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ABSTRACT

Value generation has been an increasing conceheiproject management literature.
It has been argued that the main challenge forrgéing value is no longer the design
of a physical facility or asset, but the capabilty understanding the project
holistically and going beyond the physical facilitygenerate benefits that are aligned
with strategic intent. Thus it has been suggedtatprojects should be understood as
means of achieving agreed goals rather the simeliwety of outputs. Thus, this
paper presents a case study that was carried analyse the contributions of the
BeReal model on achieving agreed outcomes and .gbaks BeReal model was
developed by the University of Salford and was gdmplemented in a healthcare
redevelopment programme in the UK. It was obsemad the BeReal model was
beneficial for the case study project in many waysabling a holistic understanding
of value, enabling a dialogue about stakeholdetpeeted outcomes; and providing
means for accountability. Expected contributionghaf model were not observed in
its full extent. Two main reasons were identifidke adoption on a later stage of
development and the team’s focus on complying vit@C procedures. While
adopting the model from the earlier stages mighbéeeficial, the rigid structures
commonly imposed to governmental projects mightabéinder to learning and
continuous improvement.
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INTRODUCTION

The importance of generating value through projeatsbeen widely discussed in the
project management literature. Winter and Szczdpaif2008) argue that
organisations are facing the challenge to shifinfrihe delivery of products to the
generation of value and benefits. Therefore, thenroancern now is no longer the
capital asset, system or facility, but increasintgig challenge of linking business
strategy to projects, maximising revenue generaéiod managing the delivery of
benefits in relation to different stakeholder groups

However, current project management practices Haaen criticised for not
providing the adequate support to generate valaeishrelated to the organisation’s
business strategy. Industry reports highlight teedchfor a more strategic oriented
approach to the management of projects (WinterSzudepanek; 2008). Thorp (1998)
argues that the poor consideration of the stratatigmment of projects has led to
projects frequently being delivered on time andhimitbudget but not realising the
expected benefits of investments.

Zwikael and Smyrk (2009) explain that the root eafisr managers lacking a
more strategic view is the development of manabesigport based on the
understanding of projects as generation of outfute. majority of project definitions
in the literature reflect an operational perspectithe work of a project consumes
resources (inputs), to execute processes resuhirmn output. The same authors
suggest that an ancient definition of projects &ams for attaining an agreed goal
seems to have been forgotten for years, as onbntlgcstudies are supporting an
outcome-focused approach for projects, in which tingeobjectives, realising
benefits and effecting change represent the réianede for implementing a project
(Zwikael and Smyrk 2009).

Therefore, this research attempts to understand mawnagerial practices can be
improved to seize the opportunity of delivering e and contributing to achieving
strategic goals through construction projects, eoetiligning project outputs to
expected outcomes. The focus of this paper washenanhalysis of the benefits
realisation approach, which offers potential cdnitions to improve the strategic
alignment of projects, and a case study on the BeRRedel, which is based on such
approach, was carried out. The model is being deeel by a group of researchers at
the Health and Care Infrastructure Research andvation (HaCIRIC), at the
University of Salford, and is being tested in thevelopment of healthcare
infrastructure projects in the UK.

This paper is structured as follows. Firstly, a@rditure review on the benefits
realisation approach is presented followed by ecrgeton of the BeReal model.
Then the case study is described and the maimfisdiliscussed. The paper finishes
with concluding remarks and directions for futuesearch.

WORKING HYPOTHESIS AND SOURCE OF EVIDENCE

The hypothesis tested in the work wabe benefits realisation approach improves
value generation by creating greater awareness ofv hproject outputs will
contribute to the achievement of expected outcoamek by pulling the decision
making process based on the established benestieri.

Evidence to test such hypothesis was gatheredghraucase study in which the
BeReal model was being implemented. The case giugjgct is a large healthcare
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redevelopment programme in UK that belongs to thgddal Health Services (NHS).
The programme is an investment of £420 million tigto public funding for the
development of the Regional Centre for Teachinguira and Tertiary Care (3Ts
programme), which completion is expected to 2019.

The case study was developed in the first seme$t2011 during the planning
phase of the development: end of design efforts tamehrds the submission of
planning permission at the city council. Data wathgred through 8 semi-structured
interviews with project team members and documealyais.

