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BENEFITS MANAGEMENT & BENEFITS REALISATION 

A LITERATURE REPORT 
Stelios Sapountzis, Kathryn Harris, Mike Kagioglou 

HaCIRIC, University of Salford, UK 

ABSTRACT 
 

 
During the past ten years in the UK, education, housing, community regeneration 
and healthcare in particular have witnessed a massive programme of capital 
investment by the government through Public Private Partnerships (PPP). There 
is now a need to asses and review the degree to which the original benefits have 
been realised and what have been the unanticipated benefits/ impacts. This will 
also ensure that future planning and policy setting can be adequately informed by 
evidence and a fuller appreciation of potential outcomes and impacts. 
Traditionally major capital investment programmes and projects are measured on 
their success in relation to cost, quality and time of delivery, and not in relation to 
the benefits or impact that they have delivered.  Benefits Realisation is emerging 
as one of the methods to assist organisations to manage the whole life cycle of 
programmes and projects.  
The Health and Care Infrastructure Research and Innovation Centre (HaCIRIC) 
based in the UK has been established to create a unique resource of skills and 
knowledge to inform the development of policy and practice for the strategic 
planning and delivery of future healthcare infrastructure. HaCIRIC brings together 
four acknowledged international centres of excellence (Loughborough, Salford 
and Reading Universities and Imperial College) to create a capability of national 
and international significance. The centre has been established at a time of 
profound change in the UK’s health and social care services, and unprecedented 
investment to renew the built and technical infrastructure. Ensuring the 
investment in infrastructure is right for the emerging forms of care delivery 
requires careful planning and innovative approaches, but this has proved a major 
challenge for policy makers, the care services and industry. HaCIRIC is 
undertaking a research project in Benefits Realisation aiming to develop a 
process/framework that will meet the demands above in conjunction with 
promoting continuous improvement and organisational learning.  

KEYWORDS 
 

 Benefits Management, Benefits Realisation, Programme & Project Management, 
Stakeholders Requirements, Continuous Improvement  
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1  Introduction 
 
The McCartney report, Modernising Government in Action (2000) states that: 
‘Projects and programmes can only be regarded as successful if the intended 
benefits are realised’. A common characteristic of many unsuccessful 
programmes is the vagueness with which the expected benefits are defined 
(Reiss 2006). Without clearly defined objectives it is difficult to maintain focus 
when subsequent problems occur.  
 
Projects and programmes are generally driven by a need to realise specific 
benefits through structured change. Benefits management and realisation has 
recently risen as the “new” practice that seeks to move forward from the 
traditional investment appraisal approach and focus on the active planning of 
how benefits will be realised and measured (Glynne, 2007) 
 
Truax (1997) in Lin & Pervan (2003) suggest a number of reasons for 
organisations not getting the benefits they expected: 

• Immediate results of an investment are rarely the expected benefits. 
• Necessary means for benefits realization are not identified. 
• Benefits do not occur where and when they are planned. 
• The ‘‘right’’ benefits are difficult to identify up front. 
• Projects are too narrowly defined for effective delivery of benefits. 
• Organizations often have a limited ability to manage change. 

 
Benefits Management and realising the benefits from investments made 
especially by those in IT systems became an important area in the late 1980s 
and early 1990s (Farbey et al., 1999). The concept of benefits realisation is not 
new ((Simon, 2003) in (Nogeste, 2006)) and neither is the awareness of the links 
between project and benefits management as evidenced by a survey dating from 
1990 that found the ‘number one’ cause of information system/information 
technology (IS/IT) project failure to be “the vague statement of benefits, leading 
to an uncertain allocation of responsibility for managing their delivery (Lin and 
Pervan, 2001). 
 
The increase of interest in benefits realisation has coincided with the increasing 
use and complexity of IT (Ashurst and Doherty, 2003, Ward and Elvin, 1999, 
Bradley, 2006). It has been recognised that, if an organisation is investing a lot of 
money into a new system they want to ensure and see the benefits that they get 
from the investment. This they define as ‘the process of organising and 
managing, such that the potential benefits arising from the use of IT are actually 
realised.’ 
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As competition due to globalisation increases it is ever more important that an 
organisation performs at to its best capabilities (Ashurst and Doherty, 2003). 
Profit making organisations making investments need to know that these are 
worthwhile, that they are improving the performance of the organisation and 
ultimately leading to increased profits. The latter does not necessarily apply in 
the public sector where benefits are measured in terms of value for money and 
service quality. This is where benefits realisation becomes more important as this 
method can be used to realise the benefits from the changes the organisation is 
making. 
Thorp (1998) introduced the term ‘Silver bullet thinking’ explaining it as the naive 
belief that ‘business solutions’ come neatly packaged and stamped ‘benefits 
inside’, reinforcing the idea that all you have to do is plug in the technology or 
handover the infrastructure and magically benefits will flow. 
 
According to Truax (1997), see Lin and Pervan (2001), there has been a 
paradigm shift in the view of benefits and it is therefore needed to change the 
management from passively manage the benefits to a proactive management of 
benefits (Table 1) 
 

 
Traditional Benefits Realisation 

Principles New Benefits Realisation Principles 

Benefits are stable over time The potential benefits from an 
investment change over time 

The investment determines the nature 
and scope of benefits 

The organisation and its business 
context determine the benefits 

Financial returns represent the most 
valid justification for an investment 

All the outcomes of an investment 
represent potential sources of value 

It is sufficient to manage the 
investment to generate the benefits 

The organisation must be proactive in 
realising benefits 

 
Table 1: Paradigm shift for benefits realisation (Truax, 1997) 

  
 
In many large organisations and complex public interest sector programmes and 
projects failure to identify and achieve planned benefits through change initiatives 
appears to be common (Bartlett, 2006). In general the question is one of the 
difficulty of managing highly complex programmes, portfolios or projects rather 
than lack of performance of infrastructures. Lack of benefits management is often 
a root cause of programme failure, but equally damaging is poor benefits 
management, that attempts to manage benefits, without recognition of the 
contributors to success. The task is, therefore, complex, and demands a wide 
span of control (Bartlett, 2006) 
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1.1 Structure of the report 
This report presents findings in the literature and is structured in the following 
areas: 
  

(a) Benefits Terminology and how benefits are classified; 
 
(b) Benefits Management and Benefits Realisation theoretical background 

 
(c) A historical line of several Benefits Management approaches 

 
(d) The main elements need to be considered when undertaking benefits 

management as an output of the reviewed benefits management 
approaches. 

 
(e) Types of evaluation for a programme and/or project 

 
(f) Relations of Benefits management with Programme & Project 

Management, Change Management, Performance Management & 
Measurement, and finally the role and importance of stakeholder 
involvement and management. 

 
(g) The last section of the report sets out a number of questions for future 

research. 
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2 Benefits Terminology 
 
Although the word ’benefit’ is used widely in everyday life is very poorly defined. 
It can simply be introduced as ‘a measurable improvement’. A benefit ‘is an 
outcome whose nature and value are considered advantageous by an 
organization.”(OGC, 2007b, Thorp, 1998, Ward et al., 1995) 
Bradley (2006) defines it as an outcome of change which is perceived as positive 
by a stakeholder and following the same thought Ward and Daniel (2006) define 
it as ‘an advantage on a behalf of a particular stakeholder or group of 
stakeholders’ The important point in the two later definitions is that benefits are 
owned by individuals or groups who want to obtain value from an investment 
(Glynne, 2007). 
 
Payne (2007) argues that most people’s understanding of benefits management 
is closer to what is described as project financial value appraisal. Therefore he 
introduces definitions and differentiates between terms ‘outcome’, ‘benefit’ and 
financial impact.  

• Outcome has two meanings depending on its context. At macro level, 
desired outcomes are the strategic changes that a programme is designed 
to fulfil. At micro level, outcomes are the changes to day-to –day 
operations that project outputs cause. 

• Benefits are measurable improvements resulting from outcomes 
• Financial impact is the improvement in business financial performance 

that results directly or indirectly, from achievement of one or more 
benefits. 

 
Figure 1 below illustrates a relationship between benefits and outcomes and the 
chain of how one will influence or derive to the other in programme or project 
setting 
 

 
Figure 1 : Chain of benefits from output to objective (OGC 2007) 
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Outcomes are not always expected and positive, the may also be negative and 
unexpected (Ward, Murray & David 2004), with the combination of this two 
factors potentially leading to disbenefits (Nogeste 2005).  
The term ‘disbenefit’ a key element of many benefits realisation/ management 
approaches and it was first introduced in the context of an IT/IS   implementation 
as the adverse effect that a new IT programme could have in the organisations 
information flow stability. The word, ‘disbenefit’, has a number of definitions. 
These include:  

• A disadvantage (Soanes and Hawker, 2005);  
• Something disadvantageous or objectionable (Merriam-Webster, 2005); 

something that makes a situation disadvantageous or unfavourable 
(Encarta®, 2005); 

• Undesirable effects of an investment (Bannister et al., 2001). 
 
The word, disbenefit, has been used in connection with technology for some 
years (Mulvany, 1999). 
Ward et al (1996) highlight that potential disbenefits of an investment should 
always be considered and he defines those as the adverse impact on a business 
or an organisation. It can be assumed that expected negative outcomes (and 
associated disbenefits) exist in all situations except the most simple (Ward and 
Daniel, 2006). An organisation or investors need to agree that negative outcomes 
or disbenefits are the ‘price worth paying to obtain positive benefits’ (Ward et al 
2004). Some outcomes maybe favourable for the organisation as a whole but 
unfavourable for parts of it, any such disbenefits must be identified and tracked 
so their impact can be reduced (CCTA, 1999) 
The occurrence of disbenefits in many sectors indicates their prevalence. The 
incorporation of disbenefits would introduce greater balance into investment 
evaluation techniques which currently focus upon benefits and ignore disbenefits 
(Fox, 2008) 

3 Benefits Classification 
 
Classification of benefits is attempted by many authors according to a variety of 
different criteria; this will increase the understanding of the nature of benefits, 
and will assist analysis and communication (Bradley 2006). 

3.1  Benefits classification by value type 
The most common and initial distinction for benefits is between tangible and 
intangible. The quality management literature (Nogeste and Walker, 2005) 
considers a tangible outcome to be one that has been operationalised and can 
be measured, monitored and controlled; and intangible outcomes, such as 
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‘‘satisfaction’’ as being operationalised on high to low perception scales (Nogeste 
and Walker, 2005). The key attribute of an intangible outcome as described in 
(Nogeste and Walker, 2005) is that rather than being assumed and undeclared, it 
is operationalised (often through a facilitation process) with an agreed measure 
of success or failure (Nogeste and Walker, 2005). Typically, these intangibles 
include, but are not limited to, relationships, knowledge, processes and systems, 
leadership and communication, culture and values, reputation and trust, skills 
and competencies (Future and Innovation Unit, 2001).  
 
