the projects. 

This action planning phase allowed me to develop a set of actions that I would use for the study. I 

refined my eight themes from phase one to six manageable themes and then met with all of my 

participants to discuss these six main themes and the issues for this phase of my study and this 

generated actions to take. These participants were critical to this action taking process as the actions 

taken had significant impacts on the projects they were involved with. 

I scheduled face to face meetings with all of the participants to allow adequate interactions and 

reflections with the participants, and for them to freely share insights and ideas on the issues being 

addressed, as shown in my action research design process, Figure 9.  This phase of my study was 

significant to me as the researcher as it helped me to gain clearer understanding of the participants 

point of view when it comes to the actions to adopt for the study. I started by seeking consent from 
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the individual participants, and when I received their consent, I conducted one-on-one meeting, 

discussed the present scenarios regarding profit and losses, budgeting, and gaps in stakeholder 

engagement and management, especially those on behavioural non-compliances and how well they 

can be managed under an improved integrated management process. 

After the meetings had been completed and my data had been gathered, I took immediate steps to 

protect the data collected by locking them in a computer that is password protected and the computer 

was placed in a locked cabinet to protect the data and the confidentiality of the participants 

information. I took steps to validate the data collected through some of our archived reports on the 

performance of a number of the research sites. These included checking lesson learned reports and 

archived risk reports (Guba and Lincoln, 1989). 

3.8.3 Action Taking 

This phase of my study commenced in December 2019 and I met with participants, 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 

and 8 who were directly involved with the execution of the actions. Prior to doing so, I verified the 

willingness of these participants to support this phase of my study again, by seeking their consent 

approval again in a one-on-one interview meeting. I implemented the proposed actions and met with 

these participants to evaluate the actions taken. This allowed me and my participants to reflect on the 

actions taken to support the change process.  

The goal of this phase was to make sure that the actions and/or evaluated actions taken were meeting 

the intended objectives and that the participants recognized how those may have contributed to their 

individual projects. It was also to make sure that the changes generated was influencing the 

performance of the projects as anticipated (Coghlan and Brannick, 2014). It was equally important 

for me to meet with them individually to remove any form of group biases that may arise from a 

group setting (Greenwood and Levin, 2017).  
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3.8.4 Evaluating 

In this phase, I applied the generated actions and evaluated the performance of these actions in 

consultation with my participants. To address those actions that are still unresolved, I met with the 

relevant participants again to discuss, until all issues were addressed. In each action research cycle, I 

had interview meetings with my participants, reflected on the observations and each knowledge 

generated was put back to immediate use, with the learnings shared among the project team (Coghlan 

and Brannick, 2014). 

There were instances where some of the actions taken did not satisfy the intended outcomes or was 

partly meeting the intended goals, in such cases, a re-evaluated action was adopted back to the project. 

With adequate evaluations and proper reflections, the learnings generated were implemented back by 

the stakeholders (participant users) on the projects and were instrumental to support the overall 

success of the projects. The concept behind reflections, action taking and evaluating is a fundamental 

requirement for any successful action research process (Coghlan and Brannick, 2014). Hatch (1993) 

argued that an action researcher should draw on knowledge of change, and then learning will take 

place. It presupposes that an action researcher, must reflect on a course of action and then take those 

actions to generate knowledge that is actionable to produce a change. 

3.9 Research Quality Assurance and Ethical Considerations for the Study 

Ensuring quality assurance requires a clear understanding of the aim of the research study and the 

strategies to evaluate the data. The ability to integrate multiple perspectives from stakeholders who 

are highly versed with the processes of the integrated management system provided a robust 

framework to support the quality assurance process of the research. Clendenin and Connelly (2000), 

suggested using field information sources via autobiographies, journals, field notes, letters, interviews 

and photographs that would allow a deeper reflection and familiarization into the data to be analysed. 

These were also collected during this study, and has been incorporated into several sections of this 

thesis to provide much deeper reflections into the research. 
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Also, one of the key ethics requirements of my study was on protecting the participants’ names and 

their contact information during the data collection process. To ensure confidentiality of this 

information, and to ensure participants were free to withdraw without any disadvantage to them. I 

complied with these ethics’ requirements, ensured total and complete confidentiality and the data 

collected were kept in locked cabinets. Only myself as the researcher, my supervisor and the second 

supervisor were given access to the data generated through this study. Ethics approval was received 

from the DBA Ethics Committee on June 5, 2019.  

3.10 Summary 

This chapter has presented a research methodology that had taken into consideration all the three 

different research assumptions: ontology, epistemology and axiology of the research under a singular 

research philosophy of pragmatism. The pragmatism research philosophy was selected as being the 

most suitable to generate actionable knowledge and produce immediate, practical learning to be put 

to immediate use throughout the data collection process (Huberman and Saldana, 2014). 

This chapter also emphasizes that the study on stakeholder management has a significant contributory 

effect to the performance of projects within my organization and in addressing behavioural non-

compliances. To support that, the research methodology stage allowed me to gather the required data 

by conducting semi-structured interviews. During this process, I selected the relevant participants that 

fit into the relevance of the research study, scheduled and conducted these interviews, generated 

several actions, took those actions in consultation with my participants and evaluated the performance 

of those actions in line with my action research design framework process.  

3.11 Reflections and Learnings 

Throughout the methodology chapter, I was able to gain great insights to the research study. This laid 

the foundation for the work ahead. The process of familiarizing myself with my data was quite 

beneficial as it allowed me to gain deeper understanding of my research data and provided a pedestal 
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to gaining valuable knowledge throughout the action research design process, while increasing 

credibility and eliminating biases (Greenwood and Levin, 2017). 

This allowed me to reflect critically on my interview data and its transcription process up to the coding 

stage (Morley, 2007). During the coding stage, I was initially overwhelmed with the amount of data 

I had to code, but as I reflected through the process to generate my codes, I felt much more 

comfortable with the process. The use of qualitative analysis software Nvivo 12 Pro also simplified 

the process and provided clarity to the coding activities. I developed a high level of excitement 

knowing I was making progress with my work. Overall, I was able to make sense of the interview 

extracts pertaining to the coded sections and their relevance in the action research design process. 

The inductive analysis approach allowed me to appreciate the connection and relevance of each code 

to my specific research questions (Ryan and Bernard, 2003). 

During the planning phase of the action research design process, the level of engagement and 

reflections with my participants heightened and the planning phase allowed me to discuss at lengths 

with my stakeholders, gain great insights regarding what appropriate actions could be taken to address 

the non-compliances and gaps in our IMS processes, enhance our project performance and improve 

our key performance indicators (KPIs). All through this research process, I was able to reflect on the 

reasonings and justifications behind the stakeholders’ point of views and how those helped to generate 

the actions produced for the research study (Bourne, 2009).  

Taking those actions and evaluating the performance of these actions offered me a new level of 

engagement with the participants and allowed me to critically reflect on some of the assumptions 

originally taken and made modifications where required. It became evident to me, why some of the 

initial actions taken may not have met the original goals. I evaluated the revised actions, reflected on 

them, went through several consultations with my participants and generated actionable knowledge 

to be put back to immediate use (Antonacopoulou, 2006). This level of engagement enhanced 

collaboration between me and the stakeholders, strengthened our business relationships and allowed 

me to develop as a scholar practitioner through this research process (Tenkasi and Hay, 2004). 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

FINDINGS  

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the analysis of the data collected in answering the research questions presented 

in Table 4 below while adopting the methods presented in Chapter 3 (Creswell, 2013). The analysis 

was based on the qualitative research creative process and aimed to make sense of the respondents’ 

responses (Easterby-Smith, 2012). On completion of my data collection process, I proceeded with the 

action research cycles to analyse my data. This involved analysing my data using the five main steps 

of action research process discussed in Figure 9.  

In my diagnosing phase, I transcribed the data from the interviews conducted and used the Nvivo 12 

Pro Software by QSR International (a qualitative analysis program) to sort out relevant phrases or 

words that align with my research questions. I used the thematic analysis approach to extract the text 

meanings, reviewed the formulated codes and thematically analysed my data to develop my themes.  

In my planning phase, I met with the participants again to discuss the key themes and issues and 

developed the appropriate actions to adopt for my phase 3 in order to increase credibility and eliminate 

biases (Greenwood and Levin, 2017). The focus at this phase was to ensure that the appropriate 

actions were generated that would help to address the non-compliance issues and the gaps in our IMS 

processes, improve the overall project performance during construction and enhance the key 

performance indicators (KPIs) on the projects. 

In my action taking phase, I applied the generated actions and in my final phase, I evaluated the 

performance of these actions in consultation with my participants. To address those actions that are 

still unresolved, I met with the relevant participant again to discuss, until all issues were addressed at 

the end of my action research cycle.  
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            Research Questions             Relevant Sections 

What factors influence stakeholder engagement 

during project development and execution and 

how can these stakeholder engagements be 

enhanced to improve project performance? 

 

Sections 4.2.5.1, 4.2.5.2, 4.2.5.3, 4.3.3. 

What management strategies should be 

employed by mid-level stakeholders to address 

non-compliance issues and fix reoccurring gaps 

in our IMS processes? 

Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.3.2, 4.2.4, 4.3.2. 

How can the proposed action plans identified by 

the stakeholders be implemented to improve key 

performance indicators on construction projects? 

Sections 4.2.1, 4.2.8.1, 4.2.8.2, 4.3.1. 

Table 4: Research Questions and their Relevant Sections 

4.2 Diagnosis 

For this phase of my study, I formulated the appropriate codes using the Nvivo 12 by selecting words 

and phrases that connected with my research questions. A total of forty codes was generated. I then 

combined the relevant codes together and organized my data into eight different themes. The themes 

include; KPIs effectiveness, project delivery performance and reduction of non-conformances, 

management systems and stakeholder non-compliances, management strategies, stakeholder 

management and engagement, risk management, project profitability and project cost efficiencies. I 

have also represented these eight different themes and forty codes with the key issues as shown in 

Tables 5, 6 and 14. The relevant interview quotes for all the codes are shown in Table 5. 

 

S/No      Themes                 Codes                      Issues  

1 Factors that drive KPI 

effectiveness 
• Understanding the project 

schedule  

• The cost to execute the 

project 

• Safety during execution 

• Quality of deliverables  

• Regular stakeholder 

stewardship 

 

• Stakeholders 

understanding of the 

time allotted for 

project 

• The budgetary cost 

allocated to project is a 

contributory factor 

• Implementing the 

proper safety 

processes is vital 
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• The quality of a 

project deliverable  

• Stakeholders should 

meet to steward 

regularly on assigned 

projects 

2 Factors that influence 

project delivery and reduce 

non-conformances 

• Have right people with 

right skills and experience  

• Have the right stakeholders 

to lead projects 

• Discuss the project 

objectives and the project 

scope 

• Meet regularly with the 

stakeholders  

• Discuss the processes early 

• Have proper sign offs on 

decisions taken 

• Stakeholders with 

right skill set and 

experience can 

influence projects 

• Stakeholders who lead 

projects must be those 

that have the expertise 

to lead 

• Early discussions on 

the processes to adopt 

and the scale and 

scope of project is vital 

• Project manager must 

meet with 

stakeholders to discuss 

progress and address 

ongoing issues 

• Early discussions on 

the processes to adopt 

and the scale and 

scope of project is vital 

• Stakeholders should 

have proper sign offs 

on decisions taken 

3 Management systems and 

challenges in the use of an 

Integrated Management 

System processes 

• Lack of training to use the 

IMS processes  

• Lack of the right 

competencies to be able to 

use the processes 

effectively  

• Stakeholders trying to cut 

corners and attempting to 

accelerate a project faster 

than what it should be  

• Stakeholder biases set in 

because the stakeholders 

want to protect their own 

interest, project variances 

not captured early  

• Lack of alignment with 

senior management 

• Project gets more complex 

than envisaged and are not 

realized at an early stage 

• Stakeholders lack of 

training on how to use 

the IMS processes 

• Stakeholders lack of 

the expected level of 

competencies to 

effectively use 

processes  

• Project variances 

driven early by 

stakeholder biases 

• Lack of alignment 

across management 

levels 

• Project complexity not 

properly thought 

through at an early 

phase 
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due to a lack of coordinated 

approach  

4 Management strategies to 

address IMS process gaps 

and non-compliances 

• Permit integration across 

all levels of stakeholders  

• Allow early engagement 

among stakeholders  

• Develop an efficient 

governance and assurance 

system  

• Seek senior management 

support on process changes  

• Build effective 

communications among 

stakeholders 

• There has to be proper 

integration among all 

stakeholders 

• Stakeholder 

engagement must start 

early 

• Governance and 

assurance system are 

important to fix non-

compliances 

• Alignment of 

management teams 

and building effective 

communication 

5 Stakeholder management  

and engagement 
• Depends on the type of 

project and the scale of the 

project in terms of the 

CAPEX  

• Project complexity and 

scope 

• High involvement of the 

project manager will help 

to determine which 

stakeholders will help the 

project 

• The project scale and 

complexity can 

determine level of 

management and 

engagement required 

• CAPEX value of a 

project is a factor to 

determine the degree 

and extent of 

stakeholder 

management and 

engagement 

• Stakeholder 

management and 

engagement can be 

enhanced with the 

leadership and 

involvement displayed 

by the project manager 

6 Risk management • No clear understanding of 

the risks that are associated 

with the project 

• Resources required to 

deliver the project  

• The support system needed 

to deliver the projects, and 

unanticipated risks 

• Risk not properly 

understood on projects 

• Resources to manage 

risks and mitigate can 

be an issue 

• Unanticipated risks 

present due to lack of a 

support system to 

identify and control it 

7 What drives profitability • Getting people aligned 

• Review the project cost 

opportunities early 

• Stakeholders must be 

aligned to drive profits 

• Opportunities that can 

define the project 
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• Know the risks and seek 

solutions to deliver the 

project  

• Not spending beyond 

budget at any time than 

expected 

• Have a proper set up at the 

beginning and do not 

exceed a particular 

threshold 

• Have each project analyzed 

• Find out the complexities 

of the project, what are the 

risks, what are the 

Technical, economic, 

economic, organizational 

and political factors 

(TECOP) 

• Run the economics and 

understand the profit 

expectations  

success must be 

reviewed  

• Project work to be 

done according to 

approved budget 

• Set up a proper project 

framework that guides 

the project targets and 

thresholds 

• Stakeholders must 

analyze their projects 

• Understanding the 

TECOP requirements 

can improve 

efficiencies and reduce 

losses 

• Run project 

economics for project 

viability 

8 Project cost efficiencies and 

loss reduction 
• Need a leader that will 

drive and support 

initiatives and the 

execution of the project 

planning 

• Make sure everybody is on 

the same page on and 

comply with the rules from 

external stakeholders  

• Build effective 

communication and 

information sharing  

• Develop the proper cost 

estimate for the project 

 

• A leader to support 

project execution such 

as a good PM critical 

• Proper alignment 

among stakeholders  

• Effective 

communication and 

proper information 

sharing especially as it 

relates to the 

estimation on the 

project is important 

 

Table 5: Phase 1 Themes, Codes and Identified Issues 

4.2.1 Factors that drive KPI Effectiveness 

One of the key research questions was to understand how the key performance indicators can 

influence the performance of projects. The interview questions aimed to understand how these can 

help improve overall project performance. The responses provided by the participants suggested that 

KPIs can effectively improve project performance if there is a clear understanding of what the 
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external stakeholders want, and it emphasizes the four major criteria the client will base the KPIs 

evaluations on. These are: understanding the time to complete the project; the cost to execute the 

project, safety requirements during execution, and quality of the project deliverables. Participant #2, 

who is a project director, suggested that providing adequate resources to execute the project is critical. 

He further alluded that setting expectations with the external stakeholders (the client) and the users is 

critical. He gave an illustration saying:  

“If I give you the money to manage a project for me. I will expect you to complete this project for me effectively. 

I will expect you to execute the project safely and of-course produce the highest level of project delivery and I 

also want the minimal issue that will negatively impact the delivery”. -Participant #2 

His response suggests that you will be able to provide all these to a client in order to be able to meet 

these minimum benchmarks and exceed the KPI criteria to prove a point to the client. In his insights 

he suggested that these are typically what the client will require to determine the value of the projects 

and to monitor the performance of projects.  

“Delivering project KPIs, understanding the time to complete the project, the cost to execute the project by 

the external stakeholders and the safety during execution and the quality of your deliverable. These are the 

four major conditions; the client will evaluate you on, based on the initial agreement”-Participant # 2 

 
“KPIs are effective because you want to remove the biased criteria to evaluate projects. You want to remove 

bias during evaluation. So KPIs are effective ways for management to make a good decision on the projects 

without any biased criteria. I haven’t seen any latest tool that can be applied. I have not seen any tool that has 

been effective other than these KPIs”-Participant #7. 

 

The arguments presented by participant #3 below regarding these KPIs also reflected that there has 

to be clear understanding of what each KPI requires for it to be measured using the known KPI 

criteria of cost, quality, safety and regular stewardship. He said: 

“To make sure that that at the beginning of the project, people understand what the goals are, what you have 

to be. Then to measure your, your KPIs with regards to cost, quality, you need to meet to have a regular 

stewardship”-Participant #3. 
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4.2.1.1 Summary of Findings 

The findings of this section emphasized the main drivers or factors that would drive KPI effectiveness. 

These include stakeholders understanding of the project expected deliverables, setting clear 

expectations regarding the project schedule and the allotted time requirements for the project, a clear 

understanding of the budgetary costs assigned to the project and properly implementing the 

appropriate safety procedures during execution to keep the project aligned till completion while being 

client focused.  

This would require the understanding that stakeholders have a responsibility to meet regularly to 

steward on project progress and discuss on ongoing performance was considered critical to improving 

KPIs on projects. That proper stewardship and elimination of biases during the project cycle, 

including setting expectations, was considered vital if KPIs were to serve their intended functions. 