LITERATURE REVIEW

THE BENEFITSREALISATION APPROACH

The benefits realization approach has emergedears#éictor of information systems
and technology during the 1990's. It was motivatgdhe low success of technology
implementation on generating the expected busibessfits to organisations (Thorp,
1998). Reiss et al. (2006) emphasise that theee path from projects to benefits:
projects have outputs and the combination of diffieroutputs generates the
capabilities that enable the desired benefits tadldeved. According to the same
author, without the effective transition from outpuo outcomes, products and
services remain only capabilities, or potentialrses of benefits.

According to Thorp (1998) the need for managingdiénrealisation is based on
three premises: (a) benefits do not automaticallyear when a project is delivered,
(b) benefits rarely happen according to plan; anddalising benefits is a continuous
process of envisioning results, implementing, chegkintermediate results and
dynamically adjusting the path leading from invesins to business results.

In a previous IGLC paper the authors suggested tihete are three main
components of benefits realisation approach thi@r gfotential contributions to the
discipline of project management in constructiorilliflann et al. 2010). Such
components are aligned with advances in projectagement discussed within the
IGLC community: an underlying process of analysml aynthesis, suggested by
Koskela and Kagioglou (2007) as the basis of deaighplanning; the importance of
engaging stakeholders and managing their diffeeapiectations, that triggered the
development of more participative approaches tgeptadesign (e.g. Christoffersen
and Emmit 2009); and adopting a systemic and dynatmew to project planning, a
topic discussed by Howell et al. (1993) and by &all(2008).

Koskela and Kagioglou (2007) point out that whescdssing about production
and design, Aristotle suggests a method of anaigsighich first the end is assumed
and then it is considered how and by what meaisgat be attained. It is a continuous
process of envisioning the results and searchingh® means to achieve the desired
effects. Synthesis, in turn, provides the prodé, thrification that the desired solution
is possible (Koskela and Kagioglou 2007). Similadye fundamental aspect of the
benefits realisation approach is to increase thdiptability of benefits being realised
through visualising the different possible pathsniractions to results and to the
generation of benefits, while constantly evaluatiRemenyi and Sherwood-smith,
1998). Zwikael and Smyrk (2011) emphasise the itgpae of establishing a
governance structure and carrying out evaluatioriesyto maintain the focus of
projects on achieving the expected outcomes.
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In addition, stakeholder commitment in this backrtnt approach is essential
(Bradley 2006). According to the same author, &made is just imposed on people
with no explanation of the reason why, then greéatsistance is generated. Success
is much more likely when stakeholders are engagefdrimulating the vision or at
least influencing the shape of the change, and evtiery can see clear value, either
for themselves, or for the whole organisation (Begd2006). The importance of
engaging different stakeholders to discuss projates has also been explored in
construction through the adoption of a value-bagggroach to design management,
implemented and tested by a construction firm immark (Christoffersen and
Emmit 2009).

Moreover, benefits realisation literature emphasibe understanding of projects
as systems in which collectively identifying the mpao-many relationships between
projects and benefits are essential (Reiss etOfI6)2 Benefit mapping clarifies the
route to benefits, the dependencies between pspjeetiverables and benefits, as
well as the distribution of budget and respongibsi As a consequence, it provides
basis for risk management, monitoring and budgetamtrol (Reiss et al. 2006).
Continuous improvement is also emphasised, basedydit evaluations to enable
learning and adaptation (Farbey et al., 1999). Tinportance of considering
continuous re-evaluation of project means, endscamgtraints is also discussed by
Ballard (2008) and Howell et al. (1993).

Although benefits realisation attempts to mitigaienilar problems discussed
within the IGLC community, it also brings a contrtton associated with a lean topic
that is not frequently discussed in lean constomcthoshin kanri Hoshin kanri is
Toyota’s approach for focusing on the challengddploy strategic intent and high-
level policies into project planning and implemdiata.

Some challenges to achieve that have been idehiiiehe benefits realisation
literature: (a) the ability of setting the adequameasurements to track benefits
realisation, since it is difficult to convert a @yl vision or a business strategy into
detailed and measurable statements (Bradley 2@bp)the fact that some of the
benefits may be secondary, non-expected and at resghanges that were made
during implementation (Farbey et al.,, 1999); anil 4fter the project has been
delivered, generally the team is dispersed, reptesg a difficulty to set
responsibility for the accountability of benefiiiikael and Smyrk 2009).