Ward & Daniel (2006) differentiate  benefits as tangible and intangible, where 
tangible benefits are those that can be measured by an objective, quantitative 
and often financial measure,. In some cases it may be that a benefit has a 
quantitative measure but is not financial .Intangible benefits are those that can 
only be judged subjectively and tend to employ qualitative measures, many 
organisations recognise the importance of intangible benefits even though they 
cannot put a financial value on them and they are recorded in the business case 
for new investments were they are viewed as important as tangible benefits 
(Ward and Daniel, 2006). This classification is used by many authors (Bradley, 
2006, Bartlett, 2006, Farbey et al., 1999, Lin and Pervan, 2001, Nogeste and 
Walker, 2005, Reiss et al., 2006) and practitioners, and is mainly because is 
related to the value type  of the benefit as defined in Table 2  
 

Example 
Value Type Definition 

Cashable  Non-
cashable 

Definite Value may be predicted with 
certainty 

Reduced 
Costs 

Fewer Steps 
in a process

Expected 
Value may be predicted on the 
basis of historic trends and high 

levels of confidence 

Increased 
Sales 

Quicker 
performance 

of tasks Ta
ng

ib
le

 

Anticipated The benefit is anticipated but is 
value is not reliably  predictable

Lower 
insurance 
premiums 

Greater 
Customer 

Satisfaction 

Intangible 

Maybe anticipated but difficult 
to substantiate. Proxy 

measurement of other casually-
related benefits may give 

evidence of realisation 

Improved image (proxy: 
increased number of 
positive testimonials) 

 
Table 2 : Benefit Value Types (Bradley, 2006) 
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In recent years (Fox, 2008), the assessment of intangible benefits has become 
an explicit requirement of investment evaluation techniques ((Gerwin, 1988, 
Lillrank et al., 2001, Murphy and Simon, 2002, Slagmulder et al., 1995, Whiting et 
al., 1996). Intangible benefits may sometimes have been identified as being 
important prior to investment evaluation when exploratory methods such as 
scenario analysis  (Linneman and Kennell, 1977) were used. Nonetheless, the 
assessment of intangible benefits is now an explicit requirement of evaluation 
techniques (Fox, 2008). 
The same differentiation between ‘tangible’ and ‘intangible’ is by using the terms 
‘hard’ and ‘soft’. When the expected benefits cannot be expressed in terms of 
their likely impact on the balance sheet or the profit and loss account are defined 
as ‘soft benefits’ (or intangible) (Phillips, 2003). Those that can be so expressed, 
that is, those which have a tangible financial outcome are usually referred to as 
hard (or tangible) (Phillips, 2003). Soft benefits are those that are less easy to 
express and to measure in terms of cash or objective numbers. 
Phillips (2003) defines hard benefits as representing the output, quality, cost and 
time of work related processes. They are characterised by being objective, 
relatively easy to measure and easy to convert to money values. By contrast, he 
characterises soft benefits as subjective, often difficult to measure, almost always 
difficult to convert to monetary values and frequently behaviourally oriented 
(Phillips, 2003). The same benefits can be also classified as ‘direct or ‘indirect’ in 
terms of their financial impact. Figure 2 below presented in ‘the Antidote’ in 2000 
gives examples of such benefits and makes the parallelisms between these 
different terms. 
 

Indirect
Examples
• Better Image
• Staff morale
• Customer Service
(improved perception)

Direct
Examples
• Greater accuracy
• Lower staff turnover
• customer service
(increased speed of response)

Direct
Examples
• Staff reductions
• Skills Mix
• accommodation

Tangible

Intangible

Relate to non-financial 
objectives

Relate to financial 
objectives

Indirect
Examples
• Better Image
• Staff morale
• Customer Service
(improved perception)

Direct
Examples
• Greater accuracy
• Lower staff turnover
• customer service
(increased speed of response)

Direct
Examples
• Staff reductions
• Skills Mix
• accommodation

Tangible

Intangible

Relate to non-financial 
objectives

Relate to financial 
objectives

 
 

Figure 2 : Examples of direct and indirect benefits (CCTA, 2000) 
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3.2 Benefits classification by organisational or business impact 
Another way of classifying generic benefits is to align them with the main 
elements of an organisation; this is usually in the case of hard or tangible 
benefits and is facilitating the way that benefits can be categorised and better 
understood by business streams (Farbey et al., 1993).These business streams 
are: 

• Strategic 
• Management 
• Operational  
• Functional 
• Support 

 
Examples of such categorisation are given in Figure 3: Generic form of benefits 
(Farbey et al 1993) 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Generic form of benefits (Farbey et al 1993) 
 
Classifying benefits by business or organisational impact is helpful when 
checking strategy alignment and balance and when comparing the relative 
significance of benefits  (Bradley, 2006). Further more he explains that benefits in 
this type of classification should be in accordance to the main three strategic 
improvement areas of productivity; risk minimisation and growth. Another sub 
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category used within this classification is by varying the Boston Matrix or the 
Cranfield Grid normally used in analysing impact a portfolio of investments and is 
been adapted by Bradley in the Benefits Realisation Management (BRM) 
approach (Bradley, 2006) to analyse the impacts of the set of impacts for a single 
investment (see Table 3) 
 
 

  High  Low

   

                          Complexity Difficulty                       
 

  

H
ig

h 

Strategic Speculative 

 

Benefits which relate to future 
business opportunities - 

business development, growth

Benefits with a high 
achievement risk, but often 
high reward - e.g arising from 

experimenting with the way we 
do things 

 

Va
lu

e 

Benefits arising from critical 
to today's operations- e.g. 

increased efficiency and 
effectiveness 

Nice to have' benefits, in the 
sense that the organisation's 

growth or survival will not 
depend on them - usually 

derived from improvements to 
non-critical activities 

 Lo
w

 

Key Operational Support 
 

 
Table 3: Benefits classification by business impact using the Cranfield Grid / Boston 

Matrix  (Bradley, 2006, OGC, 2007a) 
 
Bradley (2006) and Ward (1996) classify benefits in three more classifications by:  

• Stakeholder classification of benefits and disbenefits according to the 
stakeholder who will feel or experience their impact. 

• General benefit category for example in cost reduction; revenue 
generation; risk reduction; productivity; workforce satisfaction; customer 
service; company image. 

• Particular type of activity for example team working, decision making, 
skill acquisition. 

• Change types by identifying if the benefit will be achieved by do new 
things; do things better or stop doing things. 
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 Further more Ward and Daniel (2006) when classifying by change type state that 
each benefit should be further identified by the explicitness of the contribution to 
it. These are: 

• Observable by use of agreed criteria, specific individuals/groups will 
decide, based on their experience of judgement, to what extent the 
benefit has been realised. 

• Measurable this aspect of performance is currently being measured 
or n appropriate measure could be implemented. But this is not 
possible to estimate by how much performance will improve when the 
changes are complete. 

• Quantifiable Sufficient evidence exists to forecast how much 
improvement should result form the changes 

• Financial by applying a cost/price or other valid financial formula to a 
quantifiable benefit a financial value can be calculated. 

 

3.3 Unplanned or Emergent Benefits 
It must also be understood that as well as planned benefits often there are 
unplanned benefits. These are often a consequence of a change implemented or 
another benefit gained, and must be included during any kind of assessment of 
performance on an organisation. ‘Incidental impacts should also be identified and 
proactively managed’ (Ashurst and Doherty, 2003). 
 
Farbey et al (1993) identified that many of the projects they studied in addition to 
the anticipated benefits, gave rise to unplanned or emergent benefits. Many of 
these unplanned benefits appear to be ‘second order’ benefits that are they 
arose from achieving an initial or planned benefit (Farbey et al., 1999). 
Interestingly they found that unplanned benefits tended to be more intangible 
than the planned benefits. This is largely to the fact that planned benefits are 
given ‘hard’ financial measures and they are documented in business cases as a 
result of a change or an investment. However, qualitative or intangible benefits 
are often associated with how individuals perceive the investment or the change 
resulting from it (Ward et al., 1996). 
 

3.4 Actor orientated classification 
An actor-oriented approach is employed for the classification of the benefits that 
are derived from the adoption of an innovative technology in the healthcare area 
and it was first used in 1993, were the National Health Service published a 
report, in which this approach was used to classify benefits of the Electronic 
Health Care Records (EHCR) (Mantzana and Themistocleous, 2004). The term 
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actor refers to all human and non human users that interact with the a system 
(Mantzana and Themistocleous, 2004). Using this approach an identification of 
the ‘worlds’ affected by the system is necessary. In the first introduction of this 
approach within the NHS they were three worlds identified (N.H.S, 1993): 

• Patients’ world; patients, next of kin, carers;  
• The clinicians’ world clinicians, non clinicians, responsible clinician, a 

health care facility and clinical students; and  
• The third parties world; controller, technologist, administrator, legal 

professional, other third parties; 
 
Adopting the NHS actor-approach propose that in an investment, project or 
programme the actors can be classified in four main categories, these are 
(Mantzana and Themistocleous, 2004): 

• Providers; 
• Acceptors; 
• Supporters; 
• Controllers;  
 

Further more the four proposed categories by Mantzana and Themistocleous 
(2004) the actors that can be classified in two different dimensions:  

• Human 
• Organizational.  
 

An illustration of proposed taxonomy for the actors presented above is shown in 
Table 4 
 

 
 

Table 4: Taxonomy of healthcare actors (Mantzana and Themistocleous, 2004) 
  

The implications of this categorisation are that: (a) it improves the level and the 
depth of analysis (more detailed), (b) it can further facilitate the decision making 
process and (c) it separates human actors from the organizational ones and it, 
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therefore, allows different strategies to be applied when focusing on one or on 
the other dimension. (Irani, 1998) in (Mantzana and Themistocleous, 2004). 
 

4 Benefits Management and Realisation 
 
Before looking into the term Benefits realisation, it is necessary to understand the 
two words that make the term, benefit and realisation.  Realisation in the Concise 
Oxford dictionary is described as being aware of something that is achieved. 
 
Therefore benefits realisation could be defined as “one becoming fully aware of 
the positive impact as a result of a change”. By introducing the factor 
‘management’ in benefits realisation Farbey et al (1999) define it as “the process 
that realises the benefits that are achieved and manages the unexpected ones”, 
and Bradley (2006) defines it as “the process of organising and managing, so 
that potential benefits arising from investment in change, are actually achieved”. 
Reiss et al (2006) define benefits management as “the process for the 
optimisation or maximisation of benefits from organisation change programmes”. 
 
Benefits Management in an IT setting where the term was first introduced is often 
defined as the ‘process of organising and managing such that the potential 
benefits arising from the use of IS/IT are actually realised’ (Ward et al., 1996)  
 
According to Lin and Pervan (2001), benefits management is the procedural 
approach of how to manage the benefits evaluation to realise the benefits of 
capital investments. 
Within a programme management setting  (OGC, 2007b) benefits management 
complements and overlaps investment appraisal in the business case. While 
investment appraisal provides the justification for the investment, benefits 
management allows the organisation to plan for and achieve the benefits.  
 
There are several ‘Benefits Management/Realisation’ approaches that exist and 
they are presented in the next section in a chronological order and by briefly 
highlighting their main focus. What is evident from almost all benefits 
management and realisation approaches is that they comprise a cycle of Plan-
Do-Check- Act (PDCA) (Nogeste and Walker, 2005). 
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4.1 Benefits Realisation and Management Approaches & Models  
 
Active Benefits Management (Leyton, 1995) 
Leyton’s (1995) active benefits management process sets the benefits 
management activity in the context of business change. The framework 
presented in Figure 4 made explicit the relationship between change and 
benefits, showing that there is a continuous flow between change and benefits. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4: Active Benefits Management  (Leyton, 1995) 

 
The Cranfield process model of Benefits Management (Ward et al., 1996) 
 
The Cranfield Process Model of Benefits Management focuses specifically on 
benefits from IT/ IS investments. In this process the potential benefits are 
identified, a plan is devised for their realisation, the plan is executed and the 
results reviewed and evaluated (Ward et al., 1996).  
The Cranfield process model of benefits management has been used as the 
basis for guidelines on best practice in benefits management. Ward et al (1996) 
argue that by using this process model, it is possible to diagnose why some 
projects are successful in delivering benefits and others are not. (Ward and 
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Murray, 1997) Figure 5 shows the key elements and relationships in this process 
model. 
 