The study stressed the importance of knowing and applying these four major constraints: the time, 

the cost, safety and quality requirements in that order to deliver projects. 

Other findings from this section were that KPIs are excellent benchmarking tools to provide a non-

biased way of evaluating the projects and to help establish the appropriate criteria at the time of 

project inception. With that, there is a greater likelihood that mid-level stakeholders would meet the 

end users’ expectations on delivery the key project requirements and in meeting the optimal quality 

of deliverables for the clients.  

4.2.2 Factors that influence Project Delivery and Reduce Non-Conformances 

Arguments presented from literature studies by Chau (1997), Heravi et al. (2015) and Nini et al. 

(2018) presented that poor management skills have significant effects on many types of projects 

because they are a reflection of the decisions taken by the project leaders during development and 

execution. Indeed, the arguments on poor management skills were considered to be impactful on 

project delivery due to a number of variables in the execution process (Chau, 1997).  



88 

 

The response from one of the respondents indicated that, in order to be able to deliver projects 

effectively to meet project targets, the right skills needed to be sought and the skills must be 

compatible with the experience. There is the indication that most critical element of that process is 

the project manager of the project who must be with the right skills and the right experience coupled 

with an appropriate behaviour to deliver such projects. In addition, the project manager being a critical 

leader of the projects may only be able to deliver the projects if he works collaboratively with the 

other stakeholders to deliver the project appropriately. This validated existing theory regarding 

working as a team to manage projects (D’Herbemont and Cesar, 1998). 

“We need the right people with the right skills and the right experience and the right behaviour. Attitude is 

better that altitude. Number two, you need the right project manager. Who knows what he needs to do to deliver 

the project and he now need to have the right stakeholders that would be able to add to the projects? These 

things are not beyond the control of the project manager”-Participant #1-Project Development Manager 

Participant #2 also provided additional insights into how to continually drive project performance. 

There was the indication that proper discussions and proper documentation of the review process 

through meetings and having proper sign-offs completed with stakeholders when such meetings are 

completed is vital. There must be an agreed consensus among these stakeholders while ensuring that 

the agreement is well documented through meeting notes. This process would allow the entire project 

team to align and invariably build the framework necessary to form a binding agreement and ensure 

the project is effectively delivered.  

“Get a formalized approval. It may be as simple as sign off from a minute of meeting. Meet with them and 

discuss. Then you discuss the project objective, discuss the project scope because of the processes involved 

and where you will need them. Have all of them signed off on the decision? It may be as simple as minute of 

meeting so that everyone will sign off from that minute of meeting. That would become the binding agreement, 

what I consider a signing agreement that everybody understood, and everybody has agreed will provide the 

necessary support and tools to get back into the next phase”. -Participant #2-Project Director. 

The responses provided by participant #3 were the same as those of the insights offered by participant 

#2 on the need to take this meeting approach seriously to meet project expectations. The interview 

with participant #3 emphasized on the need to take these meetings and minutes more seriously in 
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order to facilitate effective project delivery. This was later corroborated with the daily field reports, 

meeting minutes and project responses filing on my organization SharePoint. 

Other respondents such as Participant #7 also offered other ways to support effective project delivery. 

He argued that cost and schedule should not be the key factors to drive project delivery even when a 

project is over budget and over schedule. His argument was that this is potentially a North American 

approach to evaluating projects. His focus was that safety should be considered of utmost priority and 

should drive how a project is delivered and cost and schedule can follow. While the argument here 

suggests that safety plays a dominant role, he stressed that cost and schedule should still be in 

consideration. 

“You know here, for most construction projects in America and in Canada, that seems like it's about getting 

the job done, even if it goes over budget and over schedule as long as you have a valid reason then it's 

considered okay. As long as you know, safety does not compromise and all of that. So, schedule and cost should 

not be a top priority. Priority is quality and safety. That's what I think. But again, in some countries, cost is 

the most challenging thing”-Participant #7-Project Coordinator. 

 

4.2.2.1 Summary of Findings 

The findings of this section emphasized the need to have adequate skills and experience to lead 

projects and the need for the project manager, most especially, to be at the forefront of those skills’ 

justification. The findings revealed that stakeholders who lead projects must be those that have the 

expertise to perform in such roles, understand the project scope comprehensively and who at the early 

phases can establish proper discussions with other relevant stakeholders.  

The findings suggested that a well-documented process is warranted to effectively deliver projects. 

The findings also suggested that proper meeting notes and meeting regularly to establish approval 

phases on the development process is vital to establish the documentation process. It laid emphasis 

on maintaining regular project meeting to discuss processes early including establishing project sign 

offs to support the decision-making process. These approaches as indicated by many of the 

participants were considered the most vital in delivering client expectations on projects.  
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4.2.3 Management Systems and Challenges in the Use of an IMS Processes 

4.2.3.1 Relevance of Management Systems 

This research aimed to understand what the issues were when managing and relating to various 

stakeholders, especially when those key stakeholders are the major drivers of the selection, evaluation 

and prioritization of projects. There was critical significance in dealing with risks and developing a 

mechanism to avoid delays in execution due to embedded risks not being captured early enough. 

Participant #2 suggested that if a management system is in place, then we can have a precedent on 

which the learnings can be based and that historical findings from the records of these projects will 

contribute to the overall management of the projects. 

“I feel our management system has been very positive if they are adhered to. If you have management system 

in place they are built on history and on facts and based on the precedence that has happened in the past, they 

make sure there are no mistakes and so management systems have helped a lot to makes sure projects are very 

successful”-Participant #2. 

Participant #5, however, suggested that while an integrated management system is adequate, there 

needs to be proper engagement of the project manager to ensure that the experiences of this leader 

can be reflected on the overall performance of the project. The assertion was that the influences and 

effectiveness of the project can be largely driven by this stakeholder and are connected to the factors 

influencing project delivery.  

“This only depends on the different stage in the project. When the scope of project is not set? The project is 

not there yet. I think it requires a high involvement of project manager based on the experiences coming down 

from him, because when there is uncertainty in a project, the project manager at the site can at least have an 

impact”-Participant #5-Project Leader-Construction. 

 
“Everything depends on the middle manager for the execution. Because they are the ones that ties the project 

to the needs of others up to the higher management. The integration is important, so you have to understand 

the needs of the management. Basically, tie the dynamic realities with the change”-Participant #5-Project 

Leader. 
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4.2.3.2 Challenges of Integrated Management Systems 

The study revealed some of the challenges that the use of an IMS processes could pose. Participants 

#1, #4 and #8 offered insights into how it was important to ensure people are well-trained to use the 

processes they use. The lack of necessary training in the use of these processes during execution was 

considered one of the factors that impacted the ability to effectively follow the IMS processes.  This 

gap, according to these participants, will affect the project’s performance. 

“One of the problems when you have these processes, what processes are there for people? When human 

beings are not properly trained to use all these processes; we're not getting the benefit from that. When you 

have people that are to use the systems, and they do not have the right competencies to be able to use the 

system effectively”. -Participant #4.  

“Maybe a little bit of a formal orientation for employees where employees may see it as a guideline and a tool 

rather than an obligation. This may be useful way to simplify the process for the user”. -Participant #8 

“You will not get the maximum benefits when you are trying to cut corners by accelerating a project faster 

than what it should be, you start overlooking some processes and systems that at the end of it, some of these 

processes will come back to hurt the project at the tail end of the project, so these are some of the challenges 

that you see on these processes”. -Participant #1. 

Participant #2 also indicated that the challenge is not being in tune with the project’s tone and having 

fears about the project outcomes. The lack of understanding into the management processes to be 

applied will, in his opinion, allow biases to set in and, once biases exist, therein arises the challenge 

with working with the stakeholders. 

“The challenge here is the fact that once they are not in tune with the early phases of it, it creates fear on their 

own end and once they don’t understand the nitty gritty, their biases will set in. Once their biases set in, you 

agree with me everyone wants to protect their own interest. Stakeholders want to protect their own interest, 

have an element of trust and they want to remove the element of fear that will be impinged on them”-

Participant #2. 

Participant #5 also offered insights as to how to address this challenge by monitoring the effectiveness 

of the management system through a change process. Ensuring that the project follows through a 

well-defined management approach from the start and that the stakeholder leading that phase is well 

in tune with this approach during the construction phase of the project will yield good outcomes. 
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Understanding the execution approach and making sure it is well within the limits of the IMS system 

is vital. 

“There should be a coordinated approach with system, and this should also change with the project”-

Participant #5. 

The same participant argued that, how the higher management sees the project and how middle 

managers see the project is very different; if they are not aligned, then it would create lots of 

roadblocks because they might not have the same detailed execution background, thus limiting their 

efficiencies.  

“But as a middle manager, you must know, that you have to meet the expectation of the management. You  

must be aware of these expectations”. - Participant #5. 

4.2.3.3 Summary of Findings 

The findings revealed that there are a number of challenges that stakeholders face in the use of 

integrated management systems. These include stakeholders lack of training to effectively use the 

IMS processes arising mainly from many not adequately trained in the applications of the 

management processes to support their work. Many of these training gaps result into diminished 

competencies of these stakeholders and was considered a major factor in the increased rate of non-

compliances.  

There were also the arguments from these findings that when stakeholders who are to be custodian 

users of the processes are driven by self motivated interests, they run the risks of not properly 

managing the processes well and subsequently creating a vacuum in the communication channels 

with senior leaders who could have corrected the gaps in the process. Such biases result into large 

project cost and schedule variances because, the stakeholders were more concerned with accelerating 

schedules to meet their own personal goals rather than strategic project objectives. This among others 

will increase complexities of the project and increase the likelihood of not capturing the project risks 

early due to a lack of coordinated approach in management of the project. 
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4.2.4 Management Strategies to Address IMS Process Gaps and non-Compliances  

There was a good argument raised by participants on the management strategies that can be employed 

during the execution of projects to improve project performance. There were questions asked 

regarding what has worked, how effective they were and if it was possible to improve the project 

management process through the implementation of these strategies.  

The arguments were that the complexity of projects would determine what level of management 

strategies to employ. The respondent suggested that the level of management support will be driven 

by the CAPEX value on the project. This means the capital expenditure of the project in question. 

The understanding is that a complex project with higher CAPEX would have larger management 

inputs than the one with lower CAPEX. 

“So, the level of middle management support that you need to employ to improve project performance depends 

on the type of project, the scale of the project in terms of the CAPEX and how complex the project is. That’s 

what determines the level of management you need as key stakeholder to help the project delivery”-Participant 

#1. 

 

Participant #1 also suggested that stakeholders have a significant impact on influencing those 

strategies if they are all aligned on the project from the start and are ready to work together to address 

all misalignment issues. 

“If you don't have everybody from the beginning lined up behind the project that is selected, ready to 

support it, then you have misaligned priorities”-Participant #1. 

Participant # 1 also suggested that management systems encompassed varying management 

approaches that can be used to drive project performance. A number of these management systems 

require thoroughly monitoring the change systems and applying them effectively to drive out 

management gaps. This will ensure they are all well-integrated. These records and their monitoring 

approaches were also cross-checked through the existing IMS databases such as those presented in 

our global project (GP1) project delivery manual and reviewed at the research diagnosis phase. The 

goal was to re-establish some of the selection, monitoring and review process in place as part of the 

triangulation process. 
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“There are various management systems that are used in project performance, we have what we call integrated 

activity planning. There is what we call change management, you have risk management, resource planning, 

schedule management, cost management, cost control and there are many others which we call project 

management system. These are management systems and they are very important and very key. We have to 

apply these thoroughly and effectively. These systems are very key and they are very important. And you need 

them for project work to succeed. You have to apply these systems you know thoroughly and effectively. 

Otherwise, you have gaps”. - Participant #1. 

Participant #2 also suggested the level of mid-level management required during construction would 

especially be those managed by 2nd-tier mid-level management, but would be mostly influenced by 

the senior management and model of the organization. 

“The good thing about integrated management system is that it allows all the potential management leaders 

to support your project from plan to execution. These leaders will be considered as internal stakeholders and 

as much as you have the internal stakeholders support, you are likely to have that of external stakeholders. 

For the most part, it also contributes to your project and provide you the resources and functionality to the 

success of that project. So, a well-defined integrated management is the right doctrine for excellent project 

execution”. -Participant #2. 

4.2.4.1 Summary of Findings 

The findings revealed that the level of mid-level engagement is mostly driven by capital expenditure 

(CAPEX) on projects and needs to be well-established from the start through proper alignment. The 

study revealed that an integrated management system (IMS) is important as it helps to properly plan 

the project and allows the senior stakeholders to support the project. The findings revealed there are 

various arms of the IMS processes that must be well-integrated and improved for the processes to 

thoroughly work.  

There was also the emphasis that people are currently not trained and needed to be well trained to use 

the IMS processes and the system itself. The findings also revealed that there should be a coordinated 

approach and clear understanding to avoid many of the challenges to improve project performance.  
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4.2.5 Stakeholder Management and Engagement 

4.2.5.1 Stakeholder Engagement of Project Teams 

The participants were asked questions relating to the integration of project teams and how 

stakeholders can be engaged to deliver the maximum output for projects. There were various 

responses that infer that engagement could be dependent on the level of priority placed on the projects 

being executed and that level of priority determines how the stakeholders would engage themselves 

to support the execution of the projects. One of the participants responded this way: 

“Typically, the reason why they face this problem is because it's not everybody that have same vision and the 

same objective, so at times in an organization that you have various projects. Some people think some projects 

should be given more priority than others, because of that some categories of people prefer another project, 

they don't tend to support the project selected, you know, so they see that's not a project the organization 

should recognize. When you have that from the beginning, it's a problem”-Participant #1. 

Another participant #6 argued the same way as participant # 1 in his justifications on why the 

participation among stakeholders was vital, regardless of the priority of the projects. He argued that 

is not just about knowing what you need, but more about focusing on what they need from you. He 

further argued that, when stakeholders are not working in collaboration, then they create a gap in the 

process as every stakeholder must go across the organization to see who needs help and support them 

in their own role to deliver the projects. This invariably suggests that early engagement between the 

stakeholders is very likely to help the project to succeed. 

“You need to try to integrate across all levels of stakeholders. And that means it's not about knowing what 

you need, it's about what do they need from you”. -Participant #6.  

“As a project manager or as a senior manager, or as in middle management level, you need to know when to 

help and you need to know where you need to receive help. These are the things in modern day project delivery, 

whether as a project manager, or as a team member, is not about I have done my own and he has done his 

own. We need to go across the organization to know who can help the other person deliver his own. If we 

don’t, then what you have delivered will not take the project to delivery”. -Participant #2. 
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4.2.5.2 Strategies to Adopt Stronger Stakeholder Management 

Research question #2 was also centred on developing new strategies or finding out what strategies 

would be suitable to ensure noticeable gaps in the integrated management systems are eliminated and 

stakeholders can be engaged during the project life cycle. The participants were asked to provide 

insights into what those strategies could be. There was the proposition that an assurance strategy is 

vital.  

Participant #2 suggested that any organization that has a group management system and practices 

must be able to develop efficient governance and assurance systems that will help the organization to 

properly monitor and manage the process. The systems are to be developed because of their ability to 

ensure that the relevant deliverables are being complied with, to support the decision making and 

authorization phase. 

“For any replicable organization, that has a group management system and practices, one of the new goals 

is to develop a very efficient governance and assurance system. What does that mean. The assurance and 

governance system is one that will ensure the relevant deliverables are being complied with”-Participant  

#2. 

The responses provided by participant #2 were not focused on an independently-led approach, 

suggesting it will not be an approach that can be led by a single individual, but by a collective, utilized 

by all who may need it. He also asserts that the governance system should not feed on the IMS 

processes but work independently to be a control in place to provide oversight for the system. This 

set up would allow proper planning and implementation and reduce non-compliances and noticeable 

gaps in the system. 

“When you have these systems in place, it helps the management system to flow and in fact for the most part 

is independent of the senior management system, because it is a systemic thing, it does not depend on the 

individual leader, it can be utilized by others who may need it. My advocacy may be to deploy a governance 

system that will be independent of any system such that the projects can be executed, as management will come 

and management will go. We must live in a systemic environment such that we are able to develop a proper 

project planning and implementation process. We know that management engagement, you know, is more like 

the stakeholder engagement as well, which will in a way build client confidence”. -Participant #2. 
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Participants #2 and #4 provided a much a deeper insight as to why a management system needs to be 

reviewed and endorsed first by management before being rolled out. He argued it must be 

unambiguous and with clear guidelines and strategies on how to execute the project. The stakeholders 

need to understand it and must set clear expectations, following up through regular meetings. That 

integration can be all-encompassing, including both internal and external stakeholders. 

“Management has to endorse that system and endorse the project, management needs to understand why it is 

being done, and why it has been done. They must give clear guidelines on what the expectations are and then 

there is a regular meeting. Follow up meeting regularly to discuss the status of it”. -Participant #2. 

 

“Before a project can take place, stakeholders have to meet together, come up with strategies on a process 

and procedures in order for them to tackle the project. When they come up together, to tackle, they know if 

there is a way of minimizing costs, optimizing project performance in other for the project to be completed 

successfully and in order for them to meet the specific time that was agreed to.”-Participant #4. 

 

4.2.5.3 Stakeholder Influence on Projects 

The research study also evaluated the level of impacts and influence stakeholders have on project 

execution and delivery and how well it could be structured to ensure that the performance of the 

projects is sustained, especially on larger projects. One of the arguments put forward by participant 

#2 was that the senior management of the organization cannot stay aloof (Horn, 2000). They must 

connect with the project. For most firms, senior management stay independent of the project process, 

but this participant argued that they cannot do that while also expecting the best outcome. He 

indicated that senior management must be available to provide support, be accessible and provide 

oversight for every dollar spent on the project that has a higher tendency of impacting the project’s 

success. He cautioned against the risks of having higher cost overruns if such senior level connection 

is absent. 