THE BEREAL MODEL

Rookeet al (2010) argue that most of the Benefits Realisakitanagement Process
(BRMP) can be conceived of in terms of knowledgenaggment. The same authors
explain that the knowledge managed here is thereqeired to transform benefits
into requirements in the design phase, making such knowledge then is used to
govern the production phase, and the project ipgytp monitored and evaluated
based on the expected benefits and feedback pwik useful information.

The phases that constitute the model are desciléalv (BeReal 2010):

a) Strategy Alignment Phase:

This phase brings together key stakeholder to taugdllective vision of potential
outputs and their impact on the programme and dibeiness activities. A group of
stakeholders is formed to translate high-level gyinto realistic specific aims. A
common understanding of the individual stakeholdgmtential benefits and
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disbenefits is pursued in this phase. As a restdkeholders get a list of strategic
benefits, which characterise the purpose of thgepr@and provide an overall guide
for its success. Criteria for the design brief st based on strategic benefits,
providing focus for design development.

b) Elicitation Phase:

The aim of this phase is to breakdown the stratbgicefits into sub and end
benefits.Sub Benefitare specific targets linked to the strategic biéndfiat support
the evaluation of design options, whind Benefitsare specific targets that enable
performance to be measured. Such level of benisfitefined through workshops
with targeted groups of stakeholders. As a redqdhefits of different levels (and
disbenefits) are classified and characterised. Afgerdependencies among them are
shown. This enables to create an evaluation steicfar design options. All
information generated in this phase is kept orBieefits Template

c) Optioneering Phase:

At this phase, design options are judged based xpected benefits and
availability of funding. Stakeholders work on opising their requirements, by
weighting and ranking them. Then, the result i-luseselect a design option.

d) Pathway Phase:

At this phase, resources are allocated to spduginefits and associated activities.
Stakeholders are engaged to agree on the pathveay gid set ownership for
measuring and monitoring the realisation of besefthe BeReal Case”is a
document that guides the pathway, it evolves dutivegdelivery stage, can be used
for a design assurance review, and also for guittiagpperational phase.

e) Assessment Phase:

At the assessment phase, benefits are tracked eanddral action is taken as
required. The assessment is carried out by int@s/iguestionnaires, post occupancy
evaluation and other techniques. TBeReal Caseas then updated with emerging
measuring and monitoring outcomes. This phase dhbal seen as an on-going
activity where stakeholders are engaged to aslkessgdlisation of benefits.

CASE STUDY

The Brighton and Sussex University Hospitals NH&isTr(BSUH) is investing
£420.1m through public funding in the developmenhtttee Regional Centre for
Teaching, Trauma and Tertiary Care. Program comoplét expected for 2019.

The program definition began with developing theatstgy for health delivery.
This definition process started in 2007 and wasew@n a myriad of policies (local,
regional, national) for health delivery in the UBuch definitions are carried out prior
to the design phase, but that doesn’'t mean th#tdudefinitions to services could
not be done during the design phase. This stratdgiming phase is documented on
the Strategic Outline Case (SOC). As part of dgualp the SOC, the Office of
Government Commerce (OGC) recommends that the tegduenefits from the
investments should be stated. Throughout the pnograplementation the OGC
assesses its progress and after completion, ewddshould be provided that the
expected benefits were achieved.

In the 3T programme, the justification for the istraent is based on two main
issues: a need to improve service delivery, achgviigh standards that are also
better aligned with NHS'’s policies for healthcamdivery; and the need to provide
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adequate and modern built infrastructure to accodate such services. The SOC
document also mentions a desire to achieve théatefficiency, through the best use
of resources.

THE BEREAL MODEL IMPLEMENTATION

The activities to adopt a benefits realisation apph in the project began before the
implementation of the BeReal model, in that peritg, guidelines of the OGC for
benefits management was adopted. The activitiemtetlto the adoption of the
BeReal model are detailed bellow, the first tweelisactivities were carried out prior
to the model implementation:

1) Statement of expected benefits in tBeategic Outline Case (SOQpre-
BeReal], published in 2007: part of standard praceduggested by the OGC for
governmental projects in the UK. Benefits were miedi internally by the project team
and documented in the SOC;

2) Patient and Staff Design Forurpre-BeReal] in September 2008 was a
workshop part of the Patient and Public Involvem@ml) efforts which are required
for this type of governmental projects. This workghgenerated a list of design
requests (very specific issues) that would lateah&lysed and addressed during the
design phase. This list would later be includedhie process of tracking benefits
realisation.