 
 

Figure 5:  Cranfield Process Model of Benefits Management ( Ward 1996) 
 
An important feature of this model is the outer loop, the one which recognises 
and feeds back into the process. The need for benefits realisation in IT when this 
process was introduced was  “not to make good forecasts but to make them 
come true ... and IS/IT on its own does not deliver benefits.” (Ward et al., 1996). 
Another key feature of this Cranfield model is benefits monitoring. 
Benefits monitoring compares project results with the benefits realisation plan 
during the project and assesses if any internal or external changes have 
occurred that will affect the delivery of planned benefits. It is necessary to 
monitor the benefits of IT projects because issues arise that may prevent the 
delivery of the benefits. It is also possible that, at this stage, further benefits are 
identified. (Ward & Griffiths, 1996) 
 
  
The Benefits Realisation Approach (Thorp, 1998) 
 
The “Benefits Realisation Approach” (BRA) was first introduced by Thorp in 
1998; it provides a basis for using information technology to deliver business 
results more consistently and predictably. Thorp (1998) argues that the approach 
could be applied to any major investment in organisational change.  
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Figure 6: Cornerstones of Benefits Realisation Approach (Thorp, 1998) 
 

The ‘benefits realisation approach’ is based on two cornerstones (Figure 6):   
 
A. The shift from stand alone project management to: 

• Business Programme Management,   
• Disciplined Portfolio Management,  
• Full cycle governance; 

B. The three necessary conditions for the successful implementation of the 
‘Benefits Realisation Approach’: 
•  Accountability of activists, 
•  Relevant measure as in measuring the things that really count,  
• Proactive management of change to give people ownership stakes in 

programs. 
BRA is business oriented framework, supported by a set of processes, 
techniques and instruments which enable organisations to select and manage 
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portfolio of programs such as the benefits are clearly defined, optimised and 
aligned with business strategy (Thorp, 1998). 
Active Benefit Realisation (Remenyi and Sherwood-Smith, 1998) 
 
The Active Benefit Realization (ABR), developed by Remenyi and Sherwood-
Smith (1998), is a process for managing information systems’ development 
through a continuous evaluation approach. This process requires active 
participation during project development from the primary stakeholders including 
line managers and users, financial staff and information systems developers  
(Sakar and Widestadh, 2005). The ABR-process requires a direct and continuous 
focus on business benefits realisation and is based on a contingency philosophy, 
which means that the actual information system outcomes as well as the 
development activities, tasks and participating roles of the stakeholders are 
dynamic throughout the duration of the project (Sakar and Widestadh, 2005). In 
this approach It is fundamental that the principle stakeholders of the information 
system are identified at the onset and that they accept and agree their 
continuous involvement. (Remenyi and Sherwood-Smith, 1998).  
 

 
 

Figure 7: The process of ABR (Remenyi & Sherwood- Smith 1998) 
 
The ABR approach can be divided in three distinctive phases (Lin and Pervan, 
2003): 

• Setting the course: This involves the development of sets of precise 
requirements under the headings of a business picture, a financial picture, 
and a project picture(Remenyi and Sherwood-Smith, 1998). Once these 
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three pictures have been produced, a decision is made and an agreement 
reached as to whether or not to launch the project. 

• Formative evaluation: This involves assessing the progress of the project. 
All stakeholders are able to develop views as to how the project is 
progressing and to exchange these views in open and constructive 
discussion. There are three possible outcomes: (a) updating the three 
initial pictures; (b) reforming the project if there are not sufficient funds, 
time or skills available; and (c) terminating the project if the project has, for 
one or more reasons became irrelevant to the organization’s business 
requirements. 

• Moving forward: This provides a feedback loop that should be available, 
not only during development, but also throughout the entire life of the 
project. 

ABR is a reiterative process based on the evaluation of progress, a review to 
ensure that the development is on course to realise business benefits and an 
agreement to proceed (Remenyi and Sherwood-Smith, 1998) 
  
Towards best practice to Benefits Management  (Ashurst and Doherty, 2003) 
 
Ashurst and Doherty (2003) undertook extensive research into best practice for 
benefits realisation and from this created a framework as illustrated below:  
 

 
  

Figure 8: Conceptual model for BR developement (Ashurst, 2003) 
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It can be seen from the figure above that for Ashurst and Doherty (2003) benefits 
realisation is a continuous process through an evolving organisational context.  
Although this framework is focusing again on IT projects it could be used for any 
kind of project (Ashurst and Doherty, 2003). However it does not illustrate the 
influences that external factors may have onto the project. 
 
Ashurst and Doherty (2003)  define the term benefits review as the “process by 
which: the success of the project in terms of benefit delivery is assessed; 
opportunities for the realisation of further benefits are identified; and lessons 
learned and opportunities for improvement in future projects are identified.” 
 
 
The Gatewaytm Process and Managing Successful programmes (OGC 2004) and 
Benefits Realisation Management (Bradley, 2006) 
 
The Office of Government Commerce (OGC) is an independent Office of the UK 
Treasury. It works with public sector organisations to help them improve their 
efficiency, gain better value for money from their commercial activities and 
deliver improved success from programmes and projects (Pellegrinelli et al., 
2007). The OGC’s publication Managing Successful Programmes (OGC, 2003) 
represents the UK Government’s view on the programme management principles 
and techniques that have been developed and applied for many years. In drafting 
Managing Successful Programmes (OGC, 2003, OGC, 2007a), the OGC 
consulted widely for views, concerns and contributions from leading practitioners 
from within the public and private sectors, including professional bodies and 
leading consultancies. MSP is now the approved approach for managing 
programmes throughout the UK public sector (Pellegrinelli et al., 2007). 
MSP identifies benefits management as ‘‘a core activity and a continuous ‘thread’ 
throughout the programme’’ (OGC, 2007a), and fundamental to the realisation of 
benefits from new capabilities delivered by projects within the programme. 
Emphasis is placed on identification, quantification, assignment of owners and 
tracking (Figure 9). 
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Figure 9: Benefits Management Process (OGC, 2007a, Bradley, 2006) 

 
Benefits management ensures that business change achieves the expected 
results by translating business objectives into identifiable measurable benefits 
that can be systematically tracked (OGC, 2003). OGC through this process aims 
to make sure that desired business change or policy outcomes have been clearly 
defined, are measurable, and provide a compelling case for investment - and 
ultimately to ensure that the change or policy outcomes are actually achieved 
(OGC, 2003). Any programme of change requires a constant focus on the 
intended benefits (measurable improvements) if it is to deliver value and remain 
aligned with business goals and the OGC Gateway Reviews process (Figure 10) 
reflects this focus at each stage. The Gateway Review Framework (Figure 10) 
indicates, at a high level, dependencies between a typical Benefits Management 
process and the steps for managing a major delivery programme. It also maps 
the main benefits management steps onto the standard delivery stages 
described in both Managing Successful Programmes (MSP) and OGC Gateway 
Reviews, but the approach can be used for any type of more specialised change 
initiative, including introducing new policy, procurement projects or meeting e-
delivery targets (OGC, 2003) 
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Figure 10: Benefits Management Framework – Gatewaytm Process (OGC 2004) 

 
This process contains identification of potential benefits their planning, modelling 
and tracking, the assignment of responsibilities and authorities and their actual 
realisation and it has heavily been influenced by the Cranfield Benefits 
Management model and Bradley’s Benefits Realisation Management (Bradley, 
2006, OGC, 2007a, Ward and Daniel, 2006). 
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Benefits Management in the Handbook of Programme Management (Reiss et al 
2006)  
 
Reiss (2003) like Ward et al (1999) and (Cooke-Davies, 2002) focus the benefits 
management model in the delivery of benefits by projects (Nogeste and Walker, 
2005). Reiss (2003) define the scope of benefits management as “the 
management and monitoring of benefits during and after execution phase’ and 
depicts the “value path” relationship between benefits and projects as a 
Hierarchical Benefits structure (Nogeste and Walker, 2005) see Figure 11 
 
 

 
 

Figure 11: Benefits Breakdown Hierarchy (Nogeste and Walker, 2005, Reiss et al., 2006) 
 
The hierarchy proposed by Reiss is not traditional hierarchy with each 
successive “leaf” corresponding to only a single branch (Nogeste and Walker, 
2005). A project may create more than a single deliverable and also contribute to 
a single deliverable along with another project (Reiss et al., 2006); there is a 
‘many to many relationships between deliverables and benefits (Reiss, 2000). 
Reiss in (Nogeste and Walker, 2005) describes projects as creating deliverables 
which are combined by programmes to create capabilities to gain benefits. 
Simply ‘benefits are the reasons behind the initiation and execution of projects 
(Reiss 2000)  

 
 

Benefits Benefits Benefits 

Capability Capability 

Programme Programme 

Deliverable Deliverable  Deliverable 

Project Project  Project Project 
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5 Responsibility for Benefits Realisation 

5.1 Roles 
While program and project teams will be involved in projects which deliver 
business change, the ones that are responsible for managing and realising 
benefits, are the business users and the managers (OGC, 2003).  In MSP (OGC, 
2003) mean that the project owner is responsible for ensuring the management 
of the process and realisation of the benefits. Individual managers of business 
areas should be responsible for actual benefits delivery (OGC, 2003) 
 
Reiss et al (2006) however argue that the overall responsibility for the successful 
delivery and realisation of the programme and of its anticipated benefits is with 
the programme director. Thus is their responsibility to define the overall strategy 
for maximising benefits and for ensuring that appropriate staff and resources are 
allocated to their management and realisation. However other management roles 
have more direct responsibility and their inter-relation shown in Figure 12. The 
core of benefits management is about explanation presentation and negotiation 
of agreement. The various reports, documents, tools, and techniques can help 
but, in the end, successful benefits management relies on having experience, 
business focused staff, with excellent presentational and inter-personal skills and 
near endless patience, to make it all happen (Reiss et al., 2006). 
 

 
Figure 12: A typical organisational structure, showing how the various positions involved 

in Benefits management inter-relate (Reiss 2006) 
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 Reiss (2006) also argues that the people responsible for actually delivering the 
benefits are often different from those responsible for directing and managing the 
programme itself, meaning that the people responsible for realising the benefits 
are normally the users and their line managers, not the programme team that 
created the capability. He also argues that benefits management should be 
separated from project management. Project managers tend to ‘head down’ and 
heading for the finish line, they do not have the mind set to consider the validity 
of their projects (Reiss, 2000). 
 
According to Ward et al (1996), specific responsibility for realising the benefits is 
allocated within the business for each benefit. When identifying roles the task 
should include the stakeholders affecting the delivery of each benefit, and the 
changes and tasks needed to ensure delivery (Sakar and Widestadh, 2005).   
 