“Senior management must connect with the project and must strive to meet all these things. The senior 

management must be available to provide support. They must be accessible to finish everything without making 

progress beyond the plan. Every dollar you spend, and every extra day you spend, will impact the success of 



98 

 

the project. You will have several overruns and you will have lots of overruns and you will not meet the 

objective of the project”-Participant #2. 

 

The understanding is that senior management influence can have a positive impact on the project and 

stakeholders can have a higher chance of efficiently executing a project. In other words, an efficient 

project execution is possible if you engage senior management early enough and provide necessary 

information to be able to acquire their buy-ins. Most importantly, the ability to be able to remove the 

fear from the domain and with the risk being minimized, increases confidence in what the project 

stakeholders are doing (Heravi et al., 2015).  

In the same light, participant #3 also argued that: 

“First you have to deal with the objectives of what project is, what is it you want to get, do we have the different 

stakeholders that will be involved. Starting from the people that are going to be directly involved with the 

project and then all the other parties that could be impacted”-Participant #3. 

 

4.2.5.4 Summary of Findings 

The findings stressed the importance of stakeholders having a similar vision on the project and 

aligning their focus on the same objectives. Priority preference by some stakeholders should be 

avoided and any project being executed should be supported. There was also the emphasis on proper 

integration and collaboration across the team if the projects are to be successfully delivered as one. 

This was suggested as one main management strategy that should be in place for an improved system. 

There was also the need to have a governance system as an independent approach to support the 

existing management system and to act as a buffer to develop a proper planning and implementation 

process.  

The governance approach was to ensure the system works and that senior management are supportive. 

The onus is on the key stakeholders who drive the project to ensure that the understanding exist, and 

that senior management have a positive influence on the project, in order to create a higher chance of 

success. Also, of note is that any management system implementation must be reviewed and validated 
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by the senior management leaders in order to ensure there is accountability across all facets of project 

execution. 

4.2.6 Risk Management  

4.2.6.1 Managing Risk Issues 

Participants were asked how critically they could address risk-related concerns pertaining to project 

execution. This was considered pertinent to support research question #2 on how the management 

strategies would ensure project performance can be sustained. Participants argued that it is possible, 

if the stakeholders can clearly define assumptions and understand the limitations of the project. They 

must understand the cost risks, issues and mitigation measures for the project which are potential 

avenues for these risks. In Table 10, an overwhelming number of participants (participants #1, 2, 4, 

and 5) of the study provided clear responses as to what these major issues are.  

Participant #1 suggested one of the various risks associated with project performance is the support 

system that a project can have when delivering projects, in terms of the availability of the resources 

to lead the project through its life cycle. He suggested a lack of expertise and authorities can affect 

project delivery mechanisms and impede project delivery. 

“What are the risks that are associated with the project, what are the resources required to deliver the project. 

You know, so those are things that challenges what you face. Also, what are the support systems that you need 

to deliver the projects in terms of the subject matter experts, technical authorities, you know, depending upon 

the disciplines and scope involved in the project delivery”-Participant #1. 

 

Participant #2 linked it to the gaps in getting buy-ins from key stakeholders and the difficulty that 

those early buy-ins may cause. His arguments were that, when the support and buy-ins from the 

stakeholders occur without fear, in what he considers an intrusion to the domains of the stakeholders, 

then there is ease in being able to develop the appropriate mitigation measure to address all risks 

issues on time that can impact the project execution cycle. 

“Once that element of fear is taken away, what I consider intrusion to their own domain and once you are 

able to mitigate and get early buy in from them, then you will get their support. The mitigation measure for  
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that is early engagement”-Participant #2. 

Participant #4 argued during the interview that, while it is important to obtain buy-ins from the 

stakeholders, it is equally important to ensure that they were ready to release and share information 

that can positively influence a project performance. His argument during the interview was that the 

sharing of information or having information disseminated would allow all necessary information to 

have been considered and taken into consideration when managing the project. 

“I think the most key important factor is the information release by people or technical team stakeholder, so, 

things can be decided better. Sharing of information or sharing or having that information disseminated 

appropriately is key. The risk is always for the information that we don't have and if we have taken them into 

account”. Participant #4. 

 
Participant #5 supported the arguments and insights put forward by participant #4 and argued that, 

while it was important to disseminate information on time, it was also important that such 

information, when it comes to managing complex projects, be disseminated at the beginning of the 

project since doing so would allow early anticipation of any project risks. 

“That part always exists and it's a high responsibility for the project stakeholders at the very beginning. That's 

why we do risk analysis at the beginning. There are two factors here. One of the risks that we didn't anticipate, 

and they can happen in the project and vice-versa. So, we have to put a contingency for that”. -Participant #5. 

 

Participant #8 argued that if a risk is not well managed, then the project could tend to generate low 

profits and will be considered a bad project. This signifies that a well-managed project would have a 

properly defined strategy for managing its risks.  

“When do you evaluate the risks versus your profits? If it is very risky and doesn't give you a lot of profits, 

then is a bad project. Thus, if the risk is high and profits is low. That’s bad project”. Participant #8-Project 

Manager. 

 

4.2.6.2 Challenges Faced by Stakeholders during Risk Management 

The findings here suggested that challenges would have to be thoroughly managed during risk 

management. Not doing so would generate loopholes through which many of the non-compliances, 

schedule variances and cost impacts arise, and this jeopardizes the overall project outcomes. Their 
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arguments were that, if the challenges in projects are identified but are not well mitigated, there is a 

tendency that the approach used to mitigate the problems may not meet its intent. The participants 

suggested that every viewpoint should be welcomed at the early stage of this process as that would 

allow timely engagement and consultation to develop a robust way of dealing with the challenges. 

“There are different challenges as you would know and some of these challenges may be difficult to improvise. 

It will require gaining support from the different stakeholders. Everyone has different viewpoints and some 

think in terms of how the process should work or the process should be tried out or executed. Should you keep 

it, how should you plan”. -Participant #8. 

 

4.2.6.3 Summary of Findings 

The findings from this section concluded that, if the stakeholders can clearly define the assumptions 

and understand the limitations of the project properly, then any issues can be effectively averted. 

There must be regular discussion on the impacts of the risks and a clear understanding of all the risks 

implications, issues and appropriate mitigation measures for the project. The findings also suggested 

that there must be clear dissemination of information and that the information must be disseminated 

early enough to ensure it creates an avenue for the stakeholders to be able to properly evaluate the 

risks early in the project. There was also the indication that, when the challenges are identified, the 

approach to mitigate them must be carefully mapped out and planned by all stakeholders, welcoming 

multiple viewpoints within the project team as to how to deal with the challenges. Not doing so may 

suggest to project sponsors and upper management that there are not enough support mechanisms in 

place to support the effective delivery of the project. 

4.2.7 What drives Profitability 

4.2.7.1 Drivers of Profitability in Project Execution 

One of the primary research objectives was to generate actionable knowledge in which construction 

projects are executed in compliance with an improved integrated management system, with the 

primary goal of increasing profitability (Tenkasi and Hay, 2004). The study revealed key drivers are 
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necessary to achieve that. All construction projects would have to be governed by these consistent 

drivers to ensure the organization remains profitable and sustainable. Some of these drivers are 

understanding the operating income or EBITDA requirements, knowing both the risks or opportunity 

requirements and being familiar with the economics of the projects. The insights from the participants 

were quite enlightening on this. As one of the participants put it: 

“I think in every project; the first thing is what is the outcome expected?  what is the profit, what is the 

economics? At a particular point in the project, notably in the beginning of the project, you look wide, you 

look at opportunities, you look at your risks, you look up for solutions to deliver the project”. -Participant #1. 

 
These arguments were focused on stakeholders paying attention to the key things that are necessary 

to drive the project in line with the integrated management system. This, in the view of Participant 

#1, will move the project forward and sway it away from the stage of divergence to the stage of 

convergence (Olawale, 2010). The assertion is that, if you do not protect the profit value, there is a 

tendency to start making changes all over the place, and push the project into cost overruns, because 

the project will then have to spend more money than anticipated. It is therefore important to check 

the metrics and be sure the project has effectively run its economics to increase profitability. 

“We can't spend any more time than expected. So, these are some of the things that are very key, and another 

thing is consistent benchmarks. You need to benchmark your progress with was at that stage. What does it 

look like? What were the project phase, how do we overcome the challenges, what are they, you need to know, 

and you must consistently run your economics, check your metrics, and ensure the investment ratio is 

protected”-Participant #6. 

 

4.2.7.2 Profitability Influence on Project Performance 

The ability to influence profits stems from the ability to think through the cost impact analyses at the 

beginning of the project. Participants #1 provided a basis in which that level of cost impacts can be 

easily monitored to determine the complexities of the project. This was identified as TECOP, namely 

“Technical, Economic, Commercial, Organizational and Political” factors that are likely to impact 

the project. 
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“I think at the beginning of every project. Each project needs to be analyzed, what are the complexities of the 

project, what are the risks, what are the TECOP”-Participant #1. 

The argument presented by this participant was that, when those five spectra are clearly defined, then 

one can easily determine the processes and systems risk mitigators, to deal with them. TECOP helps 

to build the framework needed to deliver the project profitability. 

“Because no two projects are the same, because the TECOP you see on paper would always be different from 

one project to another, you cannot generalize projects. You cannot say this system work for one another. You 

have to define system and purpose with the risk that you observe”-Participant #1. 

Participant #4 also suggested that project economics need to be run to determine what level of cost 

impacts may be expected during the execution phase and that this should be embedded into the  

management system.  

“If you run the economics and find out, oh, 20% possibility or success or return on investment, or you say 

30%. Then the next question will be, is that a cut-off point. Is this what we need to push the lead. If the answer 

is no, then we need to re-evaluate whether it is still worthwhile continuing the project execution process as the 

ultimate bottom line is the profitability and when the organization is not making the money they should be 

making, then this is a problem that needs to be fixed”. -Participant #4. 

4.2.7.3 Summary of Findings 

The findings in this section on profitability influence on project performance emphasized and stressed 

the importance of running project economics from the start of a project to determine project 

viabilities. One key factor established to support this process is the TECOP, in which there is a full 

understanding of technical, economic, commercial, organizational and political factors that would 

help avoid generalizing projects so that a project can be holistically evaluated to determine if it is 

worthwhile executing. There were the findings that proper benchmarks are needed in order to properly 

run the economics and ensure the maximum profitability is achieved. The study suggests that these 

factors will be major influencers on the profitability of the project. 

Conclusively, the findings suggested that one cannot use one economics to determine the profit 

performance of another project, as no two projects are the same. Also, to drive the project in line with 
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an improved management system and to move the project forward requires a move away from a 

divergence phase to a convergence model using aggressive financial monitoring. 

4.2.8 Project Cost Efficiencies and Loss Reduction 

4.2.8.1 Factors Driving Project Cost Efficiencies and Reduction Losses 

The study wanted to understand what factors would help to drive project efficiencies in support of 

the primary objectives of the study. The participants were asked what steps they would take to ensure 

these factors are managed properly to improve project efficiencies. Participant #2 suggested one of 

the ways was to understand what is needed to execute projects is through effective leadership. The 

availability of leaders that will develop initiatives, foster appropriate culture and champion the 

delivery process in order to meet the project objectives. Through this mechanism, he argued an 

effective project management system would be developed that will drive project execution and 

enhance profitability.  

“You need a leader that will drive and support initiatives and the execution of the project, if you don’t have 

the right leader, you will barely succeed. For me really, to drive profitability, project execution has to be 

prioritized by senior leaders. In view of that, you need an effective project management system and you also 

need the right set of leadership that will drive project execution to achieve its aims and objectives and hence 

profitability. And we also need the right cultural attitude in the organization”. -Participant #2. 

The responses from participant #3 indicated that human factors have a deep influence on project 

performance. There must be proper delegation of roles and responsibilities on projects to experience 

the best output from projects. The stakeholders must be accountable and must do so such that the key 

stakeholders can know what is expected, in order for the projects to line up with the key objectives. 

“I think a lot of this has to do with the human factor, the behavior of the people is very important. You have to 

hold people accountable. You have to let people know what is expected of them. Every decision you make, you 

have to involve people so that people know what's expected of them in terms of follow up.”-Participant #3. 

Participant #4 also suggested that, for projects to work according to plan, contractual factors can 

influence it. He argued that, when contracts are well understood by stakeholders, then the project 

performance can work according to plan.  
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“I think the best motivation is basically awarding more contracts to a particular stakeholder to take all 

that role. Because one, if you have been awarded a contract then you do it to the best of the company 

you’re working for, the motivation is for the client to give you more contract”. -Participant #4. 

Participant #6 related this to how client influence can be a factor to drive the performance of projects 

and in turn contribute to impacting the bottom line of the project. The assertion was that the client 

cannot say a project has been properly managed unless of course they get the best return for their 

money invested on the project. 

“The client wants to get the highest profits and the best of the best of money they spent. They give you a 

contract, they want an excellent job because they believe they gave you the best and they want the excellent 

contract. We have to impress them by doing a great job and following up on what they want and by doing 

exactly what the contract says”. -Participant #6 

Another factor that was identified in the process as a factor to influence project performance is having 

project leaders who are knowledgeable enough to lead the project. The understanding of the project 

manager plays a vital role in managing the cost, schedule, safety and quality of the project. The 

arguments presented here were based on the premise that the project manager provides what she calls 

good insurance for the project to be executed. The participant argued that any gaps in the process can 

be better managed by this key stakeholder in order for the project manager to be able to close the gaps 

and make the projects successful. 

“Project Manager are the final person you know, they get questions from a client, they need to review the 

project and know the costing versus budget and the mark ups and on top of everything they have to make sure 

there is a good insurance/subcontract for the project. They must take time, manage, and read the contract. If 

there is any gap with the manager and the subordinate, they have to clear those gaps instead of letting it go”. 

-Participant #6. 

 

4.2.8.2 Issues to Manage during Executions 

The study aimed to understand what the major issues to contend with were, in other to manage project 

issues during execution as it relates to the integrated management system and how those gaps can be 

properly addressed before the complications of the project start. Participant #5 asserted that, if 

communication and coordination matters are not well managed, then there is a tendency to cause a 
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breakdown of the information flow for the projects. The effect of this is a schedule breakdown in 

communication and an impact on the project budget (Jensen et al., 2013). 

“Challenges in projects; I think the main challenge is pretty much the lack of communication and coordination. 

That's the main thing. Because when lack of communication happens, the information is missing and when the 

information is missing, a part of the construction side is affected. And that part of construction side affected is 

the schedule, the money and the whole project”. -Participant #5. 

 
On the same note, gaining alignment across the team is vital and should be well managed during 

execution. Ensuring stakeholders have a clear and concise definition of requirements from the start 

with regards to scope requirements in order to gain early confidence to avoid discrepancies among 

the team during the execution phase of the project is important. The quote is: 

“One of the major challenges you face during project executions are basically gaining buy-ins from 

stakeholders particularly clear and concise definition especially with regards to scope definitions from the 

project planning group to all relevant stakeholders with regards to gaining early alignment and agreement. 

Alignment with the client and discussion”-Participant #6. 

 

4.2.8.3 Summary of Findings 

The study revealed that one of the best ways to ensure project efficiency is through focal meetings 

where stakeholders would meet and review critical issues, discuss the key objectives, tools and 

processes and gather the support needed for the major phases of the project. There was the 

understanding that the human factor is key to influencing project outcomes and necessary to 

understand how to drive profitability. To do this, stakeholders have to be supported by right leadership 

who can leverage effective communication to surmount these challenges. These findings supported 

proper management of these issues. It revealed they can be surmounted if there is clear understanding 

of contractual obligations by stakeholders who are able to disseminate the information promptly 

regarding project delivery and profitability.  

4.3 Action Planning 

In developing the appropriate action plans for the study, I adopted the Coghlan and Brannick (2014) 

action research cycle process and met with the participants to seek their inputs in developing the 
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appropriate actions to adopt for the critical issues revealed in Table 5. In doing so, I made it clear in 

the meetings held with them, that the focus was to share ideas, relate together as a team and 

proactively address all the non-compliances and gaps that is affecting the performance of our projects 

without bias (Greenwood and Levin, 2007). Hence, the participants were allowed to freely share their 

insights, reflect on their past experiences and recognize that their contributions will ultimately help 

the construction division develop an improved management system that will serve the interest of all 

the stakeholders and increase the profitability and sustainability of our organization.  

The approach research framework process shown in Figure 9 was quite helpful in developing the 

action plans necessary to take the research further into the cycles of processes needed to generate the 

change for the organization. The ability to proceed through the cycles required building a good 

relationship with the stakeholders’ that is respectful, fair and considerate of divergent thoughts from 

each research participants (London and Swain, 2015). 

After the development of my initial 40 codes and 8 themes from the transcribed data using Nvivo 12 

software, as shown in Table 5. The development of these 8 themes and 40 codes was based on the 

premise of using relevant themes that aligns with my research questions. I reviewed these themes and 

refined those themes that are closely related together in addressing the primary research questions. 

Themes 1 and 2 and themes 3 and 4 fell into this category. Themes 1 and 2 provided a clearer 

understanding of my research question #2 and #3 and themes 3 and 4 when combined provided a 

clearer insight to my research questions #2. The central question was to ensure each individually 

refined theme provided a rich basis for every aspect of the data analysis phase, made significant sense 

and is rooted into the objectives of the study and the research questions (Braun and Clarke, 2013). 

This approach helped me to identify the changing relationships in the process of my data analysis. 

