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be realized to justify investment in the 
project. For example, designing and 
installing a high-performance valve for 
a natural gas liquefaction plant should 
focus on how the valve will enhance 
the overall performance of the plant 
and also how the valve can be fitted 
to minimize operational losses from 
any downtime associated with instal-
lation. An initial assessment of the 
project scope and requirements would 
capture the benefits and risks, and 
then the level of process adoption 
should support these outcomes. 

For illustrative purposes, let us say 
the installed valve costs $200,000 
and provides $500,000 each year in 
commercial benefits. This excludes 
$3 million in lost profits if the plant 
needs to be taken down for the time 
required to install. Existing project 
guidelines may stipulate that all 
projects are subject to the standard set 
of approvals at each stage gate, and 
these typically take seven months to 
process on a straightforward project. 
An unrelated maintenance shutdown 
of the plant scheduled five months in 
the future would allow maintenance 
to install the valve without affecting 
production. This also allows for the 
four-month delivery time for the valve, 
but only if a purchase order is issued 
quickly.

Under the rigid procedures of 
this organization, however, the valve 
cannot be ordered until the appro-
priate stage gate has been passed 
after seven months, and the instal-
lation must be assumed to require 
a dedicated outage. Consequently, 
the project is not justifiable on 
economic terms. Since the sponsor 
recognizes the potential benefit, 
the project is proposed repeatedly 
through the yearly budget submission 
process. Several of the initial stages 
are completed, and then the project 
is canceled once again for the same 
reasons until it is finally approved 
some years later. 

The cost of continually reviewing a 
raft of such projects every year easily 
can run to hundreds of thousands of 

dollars in a modestly sized corporation. 
This is equivalent to simply executing 
one or two such projects every year and 
receiving some benefit from the expen-
diture. With reason-based project 
management, such inefficiencies can 
be minimized by assessing the appro-
priate level of project review required 
to ensure that quality, schedule and 
cost objectives are still delivered whilst 
ensuring the desired outcomes are 
maintained. 

A review might show that 90 
percent of projects, such as the above 
valve upgrade, eventually are approved 
and executed. This would suggest that 
the lengthy and resource intensive 
review processes are not adding value. 

The main features of the reason-
based project management approach 
are provided by the framework in 
Figure 1.

This management framework 
includes four levels. The base level 
represents the project lifecycle, which 
encapsulates existing best practices 
for engineering projects. The second 
level is the process level, where, in 
the reason-based approach, there is 
an early assessment of project scope 

that leads to identifying the project 
outcomes clearly. Then, crucially, 
the project manager must make 
a decision on the level of process 
adoption that optimally will support 
the required project outcomes. The 
third level represents the traditional 
triple-constraint requirements that, 
of course, still need to be delivered, 
which if supported by an appropriate 
level of process adoption will lead 
to successful delivery of the project 
outcomes, which are the benefits 
represented by the fourth level.

Case studies of applying reason 
over process restrictions
In this first example, an engineering 
procurement construction company 
(EPC) wanted to respond to clients’ 
requests for improved designs that 
meet their expectations. Therefore, the 
EPC company implemented a certified 
quality control program, complete 
with regular external audits to make 
sure that they were following their 
self-imposed procedures. In business, 
there is a rule of thumb that any page 
from a document represents $1,500 
in costs. This considers the authors’ 
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