Responsibility for benefits management falls into four areas (CCTA, 1999) : 

• Identifying and defining -  Business change manager 
• Planning and Monitoring – Programme Support officer / Programme 

Manager 
• Realisation – Line managers 
• Assessment - Individual with good knowledge of the target business areas 

but not directly involved in the programme 
 

5.2 Governance 
It is common for some benefits not to be realised until many years beyond 
implementation. Often benefits are never realised or mismanaged because 
benefits management ends with closure of a project or programme (Glynne, 
2007). Part and Williams (2007) acknowledge that ambiguity can exist between 
project /programme and business operations responsibility: ‘the need for clearly 
defined responsibilities and assignment of these to roles and individuals is 
heightened within benefits management because of the potential ambiguity 
between tasks for the delivery team, and tasks for the operational business’. It is 
common mistake for projects and programmes to own the benefits and not 
involve those directly tasked with managing change within the business 
organisation (Glynne, 2007). For a programme or project to be successful, there 
must be an agreed governance model that ensures ownership and accountability 
until all benefits have been formally reviewed and measured (Bradley, 2006, 
Glynne, 2007, Ward and Daniel, 2006). The following figure illustrates a 
suggested governance model for benefits management Figure 13 
 



Benefits Management & Benefits Realisation – A Literature Report 

 
Working Paper. Do not cite or reproduce without the permission of the authors. © 2008  

30 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 13: Governance Model for Benefits Management (Glynne 2006) 
 
Cooke-Davies (2002) also highlights the importance of governance and proposes 
that the following three principles ‘underpin any effective benefits management 
system (Nogeste and Walker, 2005): 

• Create project governance structures that involve both the project and the 
functional line organisation; 

• Drive all governance decisions about the project through the business 
case; 

• Redefine project management methods and frameworks so as to make 
benefits management an integral part; 

 

6 Benefits Management tools and techniques 
 
The following section aims to introduce the existing main elements, tools and 
techniques that are used in the approaches mentioned before. The list of the 
tools and techniques has been compiled by identifying the common areas 
between all approaches and by their importance in the implementation phases 
throughout a benefits management or realisation cycle.  Figure 14 illustrates 
those main ingredients in a generic approach to Benefits Management by OGC 
(2003) and Figure 15 shows the critical elements of a benefits management 
environment as they have been identified by Payne (2007) 
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Figure 14: Generic approach to Benefits Management (OGC, 2003) 
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Figure 15: Critical elements of a benefits management environment (Payne, 2007) 
 

The understanding that benefits do not just happened just by delivering projects 
must be supported with mechanisms to measure the benefits; and with 
procedures for monitoring, reporting and responding to their achievement or non-
achievement (Reiss et al., 2006). 
 
Payne (2007) supports that view and adds that there should also two more 
critical elements in a balanced benefits management environment as illustrated 
in Figure 15 

6.1  Benefits identification 
This is the initiation stage were all desired benefits should be identified and 
documented. Bennington and Baccarini (2004) suggest that the benefits 
identification should be a combined approach of interviews and workshops 
involving key stakeholders (Bennington and Baccarini, 2004). Remenyi and 
Sherwood Smith (1998) argue that a key aspect of the benefits identification 
process is that stakeholders learn to understand better what is required from an 
investment and what is affordable and possible. 
Best practice is to involve key stakeholders to identify and agree desired 
benefits. This maximises the likelihood of commitment to realising those benefits 
across a range of levels in the business or the organisation (Glynne, 2007). 
Benefits at this stage should be structured in order to understand the linkages 
between technology effects, business changes and overall business effects 
(Sakar and Widestadh, 2005) 

6.2 Benefits Profile 
Many authors (Bartlett, 2006, Bennington and Baccarini, 2004, Bradley, 2006, 
CCTA, 1999, Farbey et al., 1999, Reiss et al., 2006, Thorp, 1998, Ward and 
Daniel, 2006) recommend drawing up formalised benefit profiles of the pros and 
cons so that they can be managed with the same rigour as costs. These benefits 
profiles should include:  

• A description for each benefit or disbenefits 
• How it will be measured 
• Its financial valuation where possible 
• How it will change current business processes 
• How it interacts with other benefits 
• The extent to which it  depends on the success of other projects within a 

programme 
• At what stage it is likely to come on stream 

As the programme of change progresses the ‘benefit profile will need to be 
reviewed and adjusted as necessary (CCTA, 2000).  
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Costs and benefits cannot be viewed in isolation and the benefits management 
process and the overall investment appraisal should be planed together. The 
ongoing costs and risks will usually be monitored, but the anticipated benefits are 
not so easy to define and quantify (OGC, 2003). Benefits management ensures 
that business change achieves the expected results by translating business 
objectives into identifiable measurable benefits that can be systematically tracked 
(OGC, 2003, Payne, 2007, Reiss et al., 2006). Benefits management comprises 
of a range of management activities design to ensure that an organisation 
realises the benefits from an investment (Farbey et al., 1999) such activities are 
built on the underlying rationale that the cost of an investment needs to be 
related to the benefits. One of the problems with this is that the costs tend to be 
incurred immediately, whereas benefits occur in the future (Love et al., 2004). 
 

6.3 Benefits Realisation Plan & Strategy 
 
In the Active Benefits Realisation approach by Remenyi and Sherwood- Smith 
(1998) underline the importance of aligning the business opportunity to the 
strategy of the organisation as expressed by it critical success factors. 
OGC (2007) underlines the importance of doing a management plan that 
describes how the organisation wishes to manage and achieve benefits from any 
investment in business change. The Benefits Realisation Plan - including key 
assumptions and sensitivity and risk analysis of those benefits expected to 
contribute most to outcomes - should be seen as a major component of this 
decision-making process (OGC, 2007b). Ward et al (1996) means that without a 
plan it is difficult to predict how an organisation might effectively realise business 
benefits. 
Business cases represent a key element of the business /project management 
interface (Morris and Jamieson, 2004) so it is important to ensure that this part of 
the interface is well defined (Nogeste and Walker, 2005). Cooke-Davies (2001) in 
Nogeste (2005) argues that a business case should link project deliverables to 
corporate strategy by defining which ‘deliverable makes which benefit available’ 
and ‘what needs to happen in order for the forecast benefits to be harvested’ 
(Cooke-Davies, 2002). According to (Kippenberger, 2000) making the link 
between deliverables and benefits explicit in a business case highlights the role 
of project deliverables as a means of achieving specific benefits, rather than the 
deliverables being ‘ends’ in themselves (Nogeste and Walker, 2005). 
‘‘The Business Case effectively describes what the value is to the sponsoring 
organisation from the outcomes of the programme. Managing the Business Case 
is about value management of benefits, costs, timescales and risks . . . The 
Business Cases at both programme and project levels are constantly monitored, 
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reviewed regularly . . .and updated as necessary’’ (OGC, 2007a, Pellegrinelli et 
al., 2007) 
   
 
 

 
 

Figure 16 Best Practice Benefits Management Cycle (Glynne, 2007) 
 
 Figure 16 above is an extension of the generic approach to benefits 
management by OGC (2003) shown in Figure 14 and it incorporates the 
importance and the main benefits management steps of a well structured 
business case (Glynne, 2007) 
 

6.4 Benefits Dependency Network and Mapping 
The benefits Dependency Network (Figure 17) was first introduced by Ward and 
Elvin (1999) and its aim is to illustrate the ‘many to many’ relationships between 
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enabling changes , business changes, business benefits an investments 
objectives. A benefits dependency network maps all the cause and effect 
relationships to include stakeholders, changes and criteria for success (Bradley, 
2006)  
 
 

 
 

Figure 17 Benefits Dependency Network (adapted from Ward et al 1999 by Crown 2007 & 
OGC 2007) 

 
Developing benefits dependency network is an iterative process, as required 
changes are identified and a network of interrelating changes and benefits 
evolves and the feasibility of achieving some of the benefits originally identified 
will be questioned (Bradley, 2006, Payne, 2007, Ward and Elvin, 1999). 
Solutions which deliver benefits will have been designed from stakeholders view 
or vision what constitutes a benefit (Nogeste and Walker, 2005). It can be argued 
that a stakeholder workshop provides a means of developing a benefits 
dependency network (Ward and Elvin, 1999). Bennington and Bacarrini (2004) 
also support the view that interviews and workshops with stakeholders is a strong 
technique of identifying project benefits (Nogeste, 2006). A benefits dependency 
network approach depicts that business changes enable organisational change 
(Reiss, 2000).  A benefits dependency map could result into a  stream flow of 
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benefits over time resulting from a successful implementation and management 
of a business program (Thorp, 1998) 

6.5 Benefits measurement, ranking and prioritisation 
 
"If you can't measure it, you can't manage it"  (Thorp, 1998) says. He means that 
measurement is the key. According to Thorp’s BRA it is important with relevant, 
accurate and consistent measures of the performance of each program, and of 
the projects within them. It must be determined what to measure and when to 
measure it (Farbey et al., 1993). The criteria for designing effective measurement 
systems are according to  (Thorp, 1998): 

• Make sure measures exist 
• Measure the right things 
• Measure things the right way, and 
• Make sure measurement systems guide decisions and action 

 
It is often very difficult to convert a policy vision or a business strategy into 
detailed and measurable statements of expected benefits. It can be hard to 
realise and measure all benefits from an investment or change (Bradley, 2006).  
Because some of the benefits may be secondary, ones that were not expected 
and have resulted indirectly from the changes that have been made, (Farbey et 
al., 1999) 
According to (Thorp, 1998) the fundamental concepts of benefits realisation help 
organisations deal effectively with the issue of measuring value in four important 
ways: 

• Identify the outcomes to measure, and how to measure them 
• Show the reasoning about the linkages relating programs and projects to 

outcomes, making it easier to understand what's going on 
• Make measurement come alive by clearly tying accountability to measured 

results, and 
• Take action based upon measurements through full cycle governance 

 
Reiss et al (2006) describe that many organisations are often tempted to 
measure and evaluate the success of a programme or project based only on 
hard benefits.  The drawbacks with this are; 

• The most valuable benefits are often largely intangible.  
• The easy-to-measure and financially oriented benefits are often the long 

term results of gaining more immediate soft benefits and  
• While risks can be managed effectively within a programme, it is much 

more difficult to factor the impact of risk and uncertainty into long term 
financial projection.  
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Also according to Bartholomew (1999) in Sedera et al (2001) hard measures 
such as financial figures can very often be confusing and deceptive as the 
intangible assets of a business can often be worth more than those which are 
tangible, up to 80% (Bartholomew, 1999, Sedera et al., 2001). 
Glynne (2006) argues that if a benefit cannot be measured numerically and 
baselined it should not be included in a benefits realisation plan, soft benefits can 
be difficult to measure and they may need to be left out of such plan. 
Reiss et al (2006) state that whether relying on hard or soft benefits to justify the 
success of a programme the analysis must be rigorous, comprehensive and 
agreed by all key stakeholders. Furthermore it should be possible to express all 
benefits in such way that their ultimate achievement can be established. In 
practice successful programmes combine a range of hard and soft benefits. The 
difference between the two types of benefit becomes less important as hard 
benefits are tempered with provisos about risk and vagaries of human nature and 
soft benefits are defined in terms of meaningful targets, milestones and 
measures (Reiss et al., 2006). 
Measuring business and organisational performance and setting targets for 
improvements is an increasingly important aspect of management (Ward and 
Daniel, 2006).  
Bennington and Baccarini (2004) and Ward et al (1996) suggest that Key 
Performance Indicators (KPI) are being allocated to project benefits, as benefits 
without KPIs are of little value and there should be no valid reason why 
measurement of benefits should be a problem.  
 

6.6 Benefits Monitoring & review 
 
Benefits monitoring compares project results with the benefits realisation plan 
during the project and assesses if any internal or external changes have 
occurred that will affect the delivery of planned benefits (Ward et al., 1996) 
 
Benefits review is ‘the process by which the success of the project in terms of 
benefit delivery is addressed; opportunities for the realisation of further benefits 
are identified; and lessons learned and opportunities for improvement in future 
projects are identified (Ashurst and Doherty 2003). 