The results of the actions generated from the six main themes is shown in Table 6 below. 
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S/No                     Themes                             Actions 

1 Factors that drive KPI effectiveness 

and influence project delivery 
• Track cost reports weekly and bi-weekly and 

develop a comprehensive cost report matrix to 

monitor KPIs with specific stakeholders 

• Schedule follow up review meetings and ensured 

IMS forms are signed off and archived into 

Global SharePoint folders as a record of 

approvals 

2 Management processes and 

strategies to address gaps and non-

compliances 

• Hold an audit review of approach to address non-

compliances on November 12, 2019 

• Schedule an alignment meeting with stakeholder 

on non-compliances and identify training 

deficiencies early 

• Schedule financial management tracking 

meeting (FMT) on February 24, 2020 to discuss 

ways to monitor project variances 

• Develop a Construction Project HSSE Planning 

Process Flow Chart  

• Discuss with operational managers about 

monitoring and controlling project gaps and 

stakeholders’ non-compliances in the December 

5, 2019 management stewardship meeting 

 

3 Stakeholder management and 

engagement 
• Complete the Authority Responsibility Matrix 

with the appropriate stakeholders to gain 

alignment 

• Communicate with stakeholders in project 

weekly meetings regarding CAPEX values 

• Assess project complexity to ensure projects are 

matched with skill sets of mid-level stakeholders 

 

4 Risk management • Complete and monitor the risk matrix process 

• Complete a risk matrix review for projects at 

start, at 50% and at 100% project phase 

5 What drives profitability • Set up the FMT tracking process for the projects 

to capture profit margins early 

• Monitor project cost complexity matrixes to 

evaluate variances 

• Discuss with cost analysts on external costs and 

internal costs changes on a weekly basis to 

address areas of losses 

• Track profitability reports using cost software; 

HeavyBid to evaluate estimates and HeavyJob 

analysis reports to track cost variances on a 

weekly basis and monitor EBITDA early 
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6 Project cost efficiencies and loss 

reduction 
• Review score-card reports of stakeholders 

assigned to designated project 

• Meet with contract team to provide feedback 

received from IMS external audits completed 

• Monitor project cost complexity matrixes to 

evaluate variances 

 

Table 6: Phase 2 Actions Generated 

4.3.1 Factors that drive KPI Effectiveness and Influence Project Delivery 

For the FMT tracking, I met with participants #1, 2, 5, 7 and #8 who were critical stakeholders on the 

Retaining Wall Rehabilitation project; project site #1, to discuss the issues regarding the cost variation 

and biases during the execution of this project. This was regarding how the project team had to control 

the project cost creep against the allotted budget for the project. Participant #7 talked about this when 

he mentioned about removing bias from costing during evaluation.  

“KPIs are effective because you want to remove the biased criteria to evaluate projects. You want to remove 

bias during evaluation. So KPIs are effective ways for management to make a good decision on the projects 

without any biased criteria. I haven’t seen any latest tool that can be applied. I have not seen any tool that has 

been effective other than these KPIs”-Participant #7. 

 

This participant feedback was helpful and led to the development of a comprehensive cost matrix 

used to track project costs more effectively including the building of a baseline schedule and working 

schedule for the project. I took this initiative and developed a comprehensive weekly cost tracking 

report shown in Table 7 to provide a way for stakeholders to monitor the project KPIs for project site 

#1. 

At the initial phase of the project, the budget realized a decline of about 4% overrun on weekly spends 

but was averted after taking steps to determine where the huge spends were coming from. I discussed 

further with participants, #1, 2, 5, 7 and #8 who were directly involved with the project that the 

selected contractor for project site # 1 was overspending on the labour and equipment budget amounts 

and had not taken into consideration the required labour cost requirements from the start of the 

project. I took steps to correct that by meeting with this designated subcontractor and presented the 
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financial management tracking (FMT) costs shown in Table 7 as a measure of the cost performance 

on the project. The argument was to control the subcontractor labour costs and for this subcontractor 

to use that as a measure to reduce the overall spend on this project site. I requested the subcontractor 

manager send me a weekly and monthly cost breakdown for my review. I then followed up with the 

subcontractor manager to discuss the findings to cut down the labour costs. The subcontractor 

manager was pleased with this and welcomed the initiative. This process allowed proper allocation 

of the required labour for the remainder portion of the project work. This action was reviewed and 

agreed with other participants and Table 7 represented the agreed upon format for the other project 

sites #2, #3 and #4. It helped to build a cost tracking framework to monitor KPI effectiveness on other 

sites. 

Code Phase Current 

Amount 

Project to Date Budget % 

Complete 

1000 Pre-Construction Planning 14,335.33 47,333.58 47,462.06 99.73% 

2000 Contract Administration 1,105 2.323.75 7,670 0.00 

3000 Construction Execution 0.00 0.00 150,577 0.00 

4000 Post-Construction 0.00 0.00 12,461.16 0.00 

 Total 15,440.33 50,066.58 232,625.22 27.41% 

Table 7: Financial Management Cost Tracking Framework for Project Site #1  

Table 7 showed the measure of the percentage of work completed versus the budget spent on project 

site #1 and was deemed as a suitable measure for tracking the earned value of other projects sites 

including as a metric for evaluating KPI effectiveness at the site. The resulting percentage served as 

a basis to determine areas where spending may need to be curtailed. In my follow up review meeting 

with the participants, Table 7 was provided as an acceptable cost tracking approach to track cost 

spends during the planning, contract administration and during construction execution and served as 

a basis to evaluate the performance of the project on a weekly basis. 
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This FMT cost tracking mechanism as agreed with the participants provided an acceptable basis to 

show the level of cost inclusions and exclusions on a given project based on percentage of work 

completed. This also enhanced engagement and discussions with the client #3 and #4 on a weekly 

basis. This action was acceptable and used it as a metric during the cost follow up review meeting on 

a weekly basis on other project sites.  

On November 26, 2019, I engaged the project team and developed a working schedule along with the 

original baseline schedule to depict where progress was made on the schedule performance for the 

respective project sites, starting from project site # 1. I then compared this difference with original 

baseline schedule developed for each project. I started the implementation on project site #1. After 

successful implementation of this metric on project site #1, I applied it on project sites #2, #3 and #4 

and observed that the metric provided an effective way to track schedule variances. Project site #3 

however, showed signs of unsatisfactory results with both the schedule and cost monitoring attributed 

largely to gaps at the bidding phase of this project. I followed up on this and met with participant # 

6, who was a critical project lead at this site on February 24, 2020 to discuss these gaps and the 

following actions were generated to reduce gaps in project site #3. Review contractor submittal early 

and get management approval. Prepare and submit weekly summary reports including weekly 

progress concerning (schedule and cost). Track issues raised promptly and address in weekly 

meetings, including any potential changes to the project scope or budget, and provide a forecast look-

ahead for the following weekly meeting. Promptly review progress invoice, claims, change orders 

including any recommendations provided by the client stakeholders. 

4.3.2 Management Processes and Strategies to address gaps and Non-Compliances 

My research had a key objective to reduce non-compliant behaviour identified from the research 

diagnostic and planning phases. It revealed that stakeholder management required proper engagement 

and involves building and monitoring stakeholder relationships to enhance project success 

(D’Herbemont and Cesar, 1998). Research studies also showed that relying on a single stakeholder 

input, known as the “Magpie syndrome” would be inadequate and could result into a significant gap 
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in the project execution process because it would not allow proper integration of other stakeholder 

inputs in the project delivery process. To avoid this, D’Herbemont and Cesar (1998) asserted that all 

stakeholders must be properly engaged and aligned to achieve a common objective. Moreso, 

participants argued that lack of training is an impediment to achieving project excellence in the use 

of an integrated management system processes. A limited training would limit the maximum benefits 

a project stakeholder can derive from a management process. This was argued by Participant # 4 and 

#8 as shown below. 

“One of the problems when you have these processes, what processes are there for people? When human 

beings are not properly trained to use all these processes; we're not getting the benefit from that. When you 

have people that are to use the systems, and they do not have the right competencies to be able to use the 

system effectively”. -Participant #4.  

“Maybe a little bit of a formal orientation for employees where employees may see it as a guideline and a tool 

rather than an obligation. This may be useful way to simplify the process for the user”. -Participant #8 

On the basis of this finding, I met with our IMS audit review leader on November 12, 2019. 

Participant #8 was invited to the meeting. Participant #8 was selected as a major stakeholder for 

project site #4, the Red Dog Mine Operations at the Teck Red Dog mine. He was my deputy project 

manager and reported directly to me. His input was considered important to help me with identifying 

the IMS training requirements adopted under his leadership under project site #1 and how that could 

be reflected on project sites #2, #3 and #4. The inquiry required inputs that would help people take 

the IMS processes as a guiding tool rather than see it as an obligation. A training to address the non-

compliances on the part of the stakeholders was critical to effectively manage projects and should be 

actionable.   

In the meeting, we discussed whether or not some of the non-compliances i.e. non-approved 

subcontractors usage, project deliverables not reviewed before submission and a lack of a project 

health, safety and environmental plan can be addressed by taking steps to develop a flow chart to 

address these issues, since many of these non-compliances were attributed to a behavioural pattern 

by the participant stakeholders at the project sites #2, #3 and #4. He appreciated the discussions. 
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At the end of the meeting, we developed a Construction Project HSSE Planning Process Flow Chart 

as part of a mandatory training required for project stakeholders. Refer to Figure 11. I then discussed 

with operational managers about using this flow chart to monitor and control other subsequent non-

compliances in our December 5, 2019 management stewardship meeting with the operation 

managers. 

The flow chart acted as a training guide to our project execution framework especially around the 

development of key deliverable such as an HASEP (for medium risk projects) and HSSE plans (for 

high-risk projects). It re-emphasized that project manager who leads must have been approved by a 

regional manager, has the proper knowledge acquired through their successfully completion of our 

GP1 global project delivery training and the project management “PM 24” training course initiated 

by senior management.  

As part of the action process, the HASEP conditions stipulated that; HASEP must be developed prior 

to visiting a site or beginning a field work and must have been approved by the project director (PD) 

and reviewed by a Health and Safety Coordinator (HSC).  Client safety training and the training 

specific to a particular job task must also have been considered. Participant from other project sites 

#2, #3 and #4 agreed that all project personnel had to sign and must signify that this training 

requirement had been completed before engaging in a project role. These were communicated back 

to the external stakeholders on March 10, 2020 and the approved training checklist developed in the 

course of this action is shown in Table 9.  

 

 

 

 

 



114 

 

Project Risk Classification Low Risk Yes 

No 

Yes Med Risk 

No No 

>2 

weeks 

Med - 

High Risk 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

High Risk 

Complete 

Fatigue 

Assessment 

Execute Work 

Hold 

HAZID 

Workshop 

Construction 

HSSE Plan 

Complete an 

eHaSEP 

Step 1. WMS: A project specific 

Step 2. Legislation: Check specific 

provincial and federal standards 

 

Step 3. ERP: Complete a project 

specific Emergency Response Plan 

(ERP) that aligns with the hazards 

on-site 

- ERP Risk Assessment 
and Capability 
Assessment 

- Flowchart in creating an 
ERP 

 

Step 4. Training Requirements: 

Refer to the Construction Training 

Matrix for the employees that will 

be on the project. Do not assume 

the employees have the training. 

 

Step 5. Orientation: Template 

needs to be changed for project 

Execute Work 

Journey 

Management 

Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

     

 

 

  

   

                                                Figure 11: Construction HSSE Planning Flow Chart 

 

Figure 11 above described the HSSE planning flow chart developed if an HASEP or HSSE is to be 

applied on individual projects and Table 8 described the responsibility matrix to go along with the 

Complete an ERP Drill Form: 

Must be completed every 6 

months and uploaded in the 

inspection Form under ERP 

drills for tracking 

http://golderportal/Cws/CorporateServices/HealthAndSafety2/HealthAndSafetyCanada/D%20and%20G%20Library/438%20Fatigue%20Risk%20Assessment%20for%20Work%20Schedules.xlsx
http://golderportal/Cws/CorporateServices/HealthAndSafety2/HealthAndSafetyCanada/D%20and%20G%20Library/438%20Fatigue%20Risk%20Assessment%20for%20Work%20Schedules.xlsx
http://golderportal/Cws/CorporateServices/HealthAndSafety2/HealthAndSafetyCanada/eHaSEP%20%20electronic%20Health%20and%20Safety%20and%20Environme/Home.aspx
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/13919g/General%20Resources/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2F13919g%2FGeneral%20Resources%2FHSSE%20%2D%20Construction%2FOHS%20Legislation
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/12955g/Americas/HSSE%20Procedures/Forms/AllItems.aspx?useFiltersInViewXml=1&FilterField1=Safe%5Fx0020%5FWork%5Fx0020%5FProcedures&FilterValue1=Canada%20%28GAL%29&FilterType1=Text&FilterField2=%5Fx0032%5F00&FilterValue2=Emergency%20Preparedness%20209&FilterType2=Choice
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/10239g/Corporate%20Forms/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2F10239g%2FCorporate%20Forms%2FGlobal%20HSSE%20Risk%20Tools%2FJourney%20Management%20Plan
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/10239g/Corporate%20Forms/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2F10239g%2FCorporate%20Forms%2FGlobal%20HSSE%20Risk%20Tools%2FJourney%20Management%20Plan
https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/10239g/Corporate%20Forms/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2F10239g%2FCorporate%20Forms%2FGlobal%20HSSE%20Risk%20Tools%2FJourney%20Management%20Plan
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flow chart. The figure depicted that medium risk projects required HASEP when a less rigorous safe 

plan on projects is needed but when the project complexity becomes higher than the level of a medium 

risk project, a construction HSSE plan would be required. However, low risk projects would not 

require both the HASEP and HSSE plan. This action guideline helped in the early stages of all projects 

planning phase, with the assertion that our existing risk and opportunity level (ROA) may tend to 

focus more on the costs versus the risks on a project.  

Communication 

Type 

Target 

Stakeholder  

Purpose Frequency Person 

Responsible 

Delivery 

Method 

Project Status 

Report 

Client 

Communicate 

project status 

and discuss 

progress 

Monthly 
Student 

Researcher 

Email report; 

follow-up 

conference call 

and in-person 

meeting 

Schedule 

Report 

Client 

Cost Report 

(incl. financial 

invoices) 

Client 

Activity 

Tracker  

Contractor Co. Communicate 

action items and 

outstanding 

items 

Daily 

Weekly  

Student 

Researcher 

Excel reports, 

emails, filed in 

share point 

Document 

Control 

Contractor Co. Communicate 

deliverable 

status and 

review status 

Daily Student 

Researcher 

Excel 

document, filed 

in share point 

Project Plans Contractor Co. Provide quality 

standards and 

best practices 

for project 

Revise as 

needed 

Student 

Researcher 

Formal 

document 

Conference 

Calls/ 

Discussions 

Contractor Co. Share program 

information 

with all 

stakeholders and 

seek input on 

key issues 

As required Student 

Researcher 

Conference 

calls, meeting 

minutes as 

needed 

Project emails Contractor Co. Share 

information 

and/or seek 

input 

As required All Participants Emails 

Detailed 

Project Review 

Contractor Co. Share 

information and 

seek input 

Quarterly Participant #1 In person 

meetings 

Daily 

Construction 

Reports 

Contractor Co. Provide details 

on construction 

progress 

As required Participant #3 Formal 

document  

Daily Cost Contractor Co. Daily estimates 

of direct costs 

and earned 

values 

Daily Participant #2 Emails 
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Communication 

Type 

Target 

Stakeholder  

Purpose Frequency Person 

Responsible 

Delivery 

Method 

Weekly 

Schedule 

Contractor Co.  Provide updates 

of planned 

activities and 

update working 

schedule 

Weekly Participant #3 Emails 

Project 

Information 

Document 

(PID) 

Client Provide details 

on project 

information 

As required Participant #7 Formal 

document  

Request for 

Information 

(RFI) 

Contractor Co. Formally 

request 

information of 

contractor 

company and 

client 

As required Student 

Researcher and 

Participant #6 

Formal 

document  

Notice of 

Change Form 

(NCF) 

Client and 

Contractor Co. 
Formally issue a 

change order to 

scope of work to 

contractor or 

subcontractors 

As required Participant #6 Formal 

document  

Table 8: Responsibility Matrix Developed on Project Sites 

The development of the responsibility matrix shown in Table 8, helped stakeholders to know, 

understand and apply their efforts towards the success of the project sites they were involved with. 

The following training list was also developed and considered crucial as part of the action planning 

phase for stakeholders on all project sites to acquire the skills needed to utilize an IMS process. In 

clarity, these skills encompass all the focus areas itemized below in Table 9; Approved Training 

Requirements for specific project planning activity phases. 

Specific Activity-Training    Training Expectations 

Opportunity Generated Create an opportunity for the submission in 

corporate dynamics SharePoint 

Document Review Complete an IMS review of opportunity and 

seek approval from management to proceed 

with opportunity 

Proposal Number Generated Ensure ROA is completed and opportunity is 

progressed to proposal stage 

Kick Off Meeting Conduct a Kick off meeting with all 

stakeholders relevant to the project, both 

internal and external 

Contract Approval Group Review All contracts must be reviewed by the contract 

approval group (CAG)  
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Bid-Bond Request Bid-Bond request form must be completed 

where specific to the given project 

Notice of Intent to Bid Advice must be given to the appropriate 

stakeholder whether there is the intent to bid 

Site Visit Site visit must be completed by stakeholders 

who assume primary responsibility for the site 

Tender Form Completion Tender documents must be completed timely 

Subcontractor Evaluation Evaluate the need to select a given 

subcontractor using the IMS subcontractor 

database evaluation process 

Costing  Complete cost estimate using HeavyBid 

process and HeavyJob project management 

software to monitor cost performance 

Review Estimate Reports Ensure appropriate stakeholder reviews is 

complete 

Scheduling Develop both baseline and working schedules 

at all times to effectively monitor and control 

project schedules 

Tender Closing Stakeholders who manage projects must 

familiarize with all biding process 

Filing Appropriate documentation and proper 

organizing of files is critical to project success 

Project Handover Project must be properly handed over to the 

project leader for execution in accordance to 

stipulated guidelines 

Table 9 Approved Training Requirements during Project Planning Phase 

4.3.3 Stakeholder Management and Engagement 

 

In determining the kind of stakeholder approach to improve project performance, I considered that 

many of the stakeholders who are engaged with the studies were drawn from the construction group 

which I belong. Hence, it was critical to generate actions that would ultimately help the construction 

team to improve project performance. To do this, I met with all participants to check with them what 

actions would drive continuous communication, engagement and foster ongoing relationships. They 

were very pleased with my request to discuss with them. Their responses were tailored towards 

gaining alignment and establishing a robust ARM to manage our stakeholders’ engagement.  