3) A few months later, the HaCIRIC team join theject and carried out the first
BeReal workshop: 8enefits Criteria Workshowith members of clinical and non-
clinical staff. In the workshop, the benefits Idten the SOC were used as a starting
point to review, reach collective understanding ahmtument the programme
expected benefits, in a very inclusive process.

4) After that, the HaCIRIC team facilitated thdicitation Workshopswith
different staff groups to further detail the beteefireviously discussed. The outcome
of this workshop was a list of strategic benefitsl sub-benefits, how they would be
measured and who was responsible for realising .théhe strategic benefits
identified were: (a) generation of outcomes in cbhamge to NHS’s strategic intent
(health policies); (b) increased local access taltheare services; (c) adequate
facilities and facilities management; (d) improwdithical outcomes; (e) efficient and
non-disruptive development and implementation pssregf) improved training,
teaching and research skills; (g) improved managemwieservice operations; and (h)
better use of resources to deliver high qualitgcar

5) The definition of expected benefits was therdusesupport the selection of a
building design option through a ranking and weighexercise. First, the team asked
participants to choose a design option (out ofritively. Then, the 8 strategic
benefits were ranked in order of importance and¢aesattributed to their relative
relevance. Design options were then evaluated baseldow well they fulfil each
expected benefit. Participants ranked the optignsumming up the points given to
the ability to fulfil each specific benefit.

6) After that, a benefits realisation group wasielsthed in the 3Ts to monitor the
realisation and achievement of expected benefitautfhout project implementation.
A benefits leader was assigned and a sub-comnettblished. The work of the
benefits leader started by compiling all the infatimn gathered through the PPI
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activities to create a baseline to compare the ongments when the new hospital is
delivered.

7) Another activity was the re-alignment of the &#ts identified during the
workshops with the benefits described earlier othe@SOC. The idea was to build a
concise framework to use for monitoring and chegkilne realisation of benefits.
When this study was carried out, these were onggaativities being developed with
the support of the research team.

BEREAL MODEL CONTRIBUTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES

Bellow, the main contributions of the model andllgrages of its implementation are
discussed based on data collected in the interviews

Providing means for a very inclusive planning process - One of the most positive
aspects of adopting the BeReal model is that it wasery inclusive process.
Engaging the different stakeholders (mainly pasieamd user groups) in the planning
process was a very positive aspect, as in goveranprojects, public involvement
and acceptance is something highly desired andraéneequired by governmental
authorities. However, it should be noted that digpatory processes can generate a
large amount of information which is difficult to amage. According to the
interviewees, a large amount of information abaefgrences and expectations was
generated and some team members felt that it wbelduseful if they had a
framework that would structure such information ateharly display the evaluation
criteria that’s is being used. Another challeng&riewing who to engage and when.
Engaging participants on high-level discussionsualstrategic issues and expected
benefits can be very difficult as they tend to esgrthemselves in the level of spatial
requirements.

Increasing awareness of expected outcomes - Increased awareness of the need to
understand and track how project’s outputs wiltléa project outcomes was pursued
by the establishment of a benefits realisation wsiream and the definition of a
leader that is responsible to find the appropnedgs of measuring these current and
desired states, as well as engaging other peopledafining responsibility for
tracking those benefits over time. It was howevérsesved that the benefits
realisation work stream was segregated from othejeqt activities. Other project
team members were not involved on these activéresdidn’t have much awareness
about what were the expected programme benefits.

Driving decision-making based on expected benefits — the BeReal model provided

a rational decision making process to evaluatedifferent design options based on
their ability to fulfill the expected benefits. Suprocess met OGC requirements for
business case development. However, it was questidnsuch approach, which is

based on weighing factors and then selecting thi®@rowith the higher score really

leads to choosing the best option. As participamse asked to intuitively choose an
option beforehand, the question here is if decsivere really made based on the
scores of individual attributes, or if the preferreption was chosen intuitively and

then justified by giving it the higher ranks.

Providing means and methods for accountability - In many projects there is an
attempt to comply with OGC rules and have a plawimch benefits are stated as
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well as means for accountability. However, for eliffint interviewees, their
experience is that in most projects the expectawfiie are rarely evaluated. The
team gets dispersed after the project is delivarati no one checks if the intent of
investment was achieved. It is expected that tihigept will be different, as the
project team are planning the way they will measueand assigning responsibilities
through the benefits realisation work stream. Havea challenge is to balance rigor
and relevance in the measuring system. Difficulgswound to find the adequate
metrics to measure some of the expected benediticplarly for the intangible ones.
Similarly, difficulty was found to set metrics t@s®ess the construction process and
the expected benefits related to it.