 
Benefits monitoring is a long cycle. According to Bartlett (2007) it starts with 
benefits planning and ends with benefits realisation. The benefits stated in 
programme’s business case are the result of an often protracted period of 
benefits planning. By the time the business case has been signed of, the benefits 
as originally conceived may have been significantly diluted (Bartlett, 2006) as 
shown in Figure 18 
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Figure 18: Benefits dilution from planned benefits to realisation (Bartlett, 2006) 
 
Bennington and Baccarini (2004) however argue that most organisations do not    
monitor the benefits for the following reasons: 

• Lack of experience and/or business awareness 
• Focus on managing the deliverables rather than the benefits 
• Insulation from the benefits that come from when business management is 

responsible for users 
• Lack of focus on the people who will enjoy the benefits 
• Emotional commitment to the continuity of the project and so not open to 

changes to benefits that threaten project viability 
• Lack of tools to help ensure that benefits will be delivered 

 
According to Ward and Griffiths (1996) to be able to monitor benefits 
organisations have to actively overcome and handle the challenges with benefits 
monitoring. Ashurst and Doherty (2003) call the benefits monitoring stage for 
benefits delivery and define it as “the execution of the set of actions necessary to 
realize all of the benefits specified in the benefit plan”. Consequently the process 
of benefits delivery typically runs from project initiation, after approval of the 
business case or benefits realisation plan, through to completion of the project. 
Benefits delivery focuses upon the organisational change necessary to facilitate 
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benefits realisation, rather than the delivery of the solution (Sakar and 
Widestadh, 2005) 
A successful benefits management cycle needs to include periodic reviews to 
reconfirm the alignment of the project/programme/portfolio with the organisations 
strategic priorities and whether or not the anticipated suite of benefits is sufficient 
to accomplish to organisations’ strategic goals by also contacting benefits 
reviews at project stage gates (Cooke-Davies, 2002, Nogeste, 2006).  
 

6.7 Evaluation 
 
Benefit evaluation and value generation has been one of the latest additions to  
benefits management  (Bradley, 2006, Ward and Daniel, 2006). Value has 
several meanings and interpretations, Wikipedia summarise value definitions as    

• The quality (positive or negative) that renders something desirable or 
valuable 

• The degree of importance you give to something. 
• The amount (of money or goods or services) that is considered to be a fair 

equivalent for something else 
• Numerical quantity measured or assigned or computed. 
 

In Oxford dictionary: Value is the numerical measure of a quantity or a number 
denoting magnitude on some conventional scale. Adopting this definition Bradley 
(2006) defines value of benefit as the magnitude improvement associated with 
the benefit, and argues that in most organisations there is a powerful drive to 
value benefits financially irrespective of whether their achievement will actually 
generate cash, and that is because this is the simplest most common currency 
for comparing and ranking benefits. Financial benefits are also the most useful 
for providing a justification. 
 
Value is the relative worth or importance of an investment for an organisation or 
its key stakeholders. Its expression may take various forms, including monetary 
or material, substitution equivalence, subjective judgement, etc (Thorp, 1998). 
Delivering value begins with defining the expected high-level outcomes before a 
programme is approved and continues through the identification, profiling, 
tracking and embedding of benefits. This also involves assessing risk against the 
proposed outcome to confirm how value can best be achieved. (OGC 2004) 

6.7.1  A Value assessment technique in Benefits realisation 
Thorp (1998) introduces in his BRA a value assessment technique that will assist 
in gauging the odds of success for specific investments programs. The technique 
is based in the ‘four Ares’ as in: 
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• Are we doing the right things? – Addressing the definition of business and 
business direction 

• Are we doing them the right way? – Addressing the organisational 
structure and the process 

• Are we getting them done well? – Addressing capability  resource and 
infrastructure 

• Are we getting the benefits? – addressing proactive management of the 
BR process as a whole 

 
Thorp’s value assessment techniques is summarised in Figure 19. 

 

 
 

Figure 19: The four AREs in value assessment (Thorp, 1998) 
 
 

6.7.2 `Summative' evaluation or evaluation for accountability. 
 
Benefits realisation and evaluation are processes which assist organisations to 
spend money wisely and then to account for the amounts spent. In this aspect 
they are essentially summative activities, examining and calling people to 
account.  Farbey at al (1999) have argued that for ‘benefits management 
planning for benefits ex ante, and evaluating them ex post are two sides of the 
same coin’, in so far as a coherent benefits evaluation plan before the 
development of the system enables the identified benefits to be managed after 
(Farbey et al., 1993). It is   a view of evaluation which presumes a stable 
environment. In an environment where structures and values are changing what 
is required is a process which includes a proactive search for unexpected 
benefits (Farbey et al., 1999). The problem is that summative methods fail when 
circumstances are radically changed (Farbey et al., 1999). There is little point in 
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holding people to account for a situation beyond their control and which may no 
longer be relevant.  
 

6.7.3 ‘Formative’ evaluation or Evaluation for informing the present and 
learning from the past; 

 
Evaluation leads to organisational learning because it helps people to a mutual 
understanding of what makes for benefit (and costs and risks) (Kaplan and 
Norton. D., 1996, Symons, 1990) the results of benefits management help 
organisations to learn not to make the same mistakes over and over again. 
Formative evaluation is therefore a beneficial activity in its own right, regardless 
of the effect on control or accountability (Farbey et al., 1999). Formative 
evaluation also helps to get buy-in and attract much needed management 
attention and support. This view clearly presumes a great deal about 
organisations and organisational behaviour, for example it assumes that the 
culture and reward systems are such that people are not afraid to “learn'', that 
blame will not be assigned to anyone who points out difficulties (Farbey et al., 
1999).   
Formative evaluation is fundamentally different from acts of evaluation in that 
each activity in the process cannot be viewed in isolation, i.e. as a single 
snapshot to be seen as an end in itself, but each activity is rather viewed as one 
in a series of activities which in totality make a holistic learning picture (Remenyi 
and Sherwood-Smith, 1998). Furthermore, formative evaluation also involves 
concepts such as multiple stakeholder participation thus allowing for the co-
evolution of thinking amongst these stakeholders. This co-evolution promotes an 
environment of learning and development (Remenyi and Sherwood-Smith, 1998). 
Formative evaluation will facilitate recognition of unexpected/emergent benefits 
(Farbey et al 1999). In practice many of the most spectacular benefits obtained 
from the introduction of new information systems were unplanned (Farbey et al., 
1999). 
Kumar (1990) argues that in order to ensure the independence of evaluation and 
a more global set of criteria than those conceived by the developers, evaluation 
should be managed and performed by people other than the members of the 
development team. The mechanism for performing post-implementation 
evaluation may either be an independent quality assurance group or a multi-
stakeholder evaluation team led by the users (Kumar, 1990). 
Remenyi and Sherwood-Smith (1999) also suggest that a group of individuals 
should be established who will be responsible for conducting the work to ensure 
the success of a formative evaluation. This work is best conducted by a team 
comprising representatives of the ultimate users, the management and the 
information systems developers. According to Remenyi and Sherwood-Smith 
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(1999) it is better if this group is chaired by a user who will accept responsibility 
for the development. It is important to understand that the evaluators are 
primarily communications agents facilitating a constructive dialogue between the 
various stakeholders and therefore considerable care needs to be given to 
ensuring that everyone understands each other. 
This means that issues need to be fully aired and that firm positions should not 
be taken until all aspects of the information systems have been debated in full 
(Remenyi and Sherwood-Smith, 1998). 
 

6.7.4 Post Occupancy Evaluation (POE)   
 
POE has been defined (Zimring and Reizenstein, 1980) in (Turpin-Brooks and 
Viccars, 2006) as “examinations of the effectiveness for human users of 
occupied design environments”. POE typically focuses on assessment of client 
satisfaction and functional “fit” with a specific space (Zimmerman and Martin, 
2001). Typically the criteria for judgement are the fulfilment of the functional and 
the occupants’ needs. POE assesses how well buildings match users’ needs and 
it also identifies ways to improve building design, performance and fitness for 
purpose (Turpin-Brooks and Viccars, 2006). It involves the systematic evaluation 
of opinion about buildings in use, from the perspective of the people who use 
them. 
POE is not a new concept; its development in the UK was encouraged in the 
early 1960s through architectural practice research which lead to the publication 
of Part M: feedback, of the RIBA (Royal Institute of British Architects) plan of 
works (Turpin-Brooks and Viccars, 2006).  
One of the reasons POE has re-emerged in the UK is due to the report 
Rethinking Construction proposing that the construction industry should “focus on 
the customer” (Egan, 1998). POE can provide an objective measure of client 
satisfaction for development. POE has recognised value within the facilities 
sector as a technique employed to aid benchmarking of the quality of services 
ranging from maintenance and cleaning to the provision of office furnishings 
(Wauters, 2005). Wauters confirms the value of “user satisfaction surveys” as a 
precursor to service level benchmarking and subsequent recommendations for 
improving facilities services (Turpin-Brooks and Viccars, 2006). 
 
Preiser (2001) identify three levels of efforts in POE. The level undertaken will 
depend on the availability of finance, time, manpower and the required outcome 
(Turpin-Brooks and Viccars, 2006). The general approach to each level will 
involve planning the process, conducting the study and an interpretation of the 
results. The three levels are  as identified and summarised (Preiser, 2001)  in 
Figure 20 
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Figure 20 : Choosing the right level of POE (Turpin-Brooks and Viccars, 2006) 

 
Three different questionnaires are currently freely available for POE; they are the 
NHS toolkit, the design quality indicators (DQI), and building use studies (BUS) 
questionnaire (available on licence).  (Turpin-Brooks and Viccars, 2006) present 
the main headings of the three POE questionnaires in Figure 21  
 

 
NHS Toolkit (NEAT) Design Quality Index BUS 

1.Use 
2.Access 
1. Use 
2. Access 
3. Space 
4. Character and 
innovation 
5. Citizen satisfaction 
6. Internal 
environment 
7. Urban and social 
integration 
8. Performance 
9. Engineering 
10. Construction 

1. Use 
2. Access 
3. Space 
4. Performance 
5. Engineering 
6. Construction 
7. Character and 
innovation 
8. Form and materials 
9. Internal 
environment 
10. Urban and social 
integration 

1. Background 
2. The building overall 
3. Personal control 
4. Quickness of 
response 
5. Response to 
problems 
6. Comfort 
7. Noise 
8. Lighting 
9. Overall comfort 
10. Productivity at 
work 
11. Health 
12. Your desk or work 
area 
13. Travel to work 
(optional) 

 
Figure 21 : Three main POE toolkits - The categories (Remenyi and Sherwood-Smith, 1998, 

Turpin-Brooks and Viccars, 2006) 
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The NHS Toolkit when used in hospital environments is proved to be very useful, 
in spite of its lengthy approach (Rhodes, 2004).The DQI form of POE was found 
to be relevant for the educational sector, allowing consistency in evaluation 
(Collyer, 2005). DQI can also be used for stakeholder analysis   due to its non-
technical format with direct application to the education sector (Turpin-Brooks 
and Viccars, 2006).The BUS questionnaire seeks to provide a compromise 
between the needs of the respondent, data management, data analysis, 
statistical validity and question answering validity. It uses a relatively small set of 
key performance indicators which can be easily compared with other buildings 
that have been studied. It is based on what experience and statistical analysis 
has shown to be the most significant questions. It was developed along with the 
Building Research Establishment (BRE) (Cohen et al., 2000). 
POE tools are varied in nature, size, level of interactivity and hence suitability for 
different building conditions and organisations; it is clear that “one size does not 
fit all”, particularly in respect of the “psychosocial” aspects of occupation (Chigot, 
2005) or organisational / individual cultural influences on workplace 
settings/satisfaction (CABE, 2005) in (Turpin-Brooks and Viccars, 2006). 
  