Participants talked in terms of the refinement of our ARM process. The original ARM process 

allowed stakeholders to know their roles and responsibilities in the development and execution 

process and offers a framework in which our project classification questions can be addressed. It 
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offers an acceptable way to provide authority matrices during our RFP stage through the risk planning 

and contract review phase.  Participants felt that part of their roles was conflicting with this ARM as 

they were not sure of how they fit in. I took steps to discuss with the management of the need to revise 

the ARM and allow participants names and authority level to be matched with the ARM and to adjust 

some of the authority approval limits for project managers during signing of change orders to save 

approval time. This was accepted and participants now know what level of financial authority they 

have using the newly improved ARM. In addition to formulating the new ARM, a follow up meeting 

was completed to discuss how the stakeholders risk ranking should be matched with the project 

classification and complexity level.  

This risk ranking rating is now being adopted. It ranged from level 1 (low assessment level for new 

leaders or leaders who can only manage a local project in their own discipline) to level 5; leaders who 

can manage projects greater than 10 technical disciplines and are fully dedicated to multidisciplinary 

disciplines in the performance of their work, anticipates a high of level of scope, capable of 

stewarding to multiple stakeholders and are recognized leaders in scope development. 

4.3.4 Risk Management  

In this planning phase, I met with participants #1 and #2 who are privy to our risk management 

process to seek their understanding regarding the risk model to use on the project sites. The risk 

matrixes shown in Tables 11 and 12 was used to measure the probability and likelihood of risks on 

these projects. It was used to determine the typical risk classifications and necessary steps to address 

the major risk issues during the planning and execution phases of the projects. The results revealed 

that if stakeholders know the risks levels, they are able to develop robust strategies to mitigate them. 

“What are the risks that are associated with the project, what are the resources required to deliver the project. 

You know, so those are things that challenges what you face. Also, what are the support systems that you need 

to deliver the projects in terms of the subject matter experts, technical authorities, you know, depending upon 

the disciplines and scope involved in the project delivery”-Participant #1. 
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These risk matrixes were considered suitable to monitor the performance of the projects at start, at 

50% review and at completion. It was agreed to by all the stakeholders. I adopted them at the project 

sites and monitored the risk level change improvements. With that steps, the risk mitigation measures 

were formulated as shown in Table 10 that showed the risk issues identified and the mitigation 

methods proposed by participants #1, #2, #4 and #5 in the action research process. 

Potential Major Issues       Proposed Mitigation Methods 

Cost estimates through the request for 

proposal (RFP) and Design-Build 

process are higher than expected. 

• Negotiate with contractors to identify options to 

reduce costs 

• Discuss with stakeholders the impacts of 

increased costs 

Contractors are not operating in a safe 

and environmentally conscious 

manner. 

• Instill a culture of HSSE compliance at project 

inception to contractors 

• Undertake regular reviews, checks and audits 

• Issue mediation orders and/or stop work orders, if 

required 

Poor performance of project teams 

not meeting project milestones on 

designs and/or not providing 

deliverables of the required quality. 

• Regular monthly review of performance 

• Utilize the earned value management (EVM) 

trigger methodology for early identification of 

potential issues 

• Constant management of team input in 

compliance with contractual requirements for 

performance 

Schedule delays through areas such as 

project team performance, site 

conditions, permitting, approvals. 

• Regular review of schedules during execution 

• Identify options for fast-tracking schedules, where 

required 

Stakeholder concerns not being 

addressed in the design and 

construction process. 

• Follow the requirements of the stakeholder 

management process developed and promote 

timely engagement and consultation 

Table 10: Risk Mitigation Measures for Construction Projects 

 

Table 10 presented the proposed mitigation methods the stakeholders adopted when dealing with the 

risk issues at the respective project sites. In the case of project sites #3 and #4 the risks were deemed 

more challenging, so the risk matrix approach was supplemented with a construction HSSE planning 

flow chart developed in Figure 11 and this reduced risk related non-compliances, and was acceptable 

by all participants as a tenable risk model and strategy. 
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Figure 12: HSSE Project Risk Tools 

Figure 12 also presented the modified risk tools that the stakeholders applied when faced with other 

risk categories at the project sites. It included the risk categories that are directly connected with the 

flow chart developed by the participants under Figure 11 and governed by the risk classifications and 

consequence criteria used at the respective project sites, shown in Tables 11 and 12. 

Risk Classification Typical ROA Level         Typical Tasks 

Low Risk Level 1 • Business Travel 
• Site visits to meet with Personnel 

Medium Risk Level 2 to 3 • Site visits to conduct work 
• Site occupancy less than 5 employees (including 

subs) where we are not a Prime Contractor 

Medium-High Risk Level 3 to 4 • Site occupancy more than 5 employees 
(including sub) where we are a Prime Contractor 

High Risk Level 4 to 5 • Multiple Trades / Subcontractors 
• Multiple Offices and Disciplines 
• Project Duration > 3 Months 

 

Table 11: Risk Classification Levels  
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 Table 12: Health and Safety Consequence Level 

Tables 11 and 12 showed the typical risk classifications, typical tasks, associated risk levels and the 

environmental consequences stakeholders considered to develop the appropriate risk mitigating 

strategies at the project sites.  

This improved the overall health and safety performances at the project sites and ensured stakeholder 

accountability during field execution. It demonstrated that when stakeholders know their project risk 

levels and tasks, they are more likely to develop robust risk measures that would remove unnecessary 
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field execution fears and present a clear message to the end users that the projects would be delivered 

safely. 

This further emphasised the need for stakeholders to ensure all projects risks are rated properly using 

the organization IMS risk matrix processes shown in Tables 11 and 12. This is to allow projects to be 

delivered safely with minimal risks, while still satisfying the organization sustainability related 

targets; meeting operational needs, achieving profit and economic targets and satisfying 

environmental related targets (Loosemore, 2010) and (Bourne and Walker, 2006). 

4.3.5 What drives Profitability 

In determining the profitability influence on project efficiencies, I needed to relay to the findings and 

insights provided by participant #1 and # 6, that our external stakeholders expect to get value for their 

money and the expectation is that this should be clearly spelt out. There should be a clear 

understanding of what the expectations are on projects, profit margins expectations must be clear and 

unambiguous and stakeholders must develop a thorough economics or have that understanding of the 

requirements of the economics to build a profitable project.   

The following actions were proposed by stakeholders: Set up the FMT tracking process for the 

projects to capture profit margins early, monitor project cost complexity matrixes to evaluate 

variances, discuss with cost analysts on external costs and internal costs changes on a weekly basis 

to address areas of losses, track profitability reports using cost software; HeavyBid to evaluate 

estimates and HeavyJob analysis reports to track cost variances on a weekly basis and monitor 

EBITDA early. 

I took these proposed actions and met with the operational managers of the division to get their buy- 

ins. They supported the idea that they were good and offered additional insights that our HeavyJob 

project management could provide in the process of monitoring our external efforts and internal costs 

to reflect our profitability expectations. The FMT tracking tool developed in Table 7 was also 

considered appropriate by them, as those could be properly integrated into all projects. Prior to now, 
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the focus has been to adopt it for only high-end capital lump sum projects with dollar value greater 

than $250K but the discussion led to the formulation of a cost tracking FMT that was suitable for 

time and material (T&M) projects also valued at more than $100K in addition to the existing lump 

sum projects. In the case of project site #1, 2, and #4 they were T&M and only project site #3 was 

lump sump. So, these tracking mechanisms helped to track performance early and address areas of 

variations.  

This approach of tracking with HeavyJob as suggested was deemed suitable during project execution 

and HeavyBid was deemed suitable during the planning and RFP phases. The approach was applied 

to all project sites and the results were discussed with stakeholders for all respective sites. This helped 

me to develop a full understanding of the profit status of the projects as the lead manager/researcher. 

In all, the findings revealed that to remain sustainable, profitability must be driven by targets and 

stakeholder alignment to monitor the performance of these projects using well establish economics, 

understanding the operating income or EBITDA requirements and being familiar with the project 

economics from the very start are crucial driving factors for profitability. 

The findings presented here demonstrated that sustainability and effective portfolio management play 

a huge role in influencing and enhancing project performances. This occurs when stakeholders could 

develop robust cost matrices that not only set clear expectations of their economic targets but avoid 

unnecessary and unattainable profit margins and economic targets while limiting risks and safety 

issues on the projects.  

The formulation of a cost tracking FMT that was suitable for time and material (T&M) projects 

revealed the importance and relevance of sustainability to our project management process. This is 

so because the business unit would now be able to adopt the FMT for the financial implementation 

and oversight of both lump sum projects and time and material projects valued over $100K.  

This study also revealed that establishing a clear and transparent project economics early on during 

the project development phase, benchmarking those economics and clearly defining the limits of such 
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economic benchmarks create a feasible project and a clear understanding among all stakeholders what 

the project viability looks like (Crawford, 2013). This would help to clearly define what the 

expectations are and how to limit cost overruns or large variances that may later reduce the overall 

project performance on the projects (Vos and Achterkamp, 2006).   

4.3.6 Project Cost Efficiencies and Loss Reduction 

Our stewardship model provides a requirement model through which project leaders can manage 

subcontractors, consultants and engage those who are capable of successfully executing our projects. 

These requirements as agreeable by all participants were critical to support our project objectives and 

strategies. The model as in the case of subcontractor management for example should be one that 

identifies the necessary experience, qualifications and safety performance to complete the requested 

scopes of work safely, and minimize risks on our projects. Two score card models was considered 

suitable to reduce our project losses for this purpose: One that identifies and select the 

subcontractor/contractor for the project and one that identifies and select the key stakeholder for the 

project. These two was reviewed and monitored to track efficiencies. In both cases, the discussions 

with the stakeholders focused on: Undertaking and gathering information that draws on experiences, 

knowledge, history and data on how previous projects had been completed. This includes the 

development of the project details, the summary of services and the status and references on past 

scopes of work. Evaluation and shortlisting of both the stakeholders and of the subcontractors to 

execute the work to cut down gaps and non-compliances. The evaluation criteria the participants 

considered suitable based on these requirements are shown in Table 13 below. 

Proposal Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Weighting 

Project Delivery XX / 100 

• Detailed Work and Phasing Plans  

• Project Understanding and Methodology  

Project Team and Qualifications XX / 100 

• Personnel  
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Proposal Evaluation Criteria Evaluation Weighting 

• Qualifications  

• Past Project Experience  

Cost and Risk XX / 100 

• Price  

• Financial Stability  

• Exclusions   

• Agreement to Terms and Conditions  

• Bonding Capacity  

Health and Safety XX /100 

• HSSE Stats  

Table 13: Evaluation Criteria for Projects under a Subcontractor Management Process 

4.4 Taking and Evaluating Actions 

The goal of this phase was to make sure that the actions and/or evaluated actions taken were meeting 

the intended objectives and that the participants recognized how those may have contributed to their 

individual projects. It was also to make sure that the changes generated was influencing the 

performance of the projects as anticipated (Coghlan and Brannick, 2014). It was equally important 

for me to meet with them individually to remove any form of biases that may arise from a group bias 

(Greenwood and Levin, 2017). The data analysed from this phase is shown in Table 14. 

There were instances where some of the actions taken did not satisfy the intended outcomes or was 

partly meeting the intended goals, in such cases, a re-evaluated action was adopted back to the project. 

For example, on research site 3; Nusatsum River Bridge, there were indications that some of the 

actions proposed with communicating to financial management tracking (FMT) team about the 

revenue generation of 15% threshold had not been working well. A new meeting was held in January 

2020 with stakeholders #2 and #8 overseeing that specific project to modify the approach. Discussions 

around risk matrix process was formulated to guide the manner in which project risks can be properly 

assessed using the health consequence and probability matrixes, shown in Table 12.  
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Table 14 below showed the final defined themes, actions taken and evaluated, and the changes 

implemented. The learnings generated were implemented back by the stakeholders on the projects 

and were instrumental to support the overall success of the projects. The concept behind reflections, 

action taking and evaluating is a fundamental requirement for any successful action research process 

(Coghlan and Brannick, 2014). Hatch (1993) argued that an action researcher should draw on 

knowledge of change, and then learning will take place. It presupposes that an action researcher, must 

reflect on a course of action and then take those actions to generate knowledge that is actionable.  

S/No      Themes             Codes Actions Taken/Evaluated Changes Implemented 

1 Factors that drive 

KPI effectiveness 

and influence 

project delivery 

• Understanding the 

project schedule 

• The cost to 

execute the project 

• Regular 

stakeholder 

stewardship 

• Have right people 

with right skills 

and experience 

• Discuss the 

project objectives, 

scope and 

processes 

• Meet regularly 

with the 

stakeholders 

 

• Tracked cost reports 

weekly and bi-

weekly and develop a 

comprehensive 

financial 

management tracking 

report to monitor 

KPIs with specific 

stakeholders 

• Scheduled follow up 

review meetings and 

ensured IMS forms 

are signed off and 

archived into Global 

SharePoint folders as 

a record of approvals 

 

• FMT mandatory 

for all project 

managers who 

lead projects 

greater than 

$250K project 

value 

2 Management 

processes and 

strategies to 

address gaps and 

non-compliances 

• Lack of training 

and competencies 

to use the IMS 

processes 

• Lack of alignment 

with senior 

management 

• Develop an 

efficient 

governance and 

assurance system 

• Seek senior 

management 

support on process 

changes 

• Build effective 

communications 

• Held an audit review 

of approach to 

address non-

compliances on 

November 12, 2019 

• Scheduled an 

alignment meeting 

with stakeholder on 

non-compliances and 

identify training 

deficiencies early 

• Scheduled financial 

management tracking 

meeting (FMT) on 

February 24, 2020 to 

discuss ways to 

• Compulsory 

FMT tracking 

implemented for 

both cost-plus 

projects and 

lump sump 

projects 

• Mandatory IMS 

forms must be 

signed off at 

both start and 

closeout of 

projects and 

properly 

documented 

• Annual 

stakeholders 
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among 

stakeholders 

monitor project 

variances 

• Developed a 

Construction Project 

HSSE Planning 

Process Flow Chart  

• Discussed with 

operational managers 

about monitoring and 

controlling project 

gaps and 

stakeholders’ non-

compliances in the 

December 5, 2019 

management 

stewardship meeting 

 

ranking 

instituted 

• Construction 

Project HSSE 

Planning 

Process Flow 

Chart must be 

applied on all 

projects 

• Risk levels for 

all projects 

created to 

govern project 

assignments 

3 Stakeholder 

management and 

engagement 

• Depends on the 

type of project and 

the scale of the 

project in terms of 

the CAPEX 

• Project 

complexity and 

scope 

• Completed and 

reviewed the 

Authority 

Responsibility 

Matrix with the 

appropriate 

stakeholders to gain 

alignment 

• Communicated with 

stakeholders in 

project weekly 

meetings regarding 

CAPEX values 

• Assess project 

complexity to ensure 

projects are matched 

with skill sets of mid-

level stakeholders 

 

• ARM approvals 

required to 

determine 

CAPEX value of 

projects 

• Senior 

executives must 

review ARM 

prior to 

proceeding to 

project 

execution 

phases 

4 Risk 

management 
• No clear 

understanding of 

the risks 

associated with 

the project and the 

support system 

needed to deliver 

the project and 

unanticipated 

risks 

• Completed and 

monitored the risk 

matrix process 

• Completed a risk 

matrix review for 

projects at start, at 

50% and at 100% 

project phase 

 

Re-evaluated actions on 

project site 4: 

• Developed the 

construction project 

HSSE planning 

process to determine 

• All completed 

risk matrix had 

to be properly 

filed and 

documented in 

SharePoint 

database 

• Determine 

typical risk 

opportunity 

assessment level 

before 

proceeding on 

projects 
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project risk 

complexities 
• Risk matrixes 

had to be 

approved by 

operations 

managers 

5 What drives 

project 

profitability 

• Review the project 

cost early and not 

spending beyond 

budget at any time 

than expected 

• Understand the 

complexities of 

the project, what 

are the risks, what 

are the TECOP 

• Run the 

economics and 

understand the 

profit expectations 

• Set up the FMT 

tracking process for 

the projects to 

capture profit 

margins early 

• Monitored project 

cost complexity 

matrixes to evaluate 

variances 

• Discussed with cost 

analysts on external 

costs and internal 

costs changes on a 

weekly basis to 

address areas of 

losses 

• Tracked profitability 

reports using cost 

software; HeavyBid 

to evaluate estimates 

and HeavyJob 

analysis reports to 

track cost variances 

on a weekly basis and 

monitor EBITDA 

early 

• FMT meeting 

mandatory for 

all project 

stakeholders 

• Stakeholders 

expected to 

complete a full 

review with the 

project director 

at every project 

phase until 

completion 

• Projects 

profitability 

targets must be 

reviewed by 

senior 

management 

6 Improving 

project cost 

efficiencies and 

reducing losses 

• Build effective 

communication 

and robust 

information 

sharing 

• Align the team and 

develop the proper 

cost estimate for 

the project 

• Reviewed score-card 

reports of 

stakeholders assigned 

to designated project 

• Met with contract 

team to provide 

feedback received 

from IMS external 

audits completed 

• Monitored project 

cost complexity 

matrixes to evaluate 

variances 

 

Re-evaluated actions on 

project site 3: 

 

• Discussed with 

project cost analysts 

on external costs and 

internal costs 

• Score-card 

reports of 

stakeholders 

must be 

considered to 

determine a mid-

level 

stakeholder’s 

assignment 

• Lessons learned 

reports must be 

shared and 

properly filed 

• Stakeholders 

especially 

project 

managers 

expected to 

steward to the 

operational 
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changes on a weekly 

basis to reduce 

potential losses 

• Tracked cost reports 

using cost software; 

HeavyBid to evaluate 

estimates and 

HeavyJob analysis 

reports to track cost 

variances on a 

weekly/bi-weekly 

basis 

• Prepared memos to 

external stakeholders 

to support field 

change notices 

managers on 

project progress 

• Project directors 

should seek 

client feedback 

annually on 

completed 

projects with 

EBITDA value 

greater than 

$250K 

Table 14: Phase 3 Final Themes, Codes, Actions Taken and Changes Implemented 

The actions generated was appreciated across the business units by senior managers, mid-level 

managers and key stakeholders following the development of a risk matrix model, our new HSSE 

flow chart, a cost tracking matrix and the responsibility matrix developed in phase 2. The stakeholders 

in our quarterly meeting held in Q1 2020 agreed that the way we do things has now significantly 

improved, with additional increase in profit margin for project sites #1, #2 and #4, i.e. 19% for site 

#1, 18% for site #2 and 18% for site #4, averaging a 3% increase from the corporate target of 15% to 

18%. Also, the construction operations leader and the group manager at a meeting held with me on 

February 20, 2020 attested that the initiatives have indeed improved the way we work.  