Timing of implementation and external influences— Difficulties were also found in
covering all strategic aspects in the model. Thas \ssociated with two problems:
implementing the model in a later stage of develepinafter the expected benefits
have been defined; and the need to pursue emeogigrtunities, i.e. governmental
funding for building something not initially in thecope of the programme. The
initiative of pursuing such opportunity was not smered in the benefits realisation
workshops and efforts.

DISCUSSION

The benefits realisation approach seems to haveiloeted in many instances for
value generation in the 3T programme. Firstly, thegagement of different
stakeholders to define the expected benefits frbmn project led to a holistic
perspective of value generation, which extendssttepe of designing the physical
facility. Table 1 presents the expected benefitddefined in the project and the
possible drivers for its achievement based on teatysis.

Table 1: Expected benefits of 3T programme andrmpialedrivers for its achievement

Expected benefits Drivers for its achievement

(a) Generation of outcomes in compliance to
NHS's strategic intent (health policies); (b)

increased local access to healthcare services;
(cl) adequate facilities; (d) improved clinical

outcomes; (h) better use of resources to
deliver high quality care.
(e) Efficient and non-disruptive development
and implementation process

Planning of physical facility and planning
the delivery of healthcare services (types
of services, suppliers)

Planning the production system

Planning new business for hospital,
strengthening the research and
development capability

() Improved training, teaching and research
skills

(g) Improved management of service
operations; and (c2) adequate facilities
management;

Planning operations and facilities
management

The BeReal model contributed to setting focus, framch the decision making
process was pulled. Design decisions were madeatioly, based on a framework
agreed by the different stakeholder groups. Thiug, model enabled a collective
process of analysis as suggested by Koskela antbdlag (2007) while planning

how benefits would be measured sets the basiyfbhesis.
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The model also contributed to create greater awesie of how projects outputs
would lead to the achievement of outcomes by esta@bh a specific workforce to
help defining and measuring the achievements. Thkfarce focuses on project
accountability but such effort could be improvedhé rest of the team was better
engaged on understanding what their contributienbenefits realisation were, as
suggested by Bradley (2006).

However, the model has been adopted in this projettt a major focus on
establishing a formal method to plan for and eualutbe expected benefits of
investments, complying with OGC requirements. Gngatan environment for
learning and improving driven by expected benedisssuggested by Farbey et al.
(1999) was not the focus of the implementation.oAlsnderstanding the pathway
from the activities to the achievement of outcomas not fully explored during the
implementation. One reason for the model being &dbwith focus on accountability
might be related to the need to follow OGC guidsdimnd a concern to comply with
procedures and follow strict checklists of requieents for each delivery package.
Such environment seems to incentivise the tearadasfon following procedures and
avoiding deviations from plan (focus on planningd azontrol), whereas a more
flexible environment could better facilitate leargiand continuous improvement.

Furthermore, similar challenges reported on trexdiure were observed in this
study: the difficulty to set metrics to intangibdxpected benefits (Bradley 2006),
difficulty to systematically include unexpected béts that result from emerging
opportunities (Farbey et al., 1999), and the chgketo assess achieved benefits
given their long period of realisation (Zwikael aBchyrk 2011), a problem that the
benefits realisation workforce set on this progéémpt to mitigate.

CONCLUSIONS

The objective of this case study was to identifye tontributions of the
implementation of the BeReal Model for value getiera in a healthcare
redevelopment programme in the UK. The hypothesitetl in this study was that the
model contributes for value generation by creasirggeater awareness of how project
outputs contribute to expected outcomes and byksitieng a focus from which the
decision can be pulled based on expected benkfitas found that BeReal enabled a
framework for participation in the programme deyehent, a rationalised and
justifiable decision-making process and a methadaézountability over the benefits
realised.

It was also found that the contributions of the elodere not achieved in its full
extent, i.e. clearly understanding the path betwaelivities and the generation of
outcomes, incentive to learning and improvementl &aving a comprehensive
framework that is constantly upgraded to reflea@ throject strategic vision. The
reason for that seems to be related to the focusoomplying with strict procedures
and deadlines established by the OGC and the adoptithe model in a later phase
of development. While adopting the model from thdier stages might be beneficial,
the rigid structures commonly imposed to govern@lemtojects might be a hinder to
innovation, learning and continuous improvement.
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