One of the problems of POE is ownership (Turpin-Brooks and Viccars, 2006). 
There are benefits for both the client and designer but who should pay for it?. 
Because POE is not part of the standard procurement procedure there is little 
incentive for the designer to add to the standard approach (Turpin-Brooks and 
Viccars, 2006). There is a question of liability as a result of an evaluation (Turpin-
Brooks and Viccars, 2006). The POE may uncover problems which may label the 
building as “under performing” and reduce the value of the building for the client 
(Turpin-Brooks and Viccars, 2006).(Jaunzens et al., 2003) examine the benefits 
of POE at different stages of occupancy, from initial occupation, to an annual 
review, or prior to a move; for   stakeholder groups such as: clients, end-users, 
facilities managers and project team. Unless POE becomes part of the standard 
process of procurement then the barriers may not be overcome to enable a full 
realisation of the potential benefits. It is likely that many clients, members of the 
design team and end-users have not heard of POE (Zimmerman and Martin, 
2001).  
 

7 Benefits Management and other Management Disciplines 

7.1 Programme & Project Management  
 The UK government defines programme management as the coordinated 
management of a portfolio of projects that change organisations to achieve 
benefits that are for strategic importance (OGC, 2003). Another simple definition 
of Programme management is the orchestration of organisational change (Reiss 
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et al., 2006) an he considers a programme as beneficial mix of projects that 
deliver benefits (Reiss 2000).  
Programme management is now a widely used approach for bringing about 
planned change (Pellegrinelli et al 2007). The approach is used to implement 
strategy ((Partington, 2000, Pellegrinelli and Bowman, 1994) to develop and 
maintain new capabilities (Pellegrinelli, 1997), to manage complex information 
systems  implementations (Ribbers, 2002) and many other business changes. In 
1991, Ferns offered a definition of programme management centred on the 
notion of the programme as a coordinating mechanism for projects that enabled 
otherwise unrealisable benefits to be extracted (Ferns, 1991). 
As introduced earlier in the definitions section according to Reiss et al (2006) 
benefit management is a process for the optimisation or maximisation of benefits 
from change programmes. The process involves defining, agreeing, measuring 
and reporting on the expected benefits. The relationship between projects 
programmes and benefit management is frequently quite complex. Reiss et al 
(2006) describe that (Figure 22): 
• Projects do not deliver benefits, but create deliverables. 
• Programmes themselves rarely deliver benefits directly, but by combining 

projects and their deliverables they create the capabilities that will enable the 
desired benefits to be achieved 

• The benefit management processes ensure that the capabilities created by 
programmes are used to deliver the anticipated business benefits. 

The ultimate success for each programme is measured in terms of whether or 
not it delivers the planned benefits. 
 

 
Figure 22: Relating benefit, change, and programme and project management (Reiss et al., 
2006) 

Benefit
Management

Programme Management 

Change Management

Project Management

Benefit
Management

Programme Management 

Change Management

Project Management
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Figure 23: High level Benefits Management Process Model- V2 (ProgM 2003) 
 

Figure 23 illustrates the benefits management cycle through the development of 
a programme when that is initiated and the way that programme management 
teams can identify and initiate projects that will deliver the required outcomes. 
The projects then create deliverables. These deliverables are combined by the 
programme to create a capability within the organisation. The business uses the 
new capabilities and therefore delivers the associated benefits.  
• Benefits are measured and where expected benefits are no longer expected 

or reduced, for any reason, the programme management team reports the 
issue. 

• As benefits are actually achieved the organisation changes. Measurement of 
these improvements leads the organisation to a revised strategy and the 
continuation of the cycle. 

• The inner cycle shows how the programme management team starts with 
benefit definition, moves onto tracking the benefits as the team move towards 
benefit delivery and ends each cycle assessing the benefits actually 
delivered. 

 
There is a close link between benefits and portfolio management (Reiss et al., 
2006). The benefits of each project need to be aligned with the strategic criteria 
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for evaluating the portfolio. Benefits should be a key decision enabler to decide 
whether or not to invest in a project or programme as part of the portfolio 
(Glynne, 2007). “Benefits management helps ensure that the best portfolio of 
projects to meet the strategic objectives of the business can be selected and 
maintained. Structured benefits management is thus a vital navigational aid on 
the journey to achieving strategic objectives” (Parr and Williams, 2007). 
Project management and operations management need ‘to work together to 
ensure that the organisation receives the benefits that are expected from any 
project’ ((Cooke-Davies, 2002) in Nogeste 2005) Figure 24. 
 

 
 
Figure 24: The importance of Project Mgt and Operations Mgt working together to deliver 
beneficial change from projects (Cooke-Davies 2002) 
 
Accepting that operations management is responsible for delivering benefits from 
project deliverables, it is important for project managers to ensure that operations 
management stakeholders are engaged and share the common understanding 
that they are responsible for planning managing the work required to derive the 
anticipated benefits from project deliverables (Nogeste and Walker, 2005); work 
that potentially involves a larger community of stakeholders over a longer period 
of time, well after the project has been completed (Cooke-Davies, 2002). OGC 
also supports that programme and project teams being involved in projects to 
deliver business change, and business users and managers being responsible 
for managing and realising benefits (OGC, 2003). Cooke-Davies (2001) believes 
that benefits management needs to be integrated into existing project 
management practices rather than simply “bolted on”. Ward et al (2006) believe 
that benefits management is a management process applicable to a wide range 
of investments that is able to be integrated into management practices 



Benefits Management & Benefits Realisation – A Literature Report 

 
Working Paper. Do not cite or reproduce without the permission of the authors. © 2008  

48 

 
 
 
 

‘throughout the business change lifecycle- from strategic business planning 
through to eventual disposal of a the service or asset’ ((OGC, 2003) in Nogeste 
2005). Which when coordinated with other business management processes 
provides an organisation with the opportunity to transform itself into a high 
performance organisation ((Simon, 2003) in Nogeste 2005). 
 
Reiss (2000) states that benefits have normally an indirect relationship with each 
project. The benefits of each project can only be derived when combined with the 
outcome of other projects (Reiss, 2000). According to Reiss (2000) projects can 
be classified in terms of their ability to deliver benefits as follows: 

• DIRECT: projects with direct benefits 
• ENABLING : projects that deliver no direct benefit but which are vital to 

the delivery of a whole range of benefits from other projects 
• PASSENGER: Projects that can only add benefits expected from other 

projects. 
• SYNERGISTIC: a group of projects each of which makes no (or only a 

small) contribution unless combined into a programme 
 
The definition of project success criteria related to project outcomes is dependent 
on the clear identification and definition of both tangible and intangible project 
outcomes, with an increasing need to focus upon intangible outcomes (Nogeste 
and Walker, 2005). For as (Garcia-Ayuso, 2003), in (Nogeste and Walker, 2005)) 
argues  that: 

• Intangibles are fundamental sources of competitive advantages that must 
be identified, measured and controlled in order to ensure the efficient 
management of corporations. 

• There is a consistent relationship between most intangible investments 
and subsequent earnings and value creation in business corporations. 

• There is a lack of relevant and reliable information on the intangible 
determinants of the value of companies that actually results in significant 
damages for business firms and their stakeholders. 

• Intangibles are nowadays the main drivers of growth and competitiveness 
in our societies and their measurement is essential for the design and 
implementation of public policies. 

 

7.2 Change Management 
Thorp (1998) summarises change management as the holistic and proactive 
approach to managing the transition from current to desired organisational state, 
focusing specifically on the critical human or ‘soft’ elements of change. It includes 
activities such as culture change (values, beliefs and attitudes), developing 
reward systems (measures and appropriate incentives), organisational design, 
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stakeholder management, human resource policies and procedures, executive 
coaching, change leadership training, team building and communication planning 
and execution. Reiss et al (2006) define change management simply as the 
management of change but it distinguishes in two levels: 

• Micro level, where change management involves a set of techniques used 
to implant new technology and processes. 

• Macro level, where change management contains ideas about what 
interventions to make, making them and then reviewing how these are 
working. 

(Thorp, 1998) states that organisations will only realize benefits through change, 
and equally, change will only be sustained if benefits are realised, and seen to be 
realised. The BRA (Thorp, 1998) requires people to change how they think, 
manage and act. This will be difficult and often painful changes and they will not 
happen by themselves. After you got the awareness of the need of change you 
must understand the full extent of the planned change. (Thorp, 1998) means that 
only by understanding of and commitment to the planned change you got the 
capability to take the right actions. When we have the understanding necessary 
to build commitment, to fully understand the scope of what we are committing to, 
then, and only then, can we act with any reasonable chance of success. Many 
organizations are looking for simple models for change, but there are no simple 
solutions and with the silver bullet thinking organizations will continue to fail. 
(Thorp, 1998) 
Every year in the United Kingdom alone approximately £100 Billion is spent on 
change programmes. It can be assumed that organizations are hoping that this 
investment in change will improve their performance, thus resulting long-term in 
more profits and benefits. However there is a big problem, in the fact that the 
organisations making these investments are unsure of the effect the change is 
having on their performance (Bradley, 2006). This can be partly blamed on the 
fact that performance goals are not often made explicit or at all, making it hard to 
measure ones performance against anything (Bradley, 2006). Bradley (2006) 
points out that although these organizations are investing in change and are 
willing to change internally, change externally is a continuum and will forever 
have an effect on the organization. It can therefore be argued that for an 
organization to ensure that continuous improvement is achieved it should be able 
to adapt to internal and external change effectively. ‘The challenge is to develop 
an effective and timely method of determining the next set of changes, and to 
manage them, so that defined performance goals are achieved.’ It is not the 
system that is implemented into an organization that results in a benefit, but 
rather the change culture that the organization has to adopt due to the system 
(Bradley, 2006, Ward and Daniel, 2006). 
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As benefits are actually achieved the organisation changes. Measurement of 
these improvements leads the organisation to a revised strategy (Bradley, 2006, 
Ward and Daniel, 2006). 
 

 
Figure 25 What Benefits Management can achieve (NHS, 2007) 

 
An interesting connection between benefits and change is introduced by Reiss 
(2000) and is the term ‘Benefits Creep’ is explained as the phenomenon that 
degrades benefits. During the life of a programme, changes modify each 
project’s ability to deliver benefits. These changes can come from within 
(changes to the programmes themselves) or from the environment changes in 
the outside world that effect the value of the benefits (Reiss, 2000), Figure 25, 
illustrates how benefits management can facilitate the management of change 
over time following its introduction , to ensure that its outcome will be a benefit 
and not a disbenefit  to the organisation. 
 

7.3 Complexity and management blind spots 
 
It is important to pay attention to management blind spots which in turn they form 
the four critical dimensions of complexity (Thorp, 1998).  These blind spots are: 
linkage, reach, people and time. 

• Linkage is the necessary links that need to be made between the 
expected results from a project or programme and the overall strategy of 
the organisation.  

• Reach refers to the breadth and depth of change required within the 
organisation for the benefits to be realised as well as understanding the 
areas of impact and to what extend stakeholders will be affected. 
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•  People; a large number of people must be motivated and prepared to 
change. A clear understanding is needed as to which people are involved 
at what stage, what interventions will be required to effect the change how 
these interventions will be managed for people with different starting 
points, attitudes and motivations.  