The documentation process and creation of the various models during project execution was 

considered beneficial by many other participants for its improvements. The refinement of the old 

processes such as those in our ARM showed, we could effectively monitor project performance and 

reduce stakeholder non-compliances. Team members now see the revised IMS documentation 

processes as one key strategy to a wealth of project management knowledge. This has also contributed 

to our ISO 9001 recertifications with zero non-compliance issued. 

A principal of the construction division also mentioned in our stewardship meeting that he was 

particularly pleased with the level of actions generated and the subsequent engagement with key 
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stakeholders that followed. On that note, the principal approved me to champion a multi-million-

dollar project opportunity for the construction business unit as a lead manager. In addition to this, 

there has been ongoing engagement with other functional teams on several large design build projects 

that span across the North America region. This was largely attributed to the changes made and the 

implementation of the feedback follow-up process through this research study. These responses from 

staff, managers and senior managers as shown in sections 4.3.1 through to 4.3.6 showed the level of 

acceptance of the proposed actions.  

I believe the stakeholders have now been significantly empowered and all form of non-compliances 

eliminated throughout this AR process. In addition, significant actionable knowledge was present and 

new learnings generated. Moreso, the operational leaders and business unit managers of the 

construction organization have now assumed a more strategic role in monitoring mid-level 

stakeholders whose trainings are not up to date and have engaged those stakeholders to take advantage 

of the improved processes. 

The development of a new financial tracking tool and the use of the stewardship reporting model are 

ways the organization has agreed to track project performance and the executors of the program for 

our large projects. Our new financial management tracking (FMT) process - recommended as part of 

the actions - was accepted by the project leaders as a more effective way to track revenue recognition 

of projects.  

Prior to now, many stakeholders did not totally understand how the profitability measures work, using 

gross revenues, net revenue and EBITDA tracking; with these new changes, they agreed there have 

been improvements. On the commercial end, contractual practitioners who are at the front-end phase, 

in a more subtle form, now understand that our mid-level stakeholders play a vital role in delivering 

the project objectives and meeting our contractual obligations on our projects. In all, the research has 

tremendously contributed in profound ways that the learnings are being shared in ongoing 

stewardship meetings (Siew et al., 2013). 
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4.5 Specifying New Learnings  

             Entities                  Learnings 

For the Stakeholders • Projects cannot be independently led 

without some form of collaboration 

from managers who lead the work. 

• Management support on projects will 

be governed by the CAPEX value on 

the project being executed. 

• Running project economics and 

understanding the key performance 

indicators (KPIs) expectations early 

are critical to increase profitability. 

For the Contractors • A construction Project HSSE Planning 

Process would help contractors and 

subcontractors to effectively plan and 

manage a project risk. 

• The development of a risk matrix and 

project rating metric would help to 

monitor the performance of projects 

• Early discussions and adequate follow 

up by a manager on subcontractor cost 

and schedule issues can help the 

subcontractor to promptly manage the 

issues and enhance project successes. 

 For the Construction Division • Project performance can be improved 

if there is effective communication 

and a strong feedback process among 

stakeholders. 

• A well-documented process during the 

life cycle of a project is vital to 

effectively deliver projects. 

• Risk mitigations can only be well 

implemented if there is a robust 
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integrated system that drives it and if 

robust mitigating strategies are in 

place. 

For the Organization and the Clients • Managers and project leaders who 

have the right skills and are well-

trained with the integrated 

management system are better able to 

deliver projects effectively.  

• Strong leadership from an early phase 

on projects will improve project 

performance 

• An integrated management system 

will work at its best if there is a 

governance system in place to control 

it. 

• Organization can increase profitability 

using strong financial management 

tracking (FMT) and a clear 

understanding of the technical, 

economic, commercial, organizational 

and political” (TECOP) factors that 

can influence the project. 

Table 15: Summary of Key Learnings 

For the Stakeholders 

As reflected in Table 15, one of the key learnings that the stakeholders acknowledged for the study 

was that projects cannot be independently led without some form of collaboration from managers 

who lead the work. This argument was particularly true throughout the active discussions and 

participation of the stakeholders. The actions and subsequent steps taken to implement them showed 

that the results were more robust and effective when stakeholders who are engaged with the project 

share thoughts and insights free of biases and put the interest of the project as priority in the discharge 

of their work.  
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There was also the understanding and learning that stakeholder engagement would be governed by 

the CAPEX value on the projects being executed. The CAPEX value is the capital expenditure value 

for the projects that determines the complexity of the projects. This clarifies to a large extent why 

there were variations in the degree of stakeholder engagement at the different project sites for this 

study. Another learning for the stakeholders is the understanding that project economics is critical to 

support the proper execution of a project strategy and is significant to increase profitability 

(Craddock, 2015). 

For the Contractors 

One of the key learnings for the contractors and subcontractors is the argument that a construction 

Project HSSE Planning Process would help contractors and subcontractors to effectively plan and 

manage a project risk. It will help provide a risk justification for the different range of projects. This 

is particularly helpful to the contractors to help them understand why their projects was selected to 

complete certain project deliverables, help them to understand the legislations, and response plans 

attributed to a specific project. This would ultimately help them to monitor their own resources in the 

execution of their own work, manage their labour requirements and support the establishment of 

appropriate risk matrix requirements to monitor the performance of their projects. 

The subcontractor management process also offered another learning for owner companies, 

contractors and subcontractor companies to promptly manage issues, allow proper incorporation of a 

feedback process and facilitate an ongoing evaluation of the subcontractors in a way that is fair and 

transparent. This would offer significant benefit to both the subcontractor company and my 

organization to confirm if there is adherence to project requirements.  

For the Construction Division 

One of the key learnings for the construction division reflected in the analysis phase and the findings 

phase, is that effective communication and the reduction of process gaps and non-compliances cannot 

be underestimated (Rondinelli and London (2002). The construction division learnt through several 
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stewardship meetings and feedback loop process that a well-documented process during the life cycle 

of a project is vital to effectively deliver projects.  

This is quite evidently true given that the recertification received from the external auditors in March 

2020, was largely tied to the ability to manage our documentation process through adequate filling in 

folders, subfolders and in SharePoint sites. The same applies to our risk mitigations process that was 

facilitated for easy review and approval by the responsible stakeholders. This enhanced the review 

and approval process for our management. This also helped the construction division project team to 

address issues timely and assist with any required field modifications and allowed the division to 

meet our strategic business objectives with zero non-compliances. 

For the Organization and the Clients 

Among the many learnings generated for the organization is that managers and project leaders who 

have the right skills and are well-trained with the integrated management system are better able to 

deliver projects effectively. The skill deficiencies were one that has contributed to the ongoing non-

compliances in the IMS processes (Worsley, 2016), Chau (1997), Heravi et al. (2015) and Nini et al. 

(2018). Other learnings include the development and implementation of a governance system and a 

strong leadership framework to monitor and control IMS processes.  

That leadership would entail the creation of a robust financial management tracking (FMT) and a 

clear understanding of the “technical, economic, commercial, organizational and political” (TECOP) 

factors by the leaders of my organization as a metric to drive project performance and increase 

profitability on the project. 

4.6 Summary 

This chapter presented overarching findings of the study, including the action taken, the evaluation 

of the actions and the changes made in the organization. It discussed the different specific learnings 

and the implementation of the actions and the kind of responses and feedback it generated from within 

the organization and outside of the organization with the clients. There were numerous findings that 



135 

 

supported the continuous tracking of project performances using the traditional KPIs, that contributed 

significantly to improving project performance. However, the learnings from the study revealed the 

need to implement new drivers to support KPI usage on project performance such as understanding 

the project schedule and cost requirements on time, knowing and establishing a safety/risk model 

during execution, and having proper stakeholder regular stewardship. There were discussions around 

managing risks with robust mitigating measures to capture risks early enough to mitigate them 

promptly. There were also discussions around implementing a governance system to ensure 

continuous improvements of the IMS processes and the need for stakeholders to have effective 

communication strategies over the life cycle of the project (Flyvbjerg, 2002). There were discussions 

around skill sets and poor competencies and their impact on project performances and how they can 

be managed to eliminate gaps and stakeholder non-compliances. This chapter also discussed the need 

for stakeholders to find opportunity for improvements through constant project reviews, early project 

information sharing, and through using the improved authority and responsibility matrix (ARM) 

model (Payne and Calton, 2002).  

4.7 Reflections and Learnings 

Over the course of my findings phase for this study, one thing stood out to me as important and that 

is project success can only be achieved if every stakeholder is held accountable and has a set goals 

and timeline to achieve those goals. These were facilitated through several collaborations, 

stewardship meetings, feedback sessions and follow ups with several stakeholders who took part in 

the study. The whole process taught me the value of time and made me appreciate working with 

others, leading some of them and at the same time appreciating their inputs and responses when it 

comes to project execution. The participants felt honoured to have taken part in my study. 

As I work towards my research goals, I have learnt how to be proactive in my work and encouraged 

others to do the same. I and my participants set an atmosphere that was cordial, respectful and 

engaging. These allowed my stakeholders to offer me unbiased views ad insights that not only 

provided me strong actions and plans that were later implemented in the study and generated 
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actionable knowledge. It offered strategic steps to take regarding non-compliances in our IMS 

processes and how they could be reduced to improve project performance and increase value to the 

construction division and our organization (Antonacopoulou, 2006). 

I also learnt that, profits while being crucial for a projectized organization should not be the key focus 

at the start of a project. There were arguments to support establishing a mechanism to enhance 

profitability through a “coordinated approach” that are unambiguous and clear with the client 

stakeholders. In addition to this, as a lead manager, I recognized that I am expected to follow up with 

relevant stakeholders at every stage of the project life cycles to monitor project status, implement 

sustainable practices, establish effective communication and foster a strong relationship and network 

with my stakeholders. In all stages of my AR processes that I did this, I did it with the support and 

alignment of my participants. It did not only remove unexpected project barriers but helped to identify 

and eliminate unknown project risks, enhance our project performance and increased learning 

opportunities for each and every participant (Eble, 1988). 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

5.1 Introduction 

There were several issues identified from the analysis of my qualitative data that include project 

delivery effectiveness, management systems processes, challenges of an IMS processes, managing 

non-compliances, stakeholder management and engagement strategies, stakeholders’ influence on 

projects, risk management processes, profitability and project efficiencies and how to control project 

losses. To address many of these issues, I took a number of actions and implemented them in 

consultation with my research participants. The findings were presented in chapter four and discussed 

below to provide more depth of analysis. 

5.2 Discussion of Results 

5.2.1 Discussions on Factors Influencing Project Delivery 

There is a clear indication from the participants that projects cannot be independently led without 

some form of collaboration from teams or from those who lead the work. That understanding also 

supported the assertion that project leaders who have the right skills and training are better able to 

assess the priority of the key performance indicators in the right manner. Meeting frequently to 

discuss the proper scope and aligning that with constant follow-up reviews with strong leadership 

was considered paramount in order to ensure effective project delivery. Most participants argued the 

importance of following up through focal meetings to deliver the most value and that stakeholders’ 

influence plays a critical role (Betran and Melon, 2017). That argument rang true when participants 

#2 and #3 alluded to having proper sign-offs to establish that the IMS processes involved has been 

followed. It demonstrated that the execution phase of projects and its delivery mechanisms cannot be 

said to have been fully engaged if there is still absence of collaboration among key stakeholders. 
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5.2.2 Discussions on Project Delivery Effectiveness 

The findings in this section alluded to the need to establish a clear understanding of project 

requirements before taking on the development phase. Participants #2, #3 and #7 addressed the need 

to have a clear expectation and a clear understanding of KPIs before progressing on a project and 

establishing that clear expectations on how the KPIs would be measured was critical. That gap has 

existed in the organization and the same is true if the project is to be ranked amongst others at the 

end, and if the delivery and meeting of the KPIs would be governed by the initial agreement that has 

been established by the client at the start of the project. Participant # 3 emphasized the need to have 

that framework established very clearly at the beginning if it is to produce the expected outcomes. 

The arguments presented by the participants collaborated the assertions by Hinze and Selstead (1991) 

that project understanding is critical towards an effective monitoring of KPIs. Participant #7 also 

established that KPIs are still the most robust approach to effectively monitor project performance. 

5.2.3 Discussions on Integrated Management System Processes 

The arguments presented here perforated the arguments around having a management system in place 

and discussed the importance of strong project management leadership if the IMS processes would 

work. One of the theories prior to the study was an over-reliance on the IMS system and its processes 

to autonomously perform. The findings revealed that, even if the organization builds a very robust 

management system, there will be less success if the management processes isn’t managed properly 

by strong leadership (Raelin and Coghlan, 2006). It further asserts, as per the insights from participant 

#5, that the integration of leadership support is critical. Participant #7 had argued that, even though 

this is a good tool to have, there should be a dynamic change with the use of the system if it must 

deliver the kind of results senior management expects. To do that, he argued taking into consideration 

changing variables (other factors that might impede on the successful use of the IMS processes) 

because of the nature of the construction business. 

“Yes, it's helpful, but it's also confusing. It's helpful, but it's confusing because the way projects are basically, 

executed are different. So, is a good start. It's a good tool to have, but because of the speed and the changing 

nature of projects and the day-to-day activity, you don't have to always have the time to follow the process. I 
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mean, if there was more time, it's okay. But there's always pressure. There's always changing variables and I 

think changing variables is just the nature of construction no matter where you are unless you're in 

Scandinavia”-Participant #7. 

Arguably, the processes could offer significant relevance if there is a top-down approach to 

controlling its applications and implementations within the organization, but they can be equally 

confusing if they are not well managed (Genaro and Loureiro, 2015). 

5.2.4 Discussions on the Challenges of an IMS processes 

The study revealed that the use of an integrated management system processes offers a modernized 

approach to improving project performance but addressed the need to have proper training if the 

system is to meet its strategic objectives. There are implications if the users of the system are not well 

trained enough to use the processes that they are expected to administer. The expectation is borne on 

management to drive these processes and ensure that there is adequate training for users in what one 

of the participants has called a “coordinated approach” to justify the change in the way it should be 

run (participant #5). When there is that clear understanding through training, there is a higher 

tendency to remove the biases that often penetrate the application of the processes. To protect the 

company’s interests, versus stakeholders leaning towards protecting their own interests, may 

therefore require establishing orientation training from inception where stakeholders have a clear 

understanding of what the management’s expectations are. 

5.2.5 Discussions on Strategies to Address Non-Compliances by Mid-level Stakeholders 

Mid-level management staff, such as project managers, construction managers and project 

coordinators are what I will consider as key stakeholders for the purpose of project planning and 

execution. Growing non-compliances are often driven by the behaviour of the stakeholders towards 

the organizational processes. Participant #1 argued the need for a management system and its 

criticality to project performance but talked on having aligned priorities by all stakeholders ready to 

support it. 
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“If you don't have everybody from the beginning lined up behind the project that is selected, ready to 

support it, then you have misaligned priorities”-Participant #1. 

Participant #2 argued that the reason why you need an integrated management system is because 

every functional group within an organization is expected to come to an agreement and contribute to 

the relevance and core goals of the project. In his arguments, he posited that if you don't do that, you 

may risk not having enough resources to support your execution process and manage the complexities 

of the project. The arguments here was that the complexity of projects would determine what level of 

management strategies and stakeholder engagement to employ. And stakeholder engagement itself is 

driven by the CAPEX value on a project. These participants were particular about the need for an 

organizational management model as a tool for stakeholders to address non-compliances (Raelin and 

Coghlan, 2006)  

5.2.6 Discussions on Stakeholder Engagement 

Integration across team members was considered paramount among stakeholders if the project must 

meet its objectives. The study revealed that when different stakeholders have divergent visions of the 

project, there is a large tendency to cause divergent priorities. Team integration is important to deliver 

the projects successfully. It was further argued by Goodenough et al. (2017) that an early engagement 

with the project team can boost project performance. The same argument supported that the focus is 

not just, as a stakeholder, to be driven by what you need, but by what the project needs from you. In 

essence, there is an urgent need for stakeholders to understand what the project team needs from them 

at every stage of the project. That would cause the team to be reflexive rather than reflective and 

generate new learnings in the process (Rorty, 1982). 