• Time; in any transformation process time is always of the essence. We 
need to ask –and ask again and again- what the realistic length of time is 
for all the necessary changes to occur and for the full benefits to be 
realised. Estimations of time must be based on understanding the three 
previous dimensions. There must also be recognition that the other three 
dimensions will change themselves over time 

7.4 Continuous Improvement  
Benefits Management and Continuous Improvement (CI) are closely linked a, as 
mentioned before in Benefits Management and Realisation in page 18 This 
section gives a quick summary of what CI  is to explain the similarities of the CI 
and the Benefits management PDCA cycle. 
CI is a philosophy of ongoing betterment which originated in Japan where it is 
known as kaizen, involving everyone in an organisation on a day-to –day basis in 
a constant quest for continuous , incremental improvement in all fronts (Thorp, 
1998). 
 
Definition of continuous improvement 
 
Most, if not all, definitions of CI include statements about what CI activities seek 
to accomplish. The most frequently stated intentions include “organisational 
effectiveness and competitiveness”(Schroeder and Robinson, 1991) and 
“enhanced customer satisfaction” (Jha et al., 1996). Outcome criteria of greater 
specificity, such as cost reduction, flexibility, and reduced cycle time (Caudron, 
1993) are also considered. CI as a collection of activities that constitute a 
process intended to achieve improvement. In manufacturing, these activities 
primarily involve simplification of production processes, chiefly through the 
elimination of waste  (Jha et al., 1996). In service industries and the public 
sector, the focus is on simplification and improved customer service through 
greater empowerment of individual employees and correspondingly less 
bureaucracy (McLaughlin and Kaluzny, 1990). Acquisition and use of skills for 
process analysis and problem solving are seen as fundamental to CI in the 
private and public sectors (Mulvany, 1999). 
 
A synopsis of the major elements of CI follows (Jha et al., 1996).  

1. Understand and document the process: 
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• Identify value-added versus non-value-added activities (Doing the 
right things); 

• Analyse cost, quality, and other relevant measures for equipment 
(Doing things right) 

• Labour, and material inputs. 
2. Simplify and improve: 

• Reduce, combine or eliminate activities; 
• Improve the performance of equipment, labour and material inputs 

with respect to cost, quality and other relevant criteria; 
• Implement low grade (incremental) automation; 
• Revise business rules as needed 

3. Standardize and integrate: 
• Reintegrate remaining activities; 
• Stabilize the process at its new level. 

4. Monitor performance: 
• Measure and monitor; 
• Set new targets. 

 
The reader will no doubt observe the resemblance between the CI synopsis 
mentioned above and the Deming P-D-C-A or Shewhart cycle “plan-do-check-
act” cycle (Deming, 1986). Because value-added is defined in relation to the final 
customer of the organization’s products and services, CI is necessarily customer 
oriented (Jha et al., 1996) . 
CI seeks to improve performance in a variety of dimensions for the customer, 
such as cost, quality, promptness and timeliness, by improving functional and 
cross-functional processes. To do this, CI builds a knowledge base within the 
organization by documenting processes, so that future improvements can build 
on past accomplishments. CI consists of planned change, followed by 
stabilization of the system at its new level, followed by more planned change. 
Thus, control and stability are very much part of the CI process (Jha et al., 1996). 
 

7.5 Performance Management & Measurement 

7.5.1 Performance Management 
Performance management began to be of interest for study in the late 1980’s 
(Busi and Bititci, 2006) this was emulated in practice in the field.  It is now a 
preferred use of management and the performance of an organization is 
improved through the use of it (Sandt et al., 2001, Waal, 2006). However 
although there is evidence of increased performance with the use of 
Performance Management (Waal and Counet, 2006) state that 56% of the 
implementations are unsuccessful, they argue that this could be due to the 
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performance management systems that have been put in place being used 
appropriately, by all or at all times. A number of writers (Franco and Bourne, 
2003, Waal, 2006) believe that the systems fail due to behavioural aspects of 
performance management being overlooked. They all agree that for performance 
management to be successful within an organization that behavioural factors 
must be taken in to consideration as well as the more instrumental aspects.  The 
behaviour of the organisation and its members has to become performance 
driven, resulting in drive for continuous improvement and better results (Waal, 
2006) has developed a model which helps to demonstrate this process, see 
Figure 26. 
 

 
 

Figure 26 the Strategic performance management development cycle (Waal, 2006) 
 
This model and way of thinking about performance management and continuous 
improvement is very closely related to benefits realisation.  Performance 
Measurement and management methods can be used to ‘help to identify, plan 
and implement a benefit realization strategy within an organisation’ (Sedera et 
al., 2001) 
 

7.5.2 Performance Measurement 
 
Performance measurement is seen as an essential element in the life cycle of a 
project whether it be for an education, housing, community regeneration or 
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healthcare project.  The tools and measurements are, as (Townley, 2002) states 
seen as ‘a route for better management and accountability’ and provide 
information required for process control, enabling the establishment of real but 
challenging targets, that could be translated into benefits.  It is for this reason that 
the discipline can be related to BR and BM. 
 
Performance measurement, as with benefits realisation, began to receive a rise 
interest both in theory and practice around the late 1980s.  Although as (Neely et 
al., 2002) points out it has been studied for some time, for instance the first 
edition of the Administrative Science Quarterly, 1956 a paper written by 
Ridgeway entitled Dysfunctional Consequential Measurement was published.  
This paper’s focus was on the positives and negatives of using different methods 
of performance measurements.  Organisations in the 1980s focused their 
performance measurement predominantly on income and productivity. Bradley 
(2006) and (Ghalayni et al., 1997) believe the reason for this was because at the 
time huge investments were going into forever advancing technology.  Sedera et 
al (2001) argue that although it is the norm to measure performance on ROI 
(Return on Investment and) and ROCE (Return on Capital) that the figures can 
very often be confusing and deceptive as the intangible assets of a business can 
often be worth more than those which are tangible, up to 80% according to 
Bartholomew (1999) in (Sedera et al., 2001)  Intangible assets result in lasting 
benefits whilst the tangible benefits are more short term, also tangible assets 
measure the past performance of an organisation.  Therefore when measuring 
performance it would be advisable for an organisation to look at both tangible 
and intangible assets.  However intangible benefits are hard to measure not only 
because they can take a long time to be materials and realised but also because 
it involves measurement of behaviour such as one’s feeling of recognition, 
significance, status and reputation (Otley, 1999).   
 
From the recognition that both tangible and intangible assets were important for 
performance measurement came the development of a number of models which 
considered a balanced set of measures to evaluate the overall performance of an 
organization (Kaplan and Norton. D., 1996, Neely et al., 2002).  Some of these 
models are listed below (Sedera et al., 2001) 
1. Process performance measurement model 
2. Workflow based measurement model 
3. Statistical control method 
4. The performance pyramid 
5. Self assessment method  
6. Performance measurement matrix, and 
7. Balanced Scorecard method 
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7.6 Stakeholder Management 

7.6.1 Stakeholder Definition 
 
‘Stakeholding is the most important economic issue of the age’ (Kay, 1995) and 
again the management of this are essential for effective BM. BM is all about the 
management of different benefits that may be assigned to different stakeholders.  
To understand about stakeholder requirements capture and management is vital 
in ensuring a project or programme delivers benefits for all throughout its 
lifecycle.  
 
Stakeholding has been recognised within construction projects as far back as 
1963, as identified by research undertaken by Cyert and March (1963). They 
found that one such project could involve multiple clients or actors, all of whom 
could have different levels of power, in terms of influence whether it be financial 
or political. This idea of stakeholders existing within a construction project has 
since been further supported by numerous authors as pointed out by 
(Newcombe, 2003). There are a number of varied definitions for the term 
stakeholder from (Carroll and Buchholtz, 2006, Kakabadse et al., 2004, 
Kagioglou et al., 1998, Post et al., 1995, Wheeler and Sillanpää, 1997) and many 
more. For this review a blend of some of these definitions will be used and 
stakeholder is defined as: ‘An individual or group that has an affect on or is 
affected by an organisation and its actions at any time and in any way’. 
 
It is believed that stakeholders can be grouped into different types, a number of 
writers have defined these different groups (Calvert, 1995, Carroll and Buchholtz, 
2006, Post et al., 1995, Wheeler and Sillanpää, 1997) as illustrated in Table 5: 
Stakeholder Types.  It could be seen through the review that different writers 
would use different terminology for the same group e.g. Internal, Primary and 
Voluntary all have the same meaning. It can also be seen from this table and for 
the purposes of this assignment that Internal/Primary and Voluntary stakeholder 
groups will be used simultaneously as partner. The Table 5 shows the different 
terms used with the same definition: 
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Writer Stakeholder 
group Attributes Stakeholder 

group Attributes 

Carroll and 
Buchholtz 

(2006) 
Internal External 

Wheeler 
and 

Sillanpää 
(1997) 

Primary Secondary 

Post et al 
(2002) Voluntary 

Project partners who 
have a direct 
relationship based on a 
commitment and 
contract and/or who 
provide financial 
assistance.  They are 
affected and can affect 
in the organisation and 
its project e.g. 
shareholders  Involuntary 

On the margins of the 
project/organisation, not 
connected directly but 
will still be affected by 
actions and has 
influence especially 
where the 
organisation’s 
reputation is concerned 
e.g. Government 

Strategic 

Vital to the organisation 
and the risks and 
opportunities at a 
specific time e.g. 
Employees 

Carroll and 
Buchholtz 

(2006) 

Core 
A subset of the strategic 
stakeholders e.g. 
Managers 

Environmental

All other stakeholders 
that are neither 
strategic or core e.g. 
community 

Wheeler 
and 

Sillanpää 
(1997) 

Social 

Individuals/groups 
affected by the 
organisation and its 
project e.g. Trade 
bodies Non-social 

These are non-human 
or  yet conceived 
stakeholders affected 
by the organisation and 
its actions e.g. the 
environment, animals, 
future  e.g. Greenpeace 

 
Table 5: Stakeholder Types (Harris, 2008) 

 
It must be remembered that it is easy for stakeholders to jump from one 
stakeholder group to another.  For example an individual or group could be 
heavily involved during a particular point of the project at which time their 
stakeholder status could be seen to be vital and therefore 
Internal/Primary/Voluntary/Strategic/Core; however once their participation and 
direct involvement had finished they could quite easily move into the  
External/Secondary/Involuntary/ Environmental group. This is where BM comes 
into effect keeping the stakeholder engaged throughout the lifecycle of the 
project. 
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Stakeholders offer to an organisation an array of resources and assets they 
include (Post et al., 1995) 
 

 Capital 
 Knowledge 
 Social acceptance 
 License to operate 
 Revenue 

 
Each stakeholder has their own important role, identifying these as well as their 
responsibilities and benefits are extremely important. It is especially important 
when changes within the group occur. Now that the background of Stakeholder 
has been discussed with the different types defined the assignment will look into 
the term stakeholder management. 
 

7.6.2 Stakeholders Management 
The use of stakeholder management has become part of the daily responsibility 
of a company. The increased use of stakeholder management and its tools has 
been a direct result of growing competition caused by globalisation (Scharioth 
and Huber, 2006). 
For stakeholder management to occur effectively it is necessary for all 
stakeholder groups and individuals to be considered. There are a number of 
things that should be considered during stakeholder management as pointed out 
by Post et al (1995): 
 

 Benefit flows – this goes to and fro between the stakeholder and 
organisation. 

 Multiple linkages – all stakeholders can be involved with the organisation 
at the same time, which may result in links between the stakeholders 
themselves.  

 Simultaneous roles – stakeholders can play more that one role at the 
same time e.g. an employee can also be a shareholder or consumer. 