5.2.7 Discussions on Stakeholder Strategies 

The arguments presented were that, when a project is to be developed and a project manager has been 

selected based on authorizations, then the organization should take a step forward to make sure there 

is a governance or assurance system in place to ensure the right tools have been used, the risks have 

been identified, right management decisions are in place and metrics have been confirmed by an 



141 

 

oversight committee (Meding et al., 2013). These committees may comprise of mid-level managers 

that will review these assurances to make sure there is proper alignment before senior management 

undertake reviews. 

5.2.8 Discussions on Stakeholder Influence on Projects 

The arguments here are that senior management cannot stay aloof but should be willing to support 

the system during the execution of projects and in properly implementing and monitoring the 

processes so that users can comply with their usage accordingly. This management style would help 

the stakeholders to appreciate the value of strong leadership within their organization and help to 

curtail non-compliances and differing opinions on how the system should operate (Beringer et al., 

2012). This influence is considered paramount if the confidence level is to be built. It will also remove 

one of the major constraints of not meeting targets, including profitability of the projects. The support 

by senior management would be pivotal to helping the mid-level stakeholders meet their obligations 

to the project and be accountable for any non-conformance reports (NCR) issued on the project (Horn, 

2000). 

5.2.9 Discussions on Risk Management 

Risk mitigations can only be well implemented if there is a robust support system that drives it 

(Loosemore, 2010). It must be well defined and must be executed in a way that remove fears. 

Stakeholders must understand what the issues are to deliver value to the project. In doing so, it will 

send a clear message to the key stakeholders that, utilizing established risk matrix processes shown 

in Figure 12 and Table 11 is critical, and should not be less prioritized. Understanding these 

requirements mean that the stakeholders have a robust risk identification and mitigation process as 

proposed by participants #2 and #4 in the risk mitigation measures in Tables 10. When stakeholders 

have a clear understanding of this critical risk management strategy there is a clear indication that the 

risk component of the IMS system will be viewed as a guiding tool rather than a forced obligation. 

To address most of these risks concerns, the arguments presented on gaining early engagement would 

support the ability to mitigate these risks (Bourne and Walker, 2006). 
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5.2.10 Discussions on Profitability in Project Executions 

In this section, understanding the project metrics was considered crucial. Ultimately, the projects 

being overseen by stakeholders are meant to increase the profitability of the organization and make 

the organization viable. The argument is that there must be a clear understanding of what those profit 

targets are and to pay attention to them, with clear expectations. When these are known early enough, 

the stakeholders can then drive the project’s performance more effectively without having to deal 

with the overruns that come from not doing so early on. The ideas offered by Vos and Achterkamp 

(2006) indicate that unnecessary and unattainable profit targets are set because of weak strategy 

around profits and, as such, this corroborates the findings on setting clear targets. The study suggested 

that running project economics will be a major influencer on the profitability of projects. This entails 

not progressing with projects whose economics are low and are projected to be most unlikely to satisfy 

the minimum 15% target requirement.  

5.2.11 Discussions on Factors Driving Project Efficiencies 

A project manager’s understanding, delegation skills and prioritization capabilities were presented as 

the most crucial factors for improving project efficiencies (Menoka, 2014). The concept of human 

factor was seen in this regard as paramount if the stakeholders must deliver the most efficient project. 

The human factor relates to the ability of the primary stakeholder, the project manager, to clearly 

know what the project targets are and spend a significant amount of time working with functional 

leadership to address the key functions of the project. To do that, there must be adequate knowledge 

of what the delegation of authorities and roles are and when they must come into play i.e. the ARM 

matrix shown in Table 8. The ARM process allows stakeholders to know their roles and 

responsibilities in the development and execution process and offers a framework in which project 

classification and limits of authorization questions can be addressed. The same argument was 

corroborated by Aaltonen et al. (2010) regarding having the right resources to make a system work 

as long its system processes are not impeded but improved (Hollingsworth, 2005).  
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5.3 Stakeholder Engagement required on Construction Projects 

This research revealed that an improved integrated management system will build a consistent project 

management discipline across a construction organization. That consistency can only be achieved 

when the organization project management office (PMO) has a more structured process that allows 

stakeholders to collaborate and engage more closely, while allowing others who are less experienced 

to access training to understand how the IMS processes works.  

The study showed there were visible gaps in the number of participants who understood the system 

and its processes and a remodel of a new restructure would be warranted by developing a new, 

independent governing system that is necessary to create a full understanding of its applications. The 

study revealed that senior management support is needed to provide refinement to the existing 

processes. One way to do this, is when management leaders across disciplines adopt and implement 

stringent audit process and establish strong monitoring ARM approval process during project reviews. 

When senior management embraces this approach, then the construction projects create a better 

framework that ultimately drives excellence in project management (Horn, 2000). 

Understanding the requirements to support successful project execution will help sustain and maintain 

organizational success and continuously improve project performance. Certain benchmarks and 

metrics are also required to be applied by management to govern how construction projects should 

be managed; among them are complexity matrix reports, HSSE construction planning flow chart, risk 

matrix reports, FMT report, and so on.  

The stakeholders agreed that when these processes are embedded in the new system and are well 

managed through robust engagement among management leaders who are held accountable to each 

job function of the execution process, then the outcomes would enhance project performance. 

Stakeholders’ engagements are critical, and their influences are important (Leroy et al., 2010). The 

findings revealed that mid-level management engagement under a management system will, however, 

be driven by the capital expenditure (CAPEX), scope and complexity on the projects. For example, 
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during phase 5 of the AR learning phase, one of the research sites (research site #2) was able to cut 

down on schedule overruns and cost overruns when each stakeholder understood their own legal and 

contractual obligations to the project and were willing to execute their own function without 

compromise because the constraints around contractual obligations had been discussed at a prior 

meeting. The study revealed that if there is clear understanding of contractual obligations by those 

who are the key stakeholders and who are able to disseminate the information to the senior 

stakeholders, project performances will be enhanced (Mitchell et al., 2020). 

5.4 Management Strategies to identify Non-Compliances and Gaps in IMS Processes 

When stakeholders can align and manage changes, then projects will be better controlled. One of the 

major actions taken in the study was on the aspect of alignments. One of these actions was centered 

on the communication and dissemination of information among project team members to ensure 

alignment. The study suggested that, when stakeholders have adequate alignment and regular follow 

up meetings, then the delivery of the project will be enhanced and will be able to meet or exceed the 

objectives of the project. I can conclude that stakeholders must properly understand what they are 

responsible for and advise senior level management team of any change to their project scope. This 

includes unsatisfactory project deliverables or unapproved change requests that may later impact 

project outcomes. Clear and concise understanding of client requirements through regular alignment 

meetings will ensure clarity of scope and ongoing review of the project. 

It was also revealed at the quarterly senior stewardship meeting held on December 5, 2019 that, when 

stakeholders pay close attention to the various arms of the IMS relating to activity planning, schedule 

management, cost management, risk management and others, then the process can be effectively 

monitored and controlled and will lead to successful project outcomes. This confirms that the project 

will be completed within targets, including meeting all budget implications (Killen et al., 2018). In 

essence, a lack of a stringent cost management strategy in the overall scheme of the IMS processes 
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by stakeholders will expose the project to a number of risks, including exceeding the approved budget 

by an amount the client may not reimburse, and this may weaken client relationships. 

The study revealed that stakeholders have to develop a more robust communication strategy, 

including making information available to other stakeholders throughout the project, as well as 

expediting processes for information to be created, distributed, acknowledged and understood through 

meetings, focal discussions and FMT review meetings. The result revealed that providing the 

stakeholders with regular consistent communication throughout the life of the project will lead to a 

greater understanding of project performances and create awareness of the project health. In achieving 

this objective, there must be proper implementation of training, project procedures and IMS processes 

through continuous engagement and close collaboration with functional and operational leaders.  

Moreso, the participants agreed that, when adequate skills are present, then the individual 

stakeholders can understand their own roles more closely and can identify non-compliances and gaps 

in projects that are especially complex. The study revealed that specific trainings are necessary for 

stakeholder’s skills development for an improved IMS to work. The study revealed that skills 

assessment and project performance are synonymous, and a lack of skills can be the difference 

between a highly successful project and one that is not (Chau, 1997). 

In other aspects of the research findings, managing risks was deemed vital. It was indicated that, when 

risk challenges are identified and the approaches to mitigate them are carefully mapped using a risk 

matrix, from multiple stakeholder viewpoints, then project performance will be enhanced. During the 

project delivery audit meeting on November 12, 2019, I provided the auditor with risk mitigation 

measures established through this study to support our ISO 9001 recertification (refer to Table 10). 

The ISO recertification was successful on completion.  

This study emphasized that early engagement contributed to the successful execution of projects but 

most importantly supported the selection of critical projects at the opportunity/proposal phase. These 

included set goals at the outset of our projects, stemming from the proposal selection phase. It allowed 
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the creation of an opportunity submission form in our corporate dynamics system, that now formed a 

critical component of our IMS; system for recording our project information, completing an IMS 

review of the opportunity identified and seeking the designated authority approval from the 

designated management leader before proceeding with such opportunity.  

Others to ensure portfolio selection and management was present, was the use of the improved risk 

and opportunity approval process and the risk matrix developed in Tables 10 and 11 and Figures 11 

and 12 that allowed the stakeholders to indicate which opportunity is able to progress to the project 

stage. The development of kick of meetings and follow up meetings where all relevant stakeholders 

are engaged in the discussion and review process of the proposals through the Project Review 

Committee (PRC) also ensured the resources were well managed as depicted by Tables 8 and 9. 

Finally, to ensure alignment with the stakeholders on the IMS processes, there were stewardship 

meetings held among management with regards to the appropriate documentations required to support 

our project development phases (front end loading) and our project execution phases (tail end). These 

documentations were reflected in our construction business unit receiving its ISO 9001 

recertifications. The recertifications demonstrated that the sustainability of our business processes 

would consistently be guaranteed when stakeholders are totally compliant. This was also evidenced 

in our increased profit margins from 15% to 18% and the renewed confidence that the improved IMS 

processes have now presented to our clients with regards to our excellence in project delivery.  

5.5 Using KPI Improvements to drive Project Performance 

Key performance indicators (KPIs) are major metrics that have been used over the years in tracking 

project performance. However, the study revealed that beyond using the KPIs, there must be clear 

expectations of the client’s needs prior to using KPIs on projects. The stakeholders must understand 

clearly their schedule expectations, the budget expectations and a well documented process, such as 

monthly financial tracking mechanisms and scorecard stewardship process established to remove any 

form of biases in the process (Nguyen, 2020). That understanding also mean knowing what the client 
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wants and their order of priority. The study revealed a generic order will be schedule, cost, safety and 

quality and a combination of these metrics will reduce losses and remain an effective approach to 

improve project performance. This therefore extended the existing theory in this area.  

On project schedule management, stakeholders agreed that a schedule process should be one that is 

continuous and iterative and taken in parallel with the project’s execution. Managing the schedule is 

essential, to confirm that activities are being completed on time and that the project is on-track to 

meet deadlines (Larsen, 2015). Stakeholders can do that by comparative analysis of the baseline 

schedules and the working schedules. Also, stakeholders understood that identifying and monitoring 

project schedules would require consistent review of the schedules during project development and 

execution, so that there could be a thorough assessment whether or not the schedule needs to be 

optimized further (Meier, 2008).  This can be achieved by understanding the triggers that generated 

the gaps in the schedule in the first place (Nepal et al., 2006). Stakeholders can do this through 

development of an appropriate monitoring system such as a cost and schedule report to prevent cost 

and schedule overruns. 

5.6 Contributions to Knowledge: Theoretical and Practical Implications of the Findings 

This study confirmed the existing theory around alignment of stakeholders to support project 

execution (Olander and Landin, 2005). The research study extends the theory to integrating a 

feedback process among key stakeholders when managing and monitoring compliances to IMS 

processes. In literature, there is the assumption that, when new staff are employed, they come with 

existing experience that would serve them well within the organization. However, the research study 

showed this is not the case, as those who are to manage projects should be adequately trained and 

should be governed by robust IMS processes.  

The study proposes an improved framework that utilizes stringent audit mechanisms to audit 

managers for the implementation of the improved IMS processes. This extends the existing theory 

regarding IMS process implementations and will contribute to a higher level of satisfaction in the use 

of an improved IMS within the organization (Genaro and Loureiro, 2015). The concepts of auditing 
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managers and their work regularly is a step towards expanding organizational view of the relevance 

of stakeholders when building an IMS system and its processes. This is an additional contribution to 

knowledge through this study. 

Another contribution to knowledge was around the development of a robust way to increase 

profitability in projects. The study asserts that profitability is not just tied to a cost-versus-budget 

relationship (existing theory) but linked to how accountable the stakeholders are, when delivering 

project cost outcomes. For example, do they put their own interests before those of the organization? 

Or will the stakeholders accept ownership of their own actions and take responsibility for any 

financial gaps in the process? This study validates and confirms that proper stewardship will position 

the organization to achieve the most profits if the stakeholders take responsibility for cost monitoring 

through their own actions. It also extends the theory to suggest that, when the interests of the 

stakeholders align with those of the organization and are prioritized, it would be easier to set 

achievable and sustainable social, environmental and economic targets otherwise known as 

sustainability-related targets (Silvius and Graaf, 2018). 

This research also extended the existing theory around strategy selections to improve project 

performance. In the extant literatures, there have been several theoretical underpinnings that cost 

should be the most important KPIs in project delivery. There were several arguments around cost and 

schedule management being the most critical KPI and the need to have proper schedule stewardship 

among stakeholders was deemed crucial (Olander and Landin, 2005). While the study agreed that 

cost and schedule may be of priority to the construction industry, the schedule deliverable was 

considered a major indicator in a project-based construction organization when it comes to effectively 

monitoring projects. It does, however, suggest establishing a clear expectation at the start of the 

project regarding the schedule mechanism to adopt. 

5.7 Reflections and Learnings 

After completing this phase of my research work, I reflected on the findings of the research study and 

the different arguments raised from the study and literature and felt they were thought provoking. 
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Some of these findings and discussions centered on establishing a thorough HSSE plans to regulate 

project safety requirements, formulating a robust cost tracking system to monitor costs and reduce 

cost variances, proper stewardship among stakeholders and setting clear expectations that eliminates 

biases among stakeholders. Others include understanding the significance of adequate training of staff 

who utilizes a project system and establishing how and why stakeholder engagements must always 

be well planned and coordinated to yield project management excellence.  

I understood more clearly how management system works, importance of working collaboratively to 

cut down process gaps and non-compliances in order to boost profitability, enhance client confidence 

level and inspire team to excellence (Horn, 2000). I learnt the value of information sharing and proper 

documentations as backups for audit purposes. I appreciated the importance of stewardship and audit 

meetings and value the benefits derived from them. 

I and my team and my superiors now understand more, what it means to create value for a client, deal 

with and manage ambiguities for our organization using an AR process especially around an 

integrated management processes that govern the way we work and do business. I have also come to 

appreciate more the lessons and lasting confidence we can build through a collaborative healthy 

relationship with stakeholders and how this can generate ongoing business opportunities and cut down 

unnecessary risks for the organization and for our project clientele. Above all, the division now 

appreciate the value of effective communication and what it means to set targets and work towards 

them to generate learnings for myself as a scholar practitioner and other stakeholders. 
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  CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Introduction 

This action research was undertaken to examine how the performance of construction projects can be 

improved through stakeholder management in a construction organization. The objective of this 

research study was to generate actionable knowledge in which future construction projects would be 

executed in compliance to an improved integrated management system (IMS) to the benefits of the 

organization.  

The qualitative action research used for this study provided a robust way to gather in-depth insights, 

knowledge and perspectives using semi-structured interviews with eight participants. This allowed 

the participants to reflect on factors driving non-compliances to our IMS processes, level of 

stakeholder engagement required, strategies that can be employed to improve project performance 

and how the proposed action plans identified by the stakeholders can be implemented to improve key 

performance indicators (KPIs) on construction projects.  

This chapter also discussed how the research objectives was achieved, it discussed the study 

reflections over the course of the research study and how this has contributed to my development as 

a researcher. Finally, this chapter discussed the limitations of the research study and provided 

recommendations for future improvements. 

6.2 Study Conclusions  

This research study was aimed at answering the following research questions: 

 

Research Question 1 

 

What factors influence stakeholder engagement during project development and execution and how 

can these stakeholder engagements be enhanced to improve project performance? 

The participants were very supportive all through the action research cycle phases and all the above 

questions were answered. The study revealed that mid-level stakeholder engagement under an 
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integrated management system is highly critical and will be driven by factors such as the capital 

expenditure (CAPEX) on the project, the scope of the project and the complexity of the project 

measured in terms of; its dollar values, its interrelated project components and interdependencies. To 

improve project performance through that engagement, the study revealed that effective 

communications among the stakeholders, strong alignment among all stakeholders, proper 

information sharing and regular follow up meetings, that values the contributions of all stakeholders 

in the decision-making process is critical (D’Herbemont and Cesar, 1998). 

Research Question 2 

What management strategies should be employed by mid-level stakeholders to address non-

compliance issues and fix reoccurring gaps in our IMS processes? 

The study revealed that a number of management strategies would address non-compliance issues 

and fix existing IMS process gaps. This includes early engagement by stakeholders to discuss non-

compliances and process gaps. The study suggested, this can be achieved through stakeholder 

stewardship meetings, where stakeholders can discuss issues, review challenges, and map out robust 

approaches to address them. Other strategies the study proposes are building a properly integrated 

project teams to address gaps. This would require project teams working collaboratively to address 

these issues in compliance with the organization IMS process requirements. Senior management can 

equally demonstrate strong leadership through timely review and signing of project documents that 

are more likely to generate non-compliances and implement an efficient governance and assurance 

system to monitor project changes.  

Research Question 3 

How can the proposed action plans identified by the stakeholders be implemented to improve key 

performance indicators (KPIs) on construction projects? 

The study revealed that one of the best ways to improve key performance indicators (KPI) on a 

construction project is understanding the technical, economic, commercial, organizational and 
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political (TECOP) requirements of the project, running project economics to determine project 

viability, development of a robust financial management tracking (FMT) system to monitor costs and 

reduce cost variances, reviewing project opportunities early, setting clear expectations to eliminate 

biases and adopting stringent audit processes to hold stakeholders accountable.  

The study recommends improving existing Authority and Responsibility (ARM) matrix to include 

the names of all authorizing stakeholders, showing individual approval limits and extending the 

project manager signing authority to save time during execution. It proposed the development of a 

risk matrix to monitor risks and evaluate its mitigating factors, development of a robust health, safety, 

security and environmental (HSSE) planning flow process to monitor and control safety and 

environmental issues for all project complexities and recommends adequate training for all IMS 

process users to improve knowledge and increase learning opportunities. 

In addition to answering the research questions above, the study has succeeded in achieving the 

following research objectives: 

1. To develop action plans that would reduce mid-level stakeholder non-compliances with the 

use of the organization integrated management system (IMS). 

2. To evaluate how the action plans would enhance key performance indicators and improve 

construction project performances. 

3.  To generate actionable knowledge in which construction projects are executed in compliance 

with an improved integrated management system to the benefit of the organization, while 

increasing profitability (Tenkasi and Hay, 2004). 

Research Objective 1 

This objective was achieved by engaging stakeholders in project meetings to discuss the identified 

non-compliances reported in Table 1. The purpose of these meetings was to discuss why these issues 

have continued to be a challenge as shown in the 2017 audit report in Figure 3. This includes improper 

documentation reviews, change orders not authorized before proceeding with work, agreement 
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contracts not reviewed by the contract approval group (CAG) nor agreed to by the designated senior 

stakeholders before proceeding, unapproved contractors engaged to execute work among many 

others.  

The study showed that these gaps and non-compliances can be corrected by designating a robust 

review process in which senior stakeholders would sign off on project documents before they are 

passed on to clients for acceptance, change orders are properly signed, authorized and documented 

before proceeding with a proposal submission to a potential client or subcontractor. Contract reviews 

verified and validated to ensure all contractual agreements have been duly reviewed and approved 

not just by the contract approval group (CAG) but by the designated project director before 

proceeding with the project. The literature findings also supported this, when it argued that the 

creation of a more elaborative and detailed management process that has been evaluated and tested 

should reduce non-compliances (Achterkamp and Vos, 2008). 

The findings showed that these non-compliances can be reduced through stakeholder engagement 

and instituting proper stewardship at the planning phase through optimization up to the execution 

phase. There were also other strategies the findings showed was helpful to achieving this objective. 

This includes development of a robust health and safety construction planning process showed in 

Figure 11, that helped to mitigate field related gaps based on risk levels and supported the creation of 

the required deliverables compatible to a project risk level.   

As the researcher, I can conclude that these achievements were possible because stakeholders 

developed these action plans and took responsibilities for their actions to drive the performance of 

their projects. There is therefore the indication that stakeholder accountability, proper stewardship 

and robust actionable plans would reduce non-compliances and increase project performances. 

Research Objective 2 

 

This objective was satisfied because there were evidences that the evaluated plans impacted our KPIs 

and improved project performances. For example, the financial management tracking system-
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controlled costs effectively at project sites #1, #2 and #4. The tracking of costs using alternative 

methods such as HeavyJob during actual field execution and HeavyBid during the proposal phase 

was also critical to project performance. One way the study showed this impact was by developing 

the comprehensive cost report shown in Table 7 and the development of a proposal evaluation criteria 

as shown in Table 13 to support evaluation and track cost more closely. This helped to reduce 

unnecessary cost variances at the three project sites #1, #2 and #4 taking lessons from project site #3. 

According to the findings, setting clear expectations from the proposal phase and adequately 

developing a financial management tracking (FMT) system has contributed to controlling and 

monitoring cost variances that later increased profitability. 

The construction safety planning process shown in Figure 11 also reduced project risks at all project 

sites and created an elaborate process in which project risks could be matched with appropriate project 

deliverables. The creation of this elaborate construction safety planning process contributed to 

improving performance as it provided a basis to effectively manage safety related risks.  

The findings showed that the development of baseline schedules and working schedules and 

continuous reviews with the client and other key stakeholders at the project sites early enough, to 

track project progress contributed to improving project performances. The findings also showed that 

when stakeholders adequately allot time to project work and meet regularly to discuss schedule 

requirements and progress, there was a high likelihood of success.  

Achieving this objective proved that schedule variances can be curtailed, large cost variances can be 

avoided and safety related risks can be managed to enhance project successes. It further proved that 

KPIs are still effective metric for measuring project performance and works well if stakeholders 

understand their project requirements early. 

Research Objective 3 

 

This objective was satisfied by taking actions, implementing those actions and evaluating the 

performance of those actions over the course of my study to generate actionable knowledge; “the 
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generated knowledge is implementable by the users whom it is intended to engage” (Antonacopoulou, 

2006). In other words, the knowledge generated through this study was put back to immediate use by 

the stakeholders and it improved our project performance and increased our profitability (Tenkasi and 

Hay, 2004). 

The findings showed that an improved management processes should be one that is clearly understood 

and one that offered the stakeholders a coordinated approach to project delivery. It should be seen as 

a tool rather than an obligation through the lens of the stakeholders. To do that, the findings showed 

that stakeholders must set an agreeable profit targets and pay attention to how those change over the 

life cycle of the project. When these profit targets are known early and expectations are clear, the 

stakeholders can accurately reflect on both internal and external costs changes more accurately, 

capture financial risks early, discuss them and used them as a measure to drive profitability.  

The study however showed that profitability would not however be driven by just a cost-versus-

budget relationship but would be driven by other human factors such as the behaviour of the 

stakeholders (Horn, 2000). The argument here was that underreported projects where stakeholders 

showed less regards for project safety and quality generated additional losses and impacted 

profitability, as reflected more in project site #3. 

The researcher suggested that the ability to enhance future project performances would therefore be 

driven by the stakeholders’ behavioural influences, efforts and interests (Betran et al., 2017). Lead 

stakeholders must ensure interests are devoid of bias that can affect project performances. 

Stakeholders must take responsibilities and must be accountable for the performance of their own 

projects. They must deviate from a mere focus on just the profit, but focus more on relationship 

building and engagement to identify areas of potential profit losses starting from RFP stage. To 

enhance this, resources must be properly allocated by senior management to yield meaningful results. 

Conclusively, these actionable knowledge was generated through the development of an improved 

authority and responsibility matrix (ARM) to hold stakeholder accountable for their tasks (refer to 
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Table 8), the development of a risk matrix to capture unidentified risks early (refer to Tables 11, 12 

and Figure 12), the development of a construction planning flow process to match project risks with 

deliverables (refer to Figure 11), and the development of a financial management tracking (FMT) 

system to monitor cost variances and increase profitability (refer to Table 7). 

6.3 Study Reflections  

I found working as an insider researcher both interesting and challenging in this study. I can 

appreciate this, even more at the completion of this study. The time and constraints that comes with 

the research and the benefits it offered me, my division and our organization, is something I am very 

pleased and proud of. The action research methods generated new knowledge through constant 

constructing, action planning, action taking and evaluations. My work-based problem on improving 

project performance through stakeholder management was particularly unique and at the same time 

complex. There were challenges of time management and working under several policies, procedures, 

requirements and theories that I had to review, familiarize myself with and integrate into my research 

work.  

In the course of the study, I researched several underpinning theories such as stakeholder total 

performance theory, stakeholder accounting theory, behavioural stakeholder theory, public policy 

theory, ethical theory, stakeholder management approach and its way in managing stakeholder needs 

including a review of the literature on a number of project and construction driven issues, their 

impacts and how they shape construction outcomes. These were all relevant to shape my thoughts 

and to provide more clarity to my study of the existing theories, and past works related or connected 

to my study.  

A few of the construction issues were planning issues, management skills issues, portfolio 

management issues and sustainability related issues (Worsley, 2016). I now recognize that as a senior 

stakeholder managing a team of professionals, I must first identify and recognize all these issues, 

identify my stakeholders and work with them to achieve my desired research results. Olander (2017) 
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argued that the fundamental tenets of stakeholder management is knowing, understanding, 

prioritizing and engaging with the stakeholders. 

This study demonstrated that proper stewardship, establishing project expectations, development of 

robust tools such as ARM and FMT helped to increase project cost efficiencies, reduced risks, 

optimized schedules and established a sustainable IMS process through which mid-level stakeholder 

non-compliances was significantly reduced. This helped to solve many construction issues at the 

project sites and allowed the projects to be executed in the most efficient and sustainable manner.  

It was further evidenced that the development of the responsibility matrix shown in Table 8 allowed 

the proper allocation of resources and supported the development of communication strategies that 

according to the research study enabled stakeholders to know what to do, in terms of their specific 

functions, the frequency of their engagement and the recommended delivery method the stakeholders 

must employ to achieve project goals.  

Other evaluation criteria proposed by the study to meet the sustainability and portfolio expectations 

required building clear work plans, developing the capabilities of the project team through training 

and setting clear responsibilities with individual stakeholder on respective project sites. This includes 

properly matching their experiences and competencies to bring out their best abilities, to serve the 

critical needs of the projects rather than embedding the stakeholders into roles and assignments 

outside their areas of expertise. This approach required developing a risk ranking profile for all 

stakeholders using robust rating metrics, that would allow the mid-level stakeholders to be risk-rated 

prior to overseeing one or more technical projects or discipline areas. Or in the case of contractors, 

an evaluation of the contractors’ capabilities and experience on the basis of HSSE stats, financial 

stabilities and other relevant factors as shown in Table 13. 

As a scholar practitioner and a management leader, the study has enhanced my leadership skills and 

has equipped me with new knowledge and skills required to deal with complex issues. It has added 

significant value to the work that I do. I believe I have acquired strong problem-solving skills and 
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now in a better position to lead large integrated teams, comprising of several diverse managers and/or 

directors.  

I have also gained significant research knowledge and sound critical reasoning abilities that has 

allowed me to engage closely with diverse stakeholders across my construction organization, learning 

more about mid-level stakeholder specific contributions to our business process. These learnings have 

equipped me with the management skills I need to develop new tactics, develop, refine or implement 

changes to our business processes. This has been a humbling experience of a lifetime, that has not 

only helped me to grow personally and professionally, but has given me a new perspective to the way 

I reason, think and solve problems. I am encouraged that over the course of this research study, I have 

made significant contributions to my organization to improve the performances of our projects. More 

importantly, I am pleased that the findings from this research, the actions taken, and the changes and 

knowledge generated through this, have continued to benefit the larger organization and our clients 

in a strategic way. It has continued to support the growth of our project portfolio and our drive to 

pursue new opportunities has been enhanced. 

In summary, this research study has generated new actionable knowledge, produced new insights that 

will continue to deliver project management excellence through the organizational changes made. I 

have seen evidences that our profitability outcomes have increased, non-compliances have been 

reduced, based on the feedback report received from our March 2020 ISO audits. I am confident, it 

will continue to foster a more inclusive and collaborative environment now and in the future. 

6.4 Study Limitations  

This study achieved its objectives and was beneficial to my organization but has a few limitations. 

First, the study was conducted with a key focus on construction projects in an engineering design 

(consulting) and construction organization. The behaviour and performance of projects depicted in 

the study could be different from other industries that are not construction-based or are not governed 

by construction operating procedures (Loo, 2003). The performance of projects depicted in this study 
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are mostly limited to a construction organization and there is a possibility that in a design-based 

organization or a non-stakeholder led organization, there may be a different level of engagement 

required and a holistic set of divergent factors might govern the performance of such projects 

including but not limited to different cultural factors, time and capacity of the stakeholders and their 

management approach (Lunts, 2012).  

This study was also focused on four main research sites and sourced data from eight consenting 

participants. I initially requested 6 internal participants and 4 external participants, but 2 external 

participants could not participate. Thus, a relatively small sample size of eight consenting participants 

was used in the analysis phase of this study. While I was able to achieve the objectives of my study, 

the insights and learning were limited to these eight participants who were mostly from an engineering 

and project management background. It is possible that if the participants were from a different 

background, their insights and perspectives may have offered a different line of thought. 

Moreso, this research study was based on an existing management processes in a Canadian North 

American work place environment. A different management framework utilized in a different 

organization, in a different geographical zone, with inputs from a larger number of participants may 

provide additional data that might not necessarily change the findings of this study but may offer 

additional learnings to the ones generated. This will however be dependent on the organization 

performance evaluation matrices and its governing principles, policies, procedures and requirements 

(Freeman, 2016). 

6.5 Study Recommendations to the Construction Organization 

Below are a few recommendations I have proposed in line with the philosophies of an action research 

project (Coghlan and Brannick, 2014). They are: 
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6.5.1 Stakeholders Training Recommendations 

There was the argument from the study that users of the IMS processes are not well trained to use the 

system processes and thereby leads to several non-compliances and an erosion of profitability. To 

avoid this issue, I am recommending that, when assigning stakeholders to projects, there has to be 

verification of the stakeholders’ experience and training records using the approval training checklist 

provided in the study. If training is lacking or required, the stakeholder must actively pursue such 

training and ensure the project manager have supporting documentation for the completed training in 

the event of an audit. If a stakeholder does not obtain appropriate training in time for project 

execution, the project manager must replace the stakeholder as appropriate. 

6.5.2 Project Planning Recommendations 

The project manager and her project team in consultation with the project director is responsible for 

ensuring there are proper plans, and quality driven deliverables in place to improve project 

performance and enhance KPIs. The study showed that a number of key metrics and deliverables to 

support that level of engagement was either not available or were available but not implemented early 

enough to mitigate project risks. This exposes the projects to risks during executions and put more 

pressure on the project team to rebuild trust with the client, because the KPIs would not have met the 

intended goal.  

I therefore recommend that a project manager must assume adequate authority early on with the 

project to lead and designate project assignments as required including developing a progress review 

to track if indeed the project is meeting its intended delivery plan. I propose the following during the 

project planning phases: Identification of an acceptable metric (e.g. schedules, deliverables, profit 

expectations) to be identified early to measure project progress against project objectives. Tasks must 

be clearly defined to achieve the agreed upon project objectives.  

A project execution or implementation plan must be developed by the project manager in discussion 

with his team to identify the complexities of the project and discuss the scope requirements of the 
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project. The project execution or implementation plan must be reviewed with the project director who 

would provide senior oversight for the plan and will ensure alignment during the review stages of the 

project. All project documentation should have approval dates, project numbers, person responsible 

and must be properly filed in accessible project folders on the organization SharePoint. 

6.5.3 Financial Management Recommendations 

Financial management of the project is critical and would ultimately determine the level of profit and 

losses that would be realized on the project. The study showed there were financial tracking gaps 

including the lack of a cost tracking process nor a responsibility matrix, risk classification matrix nor 

an acceptable evaluation criterion for a project under a subcontractor management system. If these 

were present, they would have clearly identified the cost variances, opportunities for savings and 

would have provided additional information regarding the project sites, current budget expenditure 

and actual progress rather than when there is little to be done at a 75% completion stage.  

I would therefore recommend the following behavioural changes: Provide a weekly, monthly cost 

stewardship to stakeholders to detail what was budgeted, how much was spent, how it was spent, and 

show variances against targeted amounts and actual amounts and compare these to address variances. 

Have senior management approval from as high as the national leader of the construction operations 

prior to preparation of all proposals and/or changes to project change orders valued over $1M for 

proposals and $100K for change orders. I also recommend the improvement of the current ARM and 

ROA for all proposal efforts with no restrictions. Currently the ARM/ROA has restriction limits. The 

current practice of completing it for highly valued projects may allow some risks to be uncaptured 

during the execution process.  

The ROA approval should consider providing additional authorizations to the project manager 

beyond the zero limit for change orders less than $100K. The project manager must be authorized as 

a co-signatory on a project deliverable and for new opportunity approval reviews as long as it is less 

than a $1M. This can be done with the project director providing critical reviews in situations where 
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the project manager is not capable to independently make such approvals. We must develop a 

stringent annual audit process to keep project performance in check under an improved management 

system. This would require completing audit reviews twice in a year, during both Q1 and Q3 prior to 

the annual ISO review and recertifications by the external auditors at Q4. 

6.5.4 Project Health, Safety and Loss Management Recommendations 

Stakeholders’ engagement was considered highly critical to support projects overall health and safety 

and minimise losses. The study talked about the need to properly manage stakeholder stakes and 

interests to facilitate early discussions of pertinent health and safety issues, using robust subcontractor 

management strategies, resource reviews and thorough scorecard stewardship meetings (Stout, 2012). 

It overstressed that if stakeholders fail to integrate these factors properly, projects are at risk of 

significant construction project failures (Rondinelli and London, 2002). There is also a higher 

tendency the stakeholder relationships would collapse and project losses would be inevitable if such 

communications are not well managed (PMI, 2016).  

Therefore, I am recommending performing subcontractor prequalification before selection and not 

mere preference selections as it is currently done. Obtaining written request for all budgetary 

estimates and equipment availability, resource matching and seeking project notice requirements 

from all subcontractors. Building both a baseline schedule and working schedule that can be matched 

with ongoing project progress on a weekly basis or bi-weekly basis to prevent losses. Stating all 

assumptions on which a schedule was based on, to allow proper management of the schedule in case 

of variations along the project life cycles. Having stakeholders risk ratings reviewed and making 

stakeholders accountable for their own risk ratings reviews, by allowing them to be audited with no 

exceptions to project size. Allowing stakeholders to be properly matched based on both their past 

work experience and their risk rating which should be reviewed on an annual basis. 
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