 Issue variance – factors change during a project e.g. trust is only built over 
time, or 1 issue may mean more to one stakeholder to another. 

 
Effective communication with all stakeholders is key to the success of a 
business.  Internal stakeholders, those closer to the project, often use 
complicated terminology and technical data during their discourse with the wider 
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stakeholder group. This can lead to poor communication between the group and 
a lack of understanding (Hynds and Martin, 1995). Stakeholders need to be 
aware of this and ensure that they communicate fluently at all times so that 
throughout the projects life cycle every person involved is aware of the position of 
the project.  It would be advisable for a communication strategy to be set up for 
this to be achieved. As well as effective communication, a high level of trust 
between the organisation and stakeholder is necessary and this needs to remain 
through out the project. Thomas and Thomas (2005) would support this; they 
believe that having all stakeholders involved from the outset helps the team to 
become integrated with a common understanding and shared knowledge. The 
key they would say to an effective stakeholder group would be through integrated 
team working. They do however point out that with changes that occur in 
organisations especially those of a personnel nature for example staff leaving 
and new ones joining. When a new member of staff joins the employees 
stakeholder group there needs to be some effective management from either the 
project manager or the core stakeholder group, Thomas and Thomas (2005) 
suggest the following  it must be noted that the term partner is used 
synonymously with stakeholder in the below: (Thomas and Thomas, 2005) 
 

• Summary of partnering and integrated team working as it applies to the 
project 

• The project partnering charter 
• The issue resolution process 
• The clients value criteria 
• KPIs and improvement targets 
• Explanations of project acronyms and jargon 
• Names and contact details (phone, fax, mobile, pager and email) of 

members of partnering team including identification of core group 
members or partnering champions 

• Executive summaries of value and risk management and partnering 
workshops 

• Up-to-date partnering and/or project timetables 
• Schedule of all core group and partnering team meetings, workshops and 

social events 
• Information on where or from whom further information can be obtained. 
• Initial induction meeting (30 minutes) 

 
These steps will help not only the new member of staff to feel part of the group, 
but also all other stakeholders and the project. Having the knowledge from the 
induction pack and meeting will mean that the new member of staff is aware of 
the other stakeholders involved, their role within the company and requirements, 
this means that communication between them should be easier, which will lead 
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to the stakeholder groups more readily to accept the new member of staff and 
begin to trust them. Having this knowledge is also advantageous to the project as 
it means that the new member of staff will not have to stop people ask them 
questions or make mistakes that they may have done without the induction pack 
and meeting. These methods would have to be underpinned by an effective 
change management strategy, as not only is there change occurring in the 
personnel side of things, but also with the introduction of a new process.  
 
The techniques illustrate the importance of shared knowledge, good 
communication and trust between stakeholders within an organisation, as well as 
the importance of an effective change management strategy all of which have 
been discussed as important parts of BM. If all can be adapted Thomas and 
Thomas (2005) believe that a smooth cross over between personnel can occur 
and ultimately a reduction in the volume of post-completion user problems and 
complaints, rework and increased user satisfaction. 

7.6.3  Stakeholders Requirements 
One of the main difficulties of having a number of stakeholders involved is the 
different objectives and demands each of the groups/individuals holds that are at 
times conflicting (Ayuso et al., 2006), this frequently occurs in the case of 
construction projects and Healthcare organisations (Carruthers et al., 2006, 
Olander and Landin, 2005) An example of this within the healthcare organisation 
would be the procurement of a primary health care building, the builders will be 
working to a particular design, location, cost and time, however the community 
may be unhappy with the location of this building. This kind of conflict between 
the two stakeholders can cause disruption to the whole project and could 
potentially lead to the end of it. Complexities at the level of stakeholders lead to 
complexities in requirements capture/management processes (Tzortzopoulos et 
al., 2006).  However this kind of situation can be resolved with the help of other 
stakeholders becoming more involved to try and appease the situation tightening 
their relationships, and the project manager communicating fluently and 
effectively to the stakeholders recognising their concerns with an attempt to 
reconcile them (Olander and Landin, 2005).  Being aware of the different 
requirements held by the stakeholders is vital to ensuring the smooth process of 
BM. 
 
Other tensions that can exist between stakeholders, especially those within 
construction projects are due to (Newcombe, 2003): 

 Long term versus short term objectives 
 Quantity versus quality 
 Cost efficiency versus jobs 
 Control versus independence 
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These tensions and predicaments show that the relationship between the 
stakeholders and organisation is two way, both can have an impact on the other, 
they can be affected by the behaviour, decisions, policies, objectives and 
practices of the other. Due to this and the recognition of the stakeholders’ role in 
successful businesses, different methods are being used to manage the 
stakeholder relationship, any change that may occur and the project lifecycle 
(Bradley, 2006) these include: 

 Developing at the early phase of a project an effective communications 
strategy. 

 Development of a stakeholder management strategy for the whole life 
cycle of the project. 

 The early development of a benefits management framework would help 
in this situation. 

 
Ayuso et al (2006) believe that the requirements, needs and aims of customer 
and employee stakeholder groups can be identified and achieved through the 
simultaneous use of the following capabilities:  

 Stakeholder dialogue – allows continuous two way communication 
between stakeholder groups and company, concentrating on listening with 
understanding allowing hidden beliefs and ideas to be expressed leading 
to transparency and building trust.  This ultimately allows the group to 
identify and focus on common interests.  

 Stakeholder knowledge integration – from the stakeholder dialogue 
stakeholders are able to gain both practical and creative knowledge from 
one another.  From this knowledge ideas/products/services/innovations 
aimed at meeting the requirements and expectations of the stakeholders 
are realised. 

 
These capabilities would be important in identifying and realising the benefits for 
the stakeholders throughout the BM process,  
 
Stakeholder dialogue can occur passively through call centres, letters or emails 
or active through methods such as meetings and organisational structure (Ayuso 
et al., 2006). For any of the tools of stakeholder dialogue to be effective all 
people involved have to ensure they are honest and present both transparent 
and precise information. Although systems and procedures can be put in place to 
attempt to ensure these processes occur, these are based on intangible assets 
which are possessed by the individuals within the stakeholder and company 
groups, therefore it could be hard for a project manager to ensure that all 
processes were being undertaken in the correct manner. Ayuso et al, 2006 
believe that this problem can at times be resolved with structures and systems 
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that are based on what the stakeholder value and therefore requirement, if a 
system is based on something that the stakeholder believes will benefit them 
they are more willing to adhere to them, as the BM process does. 
 
Achieving successful change is much easier if all stakeholders are committed 
and the earlier this commitment is accomplished, the smother the path to a 
successful outcome (Bradley, 2006). In order to engage and involve stakeholders 
you first need to identify them. At the early stages of a programme, project or a 
change process the stakeholder population maybe a little fluid. The process 
therefore of identifying them needs to be iterative. To ensure that all stakeholders 
become committed it is important to engage them effectively, throughout the 
complete change lifecycle. 
 
The concept of managing benefits in order to ensure their delivery is usually new 
within a sector or organisation. The various stakeholders will need educating in 
how benefits are to be identified, modelled and subsequently delivered (Reiss et 
al., 2006). It would be risky to assume that all stakeholders will understand the 
implications of benefits identification and planning. Kagioglou et al (2000) 
highlights that project success relies on the right people having the right 
information at the right time stating that the active involvement of all participants, 
especially in the early phase of a project, may subsequently help to foster a team 
environment and encourage appropriate communication and decision making. 

8 Summary 

This literature review provided information on the history and evolution of benefits 
management and benefits realisation. The aim was to present the existing 
approaches methods and tools and how these may be applied in the successful 
management of major programmes and/or projects. The literature review 
presents the following: 

• Although the need of benefits realisation has coincided with the increasing 
use and complexity of IT systems it is now an emergent and vital element 
for ‘best practice’ programme or project management in any major capital 
investment 

• The necessary clear distinction between, Benefits, Outcomes and Outputs 
and presents how those may interrelate during the lifecycle of a 
programme or project especially the potential of the outcomes to deliver 
benefits. 

• Classification of benefits in terms of value, organisational impact (internal 
and external), planned and unplanned and stakeholder interaction. 

• The importance to understand the differentiation between tangible and 
intangible benefits and how those may be managed and realised. 
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• The importance of clear roles and responsibilities for successful benefits 
management and the necessity of robust methods of governance. 

• The broadly accepted in the construction, IT, programme and project 
management industry benefits management / realisation approaches and 
highlights their main elements. 

• A benefits management approach should  consist of the following stages 
as guideline, as those exist in the different approaches reviewed and 
literature researched: 

o Benefits Identification 
o Benefits Profile 
o Benefits realisation Plan & Strategy 
o Benefits dependency map 
 

• The role  of the business case as a ‘live’ document when driving for 
successful programmes and projects  
 

• Linkages between continuous improvement and benefits management 
and how essential is the measurement, monitoring and reviewing of 
benefits to maintain a CI momentum either within an existing programme/ 
project or when planning for new ones.  

 
• Although there is not ‘one size fits all’ benefits management framework, 

most of the approaches reviewed tend to focus on the continuous 
improvement cycle of Plan –Do - Check-Act 

 
• The relationship between value and benefits and existing evaluation 

stages and techniques.  
 

• The connections between BM/BR and other management disciplines as 
the interdependence of BM and other disciplines is not fully reflected in the 
literature researched. 

 
• It is important to pay attention to management blind spots which in turn 

they form the four critical dimensions of complexity. These blind spots are: 
linkage, reach, people and time 

 
• The performance management as route for better management and 

accountability’ that provides information required for process control, 
enabling the establishment of real but challenging targets, that could be 
translated into benefits.  
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• The understanding about the significance of stakeholder requirements 
capture and management as vital in ensuring a project’s or programme’s 
benefits delivery and realisation for all throughout its lifecycle 

 
 
It is evident from the literature available that still   major capital investment 
programmes and projects are measured on their success in relation to cost, 
quality and time of delivery, and not in relation to the benefits or impact that they 
have delivered. Although benefits realisation is emerging as one of the methods 
to assist organisations to manage the whole life cycle of programmes and 
projects there is still no evidence of the successful implementation of any of the 
methods available. The authors believe that the following points should be further 
addressed, researched and understood to provide a robust knowledge base and 
assist into developing a robust benefits realisation process: 
  

• Continuous improvement as a built in function of a whole programme or 
project and not just as an element of benefits realisation 

• Value generation and elimination of wasteful activities in programme 
development, implementation and delivery.  

• Identify ways linked into benefits realisation of making more reliable 
predictions.  

• Optioneering, and decision making 
• Embedment or integration of benefits realisation and business case to act 

as one powerful document that will be flexible to changes. 
• Clear links between benefits realisation plan and outcomes 
• Knowledge sharing & continuity. 
• How will  a benefits management /realisation  process can facilitate   

decision making and simultaneously predict the effects of those decision 
to all  actors and stakeholders 

• Benefits driven evaluation of the “whole” lifecycle and at important 
intervals. 

• Understanding of the ‘benefits’ and ‘value’ of activities by all that plan, 
deliver and receive a project 

• Identify benchmarks for Benefits realisation and management  
 
All the above need to be put into a context of the health and social care services   
infrastructure delivery which is the a main focus of HaCIRIC, further research is 
required into how a benefits realisation process can be applied and make a 
positive impact in such a complex environment as the healthcare sector. First by 
gaining a good understanding of the particularities of a healthcare system if any 
and subsequently by identifying how the points raised in this literature report can 
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relate to the delivery of healthcare infrastructure programmes and projects that 
deliver either products ,services or the combination of both.   
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